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Summary

This paper is a pioneering work on directional affixes in Tibeto-Burman languages spoken
in China. Nishi Yoshio PEZ£E[ (1934-2019), a Japanese scholar of Tibeto-Burman linguistics,
and a professor emeritus at Kobe City University of Foreign Studies #F ii#4[EFE A% had
authored it. He made notable contributions to typological/historical studies, especially in
Burman and Himalayan languages. The original paper in Japanese appeared in 1985 under
the title TEERNODFRYE - CARRDOEFEICASNDTTFFEROBFHESE ) in Nishida
Tatsuo PHFHAERE (ed.) T o « EIL~REED SREFAIEIINITLD IERISOEERIERTZEE
B ZE A Fi 555 [Outcome Report for the Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research for
the academic year of Showa 59 (1984)] pp. 26—45. However, this report was a restricted
publication distributed to limited scholars, and was not easy to access. In 1990, Nishi’s
article was translated into Chinese and published as = [E35% N A BT S 7= /7 a1 BRI
sy, GEMGERE. BRIER mhER SRR RIETRNE S 29 (RIBE STFRIEIRE
BHE) 81+ =4E, 104-116, 103E. It was fortunate that this translation was widely read
among Chinese scholars as well as those American/European scholars who read Chinese.
When we started our research project on directional affixes in Tibeto-Burman languages,
including Tangut, Nishi’s work was extensively read by all research members involved to
better understand the basic knowledge and methodology of the analysis of directional
affixes. We share the belief that this paper was a great and important work, and thus, the
editors decided to provide a new English translation’ of Prof. Nishi’s article in this volume

for easy reference in honor of this expert linguist. (Editors)
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0. A language lacking nouns or adverbs indicating direction or orientation such as north,
south, east and west, up and down, left and right, or in and out is hard to imagine. In addi-
tion to the above directional words, many Tibeto-Burman languages also have directional
affixes (directionals) attached to the verb stem to indicate the direction of the action or
behavior. Geographically, these languages are largely found in the hilly country running
from the west part of Sichuan Province 41|44, the southeast part of the Tibet Autonomous
Region FEi HIAX (including the disputed area between India and China), and from the
western part of Yunnan Province ZxF§#, through the north part of Burma and Assam in India,
and down south to the hilly country straddling the border between Bangladesh and Burma.
The affiliations of these languages, however, have not always been identified, but they
include Tibetic languages, Bodo-Naga languages, and Kuki-Chin languages. According to
DeLancey (1980), if we add the affixes indicating ‘proximal’ and ‘distal’ as directionals,
and take the languages having one or both of these directional into account, then we must
also include representative Lolo-Burmese languages such as Burmese.!!! If we consider
them from the perspective of diversity, the most complex system of directionals is found in
the Ch’iangic languages in western Sichuan, which stands out in how it intersects with
other verb affix systems such as aspect-marking or mood-marking affixes.

DeLancey’s (1980) research comprehensively addressed directionals in Tibeto-Burman
languages, discussing not only directionals (directives) as narrowly defined here, but also
recognizing directionality in the relationships between the so-called ‘pronominal affixes’
indicating the agents and patients of motion verbs and transitive verbs in terms of view-
point and attention flow. Sun (1981b) researched directionals in Tibeto-Burman languages
in China, comparing directionals in the rGyarong 7% and Pumi >k languages to those in
the Ch’iang 7€ language, and discussing their respective systems, origins and characteristics.
Moreover, Nagano (1984b) described the directionals in the rGyarong 3%7% language (1Cog-
rtse H ikt dialect) with a comparative linguistic approach with comments to his analysis
by Hashimoto Mantaro &7 & & Hf and Nishida Tatsuo PEHFERE. Nishida further presented
his opinions on the issues and origins of directionals in his comments on the paper.

Here, we compare directionals in the Tibeto-Burman languages in China reported by
Chinese linguists, and attempt to make an elementary typological classification referring to
the above studies in which collected data is reliable but lacking in many details.

01. In Sun (1981b: 39), Sun Hongkai #M/=HF lists the Tibeto-Burman languages in China
having verb affixes indicating directional categories as being the Ch’iang/Qiang ¢! lan-
guage, as well as the Pumi ¥K,”) rGyarong/Jiarong 27, Jinghpaw/Jingpo HHii,"!
Trung/Dulong 4%, and Deng f& languages, and he pointed out that the directional affixes
(= directionals) in the Pumi 2K and rGyarong %X languages resemble those in the
Ch’iang 7€ language in form and meaning, while those in the three remaining languages
not only differ, but belong to a different type and are not synonymous in origin. Although
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he listed six language, what is known as the Deng f& language reportedly is actually two
languages, the Taruang &1k and Kumang 1% £®), which thus should not be considered as
the same language; both have been found to have directionals. Ultimately, directionals are
found in seven languages in Sun (1981b).”7 Directionals have recently been reported in
three Tibeto-Burman languages in China: Ersu /R77,'% Idu-lhopa S ER¥SEL M and Tujia +
%,12 50 there is a total of ten languages known to have directionals so far.

The geographical distribution of these ten languages is roughly as follows: First, the
Ch’iang 72 language is distributed in the northern part of Sichuan Province PUJI|#, fol-
lowed by the rGyarong % 7% language, which is distributed in the northern part of Sichuan
Province PUJI|# partially overlapping with the Ch’iang J¢ language region. The Pumi %K
language is distributed across a region straight south, stretching from the southwestern part
of Sichuan Province P4)1144 to the northwestern part of Yunnan Province =F§%&. The Ersu
/N7 language is also distributed from the southwestern part of Sichuan Province P4J11% to
the eastern end of Tibet Autonomous Region Piji EI{G[X. The Tujia -8 language has the
largest population of speakers among these ten languages, distributed across a broad region
encompassing the four provinces of Hubei i#14t,, Hunan {#Fd, Sichuan PU)I| and Guizhou %
M, though located some distance from the remaining nine languages. The Jinghpaw 5Ai
language is spoken from the western part of Yunnan Province Z=F§%# to northern Burma
and Northeast India, and the Trung ¥ language (which also includes the Nung/Nu %%
language) is distributed from the northwest corner of Yunnan Province ZZFi# to the south-
east corner of Tibet Autonomous Region FHjik HiAX. Finally, the Idu X &R, Taruang iXil,
and Kumang 1% £ languages are all located in a narrow region in the southeastern corner of
Tibet Autonomous Region Pl FIIG[X; the areas where the Idu X #f and Taruang jAik lan-
guages are spoken touch each other. The figure below shows the central part of the regions
of distribution of these ten languages to graphically present the language distributions.

02. Thus, most of the ten languages are widely spread apart regionally and divided into
multiple dialects, although detailed descriptions of all dialects have not yet been reported.
While many places where the dialects of each language are spoken have been reported, in
actuality, they represent only one or a few dialect locations, and not much more than in
general outline. This means that, for example, even if a directional affix is said to be found
in the Ch’iang 72 language, this does not mean that all dialects of the Ch’iang ¢ language
have the same affix in form, meaning, and function. Therefore, we need to mention the
dialects to which the direction affixes addressed here belong in order to avoid misunder-
standing.

1. Ch’iang 72 language: Mawo Ji % dialect (northern dialect) (Sun 1981b) and Taoping
BEEE dialect (southern dialect) (Sun 1981a).
2. Pumi K language: Qinghua i dialect (southern dialect?) (Lu 1980).



240 Nisar Yoshio

Tibet Autonomous Region . .
FREAR Sichuan Province
= )il
Ch‘iang % Qiang
rGyarong E&7% Jiarong Hubei Province #4b&
Ersu ‘R7 Ersu ., .. | HunanProvince #Fa&
§ . Tujia £ ) ) -
Idu X#B Yidu Prinmi ¥ Pumi Sichuan Province P9)I|&
Taruang &3t Darang H Guizhou Province 53 &
Kumang 1&£ Geman I
Prinmi K Pumi
INDIA [ASSAM] Yunnan Province
Trung =+ Dulong JRAE =4
Jinghpaw == Jingpo SR
BURMA

Distribution diagram of the ten languages having directional affixes

3. Ersu 7R} language: Ganluo County in Liangshan Yi Autonomous Prefecture, Sichuan
Pl Lk B A H & B dialect (Western dialect = Western Ersu dialect) (Sun
1982b).

4. rGyarong 357X language: 1Cog-rtse HhiE dialect (Qu 1984) and So-mang #& dialect
(Jin 1958) (all eastern dialects).

5. Trung 7% language: Gongshan Derung and Nu Autonomous County 57 LI 5 5%
BEEAE: dialect (Trung dialect) (Sun 1982a).

6. Jinghpaw 5l language: Enkun B dialect (Academy for Research on Chinese
Ethnic Minority Languages 1959; Liu 1984).

In the case of the three languages of Idu X #B (Sun 1983), Taruang i%il: (Sun et al. 1980),
and Kuman #% 2 (Sun et al. 1980), no dialects have been noted, and there is no mention of
dialects for the Tujia 1:5% language (Chen et al. 1983) either.

1. The directionals in these ten languages can be classified into several types in terms of
form, meaning and function.

First, they can be divided into prefix and suffix types based on their positional relation-
ship to the stem (root). The directionals in the Ch’iang 7, rGyarong %#%, Ersu /"7, and Pumi
K languages are prefix type, while the directionals in the remaining six languages are
suffix type. Tibeto-Burman languages have a so-called OV type (object + verb type) word
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order: The affixes added to verb stems (roots) are overwhelmingly suffixes rather than pre-
fixes. rGyarong 7% is the only language especially abundant with prefixes among prefix-
type directional languages. Trung /¥ is a language of directional suffix-type but has a
relatively high number of verb prefixes. Consequently, no correlation was observed at this
point.

The directions indicated by the directionals in each language include not only the common
directions of up and down, left and right, and in and out, but special directions spoken in a
particular language (dialect), or attributed to the topographical features of the region where
it is spoken, especially mountains and rivers as the basis. We may classify the meanings of
the directionals in these languages in consideration of meaning categories as follows:

L. Paired semantic classifications
(1) Indicates the speaker’s point of view.
a. Proximal: Indicates the direction of a motion towards the speaker (first per-
son) or their location, where a motion verb ‘come’ directs.
b. Distal: Indicates the direction of a motion in the opposite direction of a
speaker or their location, where the motion verb ‘go’ directs.
(2) Related to the general direction
la. Upward
b. Downward
2a. Inward
b. Outward
3a. Rightward
b. Leftward
4a. Toward unknown direction
b. From unknown direction
(3) Indicates directions based on regional topographical features.
la. Upstream
b. Downstream
2a. Mountainward
b. Riverward
3a. Higher elevation (ridge side or upstream) to lower elevation (foot side or
downstream) with reference to mountains or rivers
b. Lower elevation (foot side or downstream) to higher elevation (ridge side or
upstream) with reference to mountains or rivers
4a. Level surface
b. Sloping surface
Sa. Sunriseward
b. Sunsetward
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The above directions labeled a. and b. belonging to the same number are those that are
semantically paired with each other and appear as pairs regardless of the language.

II. Unpaired
1. Backward (or returning)
2. Toward starting point
3. From starting point
4. From riverside

Categories I and II are related to direction or terrain, while the semantics of directionals
are as follows:

III. Unrelated to direction!'®!
la. By speaker themself
b. Not by speaker themself
2. Incidentally

Not everything under this semantic classification is expressed by separate individual
forms (directionals). One directional may express several directions depending on the con-
text and circumstances, or always express multiple direction categories in a complex
manner.

2. When we consider the features of the directionals in each language based upon the
above semantic categories unveiled by them, the following points become evident.

(1) 1.3, that is, the most highly developed directionals indicating direction based upon
regional topographic features are found mainly in the Ch’iang &, Pumi #°K, Ersu /i~
7+, and rGyarong 7% languages. Several are found in Kumang #%%, Idu K,
Taruang J&1k, and Trung .

(2) I.1, that is, the languages having proximal-distal directionals as basis, further com-
bined with yet other meanings, are the Idu X #E, Taruang iXil: and Kumang 1% 2
languages.

(3) The languages mainly classified by 1.1, in addition to the above three languages, are
the Trung %, Jinghpaw £ 4, and Tujia =5 languages. Furthermore, although the
Ch’iang € and Pumi >k languages, as well as the 1Cog-rtse F5i5 dialect of the
rGyarong %%7% language, also have proximal and distal directionals, they are report-
edly found only in the imperative form of the So-mang #/% dialect of the rGyarong
357 language, and are not recorded in the Ersu 77} language.



Directional verb affixes found in Tibeto-Burman languages in China 243

3. Next, when we compare the phonological forms of the directionals in each language,
the following points become evident.

(1) The Ch’iang 72, Pumi K, Ersu 7R/}, and rGyarong 5% 7% languages include several
directionals that may be inferred to be cognates (in which case, inferring and exactly
reconstructing the prototype or base form is difficult, as affixes often present irregu-
lar correspondences, and there is a strong tendency for syllable rimes to weaken
overall). Several forms that could be recognized as cognates are also found in the Idu
W and Taruang 51k languages as well. The only directionals the Taruang i%if: and
Kumang %2 languages have that appear to be cognates are ones pointing ‘toward
the starting point’.l'

(2) The proximal directionals in the Trung /% and Jinghpaw i languages are consid-
ered cognates. -Z- in the Jinghpaw Sl language seems to be derived from *-r-.
However, this can be inferred to be a weakened and grammaticalized form of the
Proto-Tibeto-Burman form *ra (temporarily reconstructed) ‘come’.[">) Furthermore,
a parallel instance is the -s- in the Jinghpaw £l language, which is considered to be
an affix grammaticalized from *sa ‘go’.l'®! On the other hand, as Sun indicates, the
di®'- expressing ‘distal’ in the Trung /¢ language probably was the grammatical-
ization of the verb di®® ‘go/walk’ (Sun 1982a: 115). If that is the case, then the ‘distal’
directionals in the Jinghpaw 5 and Trung /¥ languages are not cognate but
parallel in origin.

In light of the similarities in the meaning and form of the directionals described above,
the ten languages addressed here may be categorized as follows:

A. Languages having directional prefixes:

Ch’iang ¢, Pumi 2K, Ersu /7%, rGyarong 57X
B. Languages having directional suffixes:

a. Trung 817, Jinghpaw S, Tujia +5¢

b. [du X #E, Taruang j&ik, Kumang #% 2

The directionals in each of these languages may then be organized into a table based on
the above categories as follows:!”!
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Table 2a  B. a. Directional suffixes in the Trung ¥, Jinghpaw 54, and Tujia T3 languages

Language Tru‘n‘g J inghl?aw : Tuj i‘a
MoliE K : +FKIE
Dialect Trung Nichum i
Mo (L A= REHE I
Proximal -ra®® / -rai®® / -rat>® - (< *r-) L -aSStius® [+perfect]
Distal -di®! -s- ; -a%lu®! [+perfect]
Higher to Lower -dz&?%® ,
Lower to Higher -lug?! / -lug®® :

Table 2b  B. b. Directional suffixes in the Idu X #f, Taruang i%if:, Kumang %€ languages

Language Idu‘ "ljarj.la‘ng : Kum‘a :
XERE ez : 2
Proximal :
Higher to Lower -a%>dza>? -dza® i -pu®
Lower to Higher -a®tiu®® -tiu®® ; -jau®®
Level Surface -bi** .
Inward : -1it®® / -1i%®
From Riverside -a®°bi*® ;
Toward Starting Point -na*>® '\ na%®
From Unknown Direction -mu® -bon*® :
Distal :
Mountainward/Riverward i Wit
+ Level Surface '
Mountainward/Riverward ; 5
+ Sloping Surface E
Toward Unknown Direction -na*°ge>® 10>
by Speaker himself -ga>®ba>? -bo>3n>®
not by Speaker himself -ge™ -gie® ;
Incidentally -dzi>®ge®® -dwr*>ga®®

‘Lower to higher’ and ‘Higher to lower’ in Table 1 do not just mean regular ‘up and
down’ in both dialects of the Ch’iang ¢ language and the So-mang ¥ dialect of the
rGyarong 7% language (and likely the same in the 1Cog-rtse .5uE dialect), but ‘ridge-
ward’ and ‘footward’ in contrast to ‘upstream’ and ‘downstream’ below. Therefore, both
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dialect forms listed in the ‘upward’ and ‘downward’ sections might actually be placed in a
different direction category of 1.3.

Nagano (1984a: 39-40; 1984b: 25-26) mentions a pair of prefixes ku- and ni- (~ di-)
that express ‘toward the seat of honor’ and ‘toward the lower seat” in the 1Cog-rtse F it
dialect in the case of the rGyarong 37X language. Nagano (1984b: 31) compares this to
ko-, di- in the So-mang #J& as described by Jin (1958), stating that ‘seat of honor/lower
seat’ opposition in GC [the ICog-rtse B 5%k dialect (as described by Nagano)] is shifted to
above/below rivers in the GM [So-mang #J% dialect]. Beside the problem of which oppo-
sition is original in meaning, in the 1Cog-rtse &.5¢3 dialect described by Qu (1984) and the
So-mang ¥ dialect described by Jin (1958), affixes have no meanings indicating oppo-
sitions of ‘seat of honor/lower seat’. However, ‘seat of honor/lower seat’ directions are
indicated in direction nouns (ones like demonstrative pronouns, which distinguish proxi-
mal, mesioproximal, and distal pronouns), which are believed to have been the source of
directionals in both dialects.

In the So-mang #£/& dialect, as well as the 1Cog-rtse FH 5%k dialect described by Qu
(1984), directionals are divided into two systems (type A and type B) according to differ-
ences in the tense, aspect and mood of verbs, but no such distinctions are found in the
1Cog-rtse H ikt dialect described by Nagano (1984a, 1984b). The affix form expressing
‘toward the lower seat” according to Nagano shows free variations between ni- to di-, and
the corresponding direction noun is hani. The ni- to di- affix forms may correspond to the
other dialect forms of type B na- and type A di-, but this is unclear. This distinction ‘seat
of honor/lower seat’ simultaneously expresses the meanings ‘The side where to burn fire-
wood on the hearth (lower seat)/the opposite side (seat of honor)’.

Naturally, this is limited to direction nouns. However, there are words meaning ‘seat of
honor/lower seat’ and ‘side where to burn firewood on the hearth/opposite side’ in the

Table 3 Directional affixes and direction nouns in the rGyarong 7% dialects

Dialect 1Cog-rtse (Qu) So-mang (Jin) 1Cog-rtse (Nagano)
ialec _ _ _
HyukhE (B) | BENS (B RS (RE)
Prefix form
To Upstream ku- ko- ko- ko- | To Higher seat ku-
A B A B
To Downstream di- na- di- na- | To Lower seat ni- (~ di-)

Directional noun (Proximal)

Upstream /
P a-ku ?a-ku Higher seat haku
Higher seat

Downstream / X .
a-di ?a-ds Lower seat hani
Lower seat
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Taoping BKFE dialect of the Ch’iang 7 language. However, this is different from the
rGyarong 7% language. This pair of meanings is carried by a pair of direction nouns
meaning ‘mountainward/riverward’ and ‘towards upstream/towards downstream’, though
there are not listed actual corresponding independent words (Sun 1981a: 76).

As mentioned above, in the rGyarong language, the directional prefix of type A or type
B is attached depending on the difference in the tense, aspect, and mood of a verb. In
addition, the type A directionals may be used with an overlap when emphasizing the direc-
tion of motion as follows:

... —type AA/type B — ... — verb stem —...

The directionals indicating ‘proximal” and ‘distal’ in the Jinghpaw 5t#il language are Z-
and -s-, respectively, as per DeLancey’s analysis; however, the explanations of ‘proximal’
and ‘distal” are greatly simplified to match those in the materials from China. DeLancey
uses the example of the Prang Hkadung dialect of the Jinghpaw 5l language to analyze
verb complexes like V(erb) Aux(iliary verb) X M(ood), wherein X consists of ma- (plural)

and CVC-type syllables, and this -CVC- is analyzed into C- (viewpoint marker) and -VC
(person/aspect marker). In the materials from China, the -Aux X M parts are treated as one
sentence-final particle. The M part is shown to be more or less separate from the Aux X part
by Liu (1984), but the Aux X part has not been analyzed further.l'¥! As for the morphemes
appearing in the C- part of this X, DeLancey considers that -r- shows a viewpoint at the
endpoint, and -s- shows a viewpoint at the onset point. Furthermore, the -Z- in the Enkun
B E dialect corresponds to this -r-. There are several morphemes appearing at the
C-position other than -r- and -s- (DeLancey 1980: 22-30, etc.).

In all type A languages where the directionals are prefix type (which should probably
include the Ersu /R7} language), despite no record of anything [Editor’s note: Sun (1982b)
surely has no description on directionals], verbs that are able to combine with all kinds of
directional are restricted mainly to motion verbs typically exemplified as ‘go’ and ‘come’.
Other categories of verbs can only take one or a few directionals; moreover, many verbs
that seem to follow the direction concept became weaker and idiomatically take a specific
direction in their combination. As for languages other than type A, there is nothing men-
tioned on this point; however, similar restrictions are, naturally, expected to be observed.

It is stated that if the conversing parties know the direction in which an action will pro-
ceed from the meaning of words and the situation, then directionals can be omitted unless
the direction is being emphasized in the Kumang #% 2 language. Similar situations can be
expected in other type B.b. languages, but it is generally suspected that directionals do not
play as functional a role as in type A languages.
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4. According to Sun (1981b: 36), the meanings of directionals and direction nouns (of
which there are distinctions for general, proximal, medial, and distal) in the Ch’iang &
language basically match, and he recognized that they have consistent corresponding rela-
tionships in phonological form. He considered that over a long course of historical devel-
opment, direction nouns preceding verbs have become compressed, affixed, and come to
express direction concepts. Qu (1984: 77) also considered that the directionals in the
rGyarong 7% language are derived from direction nouns or direction verbs (expressing
meanings such as direction + ‘go’). Next, we shall present a comparison and contrast of
directionals and direction nouns (general) in the Ch’iang J¢ language, and directionals,
direction nouns (proximal), and direction verbs in the rGyarong %%#% language.

5. The imperative form of verbs in type A languages will take one of the directionals
functioning as a command (imperative) affix, but which directional would be taken depends
upon the situation or convention. In the case of the Ersu /R7} language, there are five
imperative prefixes, four of which are said to each have the same phonological form as
directionals. However, the remaining prefix, compared to the directionals in the Ch’iang &
and Pumi K languages, also seem to have originated from a directional.

If we assume the®- is derived from a directional, it is possible that directionals express-
ing ‘proximal’ versus ‘distal’ once existed in Ersu /R7} language.

If the imperative affix indicates any specific direction, then it can be replaced with the
directional affix indicating the direction in the Ch’iang 7€ and rGyarong 7% languages,
though this is unknown in the case of the Pumi &>k and Ersu /R7} languages.

Table 4 Directional affixes, direction nouns, and direction verbs in the Ch’iang 72 and rGyarong
37X languages

L Ch’iang rGyarong
anguage . NN
guag G FAE
) Mawo 1Cog-rtse So-mang
Dialect . o o
RS TT S EHy TS RIETT &
Prefix Prefix
Directional Prefix Noun Noun Verb Noun Verb
A B A B
Upward to-  tiiq to- to- a-ta ka-tho| to- to- ?a-ta ka-tho
Downward a- goli na- ne- a-na Kka-jo na- na- ?a-na ka-ji
Upstream nu- Autsha ku- ko- aku ka-go ko- ko- ?a-ku ka-go
Downstream so- khsotsha | di- ne- a-di ka-de di- na- ?a-de ka-do
Mountainward | kus- kueatsha ro- ro- a-to ka-ro ro- ro- ?a-to ka-ro
Riverward thiu- thiutsha | re- ro- aro kare ri- ro- ?aro kare
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Table 5 Directional affixes and imperative affixes in the Ersu /"7} language

Directional Prefix Imperative Prefix Verb Examples
Upward de>s- de>s- count, kick, winnow
Downward ne>- ne>s- cut, comb, cut/trim (with scissors)
Upstream khe®>- khe®>- catch/grasp, pack, shoot
Downstream ne®s- ne>>- throw, vomit, pull
) tha- (Ch’iang) )
Distal } the>- move, conceal, rub/wipe
the- (Pumi)

As described in Section 4 above, since the number of directionals a verb can take is
restricted, the verbs that can take different directionals (command affixes) with the imper-
ative form are also limited.

Although unclear in the case of the Ersu 7577 and Pumi #2K languages due to the lack
of examples, except for some dialects of the Ch’iang J& language, generally directionals
also serve the function of indicating past tense.!'"! In the case of the Ch’iang J¢ language, it
seems that the past affix was lost from the directional + past affix combination, and the
directional functions as a past affix. However, Tibeto-Burman languages are considered a
suffix-type language family, so this may be thought of as a manifestation of a tendency to
reduce the number of prefixes before the verb stem.

6. Previously, we divided the ten languages addressed here into three language groups A,
B.a, and B.b in Section 3. However, the Tujia 1:5% language in the B.a group should prob-
ably be typed differently from the Trung #J#. and Jinghpaw 5l languages. In the B.b
group, the Kumang #% 2 language shows noticeable differences from both the Idu X #F and
Taruang jXik languages, but they share common features, so there should be no problem in
including it in this language group. When we compare this classification with the geo-
graphical distribution map of the ten languages shown in Section 01, we note that except
for the Tujia -5 language, each language group almost exactly matches the geographical
distribution. From the perspective of the genealogical connections among Tibeto-Burman
languages, there are similarities in the directional systems of languages that can be classi-
fied into the same sub-groups, such as the Ch’iang 7¢ and Pumi >k languages, Trung
J¢. and Jinghpaw =i languages, and Idu &8 and Taruang JAik languages. Moreover, in
the case of the Trung #Ji. and Jinghpaw i languages, they only share the ‘proximal’
directional as a cognate; the other two pairs of languages share many directionals whose
forms are possibly cognate and whose origins are traceable back to the stage of their indi-
vidual common proto-language. The Ersu 7R/} and rGyarong 37X languages also have
several directionals that appear to have cognates in the Ch’iang 7€ and Pumi 2K lan-



250 Nisar Yoshio

guages. The Ersu 7/R7} language in particular, taking into account transitions in the mean-
ings of directionals, may have as many as it has sub-language groups. This may provide
some hints for the sub-classification of this language.

In any case, similarities in the directional systems of each region indicate that we must
assume the existence of areal features. In addition, the characteristic direction categories
(L.3) of the type A and type B.b language groups, that is, categories indicating directions
based on regional topographical features, may differ by prefix and suffix types, but it is
notable that the categories are mostly used in the languages of this region. To the best of
our understanding, in languages with directionals other than those addressed here, the
directionals have all been suffixes and appear to be limited to those indicating ‘proximal/
distal’ or some additional general direction category (see DeLancey 1980; Nagano 1984a,
1984b).

Historically speaking, the only directionals that presently are clear in origin are the type
1.3 directionals of the Ch’iang ¢ (including Pumi ¥>k?) and rGyarong 3% languages,
and the type 1.1 directionals of the Trung /% and Jinghpaw %Al languages. This may be
due in part to the fact that the descriptive data of these languages are far from sufficient. For
example, commonalities in both form and meaning are found in the ‘proximal’ (Mawo J#
1 dialect) dzo- and (Taoping Bk dialect) zi- (< ?*dzi-) of the Ch’iang 7€ language; the
‘higher to lower elevation’ -dz&2°° of the Trung Ji ¥, language; and the ‘proximal higher
to lower elevation’ -a®>°dza® of the Idu ¥#f language and -dza>' of the Taruang 51k
language, but at the present stage, it is uncertain whether they are cognates.? However,
this issue will be clarified as more materials become available.

As seen above, directionals are important elements in the predicate construction, together
with (first, second, or third) person affixes, and tense or aspect affixes, but until recently
they have largely been ignored. They ought to be described and studied with even greater
care in the future, including the relationship between directionals and other affixes, as seen
in type A languages.

Annotations

*This paper was presented at the 3rd workshop on the “Typological Study of the Tibeto-
Burman Languages” [headed by Professor Nishida Tatsuo (Kyoto University)], a general
research project through the academic year of 1984 supported by the Ministry of Education
Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research.

[1] Consequently, if we classify Tibeto-Burman languages into four language groups
as in Nishida (1970), directionals are found in all of them. However, as described
in this paper, languages with directional affixes are limited mainly to Tibeto-Burman
languages distributed in the central area, with few exceptions.
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The modern Burman language auxiliary verbs (which we will broadly consider
as verb affixes) /lai?/ (Written Burmese: liuk) and /khé/ (WB: khai) demonstrate
various uses depending on the meaning of the verb. However, in terms of their
original form, they may be interpreted as each having ‘distal’ and ‘proximal” mean-
ings, as indicated by DeLancey (1980), especially when added to a motion verb.
-khai corresponds to -kha in the Arakan dialect, and -kha in the orthography of the
Myazedi inscription. However, there is still no satisfactory explanation for the -a >
-ai > /-e/ change in syllable rime. DeLancey considered this kha to originate from
*sa-ga > *s-ga. *sa here is seen in the motion verb sa ‘go/come’ in the Jinghpaw
F M language, the *s- in the motion verb swa in written Burmese ‘go’ < *s-wa. *ga
is a motion verb in Proto-Tibeto-Burman that means ‘come’ or ‘go’ in its derived
forms in modern Tibeto-Burman languages (naturally, we must consider the mean-
ing of ‘come’ to explain the corresponding Burman form). However, the question
remains open as to whether all the word forms DeLancey claims to have derived
from this *ga in Proto-Tibeto-Burman are cognates (DeLancey 1980: 220-227).

The Ch’iang 7 language (Qiang in Chinese) is spoken mainly in MaoWen Qiang
Autonomous County /%I Fel% H iR E and Ngawa Tibetan Autonomous Prefecture
RR[4U 1% EIG M, northern Sichuan PUJI|. According to Sun (1981a), the Ch’iang
language is broadly divided into the northern dialect (approximately 70 thousand
speakers) and southern dialect (approximately 50 thousand speakers), which may
further be divided into five dialects.

The Ch’iang people FEf% call themselves rma, zme, xma, ma (variations in
pronunciation reflect differences in the dialects).

According to Nishida (1970), the Ch’iang J¢ language is an independent sub-
group of the Ch’iang branch of Tibetic languages.

Sun (1981b) recognized that the differences between the northern and southern
dialects of the Ch’iang J¢ language are relatively large, but the directionals are
basically the same.

The Pumi #>K language (Pumi in Chinese) is distributed from southwestern
Sichuan P4JI| (approximately 20 thousand speakers) to Yunnan Province =F#E
(approximately 20 thousand speakers), and is divided into two dialects: north and
south (Lu 1980). Speakers call themselves phz3°*mi®>® (pronounced phz6°*°ma®*
or tsh6®*>mi®* depending on the dialect). Lu (1980) considered the Pumi K lan-
guage relatively close to the Ch’iang ¢ language, and classified it into the Ch’iangic
branch JEIEX.

The rGyarong % (%) language (Jiarong in Chinese, former notation Jyarung;
rGyarong in written Tibetan) is spoken across a region stretching from the northern
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part of Ya’an Area MEZHIIX to the eastern part of Garzé Tibetan Autonomous
Prefecture H 7% H 154, mainly in Ngawa Tibetan Autonomous Prefecture il
S E M in northern Sichuan PYJI|. The rGyarong 7% people, who number
around 10 thousand, refer to themselves as ka-ru (So-mang ¥ dialect) or ko-ra
(Lixian #2 & dialect). Basically, the prevailing theory considers the rGyarong F2#{
language a sub-family or a branch of the Tibetic languages, but Nishida (1957,
1960), on the other hand, says it is a link language playing an important role in
connecting both the Tibetic languages and Lolo-Burman languages. Nagano
(1984b) considers it a link language connecting all four Tibeto-Burman language
groups according to Nishida (1970), while asserting a connection between the
Bodo-Naga languages and Abor-Miri-Dafla languages based on a comparison of
vocabulary (verb stems), and a connection to Tibetic languages based on parallels
in its morphological process.

Lin (1983) divided the dialects into the eastern %<8, the Sidaba PUKHI, and the
Gangli ¥ dialects, and Qu (1984) into eastern, northern and western dialects.
Looking at the geographical distribution of the dialects listed by Lin, the Sidaba P4
KU and Gangli < # dialects appear each to correspond to Qu’s northern and
western dialects. The dialects currently presented in relatively detailed descriptions
so far are the So-mang #2 % (Suomo in Chinese; So-mang in written Tibetan) dia-
lect (Jin 1957, 1958), and the ICog-rtse H 3 kE (Zhuokeji in Chinese; 1Cog-rtse in
written Tibetan) dialect (Qu 1984; Nagano 1984a, 1984b). Furthermore, although
both Qu and Nagano reference the ICog-rtse &.5ikE dialect, it is not the same vari-
ety in the two. The former appears to be a more conservative language.

The Jinghpaw =l language (Jingpo in Chinese; Kachin in Burman) is spoken by
approximately 90 thousand people in China, mainly in Dehong Dai and Jingpo
Autonomous Prefecture FEZRFEFMEETEIMN in western Yunnan RF§#E, but
many Jinghpaw Ml people also reside across borders in the west side of Burma
and within India. They refer to themselves as the t$in*'pho?®!. Surrounding
minorities, including the Zaiwa #{FL (commonly known as the Atsi), Langwo B3
(commonly known as the Maru), and Laqi ## (commonly known as the Lashi),
are also referred to as Jinghpaw 5l people. However, their languages are different
from the Jinghpaw Sl language, and all belong to the Burman branch of Lolo-
Burman languages. The Jinghpaw 5l people are known as the Kachin people on
the Burma side, a name which is widely used in other regions as well.

The Jinghpaw 5l language in China is divided into the Enkun & (n*'khu-
m>ka®"), Shizhou £} (§8~ tan®'ka®'), and Gaori & H (kau®3zi*'ka®') dialects
(Liu 1984). Nishida (1970) listed seven dialects in the Kachin language of the
Assam in India and in Burma, including the Myitkyina and Bhamo dialects.
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Scholars agree that the Jinghpaw F#i language is important for the comparative
study of Tibeto-Burman languages, but its position among sub-language groups has
not been established. Nishida (1970) classified the Jinghpaw £l language with the
Nun languages (see next note [6]) into the Kachin branch of the Tibetic languages.
Nishida (1960) considers that this language also represents a link language similar
to the rGyarong %%#% language. On the other hand, Benedict (1972) states that the
Kachin language is one of seven core languages within the Tibeto-Burman language
family, and simultaneously holds a central position connecting hyponym groups
within it. Shafer (1966) considers it one branch of the Burman languages, which
represent one of the four language groups of the Tibeto-Burman language family.

Trung % (Dulong in Chinese; commonly known as Trung) is the language of the
Trung people L% (who refer to themselves as the tur*'run®?; population approx-
imately 4,100), who reside bordering Burma, in the basin of the Trung River
JeiL in Gongshan Derung and Nu Autonomous County o1 [P E HIGE at
the northern edge of Nujiang Lisu Autonomous Prefecture ZZ7L{EER EHIEM in
northwestern Yunnan =i #. However, the language of the Nung people &%
(population approximately 6 thousand) is also said to be Trung J¥; they reside in
this county and the region adjacent to its eastern side, as well as in parts of Zayii
County % E in the southeast corner of Chamdo Area E#FHiIX in the Tibet
Autonomous Region Pl HiG[X, crossing the provincial border to north from
Yunnan zFd. Their languages are respectively referred to as the Trung River ¢
1T dialect and Nung River 7T dialect (Sun 1982a). Furthermore, outside of China,
the Trung #¥. language is considered a dialect of Nung #%. Across the border on
Burma’s west side, the Nung/Nu %% (= Trung ##J¥) language is spoken, and several
dialect names have been reported, including the Nung and Rawang. The Trung
J¢ language addressed in this paper is the Trung River #JE{T dialect of Longla
Village in Trung River Commune in Gongshan County ot LI E MU 2Nt e hids
(Sun 1982a). Nishida (1970) classified it with the rGyarong /% language into the
Kachin branch of Tibetic languages, and considered it to be one of the Nung lan-
guage group as well as the Kachin language group. Shafter (1966) puts forth a
Nung branch among the Burman languages. According to Benedict (1972), the
Nung % language is very closely related to Lolo-Burman languages as well as other
Hsi-fan languages i35 (see Thomas 1948: 64-110), but still has many points
of concern with the Kachin language. According to Sun (1982a), the Trung &
language is relatively close to the Jinghpaw 5l and Deng & languages, and may
be classified as being of the same branch. However, if we try and compare only
vocabulary, it is doubtful that it could be classified within the same branch as the
Deng f& language (Taruang iXil and Kumang #% 2 languages).
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Taruang JAib (Darang in Chinese; commonly known as Taraon) is the language
spoken by a tribe referring to itself as the ta*'ruan® (population approximately
700), residing in Zayii County £¢fE & in the southern part of Chamdo Area E#fiih
[X. of the Tibet Autonomous Region PEfE F {5[X.. As mentioned in this paper above,
it is considered, as well as Kumang # 2 language, to belong to the Deng & lan-
guage. However, it is difficult to consider them two dialects of the same language.
The positions of both the Kumang #% = and Taruang J&il languages among Tibeto-
Burman languages are still not fully clear.

Kumang #% 2 (Geman Deng in Chinese) is the language spoken by the people call-
ing themselves the kur**man®® (population approximately 200) in the same region
as the Taruang J%xit language.

However Sun (1982b) mentioned in note (© after this paper had been completed
that he had conducted a survey of the Muya A, “#5#j language in Kangding
County FEEE and Jiulong County JLZE in Sichuan Province P4)I1[#. He found
that this language and several adjacent minority languages all have directionals;
moreover, they are close to the directionals in the Ch’iang J¢ language. If the sur-
vey of these languages goes forward, it may discover even more languages having
similar types of directional systems in the Ch’iang 7 language. [Editor’s note: Sun
(1982b) does not include note ©), only notes @ to & on page 264, which is the last
page of the journal. It appears that this note & was omitted when the volume was
published. The author must have seen an offprint from Sun or had personal commu-
nication with him, based on which this note [9] was made.]

[10] Ersu 7/R7} (Ersu in Chinese) or Tosu (Duoxu Z%% in Chinese; commonly known as

1555u55 ;J—\‘

Tosu) is the language of an ethnic group that variously calls themselves 2
7%, do®®$u™® 24z, 1i%5zu>® FJ3 or lu®>su® £ 77 (depending on the region; popula-
tion approximately 230 thousand), residing in Liangshan Yi Autonomous Prefecture
HILEE % E A, the southern part of Ya’an area MZHi1[X | and the southeastern part
of Garzé Tibetan Autonomous Prefecture HPBi% HiGM in the southwestern part
of Sichuan Province P4JI|4.

This language was named Tosu Z24&:5 by Nishida (1972, 1973). Nishida recog-
nized that the core words of this language belong to the Lolo-Burman language
group, and there is a great resemblance to the Tangut language in word forms.

Sun (1982b) classifies this language into the Eastern (Ersu 7R7}) dialect (popula-
tion approximately 13 thousand), Central (Tosu £%%) dialect (population approxi-
mately 3 thousand) and Western (Lisu 5E77) dialect (population approximately 4
thousand).
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[11] Idu X#B (Yidu in Chinese; commonly known as Idu) is called ?i*>>*du®?, the lan-
guage of the Lhopa 2 people (population approximately 7 thousand), who reside
in Zayt County &, where the Deng & language is spoken. This region touches
the region of the Deng & people who speak the Taruang A1k language (Sun 1983).
This language is relatively close to the adjoining Taruang iXil: language, rather
than the Gar-lhopa "&/RESE language, which is a so-called Lhopa ¥ language.
According to Sun, the Idu X #R language is also relatively close to the Taruang i%
ik, Kumang #% %, Trung 47, and Jinghpaw 5l languages, but its relationship
with Taruang iXik aside, it seems difficult to say anything of other languages, and
it probably needs to be studied further.

[12] Tujia -5 language (Tujia in Chinese) is the language of the Tujia -3¢ people
(population approximately 770 thousand), who live across the four provinces of
Hubei {14k, Hunan 1@, Sichuan PU)I[, and Guizhou 5. The Tujia 15 people
call themselves pi'3tsi®**kha®!, pi'*t$i®>*kha®!, mi'3tsi>*kha®®, or mon>®'tsi®'.

Tian (1982) divided the language into northern and southern dialects, recogniz-
ing that the differences between the two dialects are mainly phonological.

The Tujia +5¢ language is a Tibeto-Burman language, but its genealogical rela-
tionship to other families of languages is still not clear. (Professor Nishida has
stated that it has not been conclusively shown whether or not the Tujia -5 lan-
guage belongs to Tibeto-Burman languages. However, without a systemic compar-
ative study, we can indicate only limited vocabulary that is supposedly cognate to
Tibeto-Burman languages, excluding some numerals, personal pronouns, and a part
of basic vocabulary. Even if the Tujia 1:5% language belongs to the Tibeto-Burman
languages, the coda consonants are almost completely lost, and furthermore, the
initial consonants that are supposed to be derived from consonant clusters are
highly simplified. Thus, any future comparative study is likely to be difficult. These
points aside, here we consider the Tujia -5 language to be a Tibeto-Burman
language).

Chen et al. (1983) has not noted the dialect information of the Tujia T lan-
guage addressed in this paper. However, it appears to be different from the Tujia
15 dialect described by Tian (1982), which is spoken in Longshan County in
Xiangxi Tujia and Miao Autonomous Prefecture in Hunan Province #4481
e ) AR ATIEES

[13] According to Sun (1983), IIl.1a is defined as a behavior or action performed by a
speaker (?) 1T 03{E3 H#E4T, 1b is behavior or action done by a third party (?) 17
HENEIESE HEAT, and 2 is behavior or action done by speaker incidentally (?) 17
HENEITERAT. However, there are few specific examples of each usage, and the
precise meanings of these aspects are not well known (p. 71).
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[14] The Tujia 5 language [-a>°tiu®®] ‘perfective; proximal’ matches the Idu X#F
[-a®°tiu®®] and Taruang JXil [-tiu®®] ‘proximal, lower to higher’, but in terms of
their geographical relationship, there are no possible cognates (even accounting for
possible borrowing) at this time, merely coincidences.

[15] For this *ra, see DeLancey (1980): Chapter 4 and Appendix 1. PTB *ra.

[16] The motion verb sa in the Kachin language may be translated as both ‘go’ and
‘come’ in English, and ‘iku’ and ‘kuru’ in Japanese. Whether it means ‘go’ (distal)
or ‘come’ (proximal) depends upon the directionals (DeLancey 1980: 23-25;
143-144). The directional -s- may be the affixed verb sa, as indicated by DeLancey
(1980: 228).

[17] Aspiration is always indicated by -h, and retroflex as in s. ¢ and | are represented
by $, z and 3 by Z, and i, by 1. 1- and -* are transcribed as r- and -, respectively. | is
transcribed as 1. In languages with no distinction between a and a, a is also written
as a.

[18] Liu (1984: 62), considers that the modal particle JESB)iA can be classified into
three types according to the three moods X of declarative Ffik, imperative/horta-
tive #7{#, and interrogative %E[F]. The markers for these moods are declarative
[-ai®3]; imperative/hortative [-?] (this analysis is doubtful); and interrogative
[-ni®'/-ta®] (p. 62). According to DeLancey’s analysis, the subsequent modal par-
ticles TH<BIIA in the Enkun B B dialect may each be analyzed as follows:

. (VAwx) ma" -z it -ai
pl. proximal 2" PS  declarative
2. (VAu) S -u?

Distal 2™ PS: perfect: hortative

3 (VAwx) 72 -it3t ni!

proximal 2" PS interrogative

However, in actuality, we still do not know how to analyze every morpheme
(approximately 140 elements) that is considered a modal particle &< in the
Enkun dialect &£ (the superscript - in m&"- indicates low pitch of neutral tone %
).

[19] Especially see Sun (1981b: 37-38; 40) for this section. In the case of the rGyarong

57X language, directionals are applied not only to the past tense, but also to other
tenses and moods. See Jin (1958: 98—106) and Qu (1984: 77-79).



Directional verb affixes found in Tibeto-Burman languages in China 257

[20] In addition, we have the following examples. The Kumang #%2 language has the
locative marker [-1it>® ~ -1i®] ‘in/on/at’ (Sun et al. 1980: 286-287). In terms of
word form, it fully matches the directional [-1it> ~ -1i®] ‘inward’. Furthermore, the
Taruang J&1I: language has a directional noun [thur*'bon*®] ‘inside’, whose second
syllable matches the directional [-bor®®] ‘proximal + from unknown direction’.
However, in any case, the semantic relationship is not very clear, and if directionals
are derived from these particles and direction nouns, then it is difficult to explain
the process by which these changed into verb suffixes.
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