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The Origin of “ (ye)” Judgment Sentence in Pre — Qin Chinese

Evidences from Language Contact

LU Qinning
( Foreign Language and Literature Center for Post — Doctoral Studies

Shanghai International Studies University Shanghai 200433 China)

Abstract: The primitive Chinese started to divide in the era of Yan & Huang ( the two legendary rulers of remote antiquity)
and the Qiang () people ( Tibetans) was the first to be split off. The languages of Zhou and Shang people both originated from
primitive Chinese. However since the Zhou people ‘escaped to Rongdi ( the tribes in the north and west of China before Qin Dy-
nasty) ’ for as long as 500 years when they established a state and returned to central China the language of Qiang had already
developed independently for at least over 1000 years. Therefore the language of Zhou must have been influenced by that of Qiang
deeply. The ¢ (ye)  judgment sentence could not be found in oracles or ‘Shangshu’ but emerged explosively in the period of
West Zhou Dynasty so it( ‘ye’ judgment sentence) was most likely to be borrowed from the language of Qiang through the Zhou
people. From the angle of phonology the phonological performance of “ (ye) ’ ( * lags) in archaic Chinese corresponds with
the judgment word ‘lags’ in Tibetan. From the angle of form the types of traditional “ (ye) ’ judgment sentence are also in
high correspondence with those of Tibeto — Burman languages. Now it can be concluded that ¢ (ye) ’ judgement sentence orig—
inated from the language of Qiang people in the ancient times which did not create itself spontaneously nor was it a phenomenon
of Sino — Tibetan homology but a phenomenon of language contact.

Key words: ‘ (ye)’ judgment words language contact
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