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Abstract. The present paper reports the intensive controversy on Chinese historical phonology
that broke out in 2002. After sorting through over 150 Chinese papers on the intensive
controversy by the Sino-linguists’ side and the descriptivists’ side, the present study suggests
that we should investigate a history of the new hypotheses, and discuss them in a logical
order. The hypothesis of the liquid medial for division-2 in OC of the descriptivists’ side
is refuted with philological arguments and a negative control of comparative evidence. The
hypothesis of the vocalic medial for division-2 in OC of the Sino-linguists’ side is supported
with Sino-Vietnamese and Sino-Uralic comparative evidence. Using etymological methods,
the present study has identified nine (9) Sinitic and Uralic shared etymologies. Four (4)
Shennong (Sino-Uralic) etymologies belong to a rhyme correspondence. Five (5) Shennong
(Sino-Uralic) etymologies belong to another rhyme correspondence. These two (2) regular
sound correspondences validate the etymological connections between Sinitic and Uralic.
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1. Introduction

The liquid medial for division-2 in Old Chinese (OC) (a.k.a. Archaic Chinese)
reconstruction has been claimed since Yakhontov (1960, Jaxontov' 1963 *-1-). This

! Cyrillic alphabets are transliterated according to the chart in Comrie and Corbett (1993: xii—xiii).
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claim has been advanced by Pulleyblank (1962 *-1-) and Li F.2 (1971 *-r-), and then
favored and applied by most® Western scholars (e.g. Schuessler (1974b [external
comparison to *-r-]; 1987-DEZC: 2, 2007-EDOC: 82, 2009 [reconstruction with
*-1-]); Bodman 1980, 1985 [external comparison to *-1-/-r-]; Coblin 1986 [external
comparison to *-r-]; Norman 1988: 65 [handbook with *-r-]; Starostin 1989: 329,
Baxter 1992: 258, Sagart 1999: 11 [reconstructions with *-r-]; Handel 2002, 2009:
181 [external comparison to *-r-, with modification *r-]; Baxter and Sagart 2014 :
213 [reconstruction with *-r-]; Jacques 2015 [external comparison to *-r-]; Hill 2019:
173 [handbook with *-r-]) and most Chinese scholars with a descriptive linguistic
orientation (e.g. Ding B. 1978 [on *-r-]; Gong H. 1980, 1995 [external comparison to
*-r-]; Zhéng-zhang 1987, 2003a: 169 [reconstruction with *-r-]; Zhang S. and Yang J.
1987: 133, Yang J. 1996: 148, Pan W. 2000: 289, Mai Y. 2009: 114 [handbooks with
*_r-]) who form a descriptivists’ side (called “F#}Jk ‘the materials party’” in Pan
W. 2005a) (see Appendix 1 for more monographic titles). However, this hypothesis
is not accepted by the vast majority of Sino-linguists and Sino-philologists who form
a Sino-linguists’ side* (called ]k ‘the Sino-dictionaries party’ in Pan W. 2005a).
The Sino-linguists’ side follows the view of Wang Li.

Wang Li F 77 (1900-1986), a landmark figure in Sino-linguistics, reconstructed
(Wang L. 1957) the vocalic medial *-e-/-0- (*-e-, or *-o- for its &[] labialized+
realization) for division-2 rhymes® in OC. He insisted on it still in his elderhood (e.g.
Wang L. 1985: 50)°. The OC reconstruction of Wang Li (henceforth OC-W) has been
favored and applied by most Chinese scholars with a philological orientation (e.g.
Guo X. 1986 [reconstruction with *-e-/-0-, enlarged new edition 2010]; Chén F. and
Hé J. 1987 [reconstruction, revised to *-1-/-"1-]; 1993-HZGJ [collection of Chinese
pronunciations including OC-W]; see Appendix 1 for more monographic titles).

2 There are too many Chinese publications by different authors but with the same surnames. A

referenced author name of a Chinese publication includes an initial of the author’s given name unless

the surname already contains two morphemes.

There are also few Western scholars who have more methodological concerns and reject at least some

general results of some scholars in this line, e.g. William G. Boltz (1979, 1993, 2002) and Christoph

Harbsmeier (2016).

4 Both sides claim that their studies are WEFES £ ‘China language science’ in Chinese, or
‘Chinese linguistics’ in their own English. In fact, the studies of the Sino-linguists’ side follow the
two-thousand-year-old tradition of the language science developed in China with limited imports
from the [Western] descriptive linguistics (e.g. the phonetic transcriptions). These studies should
be called Sino-linguistics 177555 £2. The studies of the descriptivists’ side have worked on the
results of Sino-linguistics but are applying Western linguistic methods as much as possible. These
studies should be called linguistics on Chinese P J5 5 5 £ F A 1% 5. They are comparable to Sino-
medicine 1% and [Western] medicine in China P4 275 b 5.

> A rhyme is morphophonological. It can also be the -VCv part of a CVCv morpheme (where the small
v stands for an unstressed vowel). A rime is phonological and phonetical. It must be the -VC part of
a CVC syllable.

¢ The gap between the two sides deepened since that Wang L. (e.g. 1985: 23-25) did refute the
consonant cluster claim of Karlgren (1923-ADCSJ), but did not refute the liquid medial claim of
Yakhontov (1960). These two claims are not fundamentally identical. It was more problematic that
Yakhontov (1960, Jaxontov 1963) did not mention Wang L. (1957)’s solution for division-2 at all. It
can be counted that the two sides have gone to separate studies since the 1950s.
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Sino-linguists have sound academic arguments to reject the liquid medial; although
their arguments remained unpublished until the intensive controversy on Chinese
historical phonology between the two sides broke out in China.

On December 8" 2001, Tsu-lin Mei #tH % (born in 1933), a senior leader of
the descriptivists’ side, professor emeritus at Cornell University, gave a keynote
address presentation entitled “Chinese historical phonology with special Chinese
characteristics 4 H [ 458 1 70GE BT B 332> at a conference in Hong Kong.
He claimed: (1) “[The OC reconstruction of Wang Li cannot be included in the
mainstream.] F JJH F i FAREF N FR” (Méi Z. 2002: 224); (2) “[Should the
Zhang-Huang school be counted as linguistics with special Chinese characteristics?
Certainly not, it is not linguistics at all.] B ¥ #IREAEA F EHFANES F°
IR A M ERAR AN EIET 2 (Méi Z. 2002: 229). The first claim aimed
at Wang Li and his Peking school of Chinese historical phonology. The second claim
aimed at the Zhuang-Huang school of Chinese philology, to which the vast majority
of Chinese traditional philologists belong. In April 2002, Mei’s presentation text
was posted on the web forum of Peking University; it was hotly discussed. In the
summer, Gud Xi-liang 845 K (born in 1930), a senior leader of the Sino-linguists’
side, professor emeritus at Peking University, started reacting with a presentation
entitled “[A few problems in Chinese historical phonology] [ 5 3% &) 2AHF 5% Hh 1Y
JUA A8 at three conferences in Nanchang, Urumgi and Shijiazhuang. His main
themes are: (1) the methodology of Wang Li is sound; (2) refutation of consonant
clusters in OC; (3) caveats to morphological changes in OC; (4) refutation of a few
Sino-Tibetan comparisons.

In June 2002, Mei’s presentation was published as a journal paper (Méi Z. 2002)
in the Journal of Chinese Linguistics | WP [Hi& 5 4k ‘China Linguistics Journal’
based in Berkeley (moved to Hong Kong in 2008). In September 2002, Gud’s
presentation was published as a journal paper (Gud X. 2002) in the journal 7 3 ERHF
4% ‘Research on Ancient Chinese Language’ based in Changsha. These two formal
publications marked the official start of the intensive controversy. Since then, the
two sides have critically argued about each other’s academic results, methodological
problems and publication errors; over 150 Chinese papers have been published on
the controversy, directly or indirectly (see Appendix 2. It includes replies to Méi
Z. 2002 or Gud X. 2002, replies to replies, refutations and pro or con comments,
thematic papers on methodology and academic history containing mainly one’s own
side. Papers with only errata without methodological arguments are not counted).

The intensive controversy is actually caused by the fact that the two sides have
ignored each other’s academic results for many decades. The Sino-linguists’ side did
not refute each new hypothesis of the descriptivists’ side in time thus had to refute
them together. Sino-linguists were mobilized to write papers to refute the claims of
the descriptivists’ side. It is not an effective strategy. We should investigate a history
of the hypotheses of the descriptivists’ side, and discuss the hypotheses in a logical
order.

Major different opinions of OC reconstruction authors are given in Table 1. We
may see that a shared characteristic feature of the descriptivists’ side (Pulleyblank




104 Jingyi Gao

Table 1. Major different opinions of OC reconstruction authors (e — yes, © — no)

*mainly *Ce- *liquid coda *-2x\-h/s *liquid medial *the six coda *-r
cve initials | forre % | fortone-B\C | fordivision2 | vowels | forsome-n
Karlgren 1934, 1954, 1957 ° . . o o) o [¢)
Wang L. 1957, 1980a, 1985 o o o o o o o
Pulleyblank 1962, 1965, 1977-8 ° ° . Oy O ith caveaty | O o
LiF. 1971 ° . o O n ° o o
Schuessler 1974a,b, 1987-DEZG, 2009 | © . /0@ oo ° ° o
Ding B. 1978, 1979, 1981, 2015 ° . ° Og19s1-) ° o o
Guo X. 1986, 2010 o o o o o) o) o
Zhéng-zhang 1987, 1992, 2003a o] [ ®(1502) Oy ° ° o
Starostin 1989 o . o o) ° ° .
HéJ. 1991 o o® | o o o o o
Baxter 1992 o ] o Oy . ° o
Baxter & Sagart 2014 o) ° o [ T ° ° °
Jin L. 2002, 2013 o] ° LT 0oy ° ° [ Y,
Gao J. 2008, 2014, Gao 2014, 2020b o o® | e ®rxy | © o o
r.g. = thyme group; (1) r.g. #k and only few of r.g. 7i; (2) Disclaimed prior to 1987-DEZC;
(3) *Cc- is possible in pre-Old Chinese; (4) *Cec- is in the source language of some OC etyma.

1962, 1977-8; Li F. 1971; Schuessler 1974a,b, 1987-DEZC, 2007-EDOC, 2009;
DingB. 1978,1979,1981,2015; Zhéng-zhang 1987, 1992,2003a,2013a, Zhengzhang
2000; Starostin 1989; Baxter 1992; Baxter and Sagart 2014; Jin L. 2002, 2013) is
the liquid medial for division-2. There are internal differences among the authors of
the descriptivists’ side, but they all accept the liquid medial. The Sino-linguists’ side
(Wang L. 1957, 1980a,b; Gud X. 1986, 2010; Hé J. 1991) is very conservative, has
not accepted any hypothesis from the descriptivists’ side. Gao J. (2008, 2014, Gao
2014, 2020b) is neutral, closer to the Sino-linguists’ side, whereas he has accepted
two hypotheses from the descriptivists’ side.

We find that the hypothesis of liquid medial reconstruction in OC is one of the most
fundamental hypotheses which should be refuted. Besides academic translations,
explanations and table demonstrations of previously published counterarguments
from the Chinese papers, we add a negative control’ to refute this hypothesis. We
demonstrate Sino-Vietnamese and Sino-Uralic comparative evidence to support the
hypothesis of vocalic medial reconstruction in OC.

7 Scientific experiments are always performed with controls to obtain reliable results. A positive
control is a control group in an experiment that uses a treatment that is known to produce results.
A negative control is a control group in an experiment that uses a treatment that is not expected to
produce results.
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Previous versions of this paper have encountered many anonymous referees. Four
of them (marked as Referee A/B/C/D) are specialists in OC. Their critical comments
are answered in the present version. We thank Referee A for the helpful comments
and suggestions.

Before the first peer review procedure, Section 3.5 and Section 4 involving the
Sino-Uralic comparisons were deleted according to valuable suggestions of a board
member of a journal. We do also think so that it is enough to accomplish a paper with
the first sections without the reinforcement from the Sino-Uralic side. However, the
referees have questioned the originality of those versions: “This paper reviews data
and opinion related to the *-r- theory taken from a range of past work which, while
largely published in mainland China, is nonetheless readily accessible to specialists
the world over” (Referee C). Our concern is: The data and opinions published in
mainland China have, so far, not been answered nor reported internationally. If you
do not answer them and refuse to report them in English, you make a vicious circle
that is not academic. In the present version, we have enlarged the first sections and
added the last sections back.

2. Materials and methods

The present paper is a philological and etymological study. The Sinitic, Tibeto-
Burman and Uralic etymologies (etyma) are studied and compared.

Sinitic etyma are guided by Chinese etyma (DOMs) that are historically attested
glyphs. Their historical glosses are cited from the first two Chinese classical
dictionaries (121-SW; 543-YP). Their historical phonological features are cited from
the work 1161-YJ with reference to 1008-GY. A transcription of the phonetic values
in 1161-YJ is given according to Appendix 1 in Gao (2020b). Their other attested
equivalents including contemporary forms and glosses are represented by Mandarin
(Beijing Yan) (written in Hanyu Pinyin including non-simplified forms), Cantonese
(Guangzhou Yue) (written in Jyutping) and Minnan (Taipei Min) (written in Tai-10).
English glosses are made in the present study. Historically attested OC rhymes of the
etyma are given according to Zhou Z. (1966), Wang L. (1980a), Chén F. and Hé J.
(1987) and Guo X. (1986, 2010) (in case of inconsistencies, category up to Wang L.
1980a, glyph allocation up to Zhou Z. 1966). Reconstructed phonetic values of the
rhymes are made according to Appendix 2 in Gao (2020b).

Reconstructed forms are added only for reference reasons. All the attested forms
are compared instead of trusting the phonetic and semantic details of reconstructions,
because the reconstructions are always subject to changes depending on [newly]
compared attested linguistic data. Two OC reconstructions are listed: 1) OC-W
according to Wang L. (1980a, modifications up to Wang L. 1985); 2) OC-Z according
to Zhéng-zhang (2003a, 2013a). For a better comparison, their signs for aspiration
are unified to the sign //; their signs for long vowel are unified to the sign /:/. Other
reconstructions are cited from the direct references without modification.
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Tibeto-Burman etyma are based on the comparative works Benedict (1972) and
Matisoff (2003). Uralic etyma are based on the etymological dictionaries 1988-UEW
and 2001-SSA (of Uralic languages, Sami\Lappish North/Lule/Inari/Skolt/Kildin
equivalents up to 1989-YSaS; North Sami forms are adjusted according to 1989-
SSS). Non-English glosses are translated into English in the present study. Some
modifications (adding or deleting equivalents) are made and remarked.

In addition to the aforementioned sources, etymological equivalents suggested
by other scholars are checked according to some additional etymological or
comparative works, e.g. 1996-CV5ST and 2007-EDOC. Refutations of previously
claimed etymological equivalents are given in footnotes.

Proto-Sinitic, also known as Proto-Chinese, cannot be compared because it is
only a theoretical notion without reconstructed results. Proto-Sino-Tibetan cannot
be compared because it is a hypothetical notion without a sufficient amount of etyma
representing a sufficient number of the languages in question. Many scholars (e.g.
Shi X. 2000, 2007; Huang S. 2005; Zhang et al. 2019) are still comparing only
Tibetan, Burmese or another Tibeto-Burman branch to Sinitic. The works Benedict
(1972) and Matisoff (2003) have compared more “Sino-Tibetan languages”, whereas
many comparisons do not touch Sinitic. The work 1996-CV5ST compares only five
“Sino-Tibetan languages”: Sinitic, Tibetan, Burmese, Jingpho\Kachin and Mizo\
Lushai, whereas still many comparisons do not touch Sinitic. Etyma without Sinitic
equivalents cannot be labeled as ‘Sino-Tibetan’. Etyma with equivalents only
in a Tibeto-Burman branch and Sinitic may be non-genetically diffused (loaned/
borrowed) from Sinitic or the Tibeto-Burman branch. There is a website called “The
Sino-Tibetan Etymological Dictionary and Thesaurus™ (https://stedt.berkeley.edu),
whereas its content is so far a thesaurus (book of synonyms, collection of X-English
dictionaries) rather than an etymological dictionary. This is the current situation of
the comparative studies between Sinitic and Tibeto-Burman. Moreover, the Sino-
Tibetan hypothesis has been successively criticized (Miller 1974; Beckwith 2002,
2006, 2008; Hé J. 2004; Géng Z 2005; Gud X. 2008, 2010: 21; Zhang M. 2012,
2013, 2014; Qu A. and Jin S. 2013). Besides, there are hypotheses for the multiple
origins of Sinitic (Li B. 1990; Schuessler 2003). In sum, the notion Sino-Tibetan
cannot be considered as a certain language family that includes or represents Sinitic.

Etymological equivalents (compared words) are given in orthographies or
transcriptions. Equivalents in Western alphabets are given in boldface if they are
found in official languages covered by ISO 639-1. Equivalents in Roman alphabets
are given in italics. IPA-based transcriptions are not given in italics. If a given
equivalent is longer than one morpheme, the targeted morpheme is underlined (if
certain). In successive data, dialectal and authorial variants are separated by a slash
(/); grammatical variants are separated by a backslash (\); while lexical variants are
separated by a comma (,).

Ancient and fully etymological Sinitic etyma are put in the solid brackets [] and
labeled as DOM in tables. Ordinary Chinese terms are put in the blank brackets [(]]
or written without brackets. Unattested and reconstructed forms are marked with
an asterisk (*). Attested but phonologically realized forms based on ancient Sino-
linguistic data (e.g. Chinese descriptions in thyme tables and rthyme dictionaries)
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(332)

are marked with a blank star (*). Double quotation marks (“”’) are added when its
target is quoted (on sentences) or not agreed (on forms and terms). Double arrows
(= or <) indicate genetic diffusions. Single arrows (— or <) indicate non-genetic
diffusions. The sign & indicates that its target is a dependent (bound) morpheme
(only denoted for Mandarin). In etymological results, a triangle sign (A ) marks that
the referenced comparison is fundamentally correct while the details of equivalents
are amended in the present study.

The etymological methods follow traditional etymology (cf. 1662-ELL, Lemon
1783, Rask 1818; Gao J. 2008) and renewed etymology (cf. Gao 2012-3, 2014,
2017, 2018, 2019a, 2019b, 2020a, 2020b; Gao J. 2014; Gao and Tender 2020).

3. Discussion

3.1. Refutation of the fundamental arguments of liquid medial for division-2 in OC

The hypothesis of liquid medial reconstruction in OC goes back to Yakhontov
(1960, Jaxontov 1963). Yakhontov’s (1960: 3—7) original hypothesis includes the
following arguments (the original style is unchanged):

#1) Syllables of the IInd division hardly ever begin with the consonant "I".

#2) It should be noted that when one graphic group includes words with
initial "I" and words with other initial consonants, the latter (if they do
not contain the medial i or i) are mostly syllables of the IInd, and not of
the Ist, division.

#3) Comparison with other languages where 1 or r correspond to the I in
Chinese, provides evidence of the presence of 1 in Chinese syllables
of the IInd division. E.g. /\ pwat (*plat) "eight" — Tibetan b-r-gyad; B
pek (*plak) "one hundred" — Tibetan b-r-gya; 5 ma" (*mla") "horse" —
Burmese mrang"; yT. kdng (*klong) "river" — Thai khlong "canal"; H
kap (*klap) "armour" — Tibetan khrab.

Of the Sino-linguists’ side, three papers (Li J. 2007; Cu1 Y. 2007; Stn Y. 2014)
have focused on refuting this hypothesis.

Li J. (2007: 11) has counted 22 xiesheng series (e.g. 3k, #fi, 4%, B, 57, fiy, &,
Z) with Middle Chinese (MC) initial ¢ *1- phonetic component, altogether 212
Sinograms® [called “words” in Yakhontov 1960]. 150 of them are read with the
initial 2k *1- (3R £}52, 1-Sinograms), 62 of them are not read with the initial 28 *1- (
JEZR BE-, non-1-Sinograms). Of these 62 non-1-Sinograms, 6 belong to division-1,
18 to division-2, 34 to division-3, 4 to division-4.

He has also counted 23 xiesheng series (e.g. %%, &, 4&, 3, 77, W, 5L, 4&) without
initial 2 *I- phonetic components but with initial 3¢ *I- turnouts, altogether 209
Sinograms. 84 of them are read with the initial 28 *1- (A& BE5, 1-Sinograms), 125 of
them are not read with the initial 2 *1- (3E 2K £, non-1-Sinograms). Of these 125 non-
1-Sinograms, 19 belong to division-1, 30 to division-2, 48 to division-3, 28 to division-4.

8 The details of these Sinograms were not published in Li J. (2007) but in Li J. (2015: 300-329).
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He concludes: “There are altogether 187 non-1-Sinograms without the initial
2 *1- but related to the initial 2 *1- phonetic components [in which the descriptivists’
side shall reconstruct *Cl- or *Cr-]. 25 (13.3%) of them belong to division-1, 48
(26.1%) of them to division-2, 82 (43.6%) of them to division-3, 32 (17.0%) of
them to division-4. There are indeed more division-2 Sinograms than division-1
Sinograms, but there are even more division-3 Sinograms. Why could Yakhontov
exclude division-3 and division-4 before his interpretation?” (Li J. 2007: 11,
translated from Chinese) This reveals that Yakhontov’s original argument #2 “are
mostly syllables of the IInd, [...], division” is incorrect.

Referee B (the most radical anonymous referee, apparently from the descriptivists’
side) argues: “The author must have misunderstood something. A number of
Division-3 and 4 rimes must be reconstructed with *-r-. *-r- is not only hypothesised
for Division-2 rimes.” No, we have not misunderstood anything. You have not
understood that it is important to confirm whether Yakhontov’s original arguments
are correct. We will return to this issue later.

Cut Y. (2007: 22) has counted 417 division-2 Sinogram families, and found that
only 15 (3.6%) of them are related to other Sinograms having the initial ¢ *I-.
She deduces: If all the division-2 Sinograms are reconstructed as *Cl- [*Cr-], the
medial *-1- [*-r-] has vanished in more Sinograms with no trace left, it is illogical
and invalid.

Referee C says: “These different claims [the counts of Li J. (2007) and Cu1 Y.
(2007)] are very hard to reconcile.” Here we explain. Their findings are in two
different directions. Li J. (2007) counts xiesheng series and then counts the four
divisions. Cul Y. (2007) counts only division-2 Sinograms and then examines the
postulated shift *Cr- > *r- > *1- (from OC medial *-r- to MC initial *1-) which turns
invalid in conclusion.

Cut Y. (2007: 22) has listed some xiesheng series pairs consisting of a division-1
Sinogram and an initial 3¢ *1- Sinogram, in which the division-1 Sinogram cannot
be explained as a later change, e.g. &~44, [H~ | 14/ fidh/ 6t~ 4%  fs~fay, WA~57.. This
reveals that Yakhontov’s original argument #2 “not of the Ist, division” is incorrect.

Referee B argues:

Her arguments do not seem to be flawless as well. For example, 4 has two
Middle Chinese forms, Division-3 [*]gjuwX and Division-1 [*]kaw, the
one connected to & [*]ljuwX is [*]gjuwX, not [*]kaw, the Old Chinese
form is to be reconstructed with something like *grju (Division-3). This
example shows unfamiliarity with Middle Chinese phonology.

This argument is not impactful. As long as a Sinogram has a division-1 form, you
cannot ignore it. Nevertheless, the other form is of division-3, not your expected
division-2.

Stun Y. (2014 124—125) has listed 52 division 2 Sinograms with the initial 2K
1, e.g. [IE, 28, &, 14, 1 % 26, 22, 8, ¥, i, #5] . It reveals that Yakhontov’s
original argument #1 “syllables of the IInd division hardly ever begin with the
consonant ‘I’ is incorrect.

San'Y. (2014: 123) has listed that 10 MC initials (3} *z-, 1& *3-, % *te-, & “teb-,



The intensive controversy on Chinese historical phonology 109

W Yz, & e, i *dz-, H "nz-, # *g-, LL *j-) do not form any valid syllable with
division-2 rhymes; 7 MC initials (3 *t"-, & *d-, 2K *1-, %5 “ts-, }F “ts"-, {¢ *dz-,
1> *s-) form only 1-5 valid syllables with division-2 rhymes. He has asked: Why did
Yakhontov pick only the initial ¢ for an analysis towards *Cl- [*Cr-]?

So far, these crucial questions from the Sino-linguists’ side have not been answered
by the descriptivists’ side in the Chinese academic world. The whole controversy has
not been reported internationally.

Referee B complains:

I do not see how this observation is related to refuting *-r-. Let’s agree
that Middle Chinese &£} [*]te comes from Old Chinese *t-, if there were
Division-2, it would be reconstructed as *tr-, which yield a %1 initial. A “iC»
£} — 48> initial would be a 4 £} *sr-. The distribution of Division-2 does
not say anything about *-r-.
Referee D (another radical anonymous referee, apparently from the descriptivists’
side) claims:

This shows that neither Sun nor the A[uthor]|(s) have grasped the beauty of
Yakhontov’s idea. [...] The case of 7K is special: the (almost complete) lack
of division-2 words beginning in MC [*]l- is due to the fact that OC initial
*r plus medial *-r- was not a possible onset. For that reason, the 3 initial
is mostly absent from division 2. Yakhontov focused on 3 because it made
sense, on both distributional and phonetic grounds, that MC retroflexes go
back to OC clusters of an apical plus 7.

They did not understand Siin’s point at all. Here we explain it more. This
observation is related to refuting *-r-, because Yakhontov picked only the initial
3 *1- to reconstruct *Cl- [*Cr-]. This observation reveals that it would be possible
to pick, for example, the initial # *g- to reconstruct *Cg-, the initial Ff *z- to
reconstruct *Cz-, or the initial .(» *s- to reconstruct *Cs-, if Yakhontov’s practice
is ratified. In this way, the possibilities of consonant clusters will be out of control,
therefore this ratification cannot be granted.

Referee C does not misunderstand but says:

The fact that 28 [*]l- (among others) is rare in Div. II, but not completely
absent, is a challenge for *all* analyses, not just for *-r-. So again, the
reader is left feeling that the author aims to assemble any and all facts
which might speak against *-r- even when these facts defy consistent
explanation on *any* approach.

We thank Referee C for acknowledging it, when Referee B and Referee D are
trying to argue against it. Our main point is that it is a challenge for all consonantal
analyses but not for vocalic analyses. Your side thinks of consonantal analyses by
default, just because you believe in your “Sino-Tibetan language family” and you
think OC could contain consonant clusters like Written Tibetan. Your belief is just a
hypothesis. It cannot be used as a precondition in Sinitic studies.

We present Table 2 to help readers understand this section better.

Table 2 compares reconstructed results of OC-W of the Sino-linguists’ side,
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and OC-L (Li F. 1971), OC-Z, OC-B (Baxter 1992) and OC-BS (Baxter and Sagart
2014) of the descriptivists’ side. The Sino-linguists’ side treats the difference of
divisions as vocalic medials. The results are very systematic. Sinograms with the
same phonetic component are reconstructed with the same final. The *1- interchange
in the initial position should be explained with other factors, e.g. simply *C- > *1-,
The descriptivists’ side believes that OC contained consonant cluster initials or
onsets as Written Tibetan (reconstructions with consonant clusters initials or onsets
are shadowed in Table 2), thus all the *1- interchanges should be reconstructed and
explained within the onset position: *C- < *Cr- > *r- > *I-. However, Table 2 reveals
that their expected systematic solution is not valid, because the *1- interchange is not
limited to division-2, thus many *1- interchanges are not reconstructed and explained
with the same solution (inconsistencies are marked in Table 2). They started to treat
division-2 as a liquid consonant, since Yakhontov (1960) found that division-2 and
a liquid initial could be in complementary distribution. This finding is incorrect.
The descriptivists’ side did not notice it, thus it has produced strange outcomes such
as OC-L *lramx and OC-Z *gr-rexm?. It has to be acknowledged that the liquid
approach is wrong in its groundwork.

Table 2. Comparison of OC systems involving - interchange

DOM 1008-GY | OC-W | OC-L OC-Z OC-B OC-BS
division-1 (Gl | EEY) *luen *“sn *Hu:n *c-run *[r]%u[n]

[H&Y | 84T *yuon | *gonx | *gum? *gun? -

(w1 | E&Y) *lop lop b fc-rup | *[r]%p

[WE] | #REY] *sop *Elsp *@u:b *sup --
division-2 [4] A ) *loan *sruanh | *smro:ns | *srons *[s.r]on-s

(&1 | &Ey) *moan | *mruan | *mro:n *mron | *mfro[n]

[f%1 | 73R *leam | *lamx | *grrem? | *c-ram? | --

[Egl | &) *keam | *kramx | *kre:m? *krem? | *Ca.[g]t[o]m

division-3 [%E] yah=R! *lia * gh *ruus *c-1jas *[r]a2-s
[fE] | BRD) *[io rjogx | *srar? #s1j92 #5192
(Y | 080 | *liuk | bk~ | Hmedug | *o-fuk | *[Juk
[FE] | ZEAY *mjuk | *mjok~ | *mlug *mju *mrfuk]

division-4 [14] & ) *liei *lidx #1402 *c-1ij? *[r]%j?

(asY | ) | smiei | flidx | i *ij? i
[#1 | BiEH) *liap >1‘|§]iabh *He:bs *c-reps *ep-s
[ | #1ED *yiap *@iap *@e:b *gep *[c]%ep
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3.2. Refutation of OC *-r- by initial repeating reduplicative words

Stn Y. (2014: 120-122) has listed 23 OC ‘initial® repeating reduplicative words’
(IRRW)'? that are made of a division-2 Sinogram and a non-division-2 Sinogram,
e.g. MR GiF-/IVHE-BRED; AROR Gie /I (ERgL0); MRS (REFIE-RREL); 645 (0
HE-FRE); 3 (G- R JE- F#E). He has asked: If all the division-2 Sinograms are
reconstructed *ClI- [or *Cr-], these words would be in *C-Cl- [*C-Cr-] or *CI-C-
[*Cr-C-] structure. How can they be initial repeating reduplicative words?"!

We compile Table 3 to help readers understand this point better.

Table 3. Comparison of OC systems involving initial repeating reduplicative words

IRRW | OC-W OC-L 0C-Z OC-B OC-BS
AR *mjan-moan | *mjian-mruan | *men-mromn | *mjen-mron | --
i *mek-mok *mrik-muk *mre:g-mo:g | *mrek-mok | --
= *ke-ko *krig-kugx *kre:-ko:? *kre-ko? -

fiizgeled *ket-kjuk *krit-kjokw *kri:d-kug *krit-kjuk -

Rl | *kiam-kea *kiam-krag *ke:m-kra: *kem-kra o=

When the different systems of OC reconstructions are applied to the initial
repeating reduplicative words in OC, OC-W reconstructions are still initial repeating
reduplicative words; the others are not, because they are interrupted by the liquid
medial *-r- (shadowed in Table 3). The reason of this failure is not complex. The
other authors did not notice such words in OC verses when they added the liquid
medial *-r- to divison-2 Sinograms in their systems. Their motivation is comparing
Tibeto-Burman rather than reading OC verses. Their enterprise cannot be granted.

Of the Sino-linguists’ side, this is to date the most impactful and original
argument against the liquid medial reconstruction. The author Stin Yu-wén &£
(born in 1962) is a leader of the Peking school, professor at Peking University. His
magnum opus (Stn Y. 2000) has been introduced in English (see Behr 2002). Most
scholars working on OC phonology have not particularly investigated such words in
OC verses. This finding requires the author’s high ability in both OC phonology and
philology.

He has already excluded the extreme cases in which the initial repeating
reduplicative words are made of two division-2 Sinograms, while the descriptivists’

° Sino-linguistic term B 4f/%/41 initial. It is mostly corresponding to an onset in Western linguistics.
Their difference appears only in a few cases; e.g. /kw-/ is an onset but an initial /k-/ plus a medial
/-W-/.

10 Sino-linguistic term #EEEF# 415 Disyllabic words in which the identical initial repeats, cf. English
see-saw, flip-flop.

" A consonant initial plus a liquid must be analyzed as an initial of consonant cluster. Cf. /skr-/, /sk-/,
/kr-/, /s-/, /k-/ and /r-/ are phonologically equal onsets and initials. A medial must be vocalic until the
liquid medial hypothesis attempted to add the liquid.
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side would reconstruct *CI-Cl- [or *Cr-Cr-] (initial repeating). If the descriptivists’
side will reconstruct *CI-Cl- [or *Cr-Cr-] in all the initial repeating reduplicative
words involving only one division-2 Sinogram, say ##5 as *kre:-kro:?, instead of
OC-Z *kre:-ko:?, it means that they reconstruct *ClI- [or *Cr-] also for non-division-2
Sinograms. Their comparative basis, the liquid medial for division-2, is ruined by
themselves.

Referee B argues:

For some of them, especially with a { rime character, it is impossible to
distinguish Division-1 from Division-2. Since there is simply no Division-2
in the rime. Therefore & and J& probably had *-r-. Second, in Sino-
Tibetan languages, IRRW do not necessarily repeat the whole onset, in a
lot of cases, the main initial is reduplicated, and the medial or preinitials
are omitted, see Xi[a]ng and Ch[é]n (2004) and L[a]i (2013). I do not see
this as a major issue against *-r-.

For the first part, your argument is an assumption without attested evidence.
We understand that you are claiming that OC divisions could be different to MC
divisions. However, it is important that the MC divisions are attested preconditions.
One can either follow the attested preconditions in full or reconstruct a whole system
of OC divisions with full scale correspondences between OC and MC divisions. You
follow the attested preconditions when they are of your expected division-2, but alter
them when they are not of your expected division-2. This practice is incorrect.

For the second part, despite the validity of your “Sino-Tibetan language family”,
we consult the papers you mentioned. The paper Xiang and Chén (2004) has listed
five initial repeating reduplicative words involving both positive and negative
deletion of the component -1-, -1- or -j-: ‘mbur-mbro (+), frw-prag (-), mbw-mbjis
(), Bju-gjit (-), -Blos-Ple (-)’. The paper Lai (2013) has listed two items (with many
free variants): ‘sr&em-sra (-) / sr&em-sru (-), zgrd-zgra (-) / zgra-gra (-) / zgra-zga (+) /
zgra-ga (+)’. By seeing these words, we must suggest the deletion of the component
-1-, -1- or -j- is conditioned by the length of initial. If the initial is long (mb-, zg-), the
next consonantal component (mbr-, zgr-) can be omitted. If the initial is short (B-,
¥-), the next consonantal component (fr-, j-, pl-) cannot be omitted. Because the
OC initial in question is short, the next consonantal component cannot be omitted.
Since it is omitted in your reconstruction, it is a major issue against *-1-.

Besides the shared mistake on the {# rime, Referee D argues against it but in a
totally opposite direction:

With the other examples cited by the author(s): FRZR, EEEE and FHE,
one should keep in mind the possibility of a doublet: the non-division-2
member of the disyllable had an <r> infix in the original pronunciation, but
not in the reading that underlies Middle Chinese.

This argument is not valid. These words are attested since OC. If your <r> infix
was in OC but lost in MC, OC should use other Sinograms to write these words.
You might suggest it was lost in OC but preserved in your “Proto-Sino-Tibetan”.
However, what evidence do you have for it apart from your theoretical presumption?
There is no Sino-Tibetan comparative evidence for these words.
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In simple words, Referee B claims that “*kre:-ko:?’ should be fine, while Referee
D claims that there must be a sound change *kre:-kro:? > *kre:-ko:?’. You do not
even try to suggest a sound change *ke:-ko:? > *kre:-ko:?. You attempt to rescue
your liquid medial at any price. What prevents you from abandoning *-r- and
considering OC-W *ke-ko? It is apparently only your faith in your ‘Sino-Tibetan
language family’. Unfortunately, you have not suggested any Tibeto-Burman word
in the form of kre-ko or kre-kro to be compared to this Sinitic word.

3.3. Refutation of Sino-Tibetan comparisons involving OC *-r-

Fairly speaking, Yakhontov’s argument #3 “Comparison with other languages
[...]” has not been effectively refuted. The Sino-linguists have argued that external
comparisons in general can be invalid (e.g. Gud X. 2002: 6-8; 2003: 6-11; 2010:
21; Stn Y. 2014: 119) with some examples, but without demonstrating how the
comparisons involving OC *-r- are invalid. We would like to contribute detailed
arguments to refute Yakhontov’s argument #3.

Basically, some of the external comparative evidence for OC *-r- are invalid.
Yakhontov’s two primary examples “[Sinitic] /\ [*]pwat (*plat) ‘eight’ ~ Tibetan
b-r-gyad” and “F [*]pek (*plak) ‘one hundred’” ~ Tibetan b-r-gya’ have been
disclaimed in Jin L. (2003) from the descriptivists’ side. He discussed that the b- part
in these Tibetan words is an affix that does not belong to the target morpheme of the
comparisons, but to another morpheme, cf. Tibetan words bzi . ., bdun . bteu ...

Referee B argues:

seven’

That the Tibetan b- is a prefix does not mean that it cannot have
correspondences in other Sino-Tibetan languages. Numeral prefixes can
probably be reconstructed into Proto-Sino-Tibetan, it is not surprising that
Chinese possesses some of their traces.

This argument is invalid. If you claim that Sinitic possesses the prefix -, why is
it not preserved in the Sinitic numerals four, seven and ten, but only in the Sinitic
numerals eight and hundred? The match from the prefix 5- in Tibetan to the initial
*p- in Sinitic is apparently a chance resemblance.

Yakhontov’s another primary example “[Sinitic] L. [*]kang (*klong) ‘river’ ~
Thai khlong ‘canal’” is refuted in a footnote in Section 4.

Generally, even if we assume that all the Sino-Tibetan comparisons of the
descriptivists’ side involving OC *-r- are valid, their comparisons cannot support
the postulated division correspondence ‘Sinitic division-2 < Tibetan/Burmese -7-’,
because their data fail to pass a negative control. In this negative control (see Table 4),
ten non-division-2 etyma are observed, that they should NOT yield the hypothesized
phonetic outcome -7- in Tibetan and Burmese.

As shown in this negative control, the division-3 and division-4 etyma do also
yield the hypothesized phonetic outcome -7-. Although it has been suggested that ‘the
chong-niti division-3 F4fl =45’ etyma should also contain *-r- (Pulleyblank 1962;
Baxter 1977; Zhéng-zhang 1987), it can explain only the outcome in line 3 [}7] ,
all the other outcomes cannot be explained. Handel’s (2002, 2009) modification
(including its following Zhang et al. 2019 application of the modification) of this
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Table 4. Postulated division correspondence negative control:
NEGATIVE {Sinitic division-2 < OC-Z -r- < Tibetan/Burmese -7-}

Jingyi Gao

(previously claimed Tibetan and Burmese equivalents from Gong 1980, 1995, up to Gong 1995)

DOM 1161-YJ OC-W oC-Z Tibetan Burmese
_ division-3 | *mio *mogs | rmugs-pa mri’

[#%] = : : ) :
121-SW:[E]2SERTE(fog) “dense fog’ ‘fog. mist, haze’
division-3 | *liep *1ub "khrab rap

[37]
121-SW:E£(“stop’) ‘to strike’ ‘to stand, to stop’
division-3 | *kbjop | *kMrwb | khrab-khrab -

(@D | — -
121-SW:EZHEEE(weep’) ‘weeper’
division-3 | *yiuet [ *cuds grod -

(5] =
121-SW:EFF £ (“stomach”) “belly, stomach’
division-3 | *yiue *evw? | grogs-po -
121-SW:A=AE(‘friend”) “friend, companion’
division-3 | *yiuat | *gvad "orod -

[Hk]
121-SW:E£(‘go through™) ‘to go. to travel’
division-3 | *ylua | *eva? sgro -
121-SW: & &Z#(‘feather’) ‘large feather”
division-3 | *ylua *Gva "gro lrwa’
121-SW:[T]#E(‘in") ‘to walk, to go” “to proceed’
division-3 | *yiua *Gva gro-ma -

i 2 <

[+1] — — :
121-SW R ERBRZATEZFE(‘taro’) ‘potato’
division-4 | *lien *rei) drin ran-

[1%]
121-SW:E£(‘sorrow’) ‘kindness, favor, grace’ ‘love

hypothesis is not relevant to this negative control. This modification postulates
where the elements *r could be in some division-2 etyma (first as the prefix/preinitial
*1-, then lost), it does not explain why there are also the elements -7- in the putative
non-Sinitic equivalents of Sinitic non-division-2 etyma. Finally, it is illogical to
claim all the division-1, -2, -3, and -4 etyma may contain *-r-, because it contradicts
the fundamental hypothesis of Yakhontov (1960) that only division-2 etyma should
contain the liquid medial.
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This negative control failed; unexpected outcomes are left without explanation,
therefore the postulated division correspondence ‘Sinitic division-2 < Tibetan/
Burmese -7-’ is invalid. When the descriptivists’ side demonstrated the postulated
division correspondence with the expected results ‘Sinitic division-2 < Tibetan/
Burmese -7-’, it was artificially selected. On the Sinitic side, only division-2 etyma
were collected.

Referee B argues:

A number of Division-3 and 4 rimes must be reconstructed with *-r-. *-r- is
not only hypothesised for Division-2 rimes. [...] You presuppose that *-r-
proponents agree that division-2 rimes in Chinese corresponds to Tibeto-
Burman -7- and vice versa. This is not true. Nobody ever made that claim.

This argument is lacking grounds of logic and mathematics. If you think Tibeto-
Burman -7- can widely appear without a mapping to Chinese division-2, then you
cannot support Yakhontov’s argument #3 “Comparison with other languages where 1
or r correspond to the 1 in Chinese, provides evidence of the presence of 1 in Chinese
syllables of the IInd division”, and you cannot reconstruct Chinese division-2 as
*-r-. The vital problem is not that Tibeto-Burman -7- does not correspond to Chinese
division-2 in full, but that they may also correspond to other divisions in the way you
claim for division-2.

We set: division-2 = X; division-3 =Y; division-4 = Z; division-1 = W. We know:
X #Y #Z # W. In order to solve the values of X, Y, Z and W, we must collect
equations. Yakhontov (1960) collected five equations, say: 8aX = 8b(r); 100aX =
100b(r); 81aX = 81b(r); 9265aX = 9265b(r); 910aX = 910b(r). It seemed perfect at
first sight, thus the solution X=r was claimed. The problem is that, according to the
comparisons of Gong (1980, 1995), there are actually also equations, say 28aY =
28b(r); 303aY = 303b(r); 94aY = 94b(r); 9123aY = 9123b(r); 974aY = 974b(r), thus
the solution Y=r can also be claimed, but it violates the condition X#Y. Therefore
both the solutions X=r and Y=r are incorrect.

Referee D argues:

The author(s) wish to demonstrate that the reconstruction of a liquid medial
in division-2, first proposed by Yakhontov in 1960, is incorrect. While
Yakhontov’s proposal was limited to division 2, the systems of Zhengzhang,
Baxter, Starostin, Baxter-Sagart, at least, all allow medial -r- in division 3 as
well, not just in division-3 chongniu but also in all division-3 retroflex initials
and sometimes after grave initials, when evidence from xiesheng series or
Chinese loanwords supports it. A central idea in the paper is that one cannot
reconstruct -r- for division 2 because the arguments work just as well for
division 3. This is only to be expected. Modern systems see a basic distinction
between divisions 1, 2 and 4 on the one hand (type A) and division 3 (type
B) on the other hand; division 3 contains ‘iodized’ versions of all the type A
syllables, including division-2 (leaving aside the nature of ‘iodization’ here).
So, yes, division-3 also includes words with medial -r-. Instead of trying to
debunk Yakhontov’s 60-year-old paper, the authors should have examined
modern systems such as Zhengzhang’s or Baxter-Sagart.
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The fundamental logics of Referee D and Referee B are very similar. They think
their later modifications such as allowing *-r- to some division-3 (even also some
division-4 by Referee B) Sinograms can solve the problem. They have forgotten that it
violates the fundamental logic of the liquid medial hypothesis. The four divisions are
four categories. We have to find certain and different values for these four categories.
Yakhontov (1960) started to suggest that the value of the category division-2 is a
liquid. His basic argument is the exclusive correspondence between division-2 and
the liquid. His logic is correct while his results are incorrect. If you claim that the
exclusive correspondence is not necessary, your logic is incorrect, already. We say
that X = r is incorrect, because Y = r and X # Y. Instead of correcting the value of
X, you are proclaiming X =Y (even also X =Y = Z). One day, would you proclaim
X =Y =Z = W? Do you deny the four divisions or your logic? Ancient Chinese
rhyme tables and Sino-philologists gave us the four divisions as four categories,
and clarified they are different. You started your studies correctly with the rhyme
tables as your primary preconditions. You cannot later deny or alter your primary
preconditions when they do not satisfy your expectation. Once your groundwork is
defective, all your constructions on it are falling.

Potentially, there will be a valid mapping if they claim a correspondence between
division-2&3 (all of division-2 and division-3) and the liquid medial (thus to
reconstruct all of division-2 *-r-, all of division-3 *-rj-, and to reject all the Sino-
Tibetan comparisons from Tibeto-Burman -7- to Sinitic division-1&4). Actually,
they cannot claim so. It will result that too many (two out of four divisions) OC
word roots contain *-r-. It is typologically unacceptable. Referee D has listed that
they have tried to rearrange the four categories into two categories: division-1&2&4
and division-3. Therefore, this potentially valid mapping does not help them.

Referee C does not proclaim X=Y but says:

The author argues that comparative evidence from Tibeto-Burman
languages fails to support Old Chinese *-r- in Div. II syllables. However,
it is already well-known that straightforward Chinese-to-TB onset or
“medial” correspondences are difficult to identify by reference to *any*
OC system. Furthermore, the author does not demonstrate that this material
can support their argument for Wang Li’s *-e-/*-o-.

We thank Referee C for acknowledging it, when Referee B and Referee D are
trying to argue against it. Our main point here is the logic of negative control in
scientific researches in general. Certainly, we do not demonstrate this Tibeto-Burman
material can support Wang Li’s vocalic medial hypothesis. We do not think these
Sino-Tibetan comparisons are correct enough to be considered in Sinitic studies.
We have Sino-Vietnamese and Sino-Uralic material to support Wang Li’s vocalic
hypothesis (Section 3.4 and 3.5).

Referee C and Referee D raise the issue of the diachronic changes of retroflex
initials involving the medial *-r-. Referee C says:

Proponents of OC *-r- think, for example, that *-r- is a useful way to
explain the absence of dental series onsets in Div. II because perhaps OC
dental onsets like *t- + medial *-r- >> not Middle Chinese dental [*]t-
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but rather retroflex stops “[*]tr-” or some similar (>> affricates ~ /tg/ in
many modern varieties.) That is, this group of authors emphasizes concrete
phonetic values and plausible diachronic changes, and points out that
similar changes to Cr- clusters have occurred in other languages.

Referee D says:

Yakhontov thought MC [*]1- reflected OC [*]1-, but if one admits that MC
[*]1- goes back to a retroflex OC *r-, then the distribution of “+’and ‘-’ in the
table is clarified: the division 1 line represents OC initials without medial
[*]-r- and division 2 the same initials with medial [*]-r-. MC retroflexes
come from apicals plus [*]-r-, which is phonetically highly plausible. The
author(s) do not mention retroflexes once in their paper.

This issue is actually not relevant to the present study, but we answer it. First, the
sound change /rt/ > /{/ is attested in Swedish, not /tr/ > /t/, cf. karta [*k*a:ta] map? but
trappa [*t'rap:a] . .. Second, even if the sound change /tr/ > /{/ is valid, you can
only reconstruct *-r- in those Sinograms which contain the retroflex initials, but you
have reconstructed *-r- in all the division-2 Sinograms, at least. There is no evidence

for your practice.

3.4. Sino-Vietnamese evidence for the vocalic medial for division-2 in OC

What are more plausible values for the divisions in OC? They are vocalic medials.
Wang L. (1957, 1980a, 1985) listed the vocalic medial *null/-u- for division-1,
*-e-/-0- for division-2, *-i-/-iu- for division-3, *-i-/-iu- for division-4. When you do
not find these vocalic medials in Tibeto-Burman languages, you cannot change the
plausible vocalic values of OC to your liquid values according to Tibeto-Burman
languages, because they are different languages (even if you believe that they are
genetically related); you have to reevaluate your Sino-Tibetan comparisons.
Here Referee C has completely misunderstood our point:

Most problematic is the discussion of comparative evidence. When arguing
against OC *-r-, the author considers irregular correspondences with TB
-1-, etc., to be a serious defect. However, when arguing in favor of Wang
Li’s OC *-e-/-0-, the author considers irregular correspondences to be
irrelevant (“[w]hen you do not find these vocalic medials in Tibeto-Burman
languages [...] you have to reevaluate your Sino-Tibetan comparisons.”)

This misunderstanding originates in their belief of “the Sino-Tibetan language
family”. In fact, we mean you have to reevaluate whether your Sino-Tibetan
comparisons are valid or invalid. We do not imply that we accept your Sino-Tibetan
comparisons. We do not imply that we leave the nonexistence of the vocalic medials
in Tibeto-Burman languages as irregular correspondences in your “Sino-Tibetan
language family”. This serious defect is limited to the Sino-Tibetan comparisons. It
is irrelevant to the etymological comparisons in other directions.

Wang L. (1957, 1980a, 1985) reconstructed the vocalic medial *-e-/-o- for
division-2 without demonstrating evidence. Wang L. (1964: 44) compared it
typologically to Old English medial -e- and Vietnamese medial -o-. It is orally told
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that he had evidence for it from Archaic Sino-Vietnamese. We have researched
Wang’s original paper on Sino-Vietnamese (Wang L. 1948) and made a division
correspondence table (Table 5) with his etymological comparisons to division-2.
Based on the comparative evidence in Table 5, Sinitic division-2 is correlated
to the vocalic medial -e-/-0- in Archaic Sino-Vietnamese. Wang L. (1948: 58—
63) introduced the differences between Archaic Sino-Vietnamesey #E#kE and
undifferentiated Sino-Vietnamese %55 and implied that the distinction between
division-1 and division-2 is lost in undifferentiated Sino-Vietnamese but not in
Archaic Sino-Vietnamese'2. Therefore, his argument cannot be opposed with
counterexamples in undifferentiated Sino-Vietnamese. Without considering this

Table S. Division correspondence (Dc2021GaoJ-1406-0922-T5-1948WangL-1562-5915):
Sinitic division-2 <> OC-W* -e-/-0- < Archaic Sino-Vietnamese -g-/-0- (-e-/-0-)
(DOM and non-orthographical Vietnamese data from Wang L. 1948: 60-65)

DOM 1161-Y7J OC-W 0C-Z Archaic Sino-Vietnam ese Sino-Vietnamese

division-2 | *kPeu | *kbru:? kheo® (khéo) Xao (xdo)
(1751

121-SW B (‘skill’) #75. EE(‘quick-witted”)

division-2 | *kboa | *kbvra: khos' (khoa) khoe' (= khoa)
(7] ,

121-SW:Et(‘boast’)

division-2 | *keu | *krurw | ko' (keo) giao' (giao)
[Z]

ﬂ 121-SW:EEt(‘close”) B, BAK(‘glue’)

division-2 | *dedk | *re:wes | chio® (chéo) trao® (trao)
[ 1%63 ] 121-SW:ATLUES B (“0ar”) B (‘soup”)

division-2 | *me6 *mre:w mEO” (méo) mieu' (miéu)
[5i] =

121-SW:EEE(‘cats’)

3 division-2 | *meu | *mru:? meo® (meo) -- (mdo)

@]1D|

121-SW:E#(‘cap”)

division-2 | *pedk | *pre:wes | beo' (beo) bao® (bdo)
(391

121-SWEEX(‘leopard’)

) division-2 | *yooi *gru:l hor’ (hoé) - (= hoe)

(]

121-SW Ak (‘tree [pagoda]®)

" Wang L. (1948: 63): “FrafsMe — 458l MK ESOR M EEBGERM RGACE . EMA R ERM
—EEESEAAE [ MER, ARG R IETE I Atk ‘The so-called extrovert
division-2 rhymes [...] in the Sino-Vietnamese system, discussed in the foregoing paragraphs, are
phonologically identical to division-1 rhymes [...] But we believe that it was not so in Archaic Sino-
Vietnamese.’
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caveat, Referee D lists undifferentiated Sino-Vietnamese counterexamples. If you
really want to testify against this division correspondence, you should do a negative
control with division-3 counterexamples in Archaic Sino-Vietnamese.

Referee A questions: “What is your counterargument against the Sino-
Vietnamese borrowings postdating the shift of *re > *¢ (according to descriptivist-
type reconstructions)?” This postulation is invalid. Despite the flaw of external
comparative evidence for *-r- as we have discussed in previous paragraphs, there
is no internal comparative evidence for *-r-. One of these division-2 etyma, the
etymon [3#] .. is obviously of an onomatopoetic origin from the vocalization
of cats, cf. English meow; French miaou; German/Spanish/Portuguese/Polish/
Lithuanian/Finnish/Hungarian miau; Italian miao; Dutch miauw; Danish mjav;
Swedish mjau; Russian/Bulgarian may (mjau); Czech/Slovak mriau; Latvian nau;
Estonian miéiu/néiu; Turkish miyav; Korean ©F-&(yaong)/'&(nyang); Japanese |Z %
—(nya); Indonesian meong; Arabic ¢ (muwaa’). Onomatopoetic words are very
conservative. This etymon must be already *[myaw] (cf. OC-W *med) when it was
formed in OC. The descriptivists’ side’s reconstruction with *-r- such as *mre:w is
apparently invalid, because cats are not able to pronounce [r]. Referee B claims:
“Note that cats meow differently in different languages. Old Chinese and modern
Sinitic languages are different languages, we never know how Old Chinese speakers
interpreted cat sounds.” We must reply: Do not argue without evidence. Can you give
any example that the vocalization of cat is interpreted with a liquid medial in any
human language? OC speakers must be of the same human being. Referee D says:
“Actually it is not uncommon in English to interpret cat vocalization as mra(a)w.
Examples gathered from the internet. [...]” We thank Referee D for gathering it from
the internet. However, this fact reveals that this personal -7- is rather secondary to -e-
in English. First, English -r- being postalveolar approximant [1] differs distinctly from
Swedish -r- being alveolar trill [r] which can make the retroflex consonants. Second,
by seeing the English equivalents meow, mraw and mraaw, shall we reconstruct any
Proto-English *mreow? We cannot reconstruct it because it is against the English
philology and the nature of the vocalization of cats. If you agree with it, why would
you insist on reconstructing the form *mre:w for cats in OC?

Referee C does not insist on *mre:w for cats in OC but argues:

The author discusses sound symbolic words like mao % ‘cat’. Here they
could consult for instance Axel Schuessler, “What are cognates and what
are variants in Chinese word families” (Papers from the Third International
Conference on Sinology, Linguistics Section, 2003: 231): “[...] not all
div. II syllables derive from OC r-clusters. [In some cases] a div. Il vowel
was preserved for reasons of sound symbolism. Generally, onomatopoetic
words do not always follow regular phonological developments.”

This argument is illogic. Once you accept that the onomatopoetic words do
not always follow regular phonological developments, you have to accept that the
vocalic value in the onomatopoetic words is more original. However, your implied
phonological development is *-r- > *-e-, not *-e- > *-r-.
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Referee A questions: “How do you explain 37. as a phonetic component in Ji/.
if the latter has no liquid?” We answer it. A velar stop may become a liquid via a
uvular fricative: [g] > [¥] > [r], cf. German Kugel ['k™u:gal] . . > Luxembourgish
Kugel [ 'kMu:gal] ., .> Luxembourgish repeated by Dutch [ 'ku:ral]. There could be
some OC dialect with similar sound changes. This dialect formed those Sinograms
in which velar stops and liquids are correlated.

Referee D says:

This is very hard to believe. First, the explanation does not work for
alternations between labials and [*]l-, as in # vs ¢K; second, if 37, had
a velar initial in OC without medial [*]-r-, then one would expect to see
a velar without -r- in TB languages; but the TB word for ‘weep’ has a
Kr- type cluster in many branches: Tani, Deng, Kuki-Chin, Naga, Garo,
northern Naga, Jingpo, Kanauri, Tibetan, Burmese... see https://stedt.
berkeley.edu/~stedt-cgi/rootcanal.pl/etymon/1103.

For the first part, a labial stop may become a labial trill and then an alveolar trill:
[b] > [B] > [r]. For the second part, it is again about the validity of Sino-Tibetan
comparisons. You have not confirmed this Sino-Tibetan comparison with a regular
sound correspondence consisting of multiple etyma. An etymological comparison
cannot be confirmed without a regular sound correspondence, no matter how similar
the compared words are. A regular sound correspondence cannot be established with
only one etymon, no matter how many equivalents or branches of that one etymon
you demonstrate. Moreover, the etymon [}7] is not of division-2 but of division-3.
Even if it is a valid comparison, it does not support the basis of the liquid medial
hypothesis.

We deny the liquid medial. We do not deny the possible existence of some
additional liquid element, i.e. the liquid affix. This liquid affix is not relevant to any
division but to the rhotacization or erhua 54k in Sinitic. Valid Sino-X comparisons
involving non-Sinitic -r-/-1- should be explained in this direction. Nobody would try
to explain the Sinitic rhotacization with the Sinitic divisions.

We should clarify that the descriptivists’ side is not a single academic camp that
must protect the liquid medial hypothesis as its basis. A few descriptivists, Pulleyblank
(1965: 206), Jacques (2015) and Hill (2019: 196), have already questioned whether
all division-2 come from *-r-. They have recognized similar logical problems of
the liquid medial hypothesis. They just have not gone so fast to reject the whole
hypothesis as the Sino-linguists do from the beginning.

We end this section with Jacques’ words (Jacques 2015: 220):

Third, an alternative possibility is that the present models of Old Chinese
reconstruction (including Starostin 1989, Schuessler 2009, and Baxter and
Sagart 2014) overestimate the quantity of syllables with medial or prefixed
*r- in Old Chinese by overgeneralization. [...] there is no definite proof
that *-r- should be reconstructed in all cases.



The intensive controversy on Chinese historical phonology 121

3.5. Sino-Uralic evidence for the vocalic medial for division-2 in OC

Now that we have disabused ourselves of the assumption that division-2 word
roots reconstruct to *-r-, a number of Sino-Uralic comparisons appear strengthened
by assumption that *-r- is not at play.

Sinitic division-2 is correlated to the vocalic medial (called V| in Uralic linguistics)
-0- [¥] or -0- [0] in Estonian and Finnish. This is a division correspondence consisting
of six (6) etyma (see Table 6).

Table 6. Division correspondence (Dc2021GaoJ-1406-0922-T6):
Sinitic divisiton-2 (‘d2’ in this table) < OC-W *-¢-/-0- < Estonian -4-/-0- <

Finnish/ North Sami -o- (demonstrated etyma from Section 4)

DOM 1161-Y7J OC-W | 0C-Z Estonian Finnish | North Sami Erzya Hungarian
) *koa® ‘ d2 | *kea *kra: koda\koja | kota goahti fudo haz
(=1 121-SW: Bt (dwelling’) “chamber ‘Sami dwelling’ | “Sami dwelling ‘house “house, home’
“koaj® ‘ d2 | *keat ‘ *kre:ds | koht\koha | kohta - -- --
(51 - 5 ; .
121-SW S (‘boundary’) “place’ ‘place
“g0at® | d2 | *feat ‘ *sre:d soda\soja | sota soahti Sudo- Oszid-
€9 — - 5 5 ; —
121-SWRECKIIl) ‘war “war ‘war ‘curse’ chide’
*26a* ‘ 2 | *ea ‘ *qra: oda ota oahci 0§ -
[#i] , - -
543-YPARER (tree fork’) “spear’ “sting’ <obstacle’ ‘town®
“koay* | d2 ] *keorn ‘ *krowy | jogi\joe Joki\joe- | johka Jov -jo
[Tl

121-SWoK S EERESMILNE( Yangtse River’) ‘river’ ‘river’ ‘river® ‘Moksha River’ “oriver

Since this correspondence is of a high coincidental probability, one out of four
(1/4) possible values (d1, d2, d3, d4), a negative control is required and given in
Table 7. In this negative control, ten non-division-2 etyma are observed, that they
should not yield the hypothesized phonetic outcome, e.g. -6-/-0- in Estonian and
Finnish.

As shown in this negative control, the division-1, division-3 and division-4 etyma
do not yield the hypothesized phonetic outcome (line 7 row 9 North Sami outcome
goaivu- alone with an unexpected -o- is apparently secondary). This negative control
passed. The division correspondence Dc2021GaoJ-1406-0922-T6 is reliable.

Based on the comparative evidence above, Sinitic division-2 is correlated to
-e-/-0- in Archaic Sino-Vietnamese, to -6- [¥] / -0- [¢] in Finnic, and should be
reconstructed as *-0- [¥] / *-o0- [0] in OC.
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Table 7. Division correspondence negative control:
NEGATIVE {Sinitic division-2 < OC-W *-e-/-0- < Estonian -6-/-0- <
Finnish/ North Sami -0-} (demonstrated etyma line 1-4 from Section 4,

reinforced etyma line 5-10 from Gao 2019a and Gao 2020b)

DOM 1161-Y7 OoC-W | 0OC-Z Estonian Finnish North Sami | Erzya | Hungarian
“preeon® | d3 | *phioy | *phoy migi\miie miiki\miie- == - =
55
t i 1 121-SW:LL % £(‘mountain top®) ‘mountain’ “pill’
“preag® | d3 | *phioy ‘ *phor viigi\viie viiki\vie- vielka vij -
[ 7'-:4 l 121-SW:#E£%£(‘abundant’) “force” “crowd’ ‘rather’ “force”
*dday* dl | *doy ‘ *dow nige-\nie- nike-\nie- niehku riegje- néz-
e
( ﬁﬂi 1 543-YP:B=TF(‘eye ball’) “see’ ‘see’ “dream’ “see’ “look”
*dden® ‘ dl | *doy ‘ *dom? | tege-\tee- teke-\fee- dahka- teje- tesz-
( i?j 1 121-SWHE2(*do’) “do, make’ “do, make’ ‘do, make’ *do, make’ *do, make’
. “teow® d3 | *tiu *tus taevas\taeva taivas\taivaa- - - -
(%1 121-SW: B2 S AREAR(dawn’); 543-YP:SEF(noon’) | 'sky' sky'
(k] “geow ‘ d3 | *giu l *qu kaevata\kaeba- | kaivata\kaipaa- | gdibidi- - -
121-SW:F£(*demand’) ‘accuse’ ‘yearn for' “‘demand’
“keow® d3 | *kiu I *kus kaevata\kaeva- | kaiva- goaivu- - -
nd
5l 121-SW:E(‘low'); 543-YP:iRE( deep’) ‘dig' ‘dig' ‘dig'
“leow™ d3 | *lin I *u laewlaeva laiva ldivi -- --
o
{ Uk 1 121-SW:KiT £ flow”) 'ship" 'ship' ‘vessel, ship’
*doar” dl | *tat I *thards | taht\tihe tihti\tihte- - - -
X1 543-YP:E £ extremely’) “star, sign’ star, sign'
“leat” d4 | *liat ‘ *red laht\lahe lahti\lahte- Iuokta - -
5
(i 121-SW:2 £2(divide’) ‘bay' ‘bay, open’ ‘bay'
4. Results

4.1. Etymological results

Full etymological results of the etyma demonstrated in Table 8 and Table 9 are
presented here.

=3 X (121-SW): EA§(543-YP): FABE(1161-YT):ANEE — LR
#1) X1 [ s dwelling); Je 5 5 dwelling, home™);
TSR TR T (extrovert, final-29, labialized-, division-2, tone-A, velar initial voiced-)(ﬁﬁ?k(‘)aA); Mandarinjid

‘home, family’”

Cantonese gaal/gul ., - ; Minnan ka/ke ., . ,; Japanese Go-on ke/ku; Kan-
ome, family dwelling, home

on kal/ko; {OC rhyme £ *-a; OC-W *kea; OC-Z “*kra:”}]] has been compared
(AGao J. 2008: 168) to the Uralic etymon after the equivalents: Estonian koda\
koja

»kodu_ _ Finnishkota . . dwolling” koti . Sami\Lappish goahti/kahte/

; Mordvin kudo/kud ; Mari\Cheremis

‘Sami dwelling, hut, tent’ ‘house, living room’?

‘chamber

koatilkoa’ttElkuant®
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tta

kudalkudo .
Ostyak kat/yot/yat ., . .; Hungarian hdz . .; {“Proto-Finno-Ugric” *kota .
bt house: (1988-UEW: 190)}; {Uralic < Shennong® (Sino-Uralic) *kota
Sinitic}. This etymon has not been identified in other languages.'

e it (A HL(121-SW):
#2) L] (split (47, 5] ) [0 DU (Cstreet) ~ [MIEHCdraw’), [B]8E(boundary’);

L (543-YP):
i )lﬂliﬁjﬁm(‘street’) ~ [V B 4R 3 St (“turtle shell, big, help, introduce; draw(121-SW)*), [AL(H)]55
BREE(1161-YT): {1555+ T B — & P8 oF 35 i (extrovert, final-15, labialized-, division-2, tone-A, velar initial
Hfe(‘boundary’);
voiced»)(ﬁﬁ?kéalA) o [R)oM A = B 4 S O 5 3 (extrovert, final-13, labialized-, division-2, tone-C, velar initial voiced-)

g Udmurt\Votyak -ka ; Komi\Zyrian -ka/-ko/-ku . .; Khanty\

‘house™?
t,

‘dwelling’

(*koaj®); Mandarin jie ~ JI€ 1) imervene. (1) boundary: (dia1eCtAL: @1~ gada\gdr
ey CANtONESE gaail ~ gaai3 . Minnan ke/kue . .. ~ kailke/
kue 1) intorvens, (%) boundary™> Japanese Go-on ke; Kan-on kai; {OC rhyme 37 *-1a; OC-W
*ke; OC-Z “*kre:” ~ OC thyme H *-ta; OC-W *keat; OC-Z “*kre:ds”})| has been
compared (AGao J. 2008: 160) to the Uralic etymon after Estonian koht\koha place”
kohta ., . Finnish kohta place’> Selkup kuupt/kuoptalkopti/kopt scatiplace’> {Proto-
Uralic “*kopta” e (1988-UEW: 183)}; {Uralic < Shennong (Sino-Uralic) *kota

= Sinitic}.

‘street’

‘place’

This etymon has been identified (AGao J. 2008: 160) in Germanic languages:

Danish gade .., (gat ); Swedish gata (gatt/gat

‘hole, gat’ < Low German ‘street’ ‘hole, gat’ < Low

); Norwegian gate .., (gat

)’ Old Norse gata ‘path, way, road’” (ga[ ‘hole, gat’ «— Low German:

English geet/gat/geat ., .; Dutch gat | ., (gas

ate””

), ICelandic gata ‘street, road’ ? (gat
); English gate; Old

German ‘hole, gat’ «— Low German
‘hole” « Low German

‘unpaved street’ <— High German)’ (gate “airport gate’ «—
‘hole’; (Gatt

); Old High German gazza . ; Gothic gatwo

Engiis)> Old Low German gat German Gasse

(Gate
katu . ; Lithuanian gatvé . ); {Proto-Germanic *gata- *, ., *gatwon-

(2013-EDPG: 170)'5}; {« or <= Shennong (Sino-Uralic)}.

ALY [R21SW) ERI43-YP): (I 161-Y DM - 55 AR i
#3) &1 [ il Bk i o

o A L . ‘ . — A=
(extrovert, final-21, labialized-, division-2, tone-D, dental initial [fricative+] Vmced-)(i‘ieoaLD); Mandarln Sha (Sa) ‘kil]’;

‘hole for rope or hook’ <— Low German)’

(— Finnish

‘lane””

‘airport gate’ « English ‘street’
2

‘road, alley’

13 Gao J. (2008: 109-114; Gao 2012: 241; Gao 2019c: 145-146) put forward that the Shennong nation
R (ak.a. Yandi clans 4755 % 7%, of Chinese prehistory) is the shared origin of Sinitic and Uralic
languages and peoples.

14 RerFUTATION: Previously claimed (1977-FUV: 142) etymological equation from Uralic to Persian kad
‘house’ is rejected due to phonetic inconsistencies (no rhyme correspondece). Previously claimed
(1996-CV5ST) etymological equation from Sinitic to Burmese kra?-hyanh ‘palace, residence’ is
rejected due to phonetic inconsistencies. Previously claimed (2007-EDOC: 300) etymological
equation from Sinitic to Tibetan mk’ar ‘house, castle’ is rejected due to phonetic inconsistencies.

15 REFUTATION: Previously claimed (2013-EDPG: 170, 176) etymological equation from Proto-
Germanic to Proto-Indo-European *g’éd-e-; Greek yavddve (khandand) ‘to hold, include, contain’;
etc. is rejected due to semantic inconsistencies.
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Cantonese saat3/saai3 . ; Minnan sat __;
sai/satsu; {OC rhyme H *-ta; OC-W *feat; OC-Z “*sre:d”})| has been compared
(AGao J. 2008: 197) to the Uralic etymon after the equivalents: Estonian soda\

soja . .; Finnish sota .

Japanese Go-on sei/sechi/setsu; Kan-on

Sami\Lappish seahti/sahté/soottad/--/-- . _.; Mordvin

Sudo-/$Sudu- . __; Mari\Cheremis sude- . _.; "'*Hungarian szid- . . {“Proto-Finno-
ight, ware (1988-UEW: 777) (The Hungarian equivalent is
retrieved in the present study)}; {Uralic < Shennong (Sino-Uralic) *6ota . . =
Sinitic}.

This etymon has been identified (2007-EDOC: 452) in surrounding languages:
Chepang sat-sa W Burmese sat
Jingpho\Kachin sat’’ | ; Mizo\Lushai that . ; Karbi\Mikir that . ; Dimasa thai
> Garosot 5 {Proto-Tibeto-Burman *g-sat (Benedict 1972: 27)}; {Proto-Monic
*k-r-cot . .}; {«— Sinitic . }"".

WOC(20-SW): FRI(S43-YPY: HABE(161-Y DDA S LB — 2P afR i

#4) [l (0 " )Mﬁfa(mc —— [] '
& (extrovert, final-29, labialized-, division-2, tone-A, laryngeal initial voiced-)(ﬁi‘z?(‘)aA); Mandarin yd (ld)

Wolgaic” *$otalSodalsoda

Tibetan gsod-pa, bsad ., .; Nung sat . ; i

“ttree fork’?

Cantonese aal/ngaal cttree fork'> Minnan a/ue “tiree fork™> Japanese Go-on e; Kan-on a;

{OC rhyme £ *-a; OC-W *ea; OC-Z “*qra:”}) is compared (first publication) to
the Uralic etymon after Estonian oda csponc®s Finnish ota ting’ Sami\Lappish oahci/
ahtséloaci/--/-- . .; Mordvin o§

OS/is/wits/is . ; Khanty\Ostyak wac/wos/was . .; Nenets\Yurak wa?

‘fence, town’?

qowns KOMI\Zyrian voz .. Mansi\Vogul

‘fence’”

Enets\Yen ba? . ; Nganasan\Tawgi ba? . . Selkup gettelkette/keccelkec/qetti
“fence, fishing fence; catch fish with a trap’” (1988_UEW 577)} ; {Uralic
=> Sinitic}. This etymon has not

{Proto-Uralic “*woca

‘town’?

< Shennong (Sino-Uralic) *?0ta

‘tree fork using for fence’

been identified in other languages.

N FEX(121-SW): EAE(543-YP):
#5) I{I’ K JK HE S ER A /IS LN (¢ Yangtse  River’); LG H LS (¢ Yangtze  River’);

FRSE(1161-YT):AMELS = B4 — 4 P T 5% (extrovert, final-3, labialized+, division-2, tone-A, velar initial voiced—)(ﬁkODUA).
9

Mandarin jiang (jian) ; Cantonese gong?2

‘#river (of South and Northeast China)’? ‘river (of South and Northeast

16 Cavear: Uncertain equivalent due to irregular outcome in the rhyme correspondence Rc2021Gaol-
1406-0922-T8, see Table 8.

17 Because there is almost no internal diversity in Tibeto-Burman and the sense in Tibeto-Burman
is identical to Sinitic, it must be a non-genetic diffusion (loanword) from Sinitic. The g- part in
Tibetan gsod-pa belongs to another morpheme. The word gsod-pa should be a dimorphemic hybrid
doubling compound containing of a native term *gVC for ‘kill” and the diffused term -sod ‘kill’.
Dimorphemic hybrid doubling compounds are common in Sinitic, e.g. in Mandarin, in the word 7%
% sha-lu ‘killing’, the second morpheme %, /u ‘to kill (literary only)’ is a non-genetically diffused
term; in the word J&#% ti-sha ‘slaughtering’, the first morpheme J& i ‘to slaughter (literary only)’
is a non-genetically diffused term. Native Mandarin speakers without education may only guess the
meanings of these two compound words with the native term 7% sha “to kill” in them.
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China)’; Minnan kang ‘river (of South and Northeast China)’; Japanese GO_On ké’ Kan-on ké’ {OC

rhyme % *-no; OC-W *keon; OC-Z “*kro:n”})| has been compared (AGao J. 2008:
155) to the Uralic etymon after the equivalents: Estonian jégiljée .. .; Finnish jokil

river’?

Jjoe- Sami\Lappish johka/jd’hkd/juuhd/jo"l%kf‘/jdck ivers Mordvin Jov
Mari\Cheremis joye- ., ., Udmurt\Votyak ju-Sur . .; Komi\Zyrian ju . _.; Khanty\

river’? river’?

‘river’?

OStyak]}y}/]eXQ/]lj{lv ‘small river’; ManSI\VOgul-]e_/]d(]\é ‘river’; Hungarian -jo, “friver, in placenames’;

Nenets\Yurak jaya ., .; Enets\Yen daha sivers Selkup kilkikdl/Caqi wiverissramp, small lake’>
Kamass caya . _.; {Proto-Uralic *joke . . (1988-UEW: 99)} {Uralic <= Shennong
(Sino-Uralic) *kiopk“s . . => Sinitic}. This etymon has not been identified in other

languages.'®
5 H(121-SW): ER(543-YP): HHS
#6) ”’$’ K [Z]1l1#th(‘mountain  top’); [%]% 21l (‘high and sharp mountain®);
(1161-YT): N4 — B4 = 2 P IR 35 Ui (introvert, final-2, labialized+, division-3, tone-A, labial initial aspirated-#)('wi?ph&(ﬁIJA).
B

Mandarin féng (féy) . apeaics CaNTONESE fungl pealc’ Minnan hong peaics Japanese Go-
on fi; Kan-on hd; {OC rhyme ¥ *-no; OC-W *phion; OC-Z “*phon”}) has been
compared (AGao J. 2008: 150) to the Uralic etymon after the equivalents: Estonian

mdgi\mde ; Finnish mdki\mde- . ; Khanty\Ostyak miiy/miy,/miw .

‘mountain, hill”? “hill”?

; Selkup maka/makka ; {“Proto-Finno-Ugric” *mdke

mound / earth cusp / lawn hill’? ‘lawn hill’? “hill,

nounain (1988-UEW: 266) (The Selkup equivalents are retrieved in the present study)}
{Uralic <= Shennong (Sino-Uralic) *mpcepk™o

small earth

= Sinitic}. This etymon

‘sharp mountain’

has not been identified in other languages."

#7) TR (split 2D ) [R50 cabunganer 0 petenign,
PR 55— B = 25 PR IR 3% UK i (introvert, final-1, labialized-, division-3, tone-A, labial initial aspirated+)(it«thQIJA); Mandarin
feng (fen) .,.mens Cantonese fungl . . Minnan hong ., . . Japanese Go-
on fu/bu; Kan-on héo/fii; {OC rhyme ¥ *-no; OC-W *phion; OC-Z “*phon”})] is
compared (first publication) to the Uralic etymon after the equivalents: Estonian
vigi\vie .. ., viga very Finnish viki\viie- . ; Sami\Lappish viehka/viehka/

crowd, fforce’”

viehalvie’kk*/vick ; Mordvin vij/vi . _; Mari\Cheremis wi/wij .. ; Udmurt\

‘rather/force’”

18 REFUTATION: Previously claimed (Yakhontov 1960: 7) etymological equation from Sinitic to Thai
khlong ‘canal’ is rejected due to phonetic inconsistencies (no rhyme correspondence). Previously
claimed (Norman and Mei 1976: 280; 2007-EDOC: 306) etymological equation from Sinitic to
Vietnamese song, Bahnar/Sedang kroy, Katu karuy, Bru kloy, Gar/Koho roy La?ven dakhom Biat
n’hoy, Hre khroay, Old Mon krung/kruy ‘river’; {Proto-Monic *kroon}; Tibetan klur ‘river’; Thai
khlo:y ‘canal’; Malay krop is rejected due to phonetic inconsistencies (no rhyme correspondence).
Previously claimed (1996-CV5ST) etymological equation from Sinitic to Jingpho\Kachin kruy!
‘valley’; Mizo\Lushai kuapy ‘the channel (of river)’ is rejected due to phonetic inconsistencies (no
rhyme correspondence).

19 ReruTaTION: Previously claimed (2007-EDOC: 238) etymological equation from Sinitic to Khmer
kpup ‘summit, peak’ is rejected due to phonetic inconsistencies.
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Votyak -vi . ; Khanty\Ostyak woy/wep/wej . _.; Mansi\Vogul waw/wd/walway

“for
> Nenets\Yurak wika .., {Proto-Uralic *wdike “ "~ (1988-UEW: 563)}

, = Sinitic}. This etymon has not

“for “for

{Uralic <= Shennong (Sino-Uralic) *pepk™s .

any
been identified in other languages.?

52 BL(121-SW):  EAS(543-YP): FREE(1161-YT):[[)] N i 55— B — &5 P48 535 ¥ (introvert,
#8) lﬂi’ K - H ¥ F(eye ball’); o : o

final-1, labialized-, division-1, tone-A, alveolar initial Voiced+)(i‘7d(i)gle); Mandarin téng (téy) ‘*eyeba“’; Cantonese

tung4 . ; Minnan tong . Japanese Go-on zi; Kan-on t0; {OC rhyme B *-no;

eyeball’? yeball”?

OC-W *don; OC-Z *do:m})| is compared (first publication) to the Uralic etymon
after the equivalents: Estonian nédh-\néige-\nie- . ; Finnish néih-\nike-\niie-
Sami\Lappish niehku/niehko/--/--/--

nl_y'ne_ ‘dream (vcrb)’; Mordvin ﬁeje—/ﬁaja_ ‘scc’; Udmurt\VOtyak ml' ‘louk’; KhantY\OStyak
‘be visible’; Hungarlan néz’ ‘look’; {“Proto-
we oo (1988-UEW: 302)}; {Uralic <= Shennong (Sino-Uralic)

*ntopk“o ., . => Sinitic}. This etymon has not been identified in other languages.
i eye bal

HIL(121-SW): ER(543-YP): FRBE(1161-YT): N 55— Bl — 45 E A5 538
#9) liﬁl I L (*do”); PRI (‘raise, do”); )

(introvert, final-1, labialized-, division-1, tone-B, alveolar initial voiced+)(>“<d(‘)91:]B). Mandarin ddng (ddﬂ)
'y )
Cantonese dung6 . ,; Minnan tong ._. ,; Japanese Go-on zu; Kan-on to; {OC
act, move act, move

rhyme ¥ *-no; OC-W *don; OC-Z *do:n?})] has been compared (AGao J. 2008:
237) to the Uralic etymon after the equivalents: Estonian feh-\tege-\tee-

‘see’?

niegadi-/niekati-/nievda-/niogee-/

‘dream (noun)’”

ni-/niw- ; Mansi\Vogul ndwl-/niyl-/néyl-

‘be visible’

Finno-Ugric” *ndke-

‘act, move’?

‘do, make’?

Finnish teh-\teke-\tee- ., ;. Sami\Lappish dahka-/tahka-/tooha-/t60kka-/tegge-

do,
: Mordvin feje-/tijo- ; Hungarian tesz- ; {“Proto-Finno-Ugric”

‘do, make’? ‘do, make’? ‘do, make’?

*teke- (1988-UEW: 519)}; {Uralic <= Shennong (Sino-Uralic) *tonkve-X ‘.

‘do, make”

. = Sinitic}. This etymon has not been identified in other languages.

a

4.2. Validation of the etymological results

The etyma #1-4 form a rhyme correspondence (see Table 8). A rhyme
correspondence is a strict and composite rule of interdialectal sound correlations. A
rhyme correspondence achieves that not only a single phoneme but also a composite
rhyme (the -VCv, -Cv or -v part of a CVCv morpheme) is consistently correlated
among related language varieties, thus ruling out chance resemblances. Different
rhyme correspondences in Shennong (Sino-Uralic) etymologies have been published
(Gao 2014, 2018, 2019a, 2019b, 2020a, 2020b; Gao J. 2014; Gao and Tender 2020).
We expect more Shennong (Sino-Uralic) rhyme correspondences in further studies.

20 REFUTATION: Previously claimed (1988-UEW: 563) etymological equation from Uralic to Turkish bek
“firm, solid, stable’; Mongolian beki ‘firm, solid, stable’; Manchu beki “firm, solid, stable’ is rejected
due to phonetic and semantic inconsistencies.
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Table 8. Rhyme correspondence (Rc2021GaoJ-1406-0922-T8):
OC rhyme ff *-a/ J{ *-ta < Mandarin -a < Cantonese -aa < Minnan -a/-e < Estonian -oda
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DOM | Mandarin | Cantonese | Minnan Estonian Finnish North Sami | Erzya | Hungarian
[x]) | jia gaal falke koda\koja | kota goahti kudo | haz
foe | home fmiy | home family | dwelling’ “chamber’ ‘Sami dwelling’ | *Sami dwelling’ “house “house, home*
[5]) jie gaai3 kai/ke/kue | kohtkoha | kohta - - -
) J *_tq ‘boundary’ ‘boundary’ “boundary’ ‘place’ ‘place’
[#%] 3G sat/sai sat séda\sdja | sota soahti sudo- | Vszid-
Heka | v &l ill “war swar ‘war curse? chide’
(£ | @ aal alue oda ota oahci X -
faxly | treefork “tree fork® “tree fork’ “spear’ ‘sting” “obstacle’ “tow’
< Finnish -ota < North Sami -oahti < Erzya -udo
The etyma #5-9 form a rhyme correspondence (see Table 9).
Table 9. Rhyme correspondence (Rc2021GaoJ-1406-0922-T9):

OC rhyme 3 *-no <> Mandarin -eyy <> Cantonese -ung <> Minnan -ong <> Estonian -Vgile <
DOM | Mandarin | Cantonese | Minnan | Estonian Finnish North Sami | Erzya Hungarian
L) | jiay'™® | gongl kang Jjogiyjoe Jjokiyjoe- | johka Jov -jé

Hi*go | ‘river” ‘siver’ ‘river’ “river’ “siver Moksha River’ | “friver
(&Y | ey fungl hong mdgi\mie | mikimie- | - - -

EF\-*'IJO “peak’ ‘peak’ ‘peak’ “mountain’ “hill’

[EY | fep™e Sfungl hong vigiwie viki\vie- | viehka vij =

firgo | owdat ‘abundant’ ‘abundant | “force’ ‘crowd rather “force’

() | tuén™® | tungd tong nige-\niie- | niike-\niie- | niehku fieje- néz-

5}:\'*_90 “eye ball® “eye ball® “eye ball® ‘see’ “see’ “dream’ ‘see’ “look”

[#1) | duen®?® | dung6 tong tege-\tee- teke-\tee- dahka- teje- tesz-

Ek’ *-IJO ‘act, move’ ‘act, move’ ‘act, move’ ‘do, make’® ‘do, make® “do, make’ “do, make® “do, make®

Finnish -Vkile < North Sami -Vhka < Eryza -e¢je < Hungarian -esz/-ez

This is a deep rhyme correspondence with five etyma. It is substantially evidential.
Its coincidental probability®! is as low as 1/727,255,744: The first etymon with a
rhyme (29/29=1) * the first etymon has comparable onsets (1/4 [there are four sorts of
onsets: labial, coronal, dorsal and laryngeal]) * the second etymon falls into the same
OC rhyme group (1/29 [there are 29 rhyme groups in OC]) * the second etymon has

21 Tt is comparable to a lottery probability for four (4) matching numbers chosen from 29 and five (5)
matching numbers chosen from four (4) options, repeatedly.
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comparable onsets (1/4) * the third etymon falls into the same OC rhyme group (1/29)
* the third etymon has comparable onsets (1/4) * the fourth etymon falls into the same
OC rhyme group (1/29) * the fourth etymon has comparable onsets (1/4) * the fifth
etymon falls into the same OC rhyme group (1/29) * the fifth etymon has comparable
onsets =1 * 1/4 * 1/29 * 1/4 * 1/29 * 1/4 * 1/29 * 1/4 * 1/29 * 1/4 = 1/724,255,744.
Although the present paper has supported the Sino-linguists’ side by refuting
the liquid medial hypothesis of the descriptivists’ side, we do not think that all
the hypotheses of the descriptivists’ side should be refuted. E.g. the tonogenesis
hypothesis, *-x(-?)\-s for tone-B\C, has been supported with Sino-Uralic evidence
(Gao 2014: 103—104). We will discuss the other hypotheses on future occasions.

5. Conclusions

The hypothesis of the liquid medial for division-2 in OC is refuted with philological
arguments and a negative control of comparative evidence. The hypothesis of the
vocalic medial for division-2 in OC is supported with Sino-Vietnamese and Sino-
Uralic comparative evidence. Sinitic division-2 is correlated to -e-/-0- in Archaic
Sino-Vietnamese, to -0- [¥] / -0- [0] in Finnic, and should be reconstructed as *-o0- [¥]
/ *-0- [0] in OC.

Using etymological methods, the present study has identified nine (9) Sinitic and
Uralic shared etymologies. Four (4) Shennong (Sino-Uralic) etymologies belong
to a thyme correspondence. Five (5) Shennong (Sino-Uralic) etymologies belong
to another rthyme correspondence. These two (2) regular sound correspondences
validate the etymological connections between Sinitic and Uralic.
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Appendix 2. Major Chinese papers on the intensive controversy by the two sides
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Méi Z. 2008a (¥*Cc-), 2008b (vaffix *s); Féng
Z. [#57%] 2008 (overview); Zhéng-zhang 2008a
(re: Gud X. 2007a); 2008b (¥*-r- etc.); Chén Z.
2009 (methodology); Féng Z. 2009a (academic
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Zhéng-zhang 2012 (VGud X. 1986); Shi X.
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2012, 2013, 2014 (VPST); Zhéng N. [EB4H]
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2013 (S-T Sprachbund instead of language
family); X C. [#&fEHE] 2013 (¥ *T6V); Siin
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2015 (re: Féng Z. 2008); Li J. 2017 (¥ *Cc-);
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Hé J. 2017 (re: Ma. 2006); Chéng Y. [F£15]
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Xiang X. [M]f&i#] 2018, Zhao T.-y. [#EH &]
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Titles: 83. Authors: 52
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(with counterarguments); ¥ = promotion of (without counterarguments); Cc- = consonant clusters as
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Sino-Tibetan; T6V = the six vowels.

* These two authors are not Sino-linguists but con-Sino-Tibetan descriptivists.
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Appendix 3. Chinese references in Sinograms
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