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Abstract

Starostin (1989) proposes that Old Chinese had a final *-r that later changed to -n (and sometimes -j).
Baxter & Sagart (2014a) incorporate Starostin's proposal in their recent Old Chinese reconstructions.
This essay attempts to assemble the evidence for Old Chinese final *-r and to elaborate an explicit
notation for the relative strength of this evidence for reconstructing an *-r in particular words.
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1 Introduction

Because the Chinese script does not unambiguously encode phonetic information, like all other aspects
of Old Chinese phonology, the final consonants of Old Chinese are necessarily somewhat uncertain.?
The general tack of Chinese historical phonologists is to begin by projecting the finals of Middle
Chinese backward onto Old Chinese and then to make adjustments of various kinds as they seem
necessary.’ Schuessler (2009) is a convenient exemplar of the opinio communis; he distinguishes final

*-p, *-m, *-k, *-1, *-t, *-n, *-w, *-wk, and *-j.* Starostin (1989: 399-407) further proposes *-r, to
explain connections between final *-n and final *-j, a suggestion which Baxter & Sagart (2014a and
2014b) implement in their reconstruction, but without systematically presenting the data they relied on.

In the system of Baxter & Sagart “the notation "*[X]' means 'either *X, or something else that has
the same Middle Chinese reflex as *X” (2014a: 8). According to this explanation *-[r], *-[n], and *-[j]
would have the same meaning, i.e. 'could either be *-r or could be *-n or *-j as the case may be'.

1 Iwould like to acknowledge the generous support of the European Research Council for supporting this research, under
the auspices of 'Beyond Boundaries: Religion, Region, Language and the State' (ERC Synergy Project 609823 ASIA).
This paper was has also benefited from comments I received following its presentation at the University of Washington.

2 Here I provide a Chinese character with a reference number from Schuessler (2009), a Middle Chinese reading using
Baxter's (1992) system and an Old Chinese reading using Schuessler's (2009) system. However, I mechanically adapt
the conventions of Schuessler's reconstructions to match the typographical conventions of Baxter & Sagart (2014a) to
ease comparison with the latter.

3 Karlgren's (1923: 27-30) voiced stop finals (cf. Baxter 1992: 325-342) and Pulleyblank's (1977-8: 187-194) palatal
finals (cf. Baxter 1994: 145, 153-155) are of historic interest only and need not distract the current discussion. Karlgren
reconstructed *-r and *-n in Old Chinese (Karlgren 1933: 19-37, Schuessler 1974: 80-81); most researchers change his
*-r to *-j and extend its occurrence (Schuessler 2009: 25), i.e. Karlgren's *-r and Starostin's (1989) *-r are not
equivalent. Some researchers prefer to reconstruct *-1 rather than *-j (e.g. Zhengzhang 2000), a rather cosmetic
disagreement that has no effect on the structure of Old Chinese phonology.

4 1 omit from this list final *-h, *-s, and *-? which are needed to explain the origin of tone in Middle Chinese, but are not
relevant to the current discussion of *-r.



Despite their own description of their notation, it seems likely that they intend the item in the brackets
as somehow the favored option, if not, why do they write ever write *-[r], which carries the
disadvantage of not predicting the Middle Chinese value? Thus, one is compelled to assume that they
in fact intend a four valued hierarchy of certainty with *-r, *-[r], *-[n]/*-[j] and *-n/*-j as the possible
setting on a scale from 'there is certainly an *-r' to 'there is certainly not an *-r'. This notation has
several disadvantage. It obscures the evidence base upon which Baxter & Sagart reached their
decisions. Also, these four tiers of confidence obscure the fine-grained and complex evidence available
for the readings of various characters. Here I attempt to rectify these disadvantages in the Baxter &
Sagart system. I do so by assessing the data which Baxter & Sagart provide as systematically as I am
able, with particular attention to establishing the relative confidence with which final *-r may be
presumed in readings of particular characters, and proposing a notation that transparently expresses the
fine-grained confidence levels inherent in the data. The notation proposed here is an improvement on
the notation of Baxter & Sagart; I commend it for all ends which their reconstructions serve.

Evidence for *-r divides into two types, (1) direct evidence for *-r readings of specific characters,
and (2) indirect evidence, which links the characters for which there is direct evidence to further
characters for which there is no direct evidence.

2 Direct evidence of *-r

Three types of evidence pertain to the reconstruction of final *-r in the reading of a particular character:
(1) explicit discussion in traditional literature of alternative -» and -j pronunciations of a word, (2) the
mixture of Middle Chinese -7 and -j readings of a single character, (3) rhyme contact in early poetry
between a word with Middle Chinese -n and a word with Middle Chinese -/ readings.’

Each of these three types of evidence is weaker than the preceding type. (1) Because the explicit
discussion in traditional literature of dialect variation in the pronunciation of specific words isolates the
specific time and place of the variation, this type of evidence is the strongest.® (2) The mixture of
Middle Chinese -n and -j readings of single characters in the Qiéyan YJ#8 (601 CE) pertains to a much
later date than discussions of dialect variation. In addition, because the Qieyun does not specify variant
readings as originating from particular locales, no geographic information is available about Middle
Chinese -n and -j variation. (3) Rhyme contact in early poetry between a word with a Middle Chinese
-n reading and a word with a Middle Chinese -j reading is more convoluted than may be obvious at first
blush. Since this evidence relies on Qieyun readings, it does not directly reveal anything about the
pronunciation of the words in a poem at the time of its composition. Presumably in the speech of a
poem's author there was no difference between the finals that would later become Middle Chinese -n
and those that would become -j. The challenge of explaining such cases is not to explain the
pronunciation of the original poem per se, but to explain how Middle Chinese came to have an -n
reading in the one case and a -j reading in the other. By virtue of the Ausnahmslosigkeit der

5 A fourth type of evidence, namely the use of a character to transcribe foreign syllables that end in -7, is also relevant.
However, because foreign transcriptions are not directly relevant to -n and -j alternations and their treatment gives rise to
a number of complications, the present article does not address the use of foreign transcriptions as evidence for *-r.

6 One might object that because discussion of the readings of the characters in the passages that constitute the first type of
evidence will inevitably make reference to the Qiéyuin, one should regard the evidence of the Qieyun itself (i.e. the
second type of evidence) as more secure then evidence of the first type. However, in evidence of the first type, it is the
texts themselves and not the Qiéyuin, that posit distinct readings; epistemologically reference to the Qieyun is
unnecessary. In contrast, as is discussed presently, rhyme contact between -z and -j in early poetry must make reference
to the Qieyun and is consequently a less secure source of evidence.
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Lautgesetze, such rhymes provide evidence that both -n and -j readings of both characters involved in a
relevant rhyme could have appeared in the Qieyun; that not all such readings were transmitted is an
accident of fate. If one follows the explanation of Baxter & Sagart that *-r > -n is the mainstream
development, whereas *-r > -j is characteristic of an eastern dialect (2014a: 254-268), then in all cases
in which Middle Chinese -n thymes with Middle Chinese -j, the dialect(s) reflected in the Qieyun could
have replaced the inherited -n reading with an eastern -j borrowing and could have failed to borrow the
-j reading, instead retaining inherited -n. Because this third type of evidence implies the possibility of
the second type of evidence, evidence of the third type is necessarily weaker than evidence of the
second type.

As a notational convention it is convenient to distinguish these three forms of evidence as a, b, c,
and to note these letters as a superscript (3, °, ©) to indicate what evidence supports the reconstruction of
final *-r in a given word. For example, the character #H (25-12f) hwan < *wfan is glossed by a third
century scholar as pronounced as A (19-07¢) hwa < *wsaj (Baxter & Sagart 2014a: 266); the Old
Chinese reconstruction can make explicit this source of evidence for *-r by writing 15 Awan < *wfare,
Similarly, since the character 7§ (26-31g) has Middle Chinese readings sejX and senX, it may be
represented in Old Chinese as i *s%ir?®. In Ode 215 #f (24-35d) nan < *nan 'difficult' thymes with #%
(18-12a) na < *naj 'much’, so the Old Chinese reconstructions of #f and #’ can make explicit this
source of evidence for *-r by writing ¥ *nfarc and # *nare.

3 Indirect evidence of *-r

In addition to the three types of direct evidence pertaining to the reconstruction of final *-r for a
particular word (i.e. the reading of a particular character), there exist two types of indirect evidence
also suggestive of final *-r in words for which direct evidence is lacking. First, a character may have ;¥
% xiéshéng contacts with a character with readings for which there is direct evidence for final *-r.
Second, a word written with a character that has a Middle Chinese readings in -» may rhyme with
another word (also written with a character that has a Middle Chinese reading in -»), for which there is
direct evidence of final *-r.

The relationship of xiéshéng series membership is transitive (i.e. if #% is in the same series as &
and #§ is in the same series as #% then &% is in the same series as #%). Thus, if 5 Awan is
reconstructed *wfar® on the basis of it being glossed as 1 (19-07¢) hwa < *waj, then, according to the
'xiéshéng hypothesis',” any character built on the phonetic E. probably had the rhyme *-ar in Old
Chinese. Such cases of xiéshéng links to characters with *-r? readings may be represented as 4, using
the capital letter to reflect the more abstract nature of the evidence. In the same way © may mean that
the reading in question has a xiéshéng connection to a word that thymes in a way that implies *-r, either
a Middle Chinese -n word that rhymes with a -j word or vice versa.

The notation B by analogy would mean a reading that has xiésheng connection to a character with

7 Duan Yucai Bt E#; (1735-1815) first elaborated the principle that the same phonetic component in the writing of two
characters implies the words expressed by these characters have the same rime category in the Shijing 748 (cf. Li
1974: 221). Li Fang-kuei 4 /74 adds the stipulation that each Old Chinese rime category have one vowel (Li 1974:
243, Baxter 1992: 348, Schuessler 2009: 11). For characters that do not occur as rhyme words in the Shijing this
principle is necessarily an assumption, but for words represented by characters that are in the same xiéshéng series and
also occur as rhyme words in the Shijing whether or not the readings of these characters rhyme is a testable hypothesis.
There are many such cases. For example, ## ket < *kfit (29-01q) and ¥ het < *gfit (29-01y) rthyme in Ode 8.3 and fiit
thwajH < *ots (22-13m) and i, sywejH < *]ots (22-13g) in Ode 23.3. Such examples probably led Duan Yucai to
formulate his theory.



both -1 and -7 readings, e.g. since ¥ (26-31g) has Middle Chinese readings sejX and senX, the Old
Chinese reconstruction of Wi syinX (26-31i) could be written *norB?. However, using B exclusively for
such cases would leaves no way to express the cases in which a xiéshéng series contains both -n and -/
readings, but where no single character has both, e.g.  nan (24-35g) has an -n reading and f#f na <
*n‘aj (24-35k) has a -j reading, but no single character in series 24-35 has both -n and -/ readings.
Consequently, I propose to use B to mark all readings of all characters in a series that contains -z and -j
readings whether of the type seen in series 26-31 (J#i" etc.) or in series 24-35 ( fitc.).8

Unlike xiéshéng contact, rhyme contact is not transitive. If A rhymes with B and B with C, it is quite
possible that A does not rhyme with C. If great philological care is not taken, the use of rhyme
evidence would quickly lead to the presumption that all cases of Middle Chinese -» and -/ descend
from *-r (List forthcoming). The use of superscript numerals conveniently captures the non transitive
nature of the thyme evidence. For example, if & (25-40a) dzjwen < *dzwan 'spring, source' is thought
likely to have final *-r because in Ode 197 it thymes with ¥ (25-12m) Ajwon < *wan 'wall' and the
latter is in a xiéshéng series that also contains the character 5 Awan which is glossed with F1 (19-07¢)
hwa < *w¢aj this evidence can be noted J& *dzwarA’. Turning to another example of representing

indirect thyme evidence, in Ode 250 the words written Jii (25-20a) ngjwon < *nwan 'spring, source;
origin' thymes with both ‘B (25-12t) sjwen < *swar 'spread (v.)' (* again because of 5 [25-12f]
hwan < *wsar?) and #X (24-35c¢) than < *narB 'to sigh' (B because of contacts such as [24-35g] nan

and f#f [24-35k] na < *nfaj). Consequently, JiR (25-20a) ngjwon may itself be reconstructed *nvarA®’,

The notational conventions are now in place for keeping track of the strength of evidence for *-r in
the reading of particular characters. The discussion proceeds to a presentation of the evidence
belonging to each type (three direct and two indirect) and the calculation of the strength of evidence for
*-r in particular characters.

4 Direct evidence in detail

4.1 (a) Explicit discussions of alternate pronunciations of a word

Baxter & Sagart (2014a: 264-267) cite evidence from discussions by early Chinese writers suggesting
the need to reconstruct the readings of three characters with final *r. By way of example, in his
commentary on Liishi Chiin-qiii = IRF#K, the late Hin commentator Gao You & (1. 205-212)
writes:

A M NFE B FIAK

8 It is not reasonable to presume that all words that are written with characters in a xiéshéng series that shows contact
between -n and -j had a final *-r. For example, series 06-38 (.) contains only one character that has a reading with final
-n, namely 4t (26-381) bjinX, and this character also has the reading bjijX. Since *-r > -j is a minority development,
characteristic of eastern dialects (Baxter & Sagart 2014a: 264-271), the chances of an entire xiéshéng series reflecting
this change is very small. Instead, it is safer to presume that only the word written with the character 4%, is to be
reconstructed with a final *-r. One may suppose, for example, that a speaker of an Eastern dialect first used this
character to write this word in the pronunciation ancestral to bjijX, but that as this orthography became established
speakers of Western dialects, saying something ancestral to bjinX, also took up the practice. Nonetheless, such late
readings do nothing to challenge the transitivity of xiésheng series membership per se. All characters built on & are
members of the same series and the reading #t. bjinX is prima facie evidence for *-r in the reading of any of the other
characters in the series.



"Nowadays the people of Yanzhou /| all pronounce the family name f% Yin [*?ar] as K
Y1 [*?(r)9)]" (Baxter & Sagrat 2014: 265).

Baxter & Sagart (2014a: 264-267) provide three cases of explicit discussions of dialect pronunciations:

F% (33-09a) jin < *?on pronounced as 4 (27-05a) jij < *?0j

FE (25-12f) hwan < *wfan pronounced as F1 (19-07¢) hwa < *wiaj

J# (23-21d) sjenX < *sen?’ 'ringworm' pronounced as $£ (07-28a) sjeX < *se?'* 'move (to)'
This evidence permits the reconstructions §% ’jin < *?or®, #5 hwan < *war?, and J## sjenX < *ser*? and
all readings in the series 33-09 (%), 25-12 (E.), and 23-21 (fi) can be reconstructed with *-rA,

4.2 (b) Characters with both -n and -j readings in Middle Chinese

The following characters have both -z and -j (or co < *-j) readings, which permits their reconstruction
with final *-r® and all readings of characters in their series with *-rB.

19-021 ¥ hwaeX, hwanX, hwojX
24-17¢ Bk sa, xjonH
24211 tanX, taH
24-54b & pa, phjon
25-32a Ul IwaX, IwanX
26-31g W sejX, senX
26-38i 4t bjijX, bjinX
33-021 Y7 ngjin, gjij
m i khonX, gjij
33-251 Wk sejX, senX
33-25j ¥k sejX, senX
33-29a B pwon, pjeH
34-18g $% dwojH, dzywin
h # dwojH, dzywin
p L twoj, twon
r & thwoj, thwon
34-23f 42 tswojH, tswonH
Baxter & Sagart (2014a: 283) also argue for a final *-r in the word %% (10-16a) rwanX, 'short' because
Ptoto-Min *toi B 'short' (on the basis of forms such as Fuzhou /tei 3/ and Amoy /te 3/) suggests final *-
Jj. As in the case of rhyme contact between -z and -j one might see this Min evidence as arguing that
there could have been a reading i *twaX < *twajX in the Qiéynn, had fate not intervened. Outside of
a systematic comparison of Middle Chinese with Proto-Min this use of Min data to argue for *-r
remains merely suggestive and will not receive further consideration here.

4.3 (c) Rhyme contact among words with final -n and -j

Baxter & Sagart (2014a: 257, 262) mention a number of cases in which words that end with -n thyme

9 Baxter & Sagart (2014b) reconstruct with the main vowel *-a-.
10 Baxter & Sagart (2014b) reconstruct with the rime *-aj.



directly with words that end with -;."!

Ode 43.1:
Wt (07-25h) *tshe? > tshjeX

¥ (07-200) *me? > mjieX
fif (23-21a) *sen > sjen
Ode 137.2:"
% (18-13f) *tshraj > tsrhea
Jii (25-20a) *van > ngjwon
J#k (18-18a) *m'raj > mae
22 (18-15e) *sfaj > sa
Ode 215.3:
¥ (24-02f) *gSans > hanH
#E (24-18a) *Hans > xjonH
#E (24-35d) *nan > nan
HE (18-12a) *n‘aj > na
Ode 222.2 (cf. 299.1):
- (33-02f) *gon > gjin

Jit (33-02p) *goj > gt
Ode 259.7:

& (24-54b) *paj > pa

W (24-21m) *t™an > than

¥ (24-02f) *gSans > hanH

# (24-18a) *Hans > xjonH
Ode 299.1 (cf. 222.2):

Fr (33-02f) *gon > gjin

Jit (33-02p) *goj > gjif
Zhouyi JH % (Baxter & Sagart 2014a: 259-260)
W% (24-54r) *baj > ba
¥l (24-02f) *gSans > hanH
Zuozhuan 7213 (4th c. BCE), Duke {2 Xi, year 5 (Baxter & Sagart 2014a: 255):"
J& (33-13a) *don > dzyin
& (33-13p) *ton > tsyin

11 A search through other early rhyming texts would surely yield further examples; I am currently engaged in such a search
and hope to report relevant findings on a later occasion.

12 Baxter & Sagart (2014a: 266) understand Ode 137 as evidence only that Jii ngjwon ended with *-r. They point out that
this poem is from the [ & Chén feng section of the Shijing, traditionally held to contain poems hailing from [ Chén,
a region they regard as within the area that underwent the *ar > *-aj isogloss (Baxter & Sagart 2014a: 266). To avoid
prejudicing the investigation, I treat Ode 137 like all others.

13 I follow Baxter & Sagart's proposal that the text is "late enough that original *-ur has already diphthongized to *-war"
(2014a: 255), and simplify the presentation accordingly. The effected words are & *pSur > *pSwar > pwon, §& *t'ur >
*thSwor > thwon, B *kvor > *kwor > kjun, and 7F *pur > *pfwar > pwon. Behr (2008: 492) also points to this passage
and he adds /& at the beginning, i.e. he sees the thyming pattern as extending somewhat longer than Baxter & Sagart
do.



Jit (33-02p) *goj > gjif
& (33-29a) *pSwon > pwon

1% (34-18r) *thSwan > thwon

B (34-13a) *kwon > kjun

7% (33-28a) *p‘wan > pwon
This evidence permits the reconstruction of the characters i (07-200) mjieX, Wt (07-25h) tshjeX, Hf
(18-12a) na, & (18-15¢) sa, ik (18-18a) mae, Z= (18-13f) tsrhea, fif (23-21a) sjen, ¥ (24-02f)
hanH, & (24-18a) xjonH, " (24-21m) than, ¥ (24-35d) nan, 7 (24-54b) pa, & (24-54r) ba, 7
(25-20a) ngjwon, 15 (33-02f) gjin, 1 (33-02p) gjij, J& (33-13a) dzyin, # (33-13p) tsyin, 7 (33-
28a) pwon, B (33-29a) pwon, B (34-13a) kjun, and 45 (34-18r) thwon with final *-rc and the
reconstruction of the series 07-20 (%), 07-25 (1), 18-12 (F), 18-15 (¥), 18-18 (iK), 18-13 (/£), 23-
21 (f¥), 24-02 (¥A), 24-18 (&), 24-21a (H), 24-35 (), 24-54 (CR), 25-20 (J&), 33-02 (JT), 33-13 (J=),
33-28 (%), 33-29 (), 34-13 (), and 34-18 (£) with the final *- .

5 Indirect evidence

5.1 Xiéshéng connections

The xiéshéng series 07-20 (), 24-35 ("), 25-16a (L) hwan and 25-24a (#7) appear not to contain
individual characters with both -j and -n readings, but instead contain both characters with -n readings
and characters with -j (or oo < *-j) readings. Readings of characters appearing in these series may be
reconstructed with *-rB.

07-20a B nyeX
07-20k $8 sjenX

24-35¢  nan
24-35k 8 na

25-16a }. hwan
25-16¢ B 'jweX

25-24a i twan
25-24p ¥ dzyweH

5.2 Rhyme contacts

Baxter & Sagart (2014a: 258, 295) mention the following examples of a word written with a character
that has a Middle Chinese readings in -n rhyming with another word (also written with a character that
has a Middle Chinese reading in -n), in which the latter character has direct evidence of final *-r.

Ode 5.1:
7k (33-25n) *sror® > srin
P& (33-13p) *tore > tsyin



Ode 49.2:

7% (33-28a) *pSorc > pwon'*

E (34-12a) *k“on > kjun
Ode 69.1:

5z (24-02c) *ksar€ > kan

X (24-35c¢) *n‘arB > than

#E (24-35d) *narc > nan
Ode 73.2:

M5 (34-18t) *t*ur® > thwon

B (24-57f) *mSon > mwon

F¥ (33-28a) *pSorc > pwon
Ode 197.8:

L1 (24-45a) *sr'an > srean

SR (25-40a) *dzwan > dzjwen

1H (25-12m) *war? > hjwon
Ode 250.2:

Ji (25-20a) *fvarc > ngjwon

%< (24-52b) *ban > bjon

B (25-12t) *swarA > sjwen

X (24-35c¢) *n‘ar® > than

W (24-17h) *narB > ngjenX

Ji (25-20a) *nvarc > ngjwon
Ode 254.7:

% (24-54m) *par®© > pjon

1H (25-12m) *war? > hjwon

B (24-02f) *gfarcs > hanH
Ode 259.1:

¥ (24-02f) *gfarcs > hanH

# (24-54m) *par®c > pjon

H (25-12t) *swarA > sjwen
Ode 244 .4:

1H (25-12m) *war? > hjwon

By (24-02f) *gtarcs > hanH
Ode 254.7:

& (24-54s) *par®c > pjon

1H (25-12m) *war® > hjwon

B (24-02f) *gsarcs > hanH
Ode 259.1:

By (24-02f) *gtarcs > hanH

% (24-54m) *par®© > bjon

B (25-12t) *swarA > sjwen
Ode 262 .4:

14 It is also possible to see #52 3F *dur *to *pSur > dzywin tsyi pwon in 49.1 and 49.2 as intentional line internal rhyming,
but this possibility is not further pursued here.



B (25-12t) *swarA > sjwen

B (24-02f) *gfarcs > hanH
Ode 263.5:

W (24-21m) *tharc > than

B (24-02f) *gfarcs > hanH

## (24-10c) *n‘ans > xanH
Chiici 28 %%, Jitt bian /15 (3rd c. BCE) (Baxter & Sagart 2014a: 260):

57 (24-02c) *ksar€ > kan

#X (24-35¢) *nfarB > than
Ode 254.1

B (24-211) *t%ar®? > tanX

B (24-49)) *prian? > paenX

#K (23-07b) *krfans > kaenH

B (24-23a) *tan? > tanX

S8 (24-36a) *nan > nyen

& (25-01h) *k“an? > kwanX

i# (25-15f) *wan? > hjwonX
The Jingdidn shiwén £ #FE L and the received version of the Liji #85C both offer § (24-23-) in
place of J8 (24-211) in citing Ode 254. A bamboo version of the Liji excavated at Guddian 5[5
writes this word with 1 (24-22-). The characters 5% (24-23-) and $H (24-22-) belong to the series
built on H. (24-22/24-23)," like & tanX (24-23a), which is also a rhyme word in this poem (Baxter &
Sagart 2014a: 259). I accept the explanation of B (24-211) as a textual corruption in this poem and do
not take it as evidence of *-r in the words it rhymes with.

The calculation of the superscripts is unglamorous. Rhyme-derived superscript notation for those

characters that have other evidence of final *-r previously discussed, is deferred to the conclusion.
Those characters for which rhymes provides the first, indirect, evidence of final *-r are: & xanH <

*nfar’s (24-10c), Ll srean < *srfar?’ (24-45a), % bjon < *bar®A28' (24-52b), Hli mwon < *mSore?

(24-571), & dzjwen < *dzwar?’ (25-40a), & kjun < *k“or (34-12a).

6 Conclusions

Here follows a list of reconstructions of specific characters ordered according to strength of the
evidence for *-r. The reconstructions of Baxter & Sagart (2014b) are provided in braces for reference.
As explained above, despite their explanation to the contrary, the reconstruction of Baxter & Sagart
distinguishes four levels of confidence in the reconstruction of *-r which they notate respectively *-r,
*-[r], *-[n]/*-[j], and *-n/*-j. The confidence levels calculated here are not parallel with the confidence
levels they arrive at. They reconstruct a confident *-r even for words such as 1l (24-45a) srean <
*srfar®’ {*s-prar} and JR (25-40a) dzjwen < *dzwar?” {*s-N-cvar}, where the evidence for *-r is quite
indirect. There are also cases where they are skeptical of a final -r, even though the confidence
calculation made here is quite high, e.g. it (07-25h) tshjeX < *tsherc? {*[tsh]e(j)?} and & (18-15¢) sa
< *sfarc {*[s]‘a[j]}. However, such instances of disagreement with the confidences presented here
underline the need for further careful scrutiny of the evidence base upon which *-r is proposed. Given
the current state of knowledge, the direct use of Baxter & Sagart's reconstructions of *-r in comparative

15 Baxter & Sagart (2014a: 259) combine series 24-22 and 24-23.
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studies (e.g. as in Hill 2014) is premature.
P (25-12f) hwan < *wfart {*[c]*ar}
F# (23-21d) sjenX < *ser®? {*[s]ar?}
B (33-09a) %in < *?ar* {*%ro[r]}
& (24-54b) pa < *pSarte {*pfar}, phjon < *pPar® {*p"ar}
& (33-29a) pwon < *pSar® {*pfur}, pjeH < *par’s {*por-s}
1% (34-18r) thwoj, thwon < *tMur®® {*t"ur}
H (19-021) hwaeX < *gfror*? {*[g]® <r>or?}, hwanX < *gor*? {*[g]®or?}, hwojX < *giur?
{*[gl'ur?}
Jik (24-17¢) sa < *spfar® {*s-nfar},' xjonH < *fjar’s {*Har-s}
YN (25-32a) IwaX, IwanX < *rfor*? {*k.rfor?}
M (26-31g) sejX, senX < *sfir*? {*[s]or?}
H. (26-38i) bjijX, bjinX < *bir*? {*[b]ir?}
Y1 (33-021) ngjin < *nor® {*[glar}, gjij < *gor®
B (24-211) tanX < *tSar®? {*tan?}, taH < *tSar’s
i (33-02m) khonX < *kMar®?, gjij < *gor®
Wk (33-251) sejX, senX < *sSor®? {*[s]%ar?}
e (33-25)) sejX, senX < *sSor®? {*[s]%ar?}
#% (34-18g) dwojH < *dSur®s, dzywin < *dur®
¥4 (34-18h) dwojH < *dSur®s, dzywin < *dur®
H (34-18p) twoj, twon < *tur® {*t*ur}
2 (34-23f) tswojH, tswonH < *ts‘urs

B (24-02f) hanH < *gsar™A*B4Cg ([ g]¢ar}
W (24-21m) than < *tSar™ {*thar}

Ji (25-20a) ngjwon < *nvar**?® {*N-gvar}
% (24-35d) nan < *n‘ar’®" {*nfar}

7% (33-28a) pwon < *pSor®C {*pSur}

P& (33-13p) tsyin < *tor®’ {*tor}

i (07-200) mjieX < *mer? {*m.ner}

WL (07-25h) tshjeX < *tshere? {*[ts"]e(j)?}
A (18-12a) na < *nSarc {*nsar}

i (18-15¢) sa < *sfare {*[s]%a[j]}

J#k (18-18a) mae < *mfrar® {*C.m°raj}

72 (18-13f) tsrhea < *ts"rar® {*tshraj}

fif (23-21a) sjen < *serc {*[s][a]r}

16 Schuessler (2009) does not include the reading ik (24-17¢) sa, but does reconstruct *sp- in series with similar patterns
(e.g. 21-11 on p. 232).
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# (24-18a) xjonH < *farss {*qhar-s}

(% (24-54r) ba < *bsarc {*[b]‘ar}

- (33-02f) gjin < *gare {*C.[c]or}

Jit (33-02p) gjij < *gore {*C.[c]or}

J& (33-13a) dzyin < *dore {*[d]or}

H (34-13a) kjun < *kvore {*[k]vor}

IH (25-12m) hjwon < *war™*?52¢ {*[g]var}

B (25-12t) sjwen < *swar *4B2C fxg_qwar)

U (24-17h) ngjenX < *nar®*® {*y(r)ar}

2R (24-35¢) than < *nfarPcAB2C fepiar)

# (24-54m) bjon < *par®G<2A f*par}

# (24-54s) pjon < *par®“A* {*[b]ar}

% (34-18t) thwon < *thur®™™

¥t (33-25n) srin < *sror®™ {*sror}

57 (24-02¢) kan < *kSar®?® {*[k]ar}

%5 (24-52b) bjon < *bar’ A2 (*[blar)

I (24-571) mwon < *m%r®“® {*méur}

## (24-10c) xanH < *pfar®’s {*nar-s}

B (34-12a) kjun < *k%or® {*C.qur}

L1 (24-45a) srean < *srfar® {*s-prar}

SR (25-40a) dzjwen < *dzwarA” {*s-N-g“ar}
A list of the reconstructions of specific characters ordered according to the numbering of Schuessler
(2009) is perhaps a convenience to the reader.

i (07-200) mjieX < *merc?

W (07-25h) tshjeX < *tshere?

B (18-12a) na < *nfarc

iz (18-15e) sa < *sfarc

J#R (18-18a) mae < *mSrare

7 (18-131) tsrhea < *tshrare

B (19-021) hwaeX < *gfror?, hwanX < *gor®?, hwojX < *gtur®?
g g g

fif (23-21a) sjen < *ser

F# (23-21d) sjenX < *ser*?

57 (24-02c¢) kan < *kfar®?¥

B (24-021) hanH < *gfarec A 4B4C

. (24-10¢) xanH < *par*’s

Jik (24-17¢) sa < *s-pfar®, xjonH < *Tjar’s

B (24-17h) ngjenX < *nar®>*™®

(24-18a) xjonH < *farss

(24-211) tanX < *t'ar®?, taH < *t'ar’s

(24-21m) than < *thar™

2l

Eo

=
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#( (24-35¢) than < *par®eAB2C
# (24-35d) nan < *nSar®

1 (24-45a) srean < *srar™

% (24-52b) bjon < *bar®A2¥

Z& (24-54b) pa < *pfar’®, phjon < *p"ar®
# (24-54m) bjon < *par®

% (24-54r) ba < *bSar

# (24-54s) pjon < *parPA’

B (24-57f) mwon < *mSor®¢

fE (25-12f) hwan < *wSar®

1H (25-12m) hjwon < *war*¢#82¢
B (25-12t) sjwen < *swar e4B2¢

i (25-20a) ngjwon < *pvar™?®

YN (25-32a) IwaX, IwanX < *forb?

SR (25-40a) dzjwen < *dzwar?®’

M (26-31g) sejX, senX < *sSirt?

¥ (26-381) bjijX, bjinX < *bir?

Y1 (33-021) ngjin < *nor®, gjij < *gor®

Fr (33-02f) gjin < *gore

fi (33-02m) khonX < *k™ar"?, gjij < *gor®
JiE (33-02p) gjij < *gore

F% (33-09a) Yjin < *?or®

J& (33-13a) dzyin < *dore
P’ (33-13p) tsyin < *tor®’

Wk (33-251) sejX, senX < *sforP?
e (33-25)) sejX, senX < *sfor?

&t (33-25n) srin < *srord
7% (33-28a) pwon < *plor®

i
E (33-29a) pwon < *pSar®, pjeH < *par®s
E (34-12a) kjun < *k%or®

B (34-13a) kjun < *kvore

#2 (34-18g) dwojH < *dsur®s, dzywin < *dur®

$ (34-18h) dwojH < *dur®s, dzywin < *dur®

H (34-18p) twoj, twon < *tur®

J% (34-18r) thwoj, thwon < *tMurbe

I (34-18t) thwon < *tPur®

12 (34-23f) tswojH, tswonH < *tsSurPs
The proceeding lists do not include the many hundreds of characters for which xiéshéng contacts are
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the only evidence of *-r. Instead, this information is more conveniently presented at the level of the
whole xiéshéng series. To do this, the system of Hill (2015) is useful. As employed here, -NR means
that -n readings predominate in the xiéshéng series and -IR means that -j readings predominate.

07-20 (77) NEIR™®

07-25 (k) TSEIR®

18-12 (If) NAIR®

18-13 (/£) TSAIRC

18-15 () SAIRC

18-18 (Jik) MAIR®

19-02 (#£) KOIR®

23-21 (ff) SENR”C

24-02 (¥A) KANR®

24-17 (&) NANR®

24-18 (%) NANRC

24-21 (¥) TANR®

24-35 (&) NANR®C

24-54 (CK) PANR®®

25-12 (H)) WANRA (or QUANRA according to Baxter & Sagart 2014b)

25-16 () WANRB (or QUANRSB according to Baxter & Sagart 2014b)

25-20 (Ji1) KUANRC

25-24 (i) TONRB

25-32 (51 ovo (pronounced *forb?)

26-31 (V1) SIR (or SYIRB according to Baxter & Sagart 2014b)

26-38 (k) PIRB

33-02 (JT) KYNREC (or QYNRE€ according to Baxter & Sagart 2014b)

33-09 (FX) YNRA"

33-13 (Jx) TYNRC

33-25 (J5) SYNR®

33-28 (7%) PYNR®

33-29 () PYNR®C

34-13 (#) KUYNR®

34-18 (%) TUNR®®

34-23 (70) TSUNRB
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