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SINO-BODIC vs. SINO-TIBETAN, AND
TIBETO-BURMAN ASDEFAULT THEORY

George van Driem

There are at least five competing theories about the linguistic prehistory of
Chinese. Two of them, Tibeto-Burman and Sino-Tibetan, originated in the be-
ginning of the nineteenth century. Sino-Caucasian and Sino-Austronesian are
products of the second half of the twentieth century, and East Asian is an intri-
guing model presented in 2001. These terms designate distinct models of lan-
guage relationship with divergent implications for the peopling of East Asia
What are the substantive differences between the models? How do the para-
digms differently inform the direction of linguistic investigation and different-
ly shape the formulation of research topics? What empirical evidence can
compel us to decide between the theories? Which of the theories is the default
hypothesis, and why? How can terminology be used in a judicious manner to
avoid unwittingly presupposing the veracity of improbable or, at best, unsup-
ported propositions?

1. THE GENESIS OF POLYPHYLETIC LINGUISTICS. One of the ironies in
the history of linguistic thoughtis tha today® default hypohesis on the
gendic affinity of Chinese hasitsroots in the quest for the genetic relatives
of Dutch. The Indo-European language family was first identified in Leiden
by Marcus van Boxhom (1647) This theory of languaye relationship was
called GscythischOand only came to be known as Indo-Germanic or Indo
European in the 19th century. In 1647, the GcythianOfamily specifically
induded Sanskrit, known to van Boxhom through the vocabulary recorded
by Ctesias of Cnidosin thefifth century BC, and all then known branches of
Indo-European, viz. Latin, Greek, Celtic, Indo-Iranian, Germanic, Baltic and
Slavonic.

Crudally, Scythian was a family distinct from the languages of the Far
Eadt, Africaand the Americas and explicitly excluded Hebrew, thelanguage
of the Old Testament. Yet in the 17th century the family was not yet com-
plete. Scythian did not indude Albanian, which was recognised to be Indo
European only at the beginning of the 19th century by the Danish linguist
Rasmus Rask, whos ingght was published pogshumoudy (1834, 1: 156
157). Only later did Joseph Ritter von Xylande (1835) actudly demongrate
the Indo-European affinity of the language Likewise, van Boxhom was
unable to indude Anaolian languayes such as Hittite, Luvian and Palaic
into GcythianObecause the clay tablets on which these extindt languayes
were recorded in cunaform writing had nat yet been discovered. The Czech
scholar Bed!ich Hrozn" would first recognise Hittite to be Indo-European in
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1915. Similarly, the manuscripts written in Tocharian languages were not
discovered untl the beginning of the 20th century.

Marcus van Boxhom had intellectud precursors such as Sigismundus
Gelenius?! but his explicitly formulated theory of a family of geneticaly
related languages deriving from a common ancestral languaye and distinct
from other linguistic families was a novd idea. In addition to first identify-
ing the Indo-European language family, van Boxhom also set forth a metho-
dology of historical linguistic comparison by identifying the pitfalls of false
cogndes, borowingsand etymologicaly unrelated look-alikes. A common
ancestral language was to be sought not jug in lexical comparison but
throughgrammar, particularly in theform of accidence or flexiond morpho-
logy. He distinguished beween inhaited morphology and innovaions or
later parallel developments, which he called ¢ierselen @mbedlishmentsOto
the flexiond system. He pointed out the diagnogic importance of shared
grammatical anomalies as representing irregular vestiges of older morpholo-
gical systems.

The Scythian theory formulated in Leiden was propagaed by scholars
such as Andreas Jyer (1686) in Germany and William Wotton (1730
[1713) in theBritish Ides. After an earlier comparative study of Gothic and
Dutch, Lambert ten Kate (1710,1723)wrote an historical grammar of Ger-
manic, in which heformulated thefirst soundlaws involving regular phono
logical change Based on the systematic naure of correspondences between
related languages, Lambert ten Kate stressed tha phonobgical and morpho
logical changewere regular processes and that there were no exceptionsto
the rules of historica sound change? His emphasis on regelmaet en rang-
schikking @ule and orderQin sound laws, regular patterns of alternation in
wortelvocael @oot vowelQ and historical changes affecting Declinatien and
Conjugatien led to what later became known in German scholarship as the
Ausnahmlosigkeit der Lautgesetze, 1.e. the rigour of (@xceptionlessnessOof
soundlaws.

1 ¢f. van Driem (2001: 1039-1051, and forthcoming).

2 Lambert ten Kate observed: @ndertusschen is het mij niet onaengenaem geweest, na
ons onderzoek dezer Taelstoffe, te bevinden, dat het gemeene zeggen van daer is geen
Regel zonder exceptie bij onze Tael geene proef meer kan houden, alzoo de Uitzonderin-
gen zo schaers zijn geworden, en, nade rijkelijkheid der gevallen te rekenen, genoegsaem
adstot niet zijn versmolten(Jfreely translated: Having conducted our linguistic research, it
has not been unpleasant to be able to establish that our language does not abide by the
common saying that Ghere is an exception to every ruleQ for the exceptions have become
so scarce that, in view of the inordinate number of regular cases adduced, they have ef-
fectively been reduced to naught.] (1723, I: x).
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In 1810,a new name was coined for the Scythian family in Paris by the
exiled Danish geographa Conrad Malte-Brun, who renamed the phylum Qa
Famille des langues indo-germaniques, qui regnent depuis les bords du
Gange jusqu@ux rivages de |@danded (1810, I1: 577). The French term
indo-germanique was trandated into German as indo-germanisch by Julius
von Klaproth, who knew about Sinhdese and chose more dramatic wording
to depict Indo-Germanic stretching from Iceland to Ceylon:

Diesesist der am weitesten verbreitete Stamm in der Welt, denn seine
Wohnstze fangen auf Zeilon an, gehen Yber Vorder-Indien und
Persien, Yoer den Kaukasus nach Europg welchen Erdtheil er fast
ganz inne ha, bis zu den Shetlandinsaln, dem Nord-Kap und Idand.
(1823a 42).

The rationde behind indo-germanique or indo-germanisch was tha this
widespread languaye family, conssting of many branches, could be aptly
and podicaly named after its easternmod and westernmod branches, viz.
Indic and Germanic.3 The prolific Augug Friedrich Pott contributed much
to popubrising indo-germanisch (1833,1836) but scholars soon began to
take exception to theterm, mog notably in Germany.

Reacting to A4sia Polyglotta, Wilhdm von Humboldt first proposd the
aternative term Sanskritisch:

die SanskritischenE Dieser Ausdruck dYrfte sich fYr die mit dem
Sangkrit zusammenhangenden Sprachen, die man neuerlich Indo
Germanische genannt ha, nicht blo§ durch seine KYrze, sonden auch
durch seineinnae Angemessenhat empfehlen, da Sanskritische Spra-
chen, der Bedeutung des Worts nach, Sprachen kungreichen und zier-
lichen Bauessind. (1827:176)

Meanwhile, in a review of Addung3 Mithridates, the English polymath
Thomas Y oungcoined theterm Ondoairopeann Octobe 1813:

Another andent and extengve class of languayes, united by a greater
number of resemblances than can well be atogehe accidental, may
be denominaed Indoairopean, comprehending the Indian, the West-
Asiatic, and aimog all the European languages. (1813:255)

In the context of @ialects derived from the Sanscrit® Y oung observed
with Addung tha ('he gypses were certai nly expdled from some pat of
IndiaO(1813: 265266) The origin of MYlerG Turanian idea can be also
traced to Addung via Young® grouping togeher of al the nonindo

3 The term Ondicis still used in some contexts as a stylistic variant for Indo-Aryan, one
of the two branches of Ondo-Iranian®
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European and nonAfroasiatic languages of Eurasia into a single @tacticO
family. At this point in the history of science, the search for linguistic
homelands had not yet been divorced from the quest for the Biblica

paradise:

In tracing the pedigree of al these languayes to their remotest origin,
we arive a Professor Addung® investigaions respecting the
probable situaion of the Paradise of the Scripture. This he places in
Cashmir, between Persia, Tibe and Indogan, in the mog elevated
region of the globe a county remarkable for its soil, its climate and
for other naural advantages, which contributed to rende its moden
inhabitants, before thar conquest by Afghans, distinguished for thar
beauty, thar talents and thar luxury; and he condders his opinion as
confirmed by the situaion allotted to the Indian Paradise, on the hill
Meru, which gives rise to four great rivers, the Indus the Ganges, the
Burrampooter and a great river of Tibe. If we choose to assign a geo-
graphical situaion to the common parent of this class [i.e. Indo-Euro-
pean], we should place it to the south and west of the suppo®d origin
of the human race; leaving the north for our third classs, which we can
only define as induding all the Asiatic and European languayes not
bdonging to thetwo former; which may be called Atactic, or, perhgps
withoutmuch impropriety, Tataric; and which may be subdiided into
five orders, Sporadic, Caucasian, Tartarian, Siberian and Insular. The
African and American languayes will conditute a fourth and fifth
class sufficiently distina from the rest, but not intended to be con-
Sidered as any otherwise united than by thar geographical situaion
(1813:255-256)

In his early writings Franz Bopp avoided usng any name for the
language family, and only later did hefirst gingely once mention the term
indisch-europdisch (1833:v).4 Meanwhile, Y oung®term continued to make
inroads but at Oxford the German linguist MVYller attempted to abrogate
Indo-European in favour of his own term:

TheE family of languayes is the Arian, or, as it used to be called, the
Indo-European. The latter name indicates the geographical extent of
this family fromIndiato Europe theformer recalsits historical recol-

4 The context was the preface to the first edition of his Indo-European comparative gram-
mar where Bopp pointed out that, whilst consonantal roots consisting of three permuting
radicals served as a diagnostic for membership in the Semitic group, the shared traits
which bound together Indo-European languages were of infinitely greater refinement.
(as Familienband hingegen, welches den indisch-europSschen Sprachstamm um-
schlingt, ist zwar nicht weniger allgemein, aber in den meisten Richtungen von unendlich
feinerer Beschaffenheit((1833: v).
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lections Arya being the mog andent name by which the ancestors of
thefamily called themselves. (MYller 1855:27)

Soon Bopp cast himself in the role of champion of indisch-europdisch or
indo-europdisch (1857:xxiv). He complained about the popukrity of indo-
germanisch and was pleased to point out tha Wilhdm von Humbolt shared
his aversion for the term. He confessed tha his own pesond preference
would otherwise have been for indo-klassisch because Latin and especially
andent Greek had more faithfully retained traits of the proto-language than
any moden European tongue Ironicaly, Bopp predicted that Wilhem von
Humboldt@ term Sanskritisch would, because of it brevity, ultimately bethe
winning horse.> Bopp® prediction was, of course, wrong. Ingtead, his own
choice won out in the end, whilst the French rendeing indo-européen was
popubrised mog effectively by Adolphe Pictet (1859, 1863) Yet indo-
germanisch continues to lead a modest but robug existence today, whereas
Scythisch, the origind name for the family, as well as the erstwhile favour-
ites Sanskritisch and Arian have al but been forgatten.

The far-reaching implication of the Scythian or Indo-European theory
was tha the languayes of the Far East, Africa and the Americas likewise

5 This influential passage is worth quoting in extenso, abeit in a footnote: Ich nenne den
Sprachstamm, dessen wichtigsten Glieder in diesem Buche zu einem Ganzen verenigt
werden, den indo-europSschen, wozu der Umstand berechtigt, da§ mit Ausnahme des fin-
nischen Sprachzweiges, so wie des ganz vereinzelt stehenden Baskischen und des von den
Arabern uns hinterlassenen semitischen Idioms der Insel Maltha alle Yorigen europSschen
Sprachen, die klassischen, altitalischen, germanischen, slavischen, keltischen und das Al-
banesische, ihm angehSren. Die hQufig gebrauchte Benennung OGndo-germanischOkann
ich nicht billigen, weil ich keinen Grund kenne, warum in dem Namen des umfassendsten
Sprachstamms gerade die Germanen als Vertreter der Yorigen urverwandten VSlker
unseres Erdtheils, sowohl der Vorzeit als der Gegenwart, hervorzuheben seien. Ich wYrde
die Benennung Ondo-klassischOvorziehen, weil das Griechische und Lateinische, beson-
ders das erste, den Grundtypus unserer Sprachfamilie treuer als irgend ein anderes europS
isches Idiom bewahrt haben. Darum meidet wohl auch Wilhelm von Humboldt die Benen-
nung INDO-GERMANISCH, zU deren Gebrauch er oft Veranlassung gehabt hSte in seinem
gro8en Werke O ber die Kawi-SpracheQ dessen geistvolle Einleitung O ber die Ver-
schiedenheit des menschlichen SprachbauesOdem sprachlichen Universum gewidmet ist.
Er nennt unseren Stamm den sanskritischen, und diese Benennung ist darum sehr passend,
weil sie keine Nationalit§, sondern eine Eigenschaft hervorhebt, woran alle Glieder des
volkommensten Sprachstamms mehr oder weniger Theil nehmen; diese Benennung dVYrfte
darum vielleicht, auch wegen ihrer KYrze, in der Folge Yber alle anderen den Sieg davon
tragen. FYr jetzt ziehe ich aber noch, des allgemeineren V erstShdnisses wegen, die Benen-
nung INDo-EUROPEISCH (0der INDISCH-EUROPEISCH) Vor, die auch bereits, sowie die entspre-
chende im Englischen und Franz3sischen, eine gro8e Verbreitung gewonnen hat. (1857:
XXiV)
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represented many different unrelated phyla or language families. This view
was long resisted in several quaters, first on Biblical grounds and later in
the guise of grandiose theories of languayerelationship. These two opposng
trendsin linguistic thoughtdirectly shgped views of the linguistic postion
of Chinese. An explicitly pdyphyletic view of Asian linguistic stocks was
first presented in 1692 by Nicolaes Witsen, former burgomester of Amster-
dam. Witsen provided numerouswordslists and specimensof the languages
of Siberia, eastern Europe the Caucasus and Centra Asia based on his
travels throughthe Russian Empire.

Witsen identified the languayes known today as Altaic as beng varieties
of @e Tartersche Spraek® and he carefully pointed out the linguistic dis-
tincness of the family of languayes today known as Uralic as well as the
distinctness of languayes of the Caucasus and of tongues spoken by Palaeo-
siberian groups Yet Witsen bdieved tha the peoples speaking mos of
these various languayes were racially (QartarenOor had (FarterscheQaffini-
ties. The Swedish officer Phillip Johann von Strahlenberg spent time in
eastern Russia as a prisona of war after the batle of Poltava. Strahlenberg
adopted Witsen@ polyphyletic view of Asian linguistic stocks and in 1730
restricted the use of the term Tatarische Sprachen to Turkic, Mongolc and
Tungusc, three mgor branches of the language family known today as
Altaic.5

Both Witsen and Strahlenbeag had recognised the distinctness of Uralic
languages, but a more explicit identification of Uralic as a family is attribut-
ed to the Hungaian jesuit Jdnos Sajnovics, who went to Norway to condud
astronomical observationsnorth of the Arctic Circle and discovered that he
could undestand the Lapps His subsequent inquiries culminaed in a lec-
ture ddivered at Copenhagen and published at Trnavain 1770entitled Dem-
onstratio idioma Ungarorum et Lapponum idem esse @ demondration tha
thelanguayes of the Hungaiansand the Lappsare the sameO Afterwards at
the behest of Catherine I, Peter Simon Pallas compiled word lists of lan-
guayes of the Russian Empire and beyond. These two volumes, published in
1786and 1789, contained new daa from languages which Witsen had stud-
ied and some data on newly reported languages, notably severa now extinct
Y enisseian tongues.

Sir William Jones learnt about the Scythian theory throughsecond-hand
intermediaries, viz. thewritingsof William Wotton and James Burnett, Lord

6 The Altaic affinity of Japanese was first asserted by Engelbert K¥mpfer (1729) and
more pointedly by Philipp von Siebold (1832). Both men were attached to the Dutch mis-
sion a Edo. The special relationship between Korean and Japanese was asserted by
George William Aston (1879), assistant secretary for Japanese of the British legation at
Edo.
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Monboddo.Pious scholars such as Jones felt compdled to interpret the
polyphyletic view of Asian tongues implied by the Scythian theory in terms
of a Biblical bdief system, within which the myth of the Tower of Babd
offered an explanaion of how Ghe languaye of NoahOhad been Gog irre-
trievably((1793:489).

2. THE DEFAULT HYPOTHESIS. TIBETO-BURMAN. The first rigorous
polyphyletic expostion of Asian linguistic stodks was presented in Paris by
the German scholar Julius Heinrich von Klaproth in 1823. His Asia Poly-
glotta was more comprehendve, extended beyond the confines of the Rus
sian Empire and induded major languayes of East Asia, Southeast Asia and
Polar America. Based on a systematic compaison of lexical roots, Klaproth
identified and distinguished twenty-three Asian linguistic stocks, which he
knew did not represent an exhaudive inventory. Yet heargued for a smaller
number of phyla because he recognised the genetic affinity between certain
of these stocks and the distinct naure of others.

Klaproth treated the language stocks of northeastern Eurasia each as a
distinct phylum, e.g. Yukaghir, Koryak, Kamchadd, and the languayes of
the BPolar-Amerikaner in AsienO Using daa from Dutch colonial sources,
Klaproth became the first to clearly identify the languayes of Formosa as
members of the Audronesian languaye family, gendtically related to Malay
and Malagasy (1822, 1823a 1823b) Klaproth followed Witsen and von
Strahlenbeg in recognising Turkic, Mongoic and Tungusc languaes as
forming a family of related languages, but he still considered Korean and
Japanese to bedistinct Asian phyla. One of themajor linguistic phylaidenti-
fied by Klaproth was the language family which comprised Burmese, Tibet-
an and Chinese and al languages which could be demondrated to be gen-
etically related to these three.

Klaproth explicitly excluded languayes known today to be members of
theDaic or Kra-Dai family, e.g. Tha, or members of the Audroasiatic fam-
ily, e.g. Vietnamese and Mon (1823a 363-365). Yet Klaproth did notdevise
labds for each of the many distinct language phyla which he identified in
Asia. From 1852 onwards John Logan became one of the first to use the
term ibeto-BurmanQin print for the languaye family identified by Klap-
roth, andto which Logan added Karen and other related languayes.
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DIAGRAM 1: One of the language families identified by Julius Heinrich von Klap-
roth in his polyphyletic view of Asian linguistic stocks (1823a, 1823b). He explicit-
ly excluded languages today known to be Daic, e.g. Thai, and known to be Austro-
asiatic, eg. Mon, Vietnamese.

Tibeto-Burman

RN

Tibetan  Burmese Chinese

...and all languages which can be demonstrated to be
genetically related to these three

Yet Logan, like many other scholars of his day in the British Ides, was
an adhaent of the Turanian theory dreamt up by Friedrich Max M¥ller in
Oxford. So, he treated Tibeto-Burman as an ingredient in this hypohetical
Turanian family, which suppogdly encompassed al languages of theworld
other than the Indo-European and Afroasiatic languages. Logan later also
coined the labd Chino-TibganOfor a subset of andent Tibeo-Burman
tribes between East and Centra Asia (1856: 16).7 Subsquently, Charles
Forbes observed:

Theterm (ibeto-BurmanChas latterly crept into use as the convenient
designaion of a very large families which appear more or less to
approximate to each other. (1878:210

Scholars such Bernard Houghbn, who worked on languages in Burma,
followed Klaproth in recognising Chinese to be a member of this Tibeto-
Burman family. Houghbn observed tha in Tibego-Burman far-reaching
phonobgical changehad atered the appearance of many shared roots, parti-
cularly in the @onic languagesOwhich had Quffered much from phonéic
decayO Fase cogndes tha look alike oughtnot to be confused with genuine
shared Tibeto-Burman roots:

7 In his quixotic attempts to reconcile the diversity which he observed with the mono-
phyletic Turanian vision, Logan devised numerous ad hoc terms for real or imagined
genetic ties between larger groups, e.g. Malagaso-AsonesianQ @raviro-AsonesianQ O'ib-
eto-Ultraindian® ®limalayo-Asonesian® @Chino-HimalaicQ Mravido-Australian® @ltra-
Indo-GangeticQ @angeto-Ultraindian® None of these coinages was to be so enduring as
Tibeto-Burman.
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If many such exist in Burmese, where phoneic decay is comparatively
modeate, how much more mug it be the case in extreme cases like
Chinese (even the re-construction of the old soundsin this language
barely brings it to the same stage as mode'n Burmese) and Sgaw-
Karen, in which latter every find connant, even nasals, has been
elided. (1896:28)

Robet Cus likewise followed Klaproth in treating Qibeto-BurmanQ in-
cluding Karen, as afamily distinct from the 0'aiCand the Mon-AnamOfam-
ilies (1878)

Epistemologically, Klaproth® modd makes the fewest assumptions and
thus continues to represent the mog agnostic theory aboutthe genetic rela
tiondhip of Chinese. The Tibeo-Burman theory asserts tha Tibetan, Bur-
mese and Chinese are gendically related. Furthermore, the theory assumes
tha thereisafamily of languaes tha can bedemondrated to be gendically
related to these three languages, and tha, at this recongructible level of
relationship, Tibeto-Burman excludes both the Daic or Kra-Dai languayes
and the Audroasiatic languayes. No new nomendature is proposd. Tibeto-
Burman isused in its origind sense to denote the family tree recognised by
Juliusvon Klaproth and accepted by scholars such as Forbes, Houghbn and
Cud. The Tibeto-Burman theory makes no explicit assertions about the
internd subgrouping of the family. So, wha is the evidence for the Tibeto-
Burman theory?

A vast body of daa and comparative work has come to fill theliterature
on Tibeto-Burman ever since Nicolaes Witsen published the first Tibean
word list and first specimens of Tibetan script in the West in 1692.Mog of
this literature is cited in the bibliography of my handbook (van Driem
2001) and a number of outstanding contributonshave appeared since, e.g.
Burling (2004) Coupe (2003) Genetti (2003) Haller (2004) Hari and
Lama (2004) Hildebrandt (2003) Jacques (2004) Lahaussois (2002) Op-
genort (2004, 2005) Strahm and Maibaum (2005) Watters (2002, 2004)
All early and recent descriptions of Tibeto-Burman languayes suppot the
Tibeto-Burman theory. Comparative historical studies, reconstructions of
Proto-Tibeto-Burman and of Tibeo-Burman subgroupssuch as Old Chinese
al bear out Klaproth@ origind modd, even when some of the scholars who
have marshdled this evidence entertained different, less agnogic theories of
languaerelationdhip, e.g. Shafer (1963,1966,1967,1968,1974) Benedict
(1972,1976, Matisoff (2003.8

8 These first attempts at reconstruction inevitably suffered from major shortcomings and
oversights and do not yet constitute reconstructions in the conventional historical linguis-
tic sense, cf. Miller (1968, 1974), Sagart (2006).
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DIAGRAM 2: Tibeto-Burman subgroups identified since Julius von Klaproth.
Brahmaputran may include Kachinic and Dhimalish. Various other subgrouping
proposals are discussed in my handbook (van Driem 2001).9
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Asthemost agnostic and best suppotted theory about the genetic affinity
of Chinese, the Tibeto-Burman theory conditutes the default hypohesis. No
additiond evidence need be adduced to bolster the case of Tibeto-Burman.
Rather, the burden of proof lies on proponents of theories tha make a
greater number of assertions about the gendic relationship of Chinese. We

9 The #rs$ cluster, sometimes called Gouthern Qi%gic®) comprises #rs$, Sh&'ng, N"-
me y* and perhaps Gu“gi—Ag. Qi%hgic proper comprises the rGyalrongic group recognised
by Jackson Sun (S$n Ti%ix'n) and Huing Be fin, which includes rGyal-rong, #rg(ng and
Lavrong, and other languages such as Qi%g, Mi-—ag (M+y)), Tangut, Prinmi, Zh%" and
Choyo (Queye). Whether or not Qi%gic as such is avalid clade has yet to be convincing-
ly demonstrated.
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shdl now turn to four of these othe theories and assess the weight of
evidencein ther favour.

3. TIBETO-BURMAN PROPER VS. PIONIONED (T1BETO-BURMANO Both
monophyktic modds ob<ured the gendtic postion of Chinese. Adheents
of either Indo-Chinese or Turanian remained confused about Chinese and
undetook to treat Sinitic as something outsde of Tibeto-Burman. MYlers
Turanian was mentioned above Indo-Chinese was theinvention of the Scot-
tish travelling scholar John Leyden (1806, 1808) whos hypoheical lan-
guagefamily encompassed al faraway tongues of Eurasia and Oceania. The
anomalous treatment meted out to Chinese within both monophyktic con
ceptionswas dueto variouscauses.

Race and languaye used to be confused by many laymen and even by
some linguists. Much was made of the fact tha the Chinese appeared to be
racialy different from the Burmese, for example, thoughlinguists such as
Klaproth and MVler stressed the absolute distinction in prindple between
race and languaye, many remained deef to thar explanaions!©

A second source of confuson was language typology. In 1782, RYdiger
proposd tha structura differences between languages were the result of
differences in the stage of development attained by variouslanguaye com-
munities. Languae types therefore reflected a hierarchy of thought The
morphologica simplicity of Chinese puzled typologists who wondeed
how a people speaking a languaye at the bottom of the ladde in terms of
structural complexity could have producd agreat civilisation.

In 1854, Arthur de Gobineau attempted to resolve this quanday by
speculating tha Chinese, whilst a primitive tongue had been successful
because the language was male. Half of the world@ languages, he reasoned,
were male, and hdf were female. Male languages are nauraly endowed
with greater precision than female languages, which are replete with vague
notions and emotive terms. Other linguists like Ernest Renan resolved the
appaent contradiction in their minds by ascribing a @»cheresse d@sprit et
decl urOand all sorts of other nasty attributes to the Chinese. Wilhem von

10 MViler@ writings on the topic are copious. We shall draw just one example from Klap-
roth on the distinction between ethnic and linguistic relationship: s ist richtig zu sagen,
die deutsche Sprache stammt von denselben Wurzeln ab als das Sanskrit, aber unsinnig
darum das Deutsche Volk von den Hindu abzuleiten®(1823a 43). Some scholars such as
Huot agreed: @ @pinion de M. Klaproth ne fait, selon nous, que confirmer notre opinion
qui est celle de tous qui Zudient la nature: que les langues ne peuvent que fournir des
caractsres incertains pour la classification des espéces ou des races ddommesO(Malte-
Brun 1832, |: 521), but this essential distinction was to be lost on many people.
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Humboldt and Augug Friedrich Pott were amongst the linguists who chd-
lenged racist notions propagated by thelanguaye typologists.

Scholars in Germany working in the tradition of Klaproth had soundin-
tuitionsabout Chinese historical phonobgy and luad indghtsinto itsimpli-
cationsfor historica grammar. Carl Richad Lepsius ingsted that Chinese
tones were phonobgica and could not be equaed with either muscal tones
or intondion. In comparing Tibetan and Southen Chinese dialects with
Mandain, Lepsus recognised tha @@ie Chinesischen TonaccenteO had
arisen from the loss of syllable finds and the loss of distinctions between
older syllableinitials. Therefore, Lepsusargued both agang the diachronic
implication of the ladde of language evolution invented by the typologists
and agang the indgpendent genetic status accorded to Chinese by the
monophyekticists. In terms of ther historical phonobgy, Chinese dialects
did not represent @mbryonische unentwickelte UrsprachenO Rather, Chin-_
ese diaects were much evolved languages whose appaent &indlbigketO
was theresult of soundchanges which had obscured their gendtic proximity
to ther closest cousns

These diachronic developments had not only reduced phonobgica
distinctions in the roots, but had in the process aso partially or wholly
obliterated smaller flexiond elements tha differentiated wordswhich had at
one time been morphologically articulate (Lepsus 1861: 472, 492496).
Based on lexical compaison with other Tibeo-Burman languages such as
Lepcha Kuki-Chin and Tibetan, Wilhdm Grube arrived at the same con-
cluson (1881:19-20). A century later, S¢ren Egerod eloquently reiterated
this Sinological view:

Quand le chinois appaassait comme unelangueZcrite sur les bronzes
oudansdevielles | uvres comme le Shi Jing, nousn@vionsplusde
dout gue nous ayons devant nous une langue dont la morphologie
ZAait d4veloppze, mais dont |criture Zait de telle nature que cette
morphologie se cachat assez largement. On a continuZ dcrire
pendant tres longemps des expressions morphologiques diffZrentes
d@neracine avec un caractere unique Aing, quand on lisait un texte,
on supplzait lalecture par uneinterpraation delalangueZrite. (1972
[1967] 10!

Wilhdm Schot, another adheent of Klaproth@ polyphyletic modd,
argued agang both Turanian and Indo-Chinese. In a wondefully worded

11 By contrast, Matisoff@ Qiew from the SinosphereOdoes not correspond to the insights
of Sinologists but represents his self-confessed predilection to envisage the proto-lan-
guage as endowed with Benedict® two proto-tones and structurally similar to Lahu, alan-
guage for which he professes great fondness (2000: 367)
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letter now kept at the Royd Asiatic Sodety in London,Schott tried to per-
suade Brian Houghbn Hodsgonto abandonMYller@ Turanian theory. Like-
wisg, in the proceedingsof the Royd Academy in Berlin, Schott complained
tha the term indo-chinesisch was @ ne unpasende benennungecause the
three best known languages of Southeast Asia, Burmese, Vietnamese and
Tha, were known to belongto three separate languege families (1856:161-
162). Schott used the term Biam-sprachenOfor the Daic or Kra-Dal lan-
guages, but heinvented no term for the other two language families identi-
fied by Klaproth. Rather, somewhat diffidently, Schott resigned himself to
thefact tha people mightgo on usng theterm indo-chinesisch, but caution-
ed tha thos udng the labd oughtnot to adoptthe uninformed monghyle-
tic modd tha it represented.

Here history teaches us an important lesson. The English term Ondo-
ChineseQ) adopied in German as indochinesisch, with or without a hyphen,
remained popukr, and inexorably along with the catchy name came the
modd of gendic relationdhip tha it denoted. As a consequence, much sub-
sequent scholarship either unaitically accepted the family tree or attacked
thelanguae family from within, only to end up bdatedly with the same set
of language families at the end of the 20th century tha Klaproth had identi-
fied for this part of theworld at the beginning of the 19th century.

Unfettered by the Indo-Chinese paradigm, Frands Mason recognised the
Mon-Khmer-Kolarian or Audroasatic family when he established the gen-
etic relationdip between the Mundalanguages of the Indian subantinent
and the Mon-Khmer languayes of Southeast Asia (1854,1860. By contrast,
working within the monophyktic paadigm, Ernst Kuhn had to extricate
Audroasiatic from Indo-Chinese to get @Qwei Hauptgruppen von SprachenQ
one of which encompassed (@ie Sprachen von Annan, Kambodsha und
PeguQwhereas the other group lumped together @ie Sprachen von Tibet,
Barma, Siam und China(1883 1889, to which Kuhnalso added Karen and
thelanguayes of the Himalayas.

Subsquently, several tendendes congired to take Chinese out of
Tibeo-Burman and assign it to the wrong languae family. Ignorance of
Chinese historical phonobgy and widespread preconagptionsaboutrace led
scholars like American philologist John Avery!? to treat Chinese as some-
thing outside of Tibeto-Burman (1885) At the same time, scholars of Indo-

12 Benedict® unusual treatment of Karen between 1972 and 1976, based mainly just on
word order typology, may have been influenced by the view propounded by Avery at New
Haven, Connecticut, that Ghe position of the Karen dialects of British Burma is not yet
settled, since they present features of both the isolating and agglutinating languagesO
(1885: xviii).
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Chinese, unlike scholars who followed Klaproth, proved unéable to distin-
guish beween inhaited and borowed vocabulary in Tha. Konow and
Grierson criticised the Indo-Chinese and Turanian views but adopted a card-
ind legacy of its proponents by putting Chinese together with Daic or Kra-
Dai into a Giamese-ChineseOfamily, distinct from (ibeto-Burmand(1904
1909) This bifurcation into a western and an eastern branch, which Kurt
Wulff (1934)called @as Tibeto-BarmanischeOand @as Siamesisch-Chine-
sischeQ) became the hdlmark of the Indo-Chinese modd, shown in Diagram
3. Aslong as the name Indo-Chinese remained in use, those who employed
the term adopted the modd it designated, e.g. Georg von da Gabdentz
(1881) Emile Forchhanmer (1882, Augug Conrady (1896) Berthold
Laufer (1916)

DIAGRAM 3: The Indo-Chinese or Sino-Tibetan theory:
Daic or Kra-Dai has been excluded since the Second World War.

Indo-Chinese or Sino-Tibetan

Sino-Daic

pinioned ‘Tibeto-Burman’, i.e. / Daic or

Tibeto-Burman minus Sinitic Sinitic Kra-Dai

Indo-Chinese was renamed Gino-tib2ainCby Jean Przyluski in 1924,and
the new name gradudly caughton. Findly, in the 19305 Robat Shaer de
cided to take Daic out of Indo-Chinese, but on a pilgrimage to Paris he was
convinced by Maspero to leave Daic indde Sino-Tibetan (Shafer 1955:97-
98). So, Paul Bendlict was able to scoop Shafer by removing Daic in 1942
after hetoo had joined Kroeber® Berkeley project. Shafer paently rejected
a bifurcation of the languaye family into (ibeto-BurmanOand (Biamese-
ChineseQ Therefore, aside from Daic, which Shafer retained againg his bet-
ter intuitions his Sino-Tibetan conssted of five divisions i.e. Sinitic, Bodic,
Burmic, Baric and Karenic. Benedict, however, stuck with the Indo-Chinese
modd which had been passed down from generation to generation, and after
the excision of Daic the resultant tree effectively broughtback the family to
Klaproth@ origind Tibeto-Burman with one sdient difference. The podu-
lation of areduced ’ibeto-BurmanOsubgmoup from which Sinitic has been
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excised and which is coordinae with Sinitic unde thetop node remainsthe
sole defining trait of the Sino-Tibetan modd.!3

Sino-Tibetan, therefore, is essentialy a subgouping hypotesis tha pos
its a pinionad ’ibeo-BurmanCQtaxon, as oppokd to the origindly concaiv-
ed Tibeto-Burman family which | shdl continue to call Tibeto-Burman
prope. The Qibeto-BurmanOof the Sino-Tibeanists encompasses al lan-
guaes of the family othe than Sinitic. Since these languayes have never
been shown to shae any common innovdion tha would set them off col-
lectively as a subgmoup agang and on pa with Sinitic, the Sino-Tibean
hypotesis remainsunsuppoted by evidence to date. Matisoff has continued
to reprodue the Sino-Tibean family tree as an article of faith (Matisoff
2000, 2003) but, when chdlengeal to defend this subgmouping hypothesis,
he has faled to addue any shared innovdion or compeling lexical evi-
dence for pinionad Oibeto-BurmanO

Some subgrouping proposls are ambivaent with regard to a choice be-
tween Tibeto-Burman prope or Indo-Chinese, e.g. Shaer@ Bodic or Burm-
ic, in that these proposals could be subgoupswithin either modd. This can-
not be said for either Sino-Bodic or pinioned dibeto-BurmanO Sino-Bodic
essentially dates back to Klaproth@ own observation tha Tibetan appeared
to be genetically closer to Chinese than either was to Burmese (1823:346
356, 365). Additiond evidence in suppot of the Sino-Bodic hypothesis was
presented by Simon (1929) Shder (1955 1966,1967,1968,1974) Bod-
man (1980)and myself (van Driem 1997). My coinage (sino-BodicOreflects
Shafer@ view tha the alleged affinity is between Sinitic and the nebuloudy
ddineated Bodic, not jug between Sinitic and Bodish.!4 Moreover, a
complex relationship of borrowing may have existed beween Chinese and
languages such as Tibetan at variousstages of thar history, and this process
may have been further complicated by a contact phenomenon described by
Ferlus as Gypercorrection by affected imitationQ masklng a layer of bor-
rowings which has hitherto not been clearly identified in historical com-
parative studies (2003:274)

13 well into the 1970s, Sino-Tibetanists still classified Daic or Kra-Dai as part of the
Sino-Daic branch of Sino-Tibetan, e.g. Milner and Henderson (1965). General linguists
still often continue to present Sino-Tibetan as a family comprising Qe chinois, le thae, le
tibZtain et le birman® e.g. Malherbe (2001: 35).

14 ghafer pointed out: @Bodish is genetically closer to Chinese than it is to Burmese. To
anyone not led by the exotic appearance of Chinese characters to regard the language as a
thing apart, this conclusion should not come as a surprise in view of geography and
history((1955: 97). His later discussion of the divisions extended the observation to Bodic
asawhole.
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Matisoff was able to eliminae only 12 of the 39 specific Sino-Bodic
correspondences, viz. Nos 40, 48, 49, 56, 58, 60,61, 64,66, 69, 74 and 77
in Matisoff@ nunbering!5 A few more correspordences were unonvin-
cingly chdlenged. For example, the aternative cognae set which Matisoff
proposs for correspondence No. 75 is contestable, and his alternaive ex-
planaion for correspondence No. 46 makes less semantic sense. Given the
speciousess of some of Matisoff@ etymologies (e.g. 1992, cf. Sagart
1994b) his semantic sendbilities, as diagrammed in his Gnetastatic flow
chatsO(e.g. 1978) are not always to be truged. In addition to Sino-Bodic
lexical isoglosses, my article presented Tibeto-Burman correspondences for
which the phonobgical match with Sinitic is generally better for Bodic than
for cognae forms from other branches of Tibeto-Burman.!¢ In addition to
leaving mog of the Sino-Bodic evidence unassailed, Matisoff failed to ad-
dressrelevant evidence adduced by Shaer and Bodman.

S0, in contradistinction to Sino-Tibetan, for which no evidence has ever
been presented, lexical and morphological evidence warrants entertaining
Sino-Bodic as aviable working hypotesis about the closest relatives of Sin-
itic within Tibeto-Burman. Stanley Staroga accepted Sino-Bodic and incor-
porated the hypothesisin his East Asian phylogeny, discussed beow. Mati-
soff rails tha the evidence for Sino-Bodic might be Quming all our ideas
about ST/TB subgmouping upsde downO(2000: 366). Matisoff$ histrionic
reaction and strident tonemud be seen as a sally not agang Sino-Bodic per
se, but aganst the threat which Sino-Bodic poses to Sino-Tibetan, the sub-
grouping hypohesis about pinioned Oibeo-BurmanQha heinheited from
his mentor Paul Benedict in 1968

It has been suggested that perhgps the distinction between wha is recon
structed as *a vs. ** (or *%vs. *a) in current versionsof Proto-Sinitic might
conceivably represent an ancient Gsino-TibetanGdistindtion log in a merger
which affected all ibeto-BurmanOlanguayes, but this idea has not been
pursued. Not all branches of Tibeo-Burman have been scrutinised in this
regard, and ultimately such a conjecture cannot be susained on the basis of
an unwarranted limitation of the available evidence. A tentative cursory
study by Jean Robet Opgenort has shown tha whereas Old Chinese *a (or
*9% appears mog often to correspondto an /& in moden Kiranti languayes,

15 The exhilaratingly productive search for Sino-Bodic evidence in Kiranti languages was
abruptly curtailed when the member of the Himalayan Languages Project with whom |
had undertaken to pursue thiswork fell chronically ill.

16 My article explicitly stated that the latter set of roots is reflected outside of Bodic,
particularly in Brahmaputran, and Matisoff acknowledged that | stated this to be so, yet in
the same article he insinuates that the latter cognate set too was adduced as representing
exclusive Sino-Bodic isoglosses.
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the Tibeo-Burman vowel reflected by Old Chinese ** (or *a) appears to
have engendeed a more complex patern of vocaism in Kiranti (pes.
comm., 5Vvi1 2005)

More importantly, even if the Old Chinese distinction were shown not to
be reflected outside of Sinitic, then there is yet no way of knowing, given
the present state of the art, whether the Sinitic distinction does not represent
one of many innovaions which define Sinitic as a branch of Tibeo-
Burman. In light of correspondances between Kulungand Old Chinese long
vowels, Tolsma previoudy raised the question whether Old Chinese long
vowels are a Tibeto-Burman retention @r tha a soundchangewhich yielded
long vowels took place as early as the Old Chinese period((1999: 497).
Persistent misundestandings about diachronic developments in Slavic ac-
centuaion are especially indructive in this regard (Kortlandt 2003) Czech
vowels show a phonobgical length contrast, but the ontogeny of thedistinc-
tion is complex. At the present state of or knowledge even if the distinc-
tion were not to be shared with Kiranti, the mog parsmonious explanaion
would be tha the Old Chinese distinction beween *a vs. ** represents a
split in Sinitic rather than a merger shared by al other Tibeto-Burman lan-
guayes.

Another last straw for a drowning hypothesis to grasp at is hed out by
theidea tha pinioned (ibeto-BurmanCshares some lexical items not found
in Sinitic. However, each and every branch of Tibeo-Burman, induding
Sinitic, lacks reflexes of some common Tibeto-Burman roots. Gongduk,for
example, resembles Chinese in lacking a reflex of the ubiquitous Tibeto-
Burman root for @igQ the mog recently podulated reconstruction of which
is still *pWak (Benedict 1972:217, Matisoff 2003 662). Yet pork plays an
important role in Gongdukculture jus as it always has in Chinese cuisine
The diversity in vocabulary and grammar in Tibeo-Burman may not be as
great as in Indo-European or Afroasiatic. Yet the Tibeo-Burman languaye
family isnotat all as cohesive agroup as was onae assumed.

Old Chinese represents an older stage of Sinitic, a phonobgically inno-
vative branch. So it is to be expected tha the recongdructible Old Chinese
syllabary should, because of its time depth, resemble other Tibeto-Burman
languages more closely than do moden Sinitic languayes. Yet the recent
improved recondructions by Baxter and Sagart differ dramatically from
Karlgren@ pionesring work and now make Old Chinese look like a very
run-of-the-mill Tibeto-Burman languaye from the Himalayan perspective.
The Sino-Tibetan view of Chinese as the odd man out is not jus sudained
by alack of familiarity with recent breakthroughsin Sinitic recondruction.
More typically, this view is nourshed by alack of familiarity with langua
ges of othe branches of the family such as Gongduk, Hrussh or the Kho-
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Bwa cluder, al spoken in the Tibeto-Burman heartland closer to the lan-
guage family@ centre of gravity and all jug as divergent from @nainstreamO
Tibeto-Burman as are the moden Sinitic languayes.!”

It is naural to assume tha the linguistic ancestors of Sinitic might have
log some of thar origind Tibeo-Burman lexicon on ther long trek from
the greater Himalayan region to the North China plain. Lured as they were
by theriches of the advanced neolithic civilisations aongthe Yellow River,
it would also have been naura for them to adopt new vocabulary from the
affluent pre-Tibeto-Burman resident popuktions of the North China plain.
This migration may have taken place at the dawn of the Shohg dynasty,
when common Tibeo-Burman had probaly already broken up into the
major branches attested today. At present, there is no evidence that the rest
of the languaye family was till a unity at the time that Sinitic split off.
Sino-Tibean designaes the abidingly incorrect Indo-Chinese condrud in
its mog recent incarnaion. The fact tha there is no evidence for Sino-

17 Just like British scholars in the 19th century, Jaxontov proposed a homeland in S‘chu%
(1977). Subsequently, so did | (van Driem 1998). In their archaeologica discussion of the
S‘chu%h homeland hypotheses, Aldenderfer and Zhang Qgree with van Driem that
Sichuan is a likely source for a Neolithic packageOwhich gave rise to cultures on the Y el-
low River (2004: 39). Yet Aldenderfer and Zhang (2004: 37) appear to think that | do not
include the mKhar-ro site near Chab-mdo or any other Tibetan archaeologica sitesin my
model. Tibetan archaeological site mKhar-ro or mKhar-chu, which | discuss at length (van
Driem 2001: 430-431), is sinicised in the Chinese archaeological literature with characters
that are correctly romanised as K)ru™, and which Aldenderfer and Zhang incorrectly tran-
scribe as Karoud Sites should be named properly in accordance with archaeological con-
vention. Their misunderstanding again provides the context for my assertion that: 2lumer-
ous artificial problems in Tibetan toponymy and cartography currently result from the
practice of listing only the sinified version of Tibetan place names in H ny+ P'ny'n
romanisation without providing the real place namesO(loc.cit.). Incorrect H ny+ P'ny'n
transcriptions merely exacerbate the problem. Aldenderfer and Zhang identify mKhar-ro
or K)ru™ as a colonial exponent of the M)ji%1o neolithic in G%su, but their cursory
familiarity with the literature leads them to think that they are the first to do so. In fact, a
good number of Chinese archaeologists (e.g. X& ng etc. 1979, , n 1992) had aready
identified mKhar-ro or K)ru™ as a colonial exponent of the M)ji% o neolithic, and my
model followed this consensus. Aldenderfer and Zhang do not differentiate between lan-
guage spread by demic diffusion and language intrusion by colonial migration, and they
inexplicably attempt to interpret & arouQas the result of demic diffusion from S‘chu%.
Purely on linguistic grounds, PeirosOlexicostatistical classification based on the highest
diversity of primary taxa purportedly indicates G possible location of the homeland in the
territories south of the HimalayasQ whereas the location of Sinitic could be @asily ex-
plained as the result of later migration®(1998: 217). In December 2004, at the 10th Hima-
layan Languages Symposium in Thimphu, | presented other arguments for a possible
Himalayan homeland for Tibeto-Burman.
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Tibetan does not diminish the fact that the hypotesis represents an intrin-
sicaly interesting propostion. Yet the theory which makes the least as-
sumptionsand is best suppoted by evidence is the default, and after nearly
two centuries Klaproth@ Tibeto-Burman is till thedefault hypohesis.

4. GRAND MONOPHYLETIC VIEWS. SINO-AUSTRONESIAN. The old mo-
nophyktic views failed to correctly appraise the genetic postion of Chinese.
Turanian had genegaly been abandonel by the end of the 19th century,
whereas Indo-Chinese still survives thoughit has been whittled down and
renamed Sino-Tibetan. A twist in the history of linguistics is tha new grand
monophyktic modds have been developel to genetically unite many of the
languayes of eastern Eurasia and in the process define the genetic postion
of Chinese. Here three theories will be examined, i.e. Sino-Audronesian,
Sino-Caucasian and East Asian. All three theories are fascinaing and will
no doubtcontinueto influence our conjectures about prehistory, as the evi-
denceis accumulated, sifted and tested.

Sino-Audronesian is a new theory first presented at a conference in
Texas in 1990. The Sinc-Audronesian theory is an ongong story which
continues to unfold in fascinaing and unexpected ways. In thefirst version
of Sinc-Audronesian, Sagart (1990,1991, 1993)held tha the evidence war-
ranted entertaining the view tha Sinitic is geneticaly related to Austro-
nesian rather than, or more so than, to ibeto-BurmanO The claim of a
family comprising jus (hinese plus AustronesianOwas generally rejected,
e.g. Blug (1999, Li (1995) Pulleyblank (19%) and Starodin (1995a
1995b) but some, induding myself, gave the intriguing evidence adducd
by Sagart afair hearing.

At the time, | speculated tha the correspondences adduced by Sagart
might betheresidueof a contact situaion between andent Northern Tibeto-
Burmans i.e. Sinitic or Sino-Bodic peoples, and ancient Augronesians (van
Driem 1998) | proposd tha proto-Augtronesians were the behind littoral
cultures which lay south of the Y angtze ddta such asthe HZm+de culture on
Hingzh(u Bay in Zheji%g, the D" penk-ng of Formosa, the Fe gu—d$n of
Quemoy and related neolithic cultures of Fukien of thefifth and early fourth
millennium BC. The contact situction between Proto-Audronesian and an
andent variety of Tibeo-Burman which accounted for Sagat(@ correspon
dences ensued uponthe northward expanson of Proto-Audronesians from
south of the Yangize ddta, giving rise to the L-agh% interaction sphae
which emerged in the fourth and third millennia BC and connected coastal
cultures from north to south, such as the D"wenk. u assemblage in Shos-
d( ng, the Q'nglifng) ng culture of northern Jighgsp, and the M)ji%%g cul-
ture of the Y angize ddta.
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DIAGRAM 4: Sagart@ Sino-Austronesian theory (2005), incorporating SagartG
major revision of Austronesian phylogeny (2004). Northeastern Formosan com-
prises Kavalan and Ketagalan. Under the Muish node, Northeastern Formosan is
coordinate with the Formosan ancestor languages which gave rise to Kra-Dai and

Malayo-Polynesian respectively.

Sino-Austronesian or
Sino-Tibetan- Austronesian

Austronesian
Pituish
Enemish
Walu-
Siwaish
Muish
Luilang,

PaZ§h, . Northeastern
Saisiat Siraya Formosan

Atayalic (Thao,  Tsouic (Paiwan,
Favorlang, Taokas, Rukai, Puyuma, Daicor  Malayo-
Papora, Hoanya) ~ Amis, Bunun) gq_pai Polynesian

Tibeto-Burman
or ‘Sino-Tibetan’

The second version of Sino-Audronesian came to encompass (Thinese
plus Tibeto-Burman plus AudronesianOafter a number of @irect Proto-
Audronesian-Proto-Tibeto-Burman comparisonsnot involving Old Chinese,
or with better semantic agreement between Proto-Austronesian and Proto-
Tibeto-BurmanQOed Sagart to concede that the facts now Qende less likely
the possibility tha the material shared by Old Chinese and Tibeo-Burman
reflects a contact situaion. They suggest tha Tibeto-Burman languages may
stand closer to Chinese (and to Proto-Austronesian) than | had origindly as-
sessed((1994a 303). In addition to reintroduang Tibeto-Burman into the
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equdion, Sagat had improved his comparisons by replacing Otto Demp-
wolff@ recondruction of Uraustronesisch, taxononically compaable to
Malayo-Polynesian, with Robat Blug@ proto-Audronesian recondructions
Sagat aso addressed relevant methodobgical issues (1995a 1995b,
19959.

The third and mog recent incarnaion of Sinoc-Audronesian (Sagart
2001,2002,2009 is the mog interesting and methodobgically most rigor-
ous Li Fang-kue@ recongruction of Old Chinese has been replaced with
Sagat@ own 1999recongruction. The comparanda now feature only Proto-
Audronesian recondructionsin the accepted system of sound correspond
ences, and Sagart@ comparisons rigoroudy distinguish between etyma re-
flected at the Proto-Audronesian and the Malayo-Polynesian levels. In the
process, the evidence in suppot of Sino-Audronesian has grown rather than
diminished.

Sagat@ Sino-Audronesian theory is now based on 75 lexical compari-
sons 61 involving ®asic vocabularyQand 14 items of @ultural vocabularyO
The Ausgronesian comparandaare taken from the Proto-Austronesian level
or involve recondructed ®Proto-East-Coast-LinkageO The latter used to be
something of a taxon within Augronesian, athough the group has recently
been abolished by Sagat@ own 2004 revision of Audronesian phylogeny.
Sagat@ new Audronesian phylogeny, based on arguments advanced by
Haudricourt (1956)and new indghts into thetime depth of Kra-Dai or Daic
as a taxon (Ostapirat 2005), has both solved the Augro-ThaOproblem and
incorporated Kra-Dai into the Sino-Audronesian equaion (Sagat 2002
2004, 2005a 2005b) For 69 out of the 75 correspondences, the Tibeto-
Burman comparanda are recondructed Old Chinese forms. For 45 of these
69 compaisonsSagart is able to adduce an additiond cognde from another
language, usudly Tibetan or Burmese. In three instances, a Tibeto-Burman
recondruction by Peiros and Starodin (1996)is used, and in severa cases
the comparandaare taken from a moden languaye, e.g. Chepang, Lusha or
Lepcha Only six of the 75 comparisons involve a nonSinitic form only, for
which Sagart foundno Old Chinese cognéde.

Fourteen of the 75 items are cultural vocabulary and indudeitems rel-
ating to cereal cultivation. Ther special significance liesin thefact that two
sdlient items relating to rice cultivation are uniqudy shared by Tibeo-
Burman and Audronesian, whilst Audronesian and Audroasiatic do not
share this vocabulary (Sagart 2003a 20053. One of these correspondences,
Audronesian *beRas (usked riceOvs. Tibetan hbras @iceQ was first point-
ed out by Hendrik Kern (1889:5). Whereas Kern bdieved tha this corre-
spondence reflected an early borowing which indicated whence the ances-
tors of the Tibetans had first acquired rice, Sagart adduces the correspo-
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dence in suppot of a Sino-Audronesian phylum and adds the Old Chinese
cognde f bm*-rat-s. A second rice term is Augronesian *Sumay Gice as
food®vs. Old Chinese >k amij! @rain of cerea®and Garo may (Paddyd
Sagart also presents correspondances between Austronesian *beCeng ‘Seta-
ria’ vs. Old Chinese #£ btsk and Ausgtronesian *Numay ‘Panicum’ vs. Old
Chinese J#k and % amaqj.

The Sino-Augronesian roots adducd to dée reflect the proto-meanings
body har, bone brain, elbow, female breast, foot, head, pdm of the hand,
pus mother, egg, horn or antler, leech, snake, worm, cloud or cloudy, earth,
moon, salt, sunlight, water, wind, cave or hole, year, carry, chew, close or
shut, come or go, short or cut off, dig, drown or disappear, fall, flow or
water or river, follow, grasp or embrace, hold something in on&s fist or
hold something in ong3 mouth, lick, meet, open, put togeher, ruin or
damage, scrape |, scrape ll, sink, dleep, spesk or say, think, vomit or spit,
wash, gird, bent or crooked, broad, bent, dar, far, high or tal, hot, old or
grown-up, sharp, thick, this, Setaria, Panicum, husked rice, paddy, chicken,
cage or endosure, net, broom, stoppe or plug, to bury or tomb, loindoth or
robe plait or braid, shoot hunt

Sagat@ thinking about gendic relationships has by no means remained
static. He describes himself as @ne of the last doubtersOtha Chinese was
even gendically related to Tibeto-Burman. So, when hefindly accepted this
gendic relationship, it was naturally Sino-Tibetan tha he adopted, for this
modd maintained a safe distance beween Sinitic and all its closest
relatives. However, recently, Sagart has come to question the Sino-Tibetan
paradigm espoused prindpdly by Matisoff. Tibeto-Burman has most recent-
ly come to mean non-Sinitic for Sagart, who stresses tha his (ise of the
term should notObe condrued to imply that heis @resently convinced that it
isavalid grouping(q2006) | submit tha it is less miseading then to simply
say @on-SiniticQ since Jibeo-BurmanUs used by bdieversin Sino-Tibg-
an to denote non-Sinitic languayes as if they together formed a valid taxon.
In all his previouswork, Sagart too used theterm J'ibeto-BurmanOexplicit-
ly in this meaning. Sagart@ present non-acceptance of pinioned Jibeto-
BurmanQis an implicit disavowa of the Sino-Tibetan hypothesis tha may
indicate that heis well on the way to accepting the origind Tibeo-Burman
theory first propoundé in Paris some 128 years before Sagart himself was
bom there. By the same token, Sagart@ origind name (sino-AugronesianO
is to be preferred above the newer and unwieldy Gsino-Tibean-Audro-
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nesianQwhich incorporates the name of a hypohesis from which he has dis-
sodated himself.18

At the same time, Sagart is uniting several of Klaproth@ language fam-
ilies in ways tha must be catching mog scholars by surprise. Sagart@ new
Audronesian phylogeny, with his identification of Kra-Dai as a lower-level
offshoot of a Muish ancestor languaye on Formosa, not only solves the
Audro-Tha enigma, but also points theway towardsafundamental revision
of the Augtric problem. Wilhdm Schmidt was thefirst to propos an Ausgric
languaye family congsting of Audroasiatic and Audronesian, a later ver-
sion of which even induded Japanese (1906,1930). Additiond evidence in
suppot of Audric was adduced by Kuiper (1948) and Reid (1994, 1999,
2005) Augug Conrady (1916,1922)and Kurt Wulff (1934,1942 proposd
a megaAudric supafamily congsting of Audroasiatic, Augronesian and
Indo-Chinese, i.e. KraeDa and Tibeto-Burman. Another expanded Audric
theory, Greater Audric, united Audroasiatic, Audronesian, Kra-Dai and
HmongMien (Blug 1996b;cf. van Driem 2001:298-302). Reid is right to
assess tha:

With the accumulation of evidence presented by SagartE  the conoept
of A\udricOeas a languaye family may eventudly need to be abandon
ed in favour of a wider languaye family which can be shown to in-
cludeboth Austronesian and Audroasiatic languages but not necessa-
rily as sisters of acommon ancestor. (2005:150)

5. GRAND MONOPHYLETIC VIEWS. SINO-CAUCASIAN. Whereas Sino-
Audronesian isanew theory, Sino-Caucasian emerged from alongtradition
of scholarship which soughtgenetic links between language isolates such as
Basgue and Burushaski, distant languayes such as Chinese and Tibetan, and
isolated families such as Y enisselan and the languages of the Caucasus e.g.
Trombetti (1905, 1925, Bleichgeiner (1930) Bouda (1936, 1950, 1954,
1964) The chief current proponent of Sino-Caucasian is the late Russian
linguist Serge Starodin, Sagat@ junior by five years.19 The four main
branches of Sino-Caucasian are North Caucasian, Sino-Tibean, Y enisseian
and Burughaski.

18 No doubt the acronym STAN will lead some to speculate that Sagart adopted the new
name to commemorate the late Stanley Starosta, just as some have speculated that |
named Sino-Bodic after the late Nicholas Cleaveland Bodman, who was one of its
proponents before me. In fact, | only spoke with Bodman once in Lund in 1987, and
Bodic is Shafer@ old term for a hypothetical superordinate branch within the language
family. Both the terms @odishGand @odicCcontain the Tibetan word Bod TibetO

19 Sergei Starostin sadly passed away in Moscow at the age of 52 on 30 September 2005,
just after this article had first been submitted for publication, several months after he had
been awarded an honorary doctorate at Leiden.
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Even North Caucasian is itself not a universally accepted theory, but a
gendic relationship proposd by Nikolai Trubezkoy (1922) between West
Caucasian, or Abkhazo-Adyghean, and East Caucasian. Evidence was ad-
duced for this relationship by Georges Dumzzil and later by various Soviet
scholars. Mog recently, Sergg Nikolaev and Sergg Starogin published a
dictionay of recongructed North Caucasian (1994) Two of the mog inter-
esting ingredients of the North Caucasian theory are theinduson of the ex-
tinc Hattic language into West Caucasian, a hypahesis proposd at the be-
ginning of the 20th century, and theinduson of the extinct languayes Hur-
rian and Urartaean into East Caucasian, a theory proposd by Forrer (1919:
1040) Both hypaheses have been discussed elsewhere (van Driem 2001
10571060) Or‘| and Starogin have recently even added Etruscan to East
Caucasian (1990)

Sino-Caucasian has undegonecontinud expanson, and the arguments
in favour of the phylum are scattered throughou theliterature, e.g. Starogin
(1982, 1984, 1991 19953 1995b, 2002) Nikolaev and Starogin (1984,
1994) Sino-Caucasian is jug one leg of a phylogenetic centipede which
unites all languages of the world within a single genetic phylum. The next
highe node Dene-Caucasian, comprises Basque and the Na-Dene lan-
guaes (Starogin 1984,1995,Ruhlen and Starogin 1994) The treatment of
the Basque material has been criticised by Trask (1994, 1995a 1995hb)
Dene-Caucasian has been expanded to indudeextinc languages of the Iber-
ian peninaula, about which hardly anything is known, as well as Sumerian
and Pelasgian (Nikolaev 1991,Bengtson 1991)

The current state of the art in Sino-Caucasian comparative linguigtics is
poded on Starogin@ webpaye <ehl.santafe.edu>, as it appeared during the
summer of 2005 where 1358Sino-Caucasian etymologies were listed. Sino-
Caucasian reconstructions are based on Starogin@ recongructed roots for
North Caucasian, (Bino-TibeanQ Yenisseian and Burushaski. The Sino
Tibetan recongructionscorrespondlargdy to those given in Peirosand Star-
ogin (1996) which are based on five strategicaly chosen Tibeo-Burman
languayes, i.e. Old Chinese, Tibetan, Burmese, Jinghpav and Lushai. Star-
0gin@ webgte has been strengthened by the indusion of a Kulung diction
ary provided by Gerard Tolsma, a Yamphu dictionay by Roland Rutgers
and Limbu and Dumi dictionaies by myself.



Tibeto-Burman as default theory 309

DIAGRAM 5: Starostin® Sino-Caucasian and Dene-Daic theories (2005). North
Caucasian consists of West Caucasian, including Hattic, and East Caucasian, is
taken to include Hurro-Urartaean and Etruscan. The extinct languages Sumerian
Iberian and Pelasgian are also part of the equation. Starostin use the Chinese name
Mito-Y $o for Hmong-Mien.
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In mog cases, the Sino-Tibetan recondructionsin Peiros and Starogin
are notreflected in all five languayes, and in many cases they are suppoted
by reflexes in only two of thefive chosen languages. The same applies mut-
atis mutandis t0 the recondructionsposted on the webgte. This modus ope-
randi 1S Smilar in prindple to the assumption made at the Indo-European
Etymologica Dictionay (IED) in Leiden, whereby a form is judgel to be
recongructible as a common Indo-European root or processif the etymonin
question is well reflected in any two out of twelve branches of Indo
European. The difference, of coursg, is tha Indo-European is a language
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family with a well-undestood history. Moreover, a moden Lusha form is
not a recongructed Mizo-Kuki-Chin etymon. So, Peiros and Starogin@
Gino-TibetanOs somewha andogous to a reconstruction of Indo-European
based on Kurdish, French, English, Ardhan%adh’ and Norse runes.

Whenever a Gino-TibetanOroot is based just on reflexes in languayes
which according to a subgmouping hypohesis could bdong to a single
branch of Tibeo-Burman, such as Old Chinese, Tibean and Kiranti as
members of the hypohetical Sino-Bodic, the correspondances in question
may not legitimate the recondruction of a root a the Tibeto-Burman or
Gino-TibetanUevel. The best andogueat present to the twelve branches of
Indo-European is the modd of the fallen leaves of the Tibeto-Burman tree
depicted in Diagram 2. Although a recondruction of Proto-Kiranti, for
example, is available (Opgenort 2005, no recondructionsare available for
mog branches of Tibeto-Burman.

On the face of things Starogin® 1358 recongructions for Sino-Cauca-
sian would seem to outweigh the 75 correspondences adduced for Sino-
Audronesian by Sagart. However, only 130 of the 1358 Sino-Caucasian re-
congdructionsare suppoted by reconstructionsfrom all four putative mem-
ber families, and only 847 additiond correspondences involve recongructed
Gino-TibetanOroots a al. Sino-Caucasian is not an established and gen-
eraly accepted language family like Indo-European. Rather, the plaughbility
of Sino-Caucasian has yet to be demondrated. So, decisive evidence for
Sino-Caucasian cannot be based on recondructed etyma from only two or
three of the purported congituent groups Wha are we to make of the 64
Sino-Caucasian recondructionssupported only by a North-Caucasian recon
gtruction, the five Sino-Caucasian etyma suppoted by only a recongructed
Gino-TibeanQroot, the onepogulated Sino-Caucasaian root suppoted only
by a common Y enisseian reconstruction, and the one Sino-Caucasian root
reflected only by Burushaski? Are these Sino-Caucasian roots posted mere-
ly to furnish comparandaat yet highea putative nodes such as Dene-Cauca
sian or Dene-Daic?

Some Sino-Caucasian correspondences are intriguing, such asthe recon-
struction *xGwV GhouQsynthesised from North Caucasian *" wV# Sino-
Tibean *K $a, Yenisseian *kV -/*! Vk- ~ *gV-/*!Vg- and Burushaski *gu-
/go- (record no. 241). An etymon, perhgosvery much like Starogin@® Gino-
TibetanOrecongruction *K $a Ghoud is reflected both as an indgendent
pronounand in verbd agreement prefixes in different branches of Tibeto-
Burman. For this recondructed root, Starogin@ @tymological daabaseOon
theweb gives only the purported Tibetan and Burmese reflexes, whereas the
recondruction would appear to be based on more than just Burmese and
Tibean. A problem with Starogin@ etymological databases on the web is
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tha they do not in fact renda explicit either the empirical basis for the
proposd recongructionsnor the process by which he arrives at them.

Another intriguing etymon Sino-Caucasian *="-xG/ r- @ryQis construdt-
ed on the basis of North Caucasian =iG¥/ r, Sino-Tibetan *k %, Y enisseian
*q&(!)rq- ~ g&(!)l- and Burushaski *ghar- (rec. 320). To this Sino-Caucasian
etymon it is interesting to juxtapose Sagart@ Sino-Austronesian reconsruc-
tion *kaR @ryQ based on Sagart@ recondructed Proto-Audronesian root
*_kaR @ryQ Old Chinese 2 &ar @ryOand Burmese khdn @ry up, evapor-
ate, be exhauged (of a liquid)O(Sagart, pers. comm. 30 Vil 2005) whereby
the Burmese find -n reflects an earlier find *-r (Matisoff 2003:388). So,
are both Sino-Caucasan and Sinc-Audronesian recondrudions jus dis-
jointed parts of a bigge puzle? Whatever the case may be the soundlaws
connecting the Sino-Caucasian forms are not made explicit on the webgte,
but some are detailed in earlier published work, e.g. Starogin (1984,1991).
Yet many Sino-Caucasian correspondences do not obey even these laws,
and Starogin has invoked unspecified @ccentud factorsOin the past to
discountthe frequent exceptions(1995a 1995h).

Several examples taken at randomare typical. Sino-Caucasian *H' fxkV#
glossed as (nale deer or godQ is extrapolated from the recondructed North
Caucasian root *wH'(x% Gnountain godQ Sino-Tibetan *rj(k ~ *rj$k @
kind of deerQYenisseian *!"! x{V) Gnale deer or billy goaOand Burushaski
*har @ull, oxO(record no. 66). This Sino-Caucasian root for (@eerOexists
alongsdefour other Sino-Caucasian proto-forms for @eer((record nos 175
472, 696 and 697) and yet another Sino-Caucasian root for @oaQ viz.
*kw'in'tsuppoted solely by the North Caucasian recondruction *kw'#n'+
*kw'sn- (~ *kw'sma((record no. 1299) Equdly unfathomeble is the Sino-
Caucasian recongruction *=V!wVQ @o, travel Q derived from North Cauca-
dan *=VIwVn, Sino-Tibetan *!$. (s, -1), Yenisseian *hejV1 and Buru-
shaski *nZ (rec. 200).

More often than not?20 a Sino-Caucasian recondruction is based on one
or two recondructed reflexes from the four proposd membe families.

20 n total, 331 Sino-Caucasian reconstructions are based only on North Caucasian and
Sino-Tibetan reconstructions, 197 Sino-Caucasian reconstructions on correspondences be-
tween North Caucasian, Sino-Tibetan and Y enisseian reconstructions, 163 Sino-Caucasian
reconstructions on North Caucasian, Sino-Tibetan and Burushaski correspondences, 134
Sino-Caucasian reconstructed roots on North Causasian and Y enisseian correspondences,
110 Sino-Caucasian roots on North Causasian and Burushaski correspondences, 86 Sino-
Caucasian roots on Sino-Tibetan and Yenissiean correspondences, 57 Sino-Caucasian
roots on North Causasian, Yenissiean and Burushaski correspondences, 44 Sino-Cauca
sian reconstructions on Sino-Tibetan and Burushaski correspondences, 26 Sino-Caucasian
reconstructions on Sino-Tibetan, Y enisselan and Burushaski correspondences, and 9 Sino-
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Sino-Caucasian *HVIV, glossed as @noon; bum(?)Q is based solely on
Sino-Tibetan *x$elH, which in tum is suppoted by Old Chinese /8% *x$¢j!
dlazing fireOand a Proto-Kiranti root *w 32! (recs. 1338, 2656) Yet an-
other Sino-Caucasian recondruction *HVrV, likewise signifying @umQis
based solely on Sino-Tibetan *r’ W(H) (rec. 1252. Gengdly, Sino-Cauca
sian proto-forms rely mog heavily on the North Caucasian reconstructions
which contain the mog recondructed segments to play with. In addition,
proto-forms at variouslevels of recongruction show much variation. Sino-
Caucasian *=HixqwV¥ Go bear, be bomOis based on North Caucasian
*=Hiqw, (n), Sino-Tibetan *Ki(j) ~ Ke(j), Yenisselan *kej- ~ *qg- ~ *gej-
and Burushaski *-& @hildrenQ(rec. 217) Sino-Caucasian *= HV/#@lear
(of weather)Gis based on North Caucasian *=Hu/ (Vn, Sino-Tibetan *3*#~
*3*K Yenisseian *! -/ ¢ and Burushaski *c%4 ~ *c6, ~ */ Y4 (rec. 42). Sino-
Caucasian *x¥(HZ Biand, seeveOis based on North Caucasian *xSHe ~
*x 5Ha QleeveOand Y enisseian *x're @QrmQ with the added caveat (A very
complicated picture: confuson of *kw'l," ", *xqw)fi, *xqwVv#V(and
*x ¥ He((rec. 980)

Semantics at the Sino-Caucasian level can often get atrifle vague For
example, there are seven etyma denoting @ kind of treeQ viz. record num
bers 68, 252 634 983 1155 1306 1315 Thee are eighteen Sino-Cauca
sian proto-forms signifying arQ viz. record numbers 130, 258 263, 360,
554,575,603,988,1023,1024,1060,1141,1144 1201,1257,1259,1290,
1329.0ne of these is based solely upon,and is isomorphic with, the North
Caucasian * 6Aw*# @harQ(record no. 1290) whereas Sino-Caucasian *burV
(arOis based solely on Burushaski *bur (rec. 1259). Out of the four Sino-
Caucasian proto-forms denoting @ kind of relativeO(viz. record numbers
108,277,284 1027) Sino-Caucasian *q¥f{H]Vas synthesised from North
Caucasian *q&[H]V @ousnQ Sino-Tibetan *K $rij ~ *Kruj @hild-in-lavQ
Yenisseian *q31- ~ *x&1- @randchildOand Burushaski *-rk Gibling-in-
lawQ(record no.284)

There are five Sino-Caucasian roots denoting @u<(viz. record nunbers
95,162,760, 761,907) Theonly oneof these reflected iB all four purported
branches of Sino-Caucasian is the unwieldy *n5wxgivV ¥ extrapolated from
North Caucasian *n5w@8, Sino-Tibetan *(s)nu%k ~ *(s)nu4, Yenisseian
d&(! )k1 and Burushaski *nagZ ~ *mag4 @oil, soreQ(record no. 162) Sinc-

Caucasian reconstructions on correspondences between Y enisseian and Burushaski recon-
structions.

21 based on forms in Kiranti languages the names of which are misspelt as &alingQ(recte
Khaling) and QulungQ(recte Thulung).
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Caucasian *[b]VjV, glossed as @n internd organ{ appears to have been
condructed on the basis of Sino-Tibean *phe Q@pleenOand Yenissaian
*b[a]jbVI CkldneyO(rec 103) Three more Sino-Caucasian proto-forms de-
note @n interna organQviz. record numbers 354,419, 1236. There are five
recondructed Sino-Caucasian roots meaning @o laughQviz. record nurmbers
16,477,880,903 957), and noneare reflected in more than two of thefour
member families of this widespread family.

The time frame of the domestication of various ceredls is caled into
guestion by two Sino-Caucasian agricultural terms, both glossed ambigu-
oudy as Qnillet, riced Sino-Caucasian *Aw'(wVChas been constructed on
the basis of the irregular North Caucasian root *Aw'(wV OnilletOand the
shaky Sino-Tibetan *1'#H ~ *A'#H denoting some type of grain (record no.
590), whereas Sino-Caucasian *b916w:0s condructed from North Caucasian
root *b9l6w: ~ *b9n6w: Onillet® Sino-Tibetan *phr-(s) GiceOand Buru-
shaski *bay*nillet((record no. 733).

The notationd intricacy of the ensemble of Starogtin@® recondructions
raises the question as to how much phonobgica complexity may plausbly
be imputed to any putative proto-language At the same time, some forms
would appear to be attributable to a widespread tendency towards sound
symbolism, a phenomenon recognised ever since Court de Gzbdin (1774)
For example, Sino-Caucasian *[ p]$HV (®lowis extrapolated from North
Caucasian *p$HV, Sino-Tibean *b8(-t), Yenisseian *pV (j) and Burushaski
*phu (record no. 280)

Grammatical etyma are at best vagudy suppoted. A Sino-Caucasian an-
terrogaive stemO*mV is based on a recondructed North Caucasian inter-
rogaive stem *mV, an assumed but not really recongructed Sino-Tibetan
root *mV, an interrogdive root *wi- ~ *we gleaned from Y enisseian pro-
nomnd forms, and Burushaski *me- Qvho(Q(record no. 426), but wha are
these comparandaprecisely? The best reflected out of three Sino-Caucasian
negative paticle is *bV, odengbly reflected in the reconstructions North
Caucasian -bV, Old Chinese /[~ *p*, Yenisseian *-pun Qvithout, -lessOand
Burushaski *be MotO(record no. 1187) There are two more, even shakier
recondructed Sino-Caucasian negative particles, viz. record numbers 1073,
1187.Some comparandado not have much substance. The Sino-Caucasian
verb @o beD*! a, isbased on arecondructed North Caucasian auxiliary *=a
~ *=|, a poolly suppoted Sino-Tibean locative or object marker *!;* ~
*1;, an unexplained Yenisseian reconstruction *!a and the Burushaski re-
congruction *b-a @o be(record no. 861).

6. SINO-AUSTRONESIAN VvS. SINO-CAUCASIAN. How do Sino-Audrone
sian and Sino-Caucasian compae? The first difference involves the many
degrees of freedomin Starogin(@ reconstructionsas compared with Sagart@
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Sino-Audronesian. The comparandain longrange compaisons are them-
selves recongructions and an element of subjectivity enters into the choice
of recondructions which, at various levels, are usudly Starogin@ own.
Given his stated aim of building a genedlogical tree of al of the world@
languayes and the redudion of the number of nodes to common ancestors of
paticular language families, this multiple leeway in the choice of recon
structions cannot but afford ample room for the harmonisation of phonob-
gical shape and meaning of condructed proto-forms, whether or not such a
process is a conscious one In the Sino-Audronesian comparison, by con-
trast, Sagart utilises Blug@ recondructionsfor Augronesian aongwith just
afew of his own. The semantics of Old Chinese formsis arguably as attest-
ed in thetexts. Sagart@ 1999recondruction of Old Chinese islargdy corro-
borated by Baxter@ recondruction (1992, 1995) paticularly where the
rimes are conaerned. Moreover, Sagart@ recongruction takes into account
earlier recondructions such as tha of Jaxontov (1965) L&Fggu' (1971
1974, 1976, 1983, Pulleyblank (1984, 1991, Zhengzh%g Sh ngfag
(1987)and Starogin (1989)

Starogtin (19953 once claimed to have foundthirteen semantically pre-
cise Sino-Caucasian matches on Jaxontov@ 33-word list. By contrast,
Sagart@ Sino-Ausronesian material contains only seven semantically close
matches on the Jaxontov lig, i.e. induding the numera @neX(Sagart 2005)
However, an average of between oneand two phonological segments match
per lexical comparison in StarogtinG thirteen best correspondences, whereas
an average of aboutthree segments match phondogically in Sagart@@ seven
correspondences. Calculations of this type involve a numbe of arbitrary
decisons Whereas an average of between three and four phonobgical
segments per lexica comparison match in Sagat@ overal list, the score is
lower ontheshott list, smply because two of the seven items, viz. (@neCand
@hisO consst of only two segments. More generally, however, this discre-
pancy in the number of phonobgical matches per adduced lexical compar-
ison characterises the entire corpusof correspondeances addued by Starodin
<ehl.santafe.edu> and Sagart (2005) Often enough, as in many of the
examples extracted above from Starogin@ webste, only one phonobgical
segment seems to match in a compaison. At present, therefore, Sagat@
Sino-Audronesian would appear to come somewha closer to attaining the
rigour of sound laws emphasised by Lambert ten Kate in 1723 than does
Starogin@ Sino-Caucasian.

Another difference between the two theories of distant relationdhip is
tha several morphological processes have been foundto be shared by Tib-
eto-Burman and Audronesian. No Sino-Caucasian shared morphology isin
evidence, and mos Sino-Caucasian grammatical morphemes are shaky. By
contrast, the Tibeo-Burman nomndising suffix *<-n>, intrangtive prefix
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*<m-> and valency-inceasing prefix *<s-> appear to be related to the
Proto-Augronesian nominadising and god focus marker *<-*n>, actor focus
marker *<m- ~ -m-> and ingrumental or beneficiary focusprefix *<Si-> re-
spectively, all three morphemes beng processes Qvhich form the backbone
of Audronesian verbd morphologyO(Sagart 2005: 168171) Sagat aso
proposs tha the distributive marker *<-ar-> might be a morphological pro-
cess shared by both families.

The Sino-Tibetan problem explained in the first haf of this article pre-
sents a seriousimpediment to both Sino-Audronesian and Sino-Caucasian
compaison, since both implicitly incorporate the Sino-Tibean hypahesis
and are thusbuilt uponan unsuppoted assumption about the genetic pos-
tion of Sinitic with respect to its closest relatives. The assumed veracity of
the Sino-Tibean paadigm compromises the vdidity of any longrange
compaison involving Tibeto-Burman prope, butthis problem can easily be
remedied, at least in prindple. Meanwhile, Sino-Tibetan continues to shgpe
the recondructionsand the identity of correspondaices and so compromise
the evidence adduced for Sino-Audronesian and Sino-Caucasian. This af-
fects both theories of distant relationship, but the problem is compoundel in
the case of Sino-Caucasian by thereliance on lexicogatistics.

Thenodes in Starogin® genedlogical tree of languages are dated by glot-
tochronology as determined by lexicogatistics, based on the assumption of a
fixed rate of changein core vocabulary over time, whereby lexica diver-
gence is caculated by a naghbourjoining algonithm. Popular in Russia to-
day, lexicogatistics was invented by Congantine Samud Rafinesque(1831)
in order to win agold medd worth 1,000francsin a competition hdd by the
Sod 27 de GZographie in Paris?? to determine the origin of Asiatic negritos
Rafinesque attempted to demonsrate lexicogtatisticaly tha Asiatic negritos
were ndther from Africa or Audralia but of Asian origin: Q.eur berceau fut
|Omalaya et Idndousan, et ils sont peut-tre antidiluviens au moinsen par-
tieQ(Anonynous1832a 183)

After great ddiberation, thejury unanimoudy concluded @uelaquestlon
mise au conoours n@st point rZsolue, et que les argumens employZs par

22 @pans son assemblZe gZnZrale du 26 mars 1830 la SociZtZ de gZographie annonea par
|@rgane de son prZsident qu@in prix, consistant en une mZdaille d@r de mille francs,
serait rZservZ pour un mZmoire de recherches et de rapprochemens touchant 1®rigine des
negres asiatiques, et que ce prix serait dZcernZ dans le premiere assemblZe gZnZrale de
I®Gn 1832. Un seul MZmoire est parvenu ~ la commission centrale, portant cette devise:
QLanguages do not lie, |es langages ne mentent pointE En consZquence, il nQ a point eu
lieu ™ comparaison, et le r™fe de vos commissaires a dZ se borner © examiner avec soin le
MZmoire en question, afin de dZcider jusqud quel point il avait pu satisfaire aux exi-
gences du programmeQ(Anonymous 1832a: 175-176).
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|Guteur du MZmoire leur ont point semblé concluans’. So, thejury proposd
to the Sodety @le retirer du conaurs le prix propo< sur [’origine des
négres asiatiques’ and to awvard him ingead an honousble mention along
with @ine mZdalle d@ncouragement du prix de cent francsO(1832a 185,
186). When the envdlope bearing the name was opened, the contents re-
vealed tha author was Samud Rafinesque who had styled himself (profes-
seur des sciences naurelles © PhiladdphieQ though a which inditution
precisely will forever remain embarassingly moot Rafinesquelater thanked
the sodety, asked to have his memoir published, sent additiond specimens
of his writings and proposd to apply lexicostatistics to all the naive lan-
guages of North America. The president of the sodety reciprocated by send-
ing Rafinesque Qes remerciemens de la Sod420(1832b:249; 1823c 184;
1833:228). A copy of Rafinesqueld memoir, itself never published, is kept
at the American Philosophical Sodety in Philadd phia.

Rafinesqued technique was soon applied by Jules Szbastien CZsar Du-
mont d@rville3 leading member of the five-man competition jury, to the
Audronesian languayes tha Dumont d@rville had studied on his scientific
expedition around the world on the corvette [’Astrolabe a the behest of
Charles X, king of France and of Navarre (regnabat 18241830) The vol-
uminousaccouns of his voyage indudethe first published account of how
the methodobgy of lexicodatistics arrives at a numerical coeficient of rel-
ationdhip. In view of its importance, the relevant passage is presented here
initsentirety:

D@bord nous avons appliquZ " cette Zpreuve une mzhode numz
rlquelndlquZe pa M. Raflnesquedan un MZmoire envoyZ laSodAZ
de GZographie, pour conmurir sur la question touchant |®@rigine des
Negres asiatiques. Voici en quoi elle consste: 5

Entre deux termes propres = exprimer la meme idZe dans deux lan-
gues diff Zrentes, M. Rafinesque Zablissait six degrZs diffZrensde rap-
ports; savoir: 0, pourles mots complZement disparates; /s, 2/s, 3/s, 4/s,
pour les mots qui prZsentaient des andogies plus ou moins marquzs;
enfin 5/s5 ou 1, quand les deux termes sont parfaitement identiques ou
presqueidentiques.

Cela po<, s 1@n compare successivement une suite de mots pris
dansdeux langues diffZrentes, qui [@n fasse unesomme de divers rap-
ports qui en rzZsultent, et que l@n divise cette somme par |le nonbre
gnZra d@dentitZdes deux langues entre elles. 5 5

Par exemple, si 35 mots pris dansdeux langues diff Zrentes ont donrz
une somme de rappotts exprimzZe par 135/s ou 27, en dividant 27 par
45, on aura 0,60, c@st-"-dire soixante centiemes ou trois cinquie mes,

23| thank Roger Blench (1998: 9) for having put me on the trail of this man.
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pour rZpresenter le degrZ d@dentitZ qui existe entre les deux langues
en question. Si la comparaison n@vait donrZ qune somme de rap-
ports Zgde "™ 35/5 ou 7, en divisant par 45, on aurait eu seulement 0,15
pourreprZsenter cetteidentitZ

Cette mAhodequi ne paa't qu@mpirique au premier abord, nousa
cependant offert des rZsultats satisfaisans surtout quand le nonbre des
mots dZpasse au moins cinquante, et lorsqu@nad4” 1@dze des muta-
tions dont ils sont susceptible en passant d@ne langue dans 1Q@utre;
seulement il faut toujours faire attention queles rappotts Zablis par ce
procZdZ ne sont jamais que relatifs au nombre des mots comparZs.
Pour «tre abolus il faudrait comparer deux ™ deux tousles mots des
deux langues, ce qui serait impracticable, et ce qui heureusement est
inutile au but qu@n se propo. Il suffit des mots les plus essentiels,
de ceux quelMonme dut employe des qu@ usa du dondela paole.
(1834c 266268

L exicodatistics yielded Dumont d@rville the geographically surprising
result tha Malay was not intermediate between Polynesian and Malagasy.
Ingead, in harmony with today@ indghts regarding the ultimate provenance
of Malagasy on Borneo, Polynesian showed up as having a closer affinity to
Malagasy than to Maay.

Le premier de ces rZsultats dZruit la suppasition assez naturelle que
les langues polynZsiennes devraient leur andogie avec le madekass
|OntermZdiaire du malaeo; car, dansce cas, leur identitZavec le malaeo
devrait «tre bien pluspronone qu@vec le madekass. (1834c 275)

Furthermore, lexicodatistics taught Dumont d@rville tha Polynesian had
no obviousrelatives in either the Americas or onthe Asian continent.

E nousn@vonspu trouve aucunsrappotts satisfaisans entre le grand
polynZsien et aucunedes langues connues des deux continens voisins
Pas une de celles de IGmzique n©ffre le moindre point de contact
avec le polynzsien. Il en est de meme des langues des peuples rive-
rainsdu continent asiatiquevers |(@rient, comme |@nam, |@va, le pe
gou,le samois, le chinois et le japonas. (1834c 298)

Interestingly, however, Dumont d@rville did find correspondences between
Chinese and Polynesian, of which hegave afair number of examples, buthe
mitigated tha @es rappotts, sauf un petit nombre, sont assez vagues, quand
on congdere le caractere monosyllablque delalanguechinoisg, et la quan-
titZ de significationsdiverses qui rZpondent souvent ~ la meme articulationO
(1834c 299)

From Dumont d@rville® explanation and results, thereal advantages as
well as the severe limitations of Rafinesque3 method of lexicodatistics are
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glaringly evident today, paticularly if the methodobgy is applied withou
theingghts of historical linguistics. Much of the history of glottochronology
and lexicodatistics in the 19th century is charted by Hymes (1983)24 Hen-
drik Karel Jan Cowan (1959) was amongg the first to stress that many a
practitione of glottochronology and lexicostatistics appeared oblivious to
the far greater probabilistic significance of structural correspondences be-
tween grammatical systems. At the same time, a fundanental flaw in the
reasoning of glottochronology is tha different languages are historically
known to have changdd at different rates. Even the validity of the mathema-
tical modds employed in glottochronology have been chdlenged (Bergs
land and Vogt 1962, Chrien 1962, Guy 1994) More recently, the mathe-
matical modds used in glottochronology have undergone consderable re-
finement, e.g. Gray and Atkinson (2003, and currently Russell Gray is
making every attempt to accommodae the criticisms of comparative lin-
guists and so inareasingly to incorporate historical linguistic ingghtsinto his
mathematical modd.

Starogin once told the anecdote that when lexicostatistics is applied to
Indo-European, the first languaye to split off is not Hittite, but Tok Pisin.
Whereas Indo-European can be said to have collectively log Anaolian
features such as some laryngeals, there is no common trait or innovdion
shared by al of Indo-European but not Tok Pisin. Presumably, refinements
in mathematical modds designead to gauge genealogica distance between
languayes will rende this anecdote obsolete. Yet, for Tibeto-Burman lin-
guistics the question as to whether Old Chinese was a pidgin or creole
which arose when the linguistic ancestors of the Chinese first came to the
Yellow River Valley at thedawvn of the Shofg period will continueto haunt
us Whatever the prehistory of Sinituc may be, no shared feature has yet
been shown to unite therest of Tibeto-Burman as oppo®d to Sinitic. More-
ove, lexicodatistical studies tha once were meant to show Sinitic to bethe
first branch to split off characteristically ignaed most branches of Tibeto-
Burman shown in Diagram 2. By contrast, Jaxontov@ 1996 Tibeto-Burman
phylogeny based on lexicostatistics, reproduced by van Driem (2003:112
113), resembles Shafer@ family tree in tha Sinitic is jug one of severa
branches of the language family. There is no bifurcation of the family into
Sinitic and some truncated ’ibeo-BurmanCronstrud.

At the same time, Starogin stressed the importance of the hierarchical
prindple, which he attributed to Vladisav Markovi< Illi<-Svity< who, in
recongructing Nogratic, compared entities taken to have existed at the same
time depth. Illi<Svity< compared Proto-Altaic with Proto-Uralic, for

24 A number of HymesOreferences are corrected in the bibliography, which here also in-
cludes areference to Rafinesque® original memoir.
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example, and did not draw compaanda from disparate levels, such as an

andent tongueand a modean language Yet the presumption of an unsup-_
ported and probably false hierarchy is the hdlmark of the Gino-TibetanO
modd. Recondructions within this paradigm accord as much weight to

recondructed Old Chinese as to al other languaje daa from the entire

languaye family. Furthermore, Peiros and Starogin@ Gsino-TibeanOrecon

struction violates the hierarchical prindple in basing itself entirely on the
comparison of Old Chinese, written Tibetan, written Burmese and modern

Jinghpav and Lusha. By the same token, if Sagart@ new Austronesian

phylogeny is correct, comparisonsbetween (Augro-ThaOand Audroasiatic

violate the hierarchical prindple as well. At the same time, Starogin@

recongructed Audroasiatic comparanda are not taken serioudy by leading

specidists in Austroasiatic and do not respect the accepted hierarchy of

Audroasiatic phylogeny (cf. Diffloth 2005)

_Inthis context, it is relevant to keep in mind tha Old Chinese is not the
@ldest languayeOin the family. Old Chinese is not an entity comparable to,
say, Latin, Greek and other extinct languages written in an aphaetic script.
Old Chinese was written in an ideogrammatic script, in which symbols re-
presented words and morphemes. Because of the antiquity of thewritten tra-
dition, however, Old Chinese is aso something more than jug a recon
struction andogousto Proto-Romance. Scholars who condud the useful
exercise of recondructing Proto-Romance on the basis of the attested mod-
ern tongues arrive at a system reminiscent of Latin, but the resultant con-
struct is not Latin by any stretch of the imaginaion and lacks much of the
morphology which is known to have characterised the common ancestra
tongue(Mazzola 1976,Hall 1984) On the basis of Proto-Romance it would
be difficult even to ascertain whether Latin was closer to Faliscan or to
Oscan and Umbrian. Epistemologically, Old Chinese is not as much as a
Tibeto-Burman andogueof Latin, nor is Old Chinese as little as a Tibeto-
Burman andogueof Proto-Romance.

Old Chinese is a linguigtic edifice founde& upon reconsructed Middle
Chinese and built with therimes of the Shr Jing Book of OdesQdaingfrom
between the 8th and 5th centuries BC, and the phonetic components in Chin-
ese characters tha were devised in the Shofhg and Zh(u period, buttressed
by refined philological arguments. Much phonobgical information on Old
Chinese was log, abdt not all of it irretrievably, when the script was uni-
fied during the Q'n dynasty in the 3rd century BC. Much has yet to belearnt
from origind specimensof writing antedaing this period.

Middle Chinese, the founddion uponwhich Old Chinese is built, is re-
congructed on the basis of the comparison of modern Sinitic languayes, tra-
ditiondly known as (Chinese dialectsQ Chinese loanwords which entered
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Vietnamese, Korean and Japanese, and the Qieyun, a Ting dynasty diction-
ary published in 601 containing fangié spdlingstha specify the pronunca-
tion of a character by two other ideograms, one representing the zimii @ni-
tialOand the other specifying the yunmi @imeO

Coblin (2003) has sobeingly reviewed the epistemological undepin-
nings of recongructing older stages of Sinitic. Old Chinese is not the lan-
guaye spoken by the andent Chinese, but a recondructible syllabary. Yet
the languaye spoken at the time was no doubtmore than jus a syllabay, as
Lepsus mooted in 1861. Whichever recently recondructed syllabary one
prefers, Old Chinese now looks like a recondruction of a Tibeto-Burman
language and givesthelie to the Sino-Tibetan hypothesis.

Starogin® comparisons assume etymological identity, and he excludes
look-alikes such as Sino-Tibetan *mi*( (ameOand Proto-Indo-European
*(e)nomen- MameQ) between which no system of correspondence obtains
despite phoneic similarity. Yet the soundlaws which unite Gino-TibetanO
and Sino-Caucasian as well as entities such as Dene-Daic are not made ex-
plicit. How are we then to know tha the comparandaadduced in Sino-Cau-
casian compaisonsare real, much less tha the correct cogndes have been
identified in the purportedly related languaye families? How much of this
condrudion is science, and how much of it is arcane? Much can be im-
proved by making the sound laws and presumed regularities explicit, test-
able or open to scrutiny.

Long rangeas often see scholars working in individud recognised lan-
guage families as conservative and as hoading their daa. Y et scholars with
greater and more detailed knowedge of individud languayes and language
groups are paticular about getting the data correctly andysed and accu-
rately represented. So, the perceived difference in subaultures is more than
jug a sodological phenomenon but a question of methodobgical rigour.
Taking thelanguaye family as awhole more serioudy would inevitably lead
to theremova of the Gino-TibetanCoias and result in more credible recon-
structions In summary, the evidence for Sino-Caucasian appears tenuous
especialy due to the shaky naure of some of the recondructed (ino-
TibeanOCcomparanda At the same time, it is significant, thoughnot strictly
a linguigtic issue that the Sino-Caucasian theory makes little sense of the
archaeology or of thefindingsof popuktion genetics to date.

The overall size of the empirical base in suppot of eithe Sinc-Audro-
nesian or Sino-Caucasian is not ovewhdmingly vast. Nonetheless, for reas-
onsexplained above Sagart@ 75 comparisons look more compdling than
Starogin@ 1358. Even so, Sagart@@ compaison notably excludes persond
pronounsand numerals, which do not compare well, a fact which Sagart
thinksis explicable in terms of @ar-reaching paradigmetic changes (andogy,
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politeness shifts involving ddctics)O(2005: 165). Skeptics may therefore
gtill dismiss the selection of purported cognaes as representing look-alikes
or borrowings Indeed, Starodin isindined to dismiss Sagart@ Sino-Audro-
nesian correspondences as loans or to attribute them to a new Dene-Daic or
Sino-Audric nodeat an even greater time depth. My first and present in-
clinaion has been to attribute Sagart@ data to an andent contact situaion
which | have aready described above. If in future the evidence involving
shared morphology is bome out by more rigorousstudies of Tibeto-Burman
historical grammar, however, then a degp gendic relationship becomes
more likely than an andent contact situation.

Jud as in the case of indochinesisch, after Schott in 1856 diffidently re-
signed himself to thefact tha other scholars would continueusing the term,
so too today scholars who continueto use theterm Bino-TibeanOlikewise
continue to adhae to the theory of genetic relationship which the term
designaes. Tha is, they continueto speak of Tibeo-Burman in the pinioned
rather than the prope sense, in contexts which presume the veracity of this
catch-all subgroup as agenetic construct coordinae with Sinitic. Since there
is no evidence for a unitary truncated ('ibeto-BurmanGsubgroup coordinae
with Sinitic, the term (Bino-TibetanOmug be abandonel along with the
phylogenetic modd which it design&es.

7. EAST ASIAN AND FUTURE PROSPECTS. Findly, we shdl tumn to a
theory which Stan Staroga propo%d ayear before hedied in July 2002.The
theory, caled East Asian, propo%s an andent phylum encompassing Kra-
Dal, Audronesian, Tibeo-Burman, Hmong-Mien and Audroasiatic. The
andent morphological processes shared by the families of this phylum are
ogendbly an agentive prefix *<m->, a paient suffix *<-n>, an ingrumental
prefix <s-> and a peafective prefix *<n->. The East Asian word was disyl-
lablic and exhibited the canonical structure CVCVC. The proto-homeland of
the East Asian proto-languaye or Proto-East-Asian dialect continuum(Dink-
aged) lay in theregion laced by the H™ n, the Wei and the central portion of
the Yellow River in the period from 6500to 6000BC. Indeed, Starodaiden-
tified the PZ1’g) ng and C'sh% neolithic with Proto-East-Asian.

Staroga envisaged the linguistic ancestors of the Audronesians as the
first group to have split off of East Asian. This family spread to the coast
and then down the eastern seaboad to establish the HZm+de and D" wenk. u
neolithic cultures of 5000 BC, ultimately to cross over to Formosa. Much
later, emerging from Formosa, one migration gave rise to the Maayo-Poly-
nesian expangon to insular Southeast Asia, Oceania and parts of peninsular
Southeast Asia, whereas another migration led back to the South China
mainland, where it gaverise to Kra-Dai or Daic.
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DIAGRAM 6: Starosta® Proto-East-Asian. This diagram faithfully represents Star-
osta® proposed East Asian phylogeny and corrects editorial errors which crept into
his posthumously published tree diagram (2005: 183). The hypercorrect spelling
& angziChas likewise been restored to the tarditional English name &Y angtze®?>

Proto-East Asian

Tibeto-Burman-
Yangtzean

Austronesian

Tibeto-Burman

Proto-Yangtzean
/ Formosan

Sino-Bodic , o Extra-
Himalayo- Austroasiatic Formosan
Burman
Sinitic Kamarupan Qiangic Munda  Mon- Malayo-
Tangut- Khmer Polynesian
Bodish Southern Hmong- _
Himalayo-Burman Mien Kra-Dai

Back on the North ChinaPlain, a second group split off and left the East
Asian homeland to move south and settle along the Yangtze, where they
shifted from millet to rice agriculture. These ¥ angtzeansOin turn later split
up into the first Audroasiatic languaye communities, whom Staroga envis-
aged behind the K$nnt'ng neolithic of 4000BcC, and the Hmong-Mien, who

25 The Chinese for the Yangtze is Chdng Jiang. The English name Y angtze derives from
an older designation of a branch of the river in the Yangtze delta in Ji%gs$ province
downstream from Y fngzh(u. This former branch of the river was named after a strategic
ford Y ingz& the site of which no longer lies on the present course of the Y angtze.
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later, according to Pulleyblank (1983) first burst into history in what is now
Hob= and northern Hoadn as the Ch+ polity (770223 Bc) which chdlenged
the Eastern Zh( u.

Back in the central Yellow River basin, a third decendant group of East
Asian remained. This third family was Tibeto-Burman. Staroga accepted
the Sino-Bodic hypohesis and so rejected Sino-Tibetan 26 Tibeto-Burman
in Staroga@ conaeption split into Sino-Bodic, which he assodated with the
Y)ngshio neolithic of 5800 BC, and a branch which he called Himalayo-
Burman, which heassodated with the D" d‘wo neolithic in G%e 6500BC.
Sino-Bodic split up into Sinitic and Bodic. Staroga appears to have relabd-
led Bodic UrangutBodishObecause he mistakenly suppo®d Tangut to be
more closely related to Bodish rather than to Qi%gic. Staroga@ Himalayo-
Burman split up into Qi%gic, K%nar$pan and Southern Himalayo-Burman.
Qi%gic is arecognised subgmoup, which possibly indudes Tangut Southern
Himalayo-Burman may presumably be taken to indude groups such as
Karen, Lolo-Burmese, Mizo-Kuki-Chin and perhaps Pyu. K%nar$pan is a
mideading ypothesisOintroduced by Matisoff which groupstogeher lan-
guayes known not to conditute a genetic taxon (Burling 1999, van Driem
2001:405-407)

Staroga@® theory basically proposs an agricultural dispersal of the type
envisaged by Peter Bellwood and Colin Renfrew. The farming dispersal
modd is not problematic in straightforward cases such as the Polynesian
colonisation of hitherto uninhabited lands However, this simplistic modd is
deficient for recondructing linguigtic intrusons and dispersals on con
tinents, where popuktion prehistory has been far more complex than the
spread of agriculture reflected in the archaeologica record. My qudified
criticisms of the unquadified use of this hypotesis to arguethe location of
linguistic homelandscan be conaulted elsewhere (van Driem 2001:423-426,
10041021,10521065 esp. 2002:238239) Rather, this is the place to set
the record straight about Staroga@ intringcally interesting hypohetical re-
construction of linguistic prehistory, particularly with regard to Tibeto-Bur-
man and Sino-Bodic. Starosta modestly conduded tha the scenario which
he sketched (s almog certainly wrongin a nunber of pointsQ but that Ots
potential utilityOlay Gn heping to focus scholarsQefforts on particular speci-
fic questions resulting in the replacement of pats of this hypahesis with
better suppotted argumentsO(2005:194). It should come as no surprise if a

26 However, the term (ino-TibetanOappears in the posthumously published version of
Starosta® article. Likewise, the tree diagram which was drawn up for Starosta posthum-
ously misrepresents his proposed East Asian phylogeny for Tibeto-Burman or Gino-Tib-
etanO The corrected tree diagram is given here as Diagram 6.
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good number of Staroga® novd and insghtful hundies were to be bome
out by future research.
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