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Abstract

In the Pearl River Delta, three enclave Min Chinese varieties can be found in
Zhongshan: Longdu [£#S (Longdii), Namlong F§ 8 (Nénling), and Samheung —4f
(Sanxiang). They are often said to be closely related Southern Min varieties. In this
article, we review the existing arguments on the affiliation of these three Zhongshan
Min varieties, and provide some extra perspectives. Based on shared innovations, the
genealogical affiliation of Longdu and Namlong lies not with Southern Min, but
with Eastern Min, and more specifically, the Northern subgroup of Eastern Min.
Samheung, on the other hand, is indeed Southern Min. Samheung is primarily a
Southern Min variety of the Zhangzhou-type, and it also has a few traits of the
Chao—Shan (Teochew—Swatow) type. In addition to the large superstratum from the
dominant Yu¢ varieties (Shekki and Cantonese), the Zhongshan Min varieties also
have their own retentions and innovations which make them typologically less
typical of their respective Min sub-group. This is especially the case with Longdu
and Namlong; they are typologically rather different from the better-known Eastern
Min varieties like Fuzhou (Hokchew) and Fuqing (Hokchia). This has caused their
Eastern Min affiliation to be overlooked by many people.
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1. Introduction

Many languages (Sinitic, Kra-Dai, and Hmong-Mien) are traditionally spoken in
Guangdong Province in Far Southern China. Most people speak a speech variety
belonging to one of these three Sinitic dialect groups: Yué¢ ¥ (which includes
Cantonese), Hakka % % (K¢&jia), and Min [#. Min originated in neighbouring Fijian
Province to the northeast, and in Gudngdong about a quarter of the population
speaks a Min variety (Wi W&i fi$ & Zhan Bohui Z{1EE 2012: 160-161). The
Gudngdong Min varieties are primarily found in two coastal flanks: Teochew—
Swatow ¥ /I8 (Chdozhou—Shantéu) and Hai-Lok Hong i[5 '% (Hiifeng—
Lufeng, “Haklau™) in the eastern flank, and Luichew 75 /Il (Léizhou) in the western
flank. Less well known are the many little Min enclaves elsewhere in Guidngdong
(e.g. Zhuang Chiishéng 47+ 2002). Amongst the Guingdong Min enclaves, the
most populous, and also the most linguistically divergent, are found in Zhongshan
1l (Chungshan) in the Pearl River Delta in central Guingdong. The Zhongshan
Min [ZSM] varieties are the main foci of this article. The three ZSM varieties —
Longdu F£# (Léngdi), Namlong F§Bi (N4nling), and Samheung — 4§ (Sanxiang)
— are often assumed to be closely-related Southern Min varieties. However, this is
only partially true. Firstly, it is debatable how closely related they are to each other;
even Longdu and Namlong, the closest pair out of the three, are mutually
unintelligible without prior exposure. Secondly, as we shall see in this article, while
Samheung is indeed Southern Min, Longdu and Namlong are Eastern Min
genealogically.

In section 1, various introductory remarks are made. Section 2 is primarily a
review of Akitani K%+ (2022a)’s arguments that Longdu is a member of Eastern
Min, and more specifically, the Northern subgroup of Eastern Min. We also present
some additional data which support this view. Also discussed in our article are a few
counterexamples, e.g. likely borrowings from Southern Min, as well as how Longdu
is typologically different form the typical Eastern Min varieties. These typological
traits have lead many people to think that Longdu is Southern Min. Section 3 on
Namlong has exactly the same structure as section 2 on Longdu. Namlong is largely
similar to Longdu in terms of its historical phonological developments, and is hence
also a variety of Eastern Min. In section 4, we compare Samheung with the
innovations that have occurred in the various branches of Coastal Min. The
conclusion is that Samheung is primarily a Zhangzhou-type Southern Min variety,
and it also has some traits which resemble Guangdong—Hdinan-type Southern Min.

In section 5, we discuss some traits which are common to the three ZSM
varieties, including two lexical items which link ZSM with far northeastern Fujian:



the word for “yesterday”, and % en’/ op’/ an’ ‘grandfather’. A conclusion is made
in section 6.

1.1 Zhongshan and the Zhongshan languages

Zhongshan 111 (Chungshan, ‘middle mountain’)' is located in the Pearl River
Delta, on the western side of the Pearl River Estuary. Going clockwise, to the south
are Zhiihdi ki and Macau . To the west is Kongmoon 7L["] (Jiangmén), i.e.
the Szeyap VU & (Siyi) area (a.k.a. Ngyap 1.2 (Wilyi)). To the north are Fatshan {3}
ll; (Féshan) and Canton /& (Guingzhou). East of Canton is Tungkun ¥ 5%
(Donggudn). To the east of Zhongshan, across the Pearl River Estuary are Shénzhen
%31l and Hong Kong 7. (See Map 1.)

Zhongshan 11l1 was previously known as Heungshan #¥il] (Xiangshan,
‘fragrant mountain’). The traditional Heungshan County included Macau and most
of Zhuhdi to the south. Heungshan was historically one big island, surrounded by
smaller islands.? Min was the majority in the Heungshan Islands, and Yue —
Heungshan Yu¢ — was a strong minority. Most Min-speaking villages in Heungshan
were established during the Southern Song Dynasty (1127-1279) (Gao Rén =54
2018: 5). That Samheung Min speakers call Yue speakers 1% k"i?” nan® (guest
person) (and, e.g., ik % keu’° k'gi?” (speak guest) ‘speak Yue’; Gao 1= 2018: 330)°
is a testament that Min speakers settled in the Heungshan Islands on average earlier
than Yue speakers. There are other minorities in the Heungshan Islands. The
majority of Hakka speakers arrived in Heungshan during the Qing Dynasty (1616—
1911) (Gao f5 2018: 7), primarily settling in mountainous areas. In the 1550s, the
Portuguese settled in Macau Peninsula, a tip of Heungshan Island.*

During the Ming Dynasty (1368-1644), the number of Yue¢ speakers grew
rapidly. The number of Heungshan Yu¢ villages surpassed the number of Min
villages (Gao 5 2018: 4). Sedimentation gradually joined Heungshan Island and
many of the surrounding small islands to the Pearl River Delta. The newly formed
sandy lowlands were primarily settled by people from elsewhere. Most of these new
migrants spoke the Shuntak JHf# (Shundé) type of Yuet Hoi ®-iff (Yuehdi) Yue
from the immediate north. Many Boat People, who spoke similar types of Yuet Hoi
Yue, also settled in the new lands. Also amongst the new immigrants were smaller

! Zhdngshan City is a prefectural-level city (one level below the provincial level). After Zhiihdi was
carved out, the ex-Zhongshan County was upgraded to become a prefecture on its own. In other
words, Zhongshan is a prefecture, but its geographical size is that of an average county.

2 For instance, Shekki, Namlong, and Samheung were on the main Heungshan Island, whereas
Longdu was a separate island. This explains the stronger influence that Shekki Yu¢ has on Namlong
Min than it has on Longdu Min, despite Longdu being geographically closer to Shekki. Shekki’s
influence on Samheung Min is also not very strong, due to there being mountains in between,
mountains that are primarily populated by Hakka speakers (Gao Ran 4% 2002: 120-121).

3 On the other hand, Hakka % 5%, the even newer “guest”, is called £ gei*® tsu® (Gao = 2018: 10)
in Samheung Min, based on the first person pronoun gai”in the local variety of Hakka (2018: 370).

* Macau and Zhongshan are important to each other in multiple ways. Traditionally, Macau was the
main international port, and Shekki was the county seat, midway between Macau and Canton. One
interesting linguistic fact is that many Heungshan languages have borrowed the Portuguese word
tomate ‘tomato’ (/to'mati/ in Macanese Creole): Older Macau Cantonese ta”° ma’ ti>[1 1] ~ tai® ma’
ti°[4 14], Samheung SM [tal maT til] GR, Shekki Yué tai° ma’ ti*[1 1 4] GR, Longdu EM [tul bal tat{]
GR. In contrast, most of Sinitic Guangdong, eastern Guangxi, and eastern Hdinan use a cognate of the
Cantonese word & fili fan' k"7 (foreign eggplant) (Cdo Zhiyin # &4z 2008: Lexicon map 022).



numbers of speakers of Kun—-Pou 2% (Guidn-Bio) Yue from the northeast, and
Szeyap VU & (Siyi) Yue from the west.’

Zhongshan has a population of around 4.4 million (2020 census). (Further
rounding has been applied here:) Gao Ran =94 (2018: 9) estimates that in 2015,
about 1.16 million people in Zhdongshan spoke a traditional Zhongshan speech
variety: 185,000 spoke Heungshan Yué (Shekki 47U5; (Shiqi) / Northern Heungshan
Yue, and Hafong /5 (Xiafang) / Southern Heungshan Yug), 796,000 spoke other
types of Yue that are native to Zhongshan (the ¥PH ‘sandy land’ Yue varieties:
Shuntak/Boat-type Yuet Hoi Yue¢, Kun—Pou Yue, Szeyap Yue), 153,500 spoke ZSM
(Longdu 87,500, Namlong 54,500, Samheung 23,000), and 25,500 spoke Zhongshan
Hakka [ZSH].®

The traditional lingua franca in Zhongshan is the Yue dialect of Shekki 4715
([siak{ k"i\], Shigi; e.g. Chao Yuen Ren i JCiE 1948; Marjorie Chan 1980; Lin
Biisong MAHFA 1987) in central Zhongshan, the traditional county seat. In this
article, “Zhongshan Yue” [ZSY] is by default the Yue¢ dialect of Shekki. Another
lingua franca that is universally known is Cantonese, i.e. Yu¢ dialect of Canton, the
provincial capital.” Everyone in Zhongshan understands Cantonese, and most can
speak it fluently. The three ZSM varieties are spoken in non-contiguous areas in
Zhongshan: Longdu F£#f primarily to the west of Shekki, Namlong FiBf to the east
of Shekki, and Samheung —#%f to the south, across the Wiiguishan F £ 1l
Mountains where ZSH (e.g. Gan Jiacai H H 4 2003, Gao Ran =94 2018: 351-385)
is spoken. (In this article, “Longdu”, “Namlong”, and “Samheung” are by default
Longdu Min, Namlong Min, and Samheung Min respectively; varieties of Yu¢ are
also spoken natively in those areas, and also Hakka in the case of Namlong and
Samheung.) See Map 1 for the distribution of Min, Hakka, and Yu¢ varieties in
Zhodngshan.

> Here, Zhan Béhui {1 E et al. (2002)’s classification of the Pearl River Delta Yué dialects is
followed. Zhan /& et al.’s Yuet Hoi % (Yuéhdi; which includes Cantonese), Kun—Pou 5¢
(Gu#in-Bio), and Heungshan 71l (Xiangshan) groups correspond with the Guingfli &/ group in
the Language Atlas of China (Wurm & Li 1987; Zhang 5k et al. 2012).

6 Like the rest of the old Heungshan County, Zhiihii and Macau also have a mixture of Yug, Min,
and Hakka populations traditionally. This article only deals with the Sinitic varieties within the
modern boundaries of Zhongshan City.

7 A rather narrow definition of Cantonese is adopted here (de Sousa 2022): Cantonese is the Yue
dialect of Canton (Gudngzhou), and the derivatives of Canton Yu¢ spoken in a great number of
enclaves elsewhere (the “Cantonese enclaves”), e.g. Hong Kong, Macau, some parts of Dianbai,
Zhanjiang (Fort Bayard), and Nanning city centre. Cantonese also dominates many Chinatowns
overseas, e.g. Saigon, Kuala Lumpur.



Map 1. Distribution of Min, Hakka, and Yu¢ varieties in Zhongshan (Based on Gao
Ran /= 2018: xi)
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1.2 Min and the ZSM varieties

Min Chinese originated in Fdjian Province in southeastern China, but the Coastal
Min varieties have a long history of spreading to other provinces and overseas. The
Min group is often divided into two branches: Inland Min [InM] and Coastal Min



[CsM].® There are three subgroups within CsM: Eastern Min [EM], Pi—Xian Min
[PXM], and Southern Min [SM]. As we shall see later, Longdu (§2) and Namlong
(§3) are EM varieties, while Samheung (§4) is a SM variety. Figure 1 shows a
combination of some common views on the internal structure of the Min group.

Figure 1. One view of the internal structure of the Min group

Inland Min [InM]: NM +WM: Northern Min [NM]
Western Min [WM]
(a.k.a. Shao-Jiang)
_______________________ Central Min [CnM]
Coastal Min [CsM]:  Eastern Min [EM]: North [NEM]
(a.k.a. Fi—Ning)
South [SEM]
(a.k.a. Houguan)
SM + PXM: Pu—Xian Min [PXM]
Southern Min [SM]: Quéanzhou-type [QzSM]
Zhangzhdu-type [ZzSM]
Guiangdong—Hainan [GHSM]

Reconstructions exist for Proto-Min (Norman 1969, 1973, 1974, 1981, 1986, 1991a),
Proto-CsM (Norman 1969; Bodman 1985; Kwok F{ 2023, 2024; Shén 7L 2023),
Proto-EM (Akitani K%+ 2018: 709-712; 2020: 851-858; 2022b), Proto-SM + PXM
(Bodman 1985), Proto-SM (Zhang Jingfen 52+ 2013, 2022; Kwok 2018). In this
article, unless otherwise indicated, Norman’s Proto-Min, and reconstructions of the
lower nodes by Akitani and Kwok are used. As for Proto-PXM, Putian # H and
Xianyéu filii## Min are linguistically very close to each other (with Xiany6u being
slightly more conservative; see, e.g., Cai Guéomei £¢[# 4k 2016, Li Raléng 2= UNFE et
al. 2019). PXM has a mixture of SM and EM features; the majority opinion is that
PXM is genealogically closer to SM, and the EM features are later influences (e.g.
Bodman 1985, Kwok %f 2024; also cf. Shén Ik (2023: 527)’s “temporary
assumption” of a “Proto-Puxian-Southern-Min” node). When we talk about a “SM
feature” in ZSM, it can be a feature of SM +PXM, or just SM. When we talk about
an “EM feature” in ZSM, it can be a feature that has also been diffused from EM to
PXM. We have not found PXM-specific innovations in the ZSM varieties, despite
the fact that many ZSM speakers claim that their ancestors came from the Putian
area (see, e.g., §4.1.6 for Samheung).

The diversity amongst the three ZSM varieties is often understated. This has
contributed towards the often-encountered characterisation that the three ZSM
varieties are very close to each other. The degree of mutual intelligibility — without
prior exposure — amongst the three ZSM varieties is “quite minimal” (e.g. Bodman
1982: 2-3, Gao Ran /%A 2000: 250). Traditionally, speakers of different ZSM
varieties use ZSY (or Cantonese) as their lingua franca.

¥ See also, e.g., Coblin (2018), Shen (2022), and Shén Ruiqing 7LHiiF & Shéng Yimin & # [ (2024)
on their opinions on the relationship between InM and CsM. For instance, Shén Ji & Shéng #%
(2024)’s viewpoint is that CsM is genealogically more closely related to W1 than to InM. (However,
the W1 varieties, except the southwestern / inland subgroups of Wuzhou Z%/1 and Chi—Qu JEE1E,
have been strongly impacted by Northern Chinese later on.) Proto-CsM and Proto-Wu are
descendents of the documented “Southern Dynasties Wi” or “Jiangdong JT.% dialect” (specifically
the fourth-century CE W1 dialect spoken around Stizhou). Southern Dynasties W1 and Proto-InM are
descendents of “Proto (Wu) Min”. The Proto-Min reconstructed by e.g. Norman would then be this
“Proto (Wu) Min”, originally spoken outside Fujian.



Another characterisation commonly found in Chinese literature is that the
ZSM varieties are all Southern Min, as they are clearly Min, typologically like
Southern Min, and all the other Min varieties in Gudngdong are Fdjian Southern
Min or derivatives thereof (see e.g. §2.5). These opinions have been noted by
Western linguistic circles as well. For instance, Glottolog 5.1 (Hammarstrom et al.
2024) lumps all three ZSM varieties under a single ZSM node under Southern Min
(Min Nén): Sino-Tibetan > Sinitic > Min > Coastal Min > Min Nan Chinese >
Zhongshan Min > Longdu / Nanlang / Sanxiang.

There has been research discussing the EM vs. PXM vs. SM features in the
ZSM varieties, e.g. Gao Ran 2R (2000), Lin Linltn #ffffs & Chén Xidofeng [
/INHR (1996: 181-187), and Chén Xiofeng [ /N (2007a). Nonetheless, retentions,
shared innovations, and parallel developments are not distinguished in many of these
discussions. In addition, the historical phonological characteristics of the ZSM
varieties are often discussed only in relation to Middle Chinese categories, when a
significant portion of the material came from Proto-Min and not from Middle
Chinese. There are relatively few discussions on the relationship that the ZSM
varieties have with Proto-Min and its daughter nodes as reconstructed through the
comparative method.

The aim of this article is to gather in one place the arguments on the
linguistic affiliation of the three ZSM varieties found in the literature. Many of these
arguments are made in Chinese publications; we aim to bring (our take on) these
arguments to the Anglophone audience. We review some of these arguments, and we
also contribute some extra data which further support the conclusions that Longdu
and Namlong are EM and Samheung is SM. We also show some borrowed features.

The ZSM data are from various published sources. An abbreviation in small
caps follows a ZSM form indicating its source if the source is not clear from the
main text. See the beginning of each section (Longdu §2, Namlong §3, Samheung
§4) or the “data sources” section at the end of this article for these abbreviations.

For research on an individual ZSM variety, see their respective section.
General research on ZSM, or wider research which includes discussions on ZSM,
include Lin Lanlin Mf@ffy & Chén Xidofeng /M (1996), Chén Xidofeng [ /)
HR (1995, 1996, 2007b), Lin Bdisong MAIFA (1997), Hé Huiling {7 ¥4 (2008), and
Gao Rén =44 (1997, 2000, 2018).

1.3 Other background issues

There are two background issues which are not discussed in detail in this article. The
first is the givenness that the ZSM varieties are members of Min, and more
specifically CsM. The Min affiliation of the ZSM varieties is obvious. They have
typical Min vocabulary (e.g. Norman 1991; Li Riléng ZEUI#E 2001b) like J&°
‘house’ (Longdu ts”ie’ GR, Namlong ts"ie” GR, Samheung fs"u’ GR) and [#] ‘son’
(Longdu kien® GR, Namlong kien® GR, Samheung kia’ GR). (Contrasting with ZSY /
Cantonese /& ok’ ‘house’, ZSH J& vuk” ‘house’; ZSY / Cantonese 1T tsei® ‘son’,
ZSH -ff -tse’ DM, ¥8F lai” tsz” ‘son’.) The forms in the colloquial stratum trace to
Proto-Min and not Middle Chinese, e.g. 18] ‘tree’ Proto-Min **dzh- > Longdu ts"iu’

® The Min morpheme for “house” (e.g. Taiwanese SM ts™u’, Fizhou EM /ts"uo®/ [ts"uod]) is
commonly written J&. Zéng Nanyi Y F§i® et al. (2024) show that f& is a newer rendition; this
morpheme was written 7 (‘lodge’) in earlier documents, and Z&ng et al. argue that & (Old Chinese
*[1]Ak-s) is the etymon of this morpheme. There is also Norman (1988: 232)’s theory that the etymon
of this morpheme is % (‘barracks’, Old Chinese *[n]o-s).



ZL, ts"iu® GR, Namlong ts”iu’ GR, Samheung ts”iu® GR/LC, cf. Teochew (Ch4dozhou)
SM ts%iu® Fiqging EM /ts"iu’/ [ts"ieud]. (Contrasting with 15 ‘tree’ Middle Chinese
7z- > ZSY sy°, Cantonese sy’ ZSH su®, Mandarin su’) Another example is &
‘insect” Proto-Min **dh- > Longdu t"en? zL, Namlong t"op? GR, Samheung t"an~
LC, cf. Teochew SM t"ap? Fiqging EM t"up? (Contrasting with & ‘insect’ Middle
Chinese ¢- > ZSY / Cantonese ts"onp”, ZSH ts"up? Mandarin {s"on”) ZSM has not
developed labiodentals (in the colloquial stratum), like most other Min varieties, e.g.
& ‘fly’ Proto-Min **-p- > Longdu [puorl] KS, pei’ GR, Namlong pei’ GRr,
Samheung poi’ GR, cf. Teochew SM pue’, Fiqing EM puoi’. This is unlike most
Sinitic languages, where Middle Chinese bilabial oral initials'® have turned into
labiodentals when followed by roundedness (e.g. fi¢ ‘fly’ Middle Chinese p- > ZSY
fi', Cantonese fei’, ZSH fui’, Mandarin fei’)."' The ZSM varieties also have rich
systems of right-headed tone sandhi, which is typical of CsM. This contrasts
strongly with Yu¢ and Hakka, which are on average poor in tone sandhi (but see
also the comment below on some Hafong varieties).

That the ZSM varieties are Coastal Min [CsM] and not Inland Min [InM] is
also obvious. The ZSM varieties follow the CsM development of Proto-Min **1h- >
*[- ~ *n- (e.g. B ‘deaf” **lh- > Longdu len” zL, lep® LCc, Namlong Ilon® GR,
Samheung /an? Lc, cf. Teochew SM lap®, Fiqing EM lon?), whereas InM has *lh- >
*s- (e.g. #& ‘deaf” **Ih- > Jian’ou %l Northern Min [NM] sop”, Shaowi AF i
Western Min [WM] sup’, Yong’an 7K % Central Min [CnM] sap?). Also like other
CsM varieties, a distinction between the Proto-Min plain and “softened” initials
(e.g., Norman 1986; Handel 2003; Baxter 2014; Kwok 2018: 176) is absent in ZSM.
The Min lexical items in the ZSM varieties align with those in CsM and not InM.
For instance, for the third person singular pronoun, ZSM uses the CsM f}* (Longdu
i’ GR, Namlong i° GR, Samheung i’ GR, cf. Teochew SM i/, Fiqing EM i’), whereas
InM tends to use ZE/{E (e.g. Jian’ou NM 1E ky® Yong’an CnM 1E gy’),'* same
source as Yue (e.g. ZSY & k"y? Cantonese 15 k"oy® and Hakka (e.g. ZSH H
ki?)."* For “pig”, the ZSM varieties use the generic Sinitic morpheme %4 (Longdu i’
GR/zL/LC, Namlong #i’ GR, Samheung tu’ GR/LC), similar to other CsM varieties (e.g.
Teochew SM tur’, Figing EM fy”), and not InM % (e.g. Jian’ou NM ky~ Yong’an
CnM k"yi?). That the ZSM varieties are CsM and not InM is given; this article is
about the affiliation of the three ZSM varieties within CsM.

The second background matter that is not discussed in detail in this article is
the language contact situation between ZSM, ZSY, and ZSH. As small minorities in
Zhongshan, and the wider Pearl River Delta, the ZSM varieties have been very

' Chinese linguistics traditionally uses the “initial-final” model of syllabification. For instance,
Mandarin % [kuanl] ‘barrier’ has a /k-/ initial and a /-uan/ final; & [yen/] ‘personnel’ has a zero
initial and a /-yan/ final. On the other hand, Cantonese and many other Yu¢ and Southern Pinghua
dialects are often described using the “onset-rime” model of syllabification. For instance, Cantonese
i [kuanl] ‘barrier’ has a /k™-/ onset and an /-an/ rime; & [yynd] ‘personnel’ has a /j-/ onset (or a
zero onset with an inserted phonetic [y-]) and an /-yn/ rime. Usually “initial” and “final” are used in
this article, and “onset” and “rime” are used when appropriate.

"' Many Hakka dialects and some Yué dialects have kept a bilabial pronunciation for this initial in
some instances, e.g. Moiyen (Méixian) Hakka /¢ ‘fly’ colloquial pi’ (literary i), Nanhai Shatéu Yue
& phei’.

12 Shaowii WM has totally different pronouns; see Ngai (2021: 51-55, forthcoming).

1> More specifically, there are two forms of the third person singular pronoun %%: the unrounded ¥
1” and the rounded “%E 2” (Mei Tsu-Lin ##HBE 2013: 167-173). InM shares the rounded “Zg 2”7
with Yu¢ and Hakka (the rounded vowel is maintained in some Yu¢ dialects and a few peripheral
Hakka dialects). The unrounded “¥E 1” can be seen in Gan and Wi (see also Shén Ruiqing JL3fiTE &
Sheng Yimin 2 #i [K; 2024: 228-229).



strongly influenced by the dominant Yue. This makes them very distinct from other
Min varieties. (It is common for the Guangdong Min varieties to have some Yu¢
influence, but the level of Yu¢ influence in ZSM is of a different magnitude.) The
composition of the Yue influence is different in the three ZSM varieties. The Yue
influence in Longdu is a mix of Cantonese and Shekki. The Yu¢ influence in
Namlong is primarily Shekki. The Yue influence in Samheung is a mix of Cantonese
and Hafong (Gao Ran =%k 2018: 16).

The large amount of phonological, lexical, and grammatical influences from
Yue can be easily seen in the three ZSM varieties. For Longdu, see Egerod (1956:
76-82) for the Yue influence on Longdu in general. The CsM varieties are famous
for having many doublets; they have a “colloquial stratum”, which is usually
pronunciations inherited from Proto-Min, and a “literary stratum”, which is usually
pronunciations borrowed from Middle Chinese. The ZSM varieties, on the other
hand, have borrowed yet another entire literary stratum from Yue, with additional
Yue segments and tones. (The Yu¢ segments and tones have also “infected” some of
the native Min morphemes.) For instance, the ZSM varieties have all borrowed /f-/
from Yue." The Min languages are famous for not having developed labiodentals;
the very few Min varieties that have labiodentals are all strongly impacted by other
languages, e.g. Shaowu WM (e.g. Ngai 2021) with its Gan and Hakka influences,
many Zh¢jiang EM varieties (e.g. Akitani FK#+ 2005) with their W influences, and
the ZSM varieties with their Yu¢ influences. Another typical-Yu¢ trait that the ZSM
varieties have is their /a/ vs. /e/ contrast. (This contrast is sometimes described as
long versus short /a/ in Yue studies.) See, e.g., Gao Ran =%X (2002) on the native
Min versus borrowed Yué tones in ZSM, Chén Xidofeng [/ (2007b) on the
Yu¢ phonological influences in Longdu EM, and Chén Xidofeng /M & Xu
Donghui #F4# (2012) on the three phonological strata in Namlong EM.

The lexical influence is also obvious. Words depicting “modern” concepts
are all calqued or phonetically loaned from Yue. Even some basic words have been
Yug-ised. For instance, they all use a local Yu¢ word &/£% (“meat dish” in literary
Chinese) for “meat” (Chén Xisofeng [/l 1996: 44): Longdu EM & & sen’”
gau’ GR (thin meat) ‘lean meat’, Namlong EM %§%& ti’'? gau® GR (swine meat)
‘pork’, Samheung SM 4% tu' gau” GR ‘pork’, J&EA& san’° gau’ GR ‘lean meat’, cf.
older ZSY & pau’ GR ‘meat’, Zhongshan Guizhén Yué (Szeyap) & [naul] GR ‘meat
dish’. Min varieties usually use Al (Proto-Min **nh-) for “meat”, e.g. Flizhou EM
ny?® Proto-SM *nhwk® > Quanzhou SM hiak® Teochew SM nek?® or another form
*ba?’ in SM, e.g. Xiamén SM ba?’ (see Zeng Zhichao ¥ & (2021) for words for
“meat / flesh” in SM). For the word “egg”, Longdu EM and Namlong EM use an
obviously Yu¢ (and Hakka) word % ‘spring (season)’ (Chén [ 1996: 44): Longdu
EM ¥ kie'” ts"un’ (fowl egg) GR, Namlong EM %5 kia'” ts"en’ Gr, cf. ZSY
A kei' ts"en' GR, Hafong ¥ kei'” ts"en' GR, ZSH #FH kai' ts"un' GI.
(Samheung SM, on the other hand, uses a typical Min word Hl (Proto-SM *nui*),
e.g. HEUY ke’ nui’ GR ‘chicken egg’, TN a?” nui’ GR ‘duck egg’.)

4 Usually in words directly borrowed from Yu¢ with 2. The cognates in other Min dialects are
usually p-, p”, or h-. There are also the interesting cases of Longdu hypercorrecting the Min initial A-
to £~ For instance, f ‘rain’ Proto-Min **y- > Samheung SM ho’ LC (normal h- reflex), but Longdu
EM fuof LC (*h- > £). The Namlong cognate is ¢o® GR (Namlong [¢-] can be /f-/ or /h-/). (In
contrast, iy ‘rain’ Late Middle Chinese j-, Yu¢ and Southern Pinghua dialects have a j-, 0-, z-, h-, or
v- onset, but not £, e.g. ZSY y~ Cantonese jy* Néanning Pinghua hoi*. Also cf. ZSH i’ Mandarin jy~.)
Another case is € ‘garden’: Longdu EM fiien” LC, cf. Namlong EM hen? GR, Samheung SM hui’ LC,
Teochew SM hp? Fazhou EM huop? (ZSY yn? Cantonese jyn® Nanning Pinghua win?)



As for grammatical influences, one sees, e.g., Yu¢ particles like Cantonese
£ ken’ for progressive aspect in all three ZSM varieties (Longdu and Namlong EM
kin®, Samheung SM kin’"). Fdjian Min varieties usually do not allow bare [CLF +
N] phrases in isolation (e.g. Wang 2015, Chappell 2019). On the other hand, ZSM
and many other Guidngdong Min varieties allow them, under the influence of Yue.
See, e.g., Chén Xisofeng [#/’M# & Chén Shdhuin PFRIEIE (2003) on the Yue
grammatical influences in ZSM in general, and Sio (2024) on Longdu noun phrase
semantics.

In the other direction, Min has also influenced Heungshan Yue. In earlier
times, ZSM was the majority, and Heungshan Yu¢ was the minority in the
Heungshan Islands. One feature that sets Heungshan Yu¢ apart from the other Yue
groups is its Min traits. For instance, ZSY has many cases of h- corresponding with
£~ in Cantonese and other Yu¢ dialects, e.g. & ‘wind’ ZSY hop’ vs. Cantonese fon'
(also Mandarin fxp’). This is an influence from ZSM, cf. Longdu EM hop’ zL/LC,
Namlong EM hop' GR, Samheung SM hop’ Lc. (For this initial, Min languages
usually have p-/p"™ in the colloquial stratum, and h- in the literary stratum, e.g.
Faging EM J& ‘wind’ colloquial p”un’, literary hup') The surnames % (Cantonese
fon?, Mandarin fxp?) and 7}t (Cantonese hop? Mandarin hop?) are both hon”in ZSY.
There is also [F] hui” ‘return’ in ZSY; in Yu¢ and Southern Pinghua this onset is
usually w-, e.g. Cantonese wui’, Nanning Pinghua woi” Zhan & et al. (2002: 200)
argue that in ZSY, the onset in wui’ was first Hakka-ised to £~ (cf. ZSH fui?), and
then f~ was Min-ised to h- in ZSY hui’ Heungshan Yu¢ also has some Min
vocabulary. For instance, from Min JE & ‘typhoon’ (e.g. Fizhou EM hup' nai’,
Taiwanese SM hop’ t"ai’, Teochew SM huap' t"ai’, Longdu EM ¢onp'? t"ai' GR,
Namlong EM hop'? t"ai’ GR, Samheung SM hop' t"ai’ GR) comes Heungshan Yue
JiJi& ‘typhoon’ (ZSY hop' t"ai’, Hafong hop'? t"ai’ GR). This form is inherited by
Older Macau Cantonese as JEJiE fon! t"ai’ e.g. FTJAME ta® fon! t"ai! (hit typhoon)
‘to be hit by typhoon’. (Modern Cantonese has &) t"i? fon' ‘typhoon’, calqued
from Modern Mandarin t"ai? fyp’ with a different morpheme order, and f& having a
different vowel and tone.)"

Unlike CsM, which is famous for its complex tone sandhi, Yu¢ and Hakka
varieties are on average poor with tone sandhi. Nonetheless, some varieties of
Hafong Yué have right-headed tone sandhi (Gao Rén /524 2018: 73-74), similar to
SM. Even the tone values are somewhat similar to Samheung SM. (See Table Al in
the appendix for the tone categories and values in the Zhongshan languages.)

ZSH is small, and does not have an overall influence on ZSM. However,
there are some localised interactions. For instance, Hakka might have a minor role in
Samheung SM having some Middle Chinese “tone 4” syllables pronounced in tone 1
(§4.3). Samheung SM also has some Hakka words which are not shared by nearby
Yué and Min varieties (Gao 15 2018: 326). See also Gan Jidcai H H A4 (2003: 262—
274) on the language contact situation in Zhongshan from a ZSH point of view.'®

"> The traditional word for “typhoon” in Standard Cantonese is JAJ® fop’ keu® See Kwok % (2004:
591-592) on the pronunciation of B keu®in M fop’ keu® See, e.g., LI Rong Z254& (1990, 1991a,
1991b) and Wi Liguing 5% 77 (2020) on Cantonese foy’ keu® and other Sinitic terms for
“typhoon”.

'® The following are some presentational issues. Proto-Min forms are indicated by two stars, whereas
reconstructions at the lower levels carry one star. (Early) Middle Chinese forms are transcriptions of
the Qiéyun phonology system (i.e. they are not reconstructions), and they carry no star. The Middle
Chinese transcriptions used in this article take Baxter & Sagart (2014) and Hill (2023) into account.
The Old Chinese reconstructions are those of Baxter & Sagart (2014). Tone categories are indicated
by superscript numbers: tones 1, 3, 5, and 7 for Proto-Min and Middle Chinese tones A, B, C, and D,
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2. Longdu Eastern Min

Longdu [%#F EM (Léngdd, Lungtu, [lond tul], [lond tut wal] (Longdu language) Js
p.c., [lonfk tul] EG), spoken to the west of Shekki, is the largest of the three ZSM
varieties. Longdu is also the most researched out of the three. Research that focuses
on Longdu includes Egerod (1956), Huing Jiajido ¥% Z#( (1985, 1988), Chén
Xidofeng [ /NHE (2007a, b), Kratochvil & Sio (2018), and Sio (2024). The
following are the sources of the Longdu data used in this article:

AE: Akitani Hiroyuki FKAA#43¢ (2022a), uses data from Egerod (1956), with
changes in transcription

AE2: Akitani Hiroyuki FKZF#53% (2022b), uses data from Egerod (1956),
with changes in transcription

csH: Chang Song-Hing 5k & & (2005)

cx2: Chén Xidofeng [# /M (1995)

EG: Seren Egerod (1956), data from Shan Ming T ing ! A5 (Shénmingting)
in Sha-K‘ai )% (Shaxi)

GR: G3o Rén F2A (2018: 246-282), data from Shakai ¥Pi%

GR2: Gao Ré4n 52k (2000), data from Léngtéuhudn #EEHIE in Shakai VD%

1s: Joanna Sio Ut-Seong (2024), data from Taichung “Kiifi (Dachong)

KS: Kratochvil & Sio (2018), data from Taichung K

LC: Lin Lanlin My & Chén Xidofeng [ /M (1996)

ZL: Zhan Béhui Z{H1E & Cheung Yat-Shing & H 5 (1987); the Longdu
data therein were compiled by Patrick Lin Baisong A4

Longdu is often said to be SM (see §2.5). On the other hand, Norman (e.g. 1973,
1974) groups Longdu with the EM varieties of Fuzhou and Fd’an in his
reconstruction of Proto-Min. Bodman (1982) agrees, and argues that both Namlong
(§3) and Longdu are EM (which he calls “Northeastern Min”). Gao R4n =24 (2018:
15) notices that the phonology and lexicon of Longdu show stronger ties with EM
and PXM, and not so much with SM. Akitani FK%¥ (2022a) demonstrates that the
genealogical affiliation of Longdu lies firmly with EM, and more specifically the
Northern subgroup of EM. Akitani K%+ (2022a), written in Chinese, is carefully
crafted, clearly distinguishing innovative and retentive features. Sections 2.1, 2.2,
2.3, and 2.4 in this article are structured around the Longdu features discussed in
Akitani’s §2, §3, and §4. Akitani discusses the features which link Longdu with EM
in his §2. However, the innovative and retentive features are interspliced in his §2;
here we review the innovative features and one EM-specific lexical form in our
§2.1, and the retentive features in our §2.2. At the end of our §2.1, in §2.1.6 we
provide an additional set of innovative features which is not discussed in Akitani
(2022a). Akitani discusses the features which link Longdu with the Northern

and tone 2, 4, 6, and 8 for the “Lower” tones if tones A, B, C, and/or D have developed two tonal
reflexes. Min studies and Yu¢ studies often use tone numbering systems that are different from the
Pan-Sinitic tone numbering system used here. Phonetic tone values are indicated using Chao tone
letters, e.g. [41] is a high rising tone. Post-sandhi tones (and suprafixes) in phonemic form are
preceded by a hyphen, e.g. -3, and in phonetic form the tone letters face the other direction, e.g. [F].
(Post-sandhi tones are not always indicated.) The rendition of forms may be slightly altered from the
published sources for consistency in this article. The vernacular forms in italic type are in broad
phonetic transcription, i.e. phonemes with their “main” allophones, following the norm in Chinese
linguistics. Akitani K%+ (2022a, b)’s rendition of Longdu <uce> has been changed to ue in this
article; see §2.3.5 and footnote 37 therein.
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subgroup of EM in his §3. Our §2.3 discusses these Northern EM features. Akitani’s
§4 and our §2.4 discuss two Longdu-specific sound changes.

In our §2.5, we discuss some traits in Longdu which might cause people to
mistake Longdu for SM. In §2.5.1, the typical EM typological features which
Longdu lacks are discussed. In §2.5.2, some SM-looking morphemes in Longdu are
demonstrated.

A big part of our §2 is based on Akitani K%+ (2022a). Firstly, it is our aim
to bring snapshots of Akitani K%+ (2022a), an excellent article written in Chinese,
to the Anglophone audience. Secondly, the presentation of our §2 comes from a
different viewpoint. Akitani FK%¥ (2022a) comes from the viewpoint of Min: how
the historical phonology of Longdu fits in with that of the various subgroups of
CsM. Understandably, as an article on historical phonology, he uses the conservative
Longdu data from Egerod (1956), which are decades older than the data found in the
other sources. On the other hand, we come from the viewpoint of the Zhongshan
languages. We supplement the Akitani—Egerod data with data from a number of
modern sources. We agree with Akitani’s viewpoint that Longdu is a member of
Northern EM, but we are also interested in the counterexamples, e.g. modern data
which do not align with Akitani’s arguments, traits which Longdu might have
acquired from other branches of Min (§2.5.2), and how Longdu compares with
Namlong, Samheung, and the other Zhongshan languages.'’

2.1 EM innovations and EM-specific forms in Longdu
2.1.1 Proto-Min **N- and **N- > Proto-EM *N-
Akitani’s feature (2-1) is about the Proto-Min voiceless sonorant initials having
merged into the voiced sonorant initials in EM, whereas the distinction is often
somehow kept in SM and PXM. Longdu aligns with EM. The following pair of
examples is given by Akitani FK%+ (2022a: 4):
% ‘wheat’ Proto-Min **m- > Longdu EM ma?’, Giitidn Dagido EM ma??
vs. Xiamén SM be?®, Zhangping Yongfii SM bia® Xianyéu PXM pa®
ik ‘pulse’ Proto-Min **mh- > Longdu EM ma?’, Giitidn Dagido EM ma?®
vs. Xiamén SM mé?®¥ Zhangping Yongfi SM mia® Xianyéu PXM
ma?®
While we think that this is correct, the following are two other possible scenarios.
One possible scenario is that Longdu has this trait due to the strong impact of Yue,
of which the ancestor, Middle Chinese, only has voiced sonorants: 2 ‘wheat’ and
Ik ‘pulse’ Middle Chinese m- > ZSY / Cantonese mek® Another possible scenario
is that the merger is a parallel development in Fdjian EM and Longdu (without the
involvement of Yug). If Proto-Min **mh- (and **nh- etc.) were indeed voiceless,'®

'" The difference in viewpoints also comes from our different backgrounds. Amongst Akitani’s main
areas of expertise are EM, NM, and W1; we deeply appreciate Akitani’s expertise. (Egerod (1956) is
also not the easiest to deal with in terms of its presentation; we are fortunate that Akitani, with his
expertise on EM, did all the work sorting out Egerod (1956)’s data.) We, on the other hand, have
more experience working with, e.g., SM, Yu¢, and Pinghua. Our backgrounds complement each
other’s well for the study of Longdu EM.

' While it is clear that there were two series of nasal and liquid initials in Proto-Min, Norman
(1991b) expresses uncertainty that **mh-, **nh-, **ph-, and **1lh- were indeed voiceless in Proto-
Min. One anomaly is that Proto-Min tone **A, **B, and **D syllables with a “voiceless” nasal /
liquid initial are often in a Lower tone in the modern CsM varieties (Shén 7£ 2023: 520-524), and
Lower tones are associated with voiced initials. Nonetheless, there are also traits which suggest that
these were indeed voiceless. For instance, in SM varieties, **nh- and **ph- often have h- reflexes
(e.g. Kwok 2018: 36-37, 43; Shén 7k 2023: 527-528). Outside CsM, there is Shaowiit WM where the
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then it is not surprising that **m- and **mh- merged into one initial: voiceless
sonorants are cross-linguistically rare, and are prone to being revoiced (e.g. Blevins
2018).

2.1.2 Proto-Min **dz- is fricativised in EM
Akitani’s feature (2-2) is about Proto-Min **dz- becoming fricative in EM and PXM.
In contrast, **dz- remains an affricate in SM (2022a: 5; see also, e.g., Norman
1991a: 353, Branner 1999: 4044, Li Raléng ZEUIHE 2002: 218)." Proto-Min **dz-
often has fricative reflexes in Longdu in the colloquial stratum, same as EM and
PXM. Akitani gives the following Min examples (2022a: 5), here we also include
Longdu forms from other publications, and some non-Min examples for comparison:
A Ssit” Proto-Min **dz- > Longdu EM [5i° AE [s0i° ZL, s0i® LC], Glitidn
Dagido EM s0i% Xiany6u PXM 40 vs. Xiamén SM tse® Zhangping
Yongfia SM tsie®
[Middle Chinese dz- > ZSY ts"»? Cantonese ts"0? ZSH ts™]
A “front” Proto-Min **dz- > Longdu EM fzn” AE [sen” ZL, sen” Lc], Glitidn
Dagido EM sein?, Xiany6u PXM #°, vs. Xiamén SM tsip”, Zhangping
Yongfti SM tsei”
[Middle Chinese dz- > ZSY / Cantonese ts"in® ZSH ts”en?]
Here we include one more example.
F& ‘trough’ Proto-Min **dz- > Longdu EM so? zL/LC, Giitidn EM so?
Xiany6u PXM #o~, vs. Samheung SM tsau” Lc, Xiamén SM tso?
Middle Chinese dz- > ZSY / Cantonese ts"ou’ ZSH ts"au’
Probably also related is the Min morpheme for ‘many’ (written F5/1%/Z /{5 etc.).?
Many branches of Min have a ts- initial for this morpheme, e.g. Jian’ou NM fsai®,
Yong’an CnM fse’, Proto-SM *tsoi® > Teochew SM fsoi’ Zhangzhou SM fse,
Samheung SM fse’ GR. On the other hand, Longdu is like other EM varieties in
having a fricative initial: Longdu EM se® GR, Fuzhou EM /se® [saA], Zhouning
Xianciin EM 0g° (Also Xianyéu PXM fe”)

2.1.3 Proto-Min **-0 conditioned by labial vs. non-labial initials in Fdjian EM

Akitani’s feature (2-9) is about the innovation in Fdjian EM (i.e. not including the
small EM area in Zh¢jiang) that Proto-Min **-0 has different reflexes depending on
whether the initial is labial or not. This has not occurred in PXM and SM. Longdu

Proto-Min voiceless nasals are indeed in Upper tones (Norman 1974: 31-32). Baxter & Sagart (2014)
reconstruct the ancestors of these in OIld Chinese as *C.m(%)-,*C.n(*)-,*Cy(*)-, and *C.x(%)-
respectively, with “*C.” being a “tightly attached” unidentified preinitial consonant. Loans of these
in Proto-Hmong—Mien are usually voiceless, and in the earliest Chinese loadwords in Vietnamese,
these are in Upper tones (Baxter & Sagart 2014: 171-173).

' Akitani K%+ (2022a: 5) also talks about Proto-Min **dz- having the same development, but here
we ignore Proto-Min **dz-. Proto-Min **dZz- indeed has fricative reflexes in Longdu, but their
cognates are usually also fricatives in Yue¢ and Hakka, so Proto-Min **dz- > Longdu f-/s- does not
distinguish between inheritance from EM (or PXM) and borrowing from Yue¢ (or Hakka). For
instance, £1 ‘stone’ Proto-Min **dz- > Longdu EM fue?” AE [se?” LC], Glitidn Dagido EM sye?®,
Xianyéu PXM fieu?, vs. Xiamén SM tsio?% 4 ‘stone’ Middle Chinese z- > ZSY siak® Cantonese
sek® ZSH sak®

2% Probably a cognate of 7§ Middle Chinese dzey“ ‘sheaf / bundle’. On the other hand, Shaowlii WM
has an unrelated form vai® ‘many’, perhaps a reflex of # Old Chinese *[g“*]aj? ‘many’. Nearby
Shinchang JEE WM and Taining Z£% Gan also use %% for “many”, while Shaxian ¥P#& and
Sanming =P CnM further to the south use a combined form ##% for “many” (Cdo ¥ 2008:
Lexicon map 159).
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aligns with Fjian EM. The following are examples of Proto-Min **-o with different
initials (Akitani FK%+ 2022a: 9):
i ‘cloth’ Proto-Min **labial-: Longdu EM pue’?' Giitidn Dagido EM puo”,
vs. Xiamén SM po°, Xianyéu PXM pou’
I ‘vinegar’ Proto-Min **coronal-: Longdu EM ¢y, Giitidn Dagido EM
ts"u”, Xiamén SM ts™5°, Xianyéu PXM ts"ou’
7 ‘bitter’ Proto-Min **velar-: Longdu EM k™u’ Giitidn Dagido EM k™u’
Xiamén SM k"5° Xianyéu PXM k"ou’

2.1.4 Some Tone C syllables unexpectedly in tone 5 instead of tone 6 in EM

Akitani’s feature (2-11) is about how tone C syllables in EM are frequently in Upper
tone C (tone 5) instead of the expected Lower tone C (tone 6) when the Proto-Min
initial is voiced and aspirated (obstruent or sonorant) (see also Norman 1991a: 353,
1991b; Branner 1999: 47-51). This is not necessarily an innovation that started in
the EM region; this trait is a rather widespread areal trait that covers EM, PXM,
some inland SM varieties, Inland Min, and even some neighbouring Hakka and Gan
varieties. Coastal SM varieties do not have this trait. Kwok considers this an
influence from an unknown substrate language (2018: 119-121). Longdu often also
has this trait; this strongly suggests that Longdu is not a coastal variety of SM, the
type of Min that is geographically closest to Longdu (other than Namlong).
Sometimes we see a tone 5/6 variation amongst Longdu varieties; the tone 6 can be
an influence from Cantonese, or perhaps SM. (ZSY and ZSH do not have a tone 5/6
distinction.) The following is an example given by Akitani K%+ (2022a: 10):

[ ‘face’ Proto-Min **mh- tone C > Longdu EM min’ AE, [min’ LC, but
min® zL), Gitidn Dagido EM mip°, Xianyéu PXM mip°, Zhangping
YoOngft inland-SM bin’, vs. Xiamén coastal-SM bin®
[Also cf. Middle Chinese m- tone C > Cantonese min9

Here we provide two other examples.

18 ‘tree’ Proto-Min **dzh- tone C > Longdu EM ts"iu® zL, (but ts"iu®
GR/LC,) Giitian EM ts"iu”, Faqing EM /ts"iu’/ [ts"ieud], Xianyéu PXM
ts"iu>, vs. Samheung coastal-SM fs”iu® GR/Lc, Teochew coastal-SM
ts"iu® Xiamén coastal-SM ts"iu®
Also cf. Middle Chinese z- tone C > Cantonese sy°

£ ‘nose’ Proto-Min **bh- tone C > Longdu EM p"~ zL/Lc/CSH, [p"i:]]

(tone 5) ks, (but p”i° GR,) Giitian EM p”i°, Fiqing EM /p"e’/ [p"ed],

Xiany6u PXM p”i’ vs. Teochew coastal-SM p“% Xiamén coastal-SM
h;6

p1 ,

Also cf. Middle Chinese b- tone C*> > Cantonese pei®

See also discussions on Samheung SM & ‘nose’ pei’ LC in §5.

2.1.5 EM W ‘two’ < Proto-Min **-ap

21 Akitani #K7% (2022a, b) renders this final as <uce>. This is problematic; see §2.3.5 and footnote
37 therein.

2 In the Qiéyun (Early Middle Chinese), & is byiy“. Many Yué and Hakka dialects have this tone C
version of £ ‘nose’. However, most descendants of Middle Chinese have instead a tone D version of
B ‘nose’. Mandarin pi? is an example (Middle Chinese tone D with voiced obstruent initial >
Standard Mandarin Lower Tone A / tone 2). Pinghua and western Yug dialects also have £ ‘nose’ in
tone D, e.g. Nanning Pinghua pet®’. Cantonese also has fossilised instances of this, e.g. tseen® pet®
pon* (elephant nose clamp) ‘geoduck’.
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Akitani’s feature (2-12) does not fit well with the innovation—retention dichotomy; it
is nonetheless still useful for determining phylogeny. Akitani’s feature (2-12) is
about the numeral P ‘two’: in EM, the final traces to Proto-Min **-an, whereas in
SM and PXM, it traces to Proto-Min **-on.”® Longdu aligns with EM (2022a: 11):
M ‘two’ Proto-Min **-an > Longdu EM lan’ AE,* [lan® GR, [|vant] (sandhi
tone?) Js,] Gitidn Daqido EM Jap®
M ‘two’ Proto-Min **-on > Xianyéu PXM np¢ Xiamén SM npj Zhangping
Yongfi SM Ip® [Samheung SM neu GR]
Compare:
Jii ‘sick’ Proto-Min **-an > Longdu EM pap® AE, [[paxn] Ks,] Giitidn
Dagido EM pan€ (Xianyéu PXM pa‘ Xiamén SM pi% Zhangping
Yongfti SM piZ [Samheung SM pai°Lc, pei’ GR])
f% ‘long’ Proto-Min **-ony > Xiany6u PXM 7 Xiamén SM t1j°, Zhangping
Yongfti SM °, [Samheung SM teu? GR, tou? LC,] (Longdu EM ton?
AE, Giitian Daqido EM foup?)

2.1.6 Reflexes of Proto-CsM *-3 finals in Proto-EM

2 One reviewer kindly reminded us that, beyond Akitani #K% (2022a)’s account presented here, we
should reference two other accounts of the development of Wy ‘two’ in Min: Wu Rui-wen %:%fi 3
(2022) and Yang Hsiu-Fang #5757 (2020). (They do not affect the analysis here that Longdu aligns
with EM and not with SM.)

Wu % (2022) argues that Norman (1981)’s reconstruction of Proto-Min **-ox and **-ion should be
reconstructed as **-py and **-jan respectively instead ([p] [a] are allophones of a single /b/). As for
the numeral **lony PN ‘two’ (2022: 219), EM experienced the irregular sound change of **lpy >
*lan. As for SM, the changes involved are **loyp > *15 > *In. The form *15 is commonly seen in
Guiingdong, e.g. Chdozhou / Teochew SM né* ([n-] and [l-] are not contrastive), and the form *ly is
commonly seen in Fdjian, e.g. Xiamén / Amoy SM np® (In Wu % (2022: 222), we see that he
reconstructs p ‘two’ as **lan4, and P ‘tael’ as **lian3 in Proto-Min.)

Yang #% (2020) is an article on sub-syllabic derivations amongst Sinitic varieties. These lexical
differences found in the modern Sinitic varieties may or may not be documented in historical Chinese
texts. Yang 4% (2020) is not an article giving reconstructions, but e.g. discusses the chronology of the
various forms involved. As for Py (2020: 17-28), the meanings of ‘two’ and ‘tael’ are homophonous
in all historical texts consulted. Looking at the modern Sinitic varieties, within every Sinitic dialect
group, while it is common to find dialects where ‘two’ and ‘tael’ have remained homophonous (e.g.
Bé&ijing Mandarin lidng), many dialects have the two pronounced differently. Yang argues that all of
these dialects have used pronunciations from literary vs. colloquial layers, or sometimes newer vs.
older colloquial layers, to distinguish between these two meanings. Due to these developments being
relatively recent and localised, the formal differentiations are quite diverse amongst different Sinitic
varieties, and there is variation in whether an older or a newer pronunciation is associated with which
meanings. Min has the more common pattern of using an older pronunciation for “two”, and a newer
pronunciation for “tael”, e.g. Xiamén SM np° ‘two’ from an older colloquial layer, and niii’ from a
newer colloquial layer (Yang #5 2020: 25). (However, we disagree with Yang’s characterisation
(2020: 24-25) that Yué dialects with this distinction, e.g. Cantonese leep® ‘two’ vs. leen® ‘tael’, are
also manifesting a literary vs. colloquial phenomenon. The phenomenon here is a high-rising tone
lexical suprafix having been applied to leep? ‘tael’, a suprafix that is often described as diminutive.
See, e.g., Kwok % (2016), de Sousa (2024). The minority of Yueé dialects where the high-rising
suprafix is not used, or not as commonly used, borrowed Ieep® ‘tael’ from nearby Yue dialects.
Lexical suprafixation is perpendicular to the literary-vs.-colloquial dimension; a lexical suprafix can
be applied to both literary and colloquial pronunciations.)

2 Akitani FK7¥ (2022a: 11) raises a question over the tone 5 in the form Wy lan” recorded by Egerod.
Looking at other publications, in Longdu tone 5 is not a possible sandhi tone of tone 6. (PN is meant
to be in tone 4, and in many Min varieties tone 4 has merged into tone 6.). The tone 5 in Wy lap” is an
influence from ZSY: Egerod’s Longdu tone 5 [/] ~ [{] is the phonetic equivalent of ZSY tone 3 [A],
or [F] in sandhi situations, e.g. ZSY MiflEl /lion® ko®/ [liontL kod] (two CLF). (ZSY does not have a
tone-3/4 distinction.)
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Here we provide a small set of Proto-EM innovations that are not mentioned in
Akitani K7+ (2022a). We shall have a look at the finals containing the vowel * in
Proto-Coastal Min [Proto-CsM]. With Proto-CsM finals containing other vowels, the
Proto-EM reflexes tend to be conservative, or change only a little, in contrast to the
often-drastic changes in Proto-SM. An example is Proto-CsM *-ian > Proto-EM *-
ian, vs. Proto-SM *-iud ~ *-ud. On the other hand, with the *a-series of finals in
Proto-CsM, the magnitude of change is similar for both Proto-EM and Proto-SM,
and the differences are obvious, thus making it extra clear that a Proto-EM
innovation is unquestionably an innovation in Proto-EM, in no way possible a
retention from Proto-CsM.* The Longdu forms consistently align with the Proto-EM
innovations; these are clearly innovations shared between Longdu and the other EM
varieties. (See also §3.1.6 for the cognates in Namlong EM, Yue¢, and Hakka. The
Longdu and Namlong forms are, in most cases, clearly not loans from Yue or
Hakka.)

3 ‘come’ Proto-CsM *-oi:
Proto-EM *-i > Longdu EM Ii” Lc/zL, [li?1] KS, Fizhou EM Ii%, Fi’an EM
lei?, Zhouning Xiéncin EM [gi?
PXM Ii?
Proto-SM *-ai > Samheung SM Iai” GR, Teochew SM Iai® Xiamén SM lai?

i ‘thunder’ Proto-CsM *-uoi(?):
Proto-EM *-ai > Longdu EM Iai? zL, [la:1/] (tone 3) Ks, Fizhou EM [ai’,
F&’an EM /ai”, Zhouning Xidnciin EM /ai”
Proto-SM *-ui > Samheung SM [ui” GR, Teochew SM [ui”, Xiamén SM [ui’
PXM [ui’

i} ‘thigh’ Proto-CsM *-usi(?):
Proto-EM *-ai > Longdu EM t"ai’ zL, t"¢i’ LC,”® Zhouning Xidnctin EM -
lai® (very few EM varieties have kept this colloquial pronunciation)
Proto-SM *-ui > Samheung SM "ui’ Lc, Teochew SM t"ui’ Xiamén SM
t"ui?
PXM t"ui?

fig “fish scale’ Proto-CsM *-on:
Proto-EM *-in > Longdu EM lin® LC/zL, Fizhou EM lip?, FG’an EM leip?
Zhouning Xidnciin EM len?
PXM: Pitian PXM lin? Xiany6u PXM lep?
Proto-SM *-an > Samheung SM Jan” Lc, Teochew SM lap”, Xiamén SM
lan?

[ surname Chén Proto-CsM *-an:

» Norman (1981) has a different treatment for some of these cases; these are considered “mixed”
cases, with different branches of Min tracing to different forms in Proto-Min. The mixed cases
relevant here are & ‘come’ **1i ~ **1ai (: 42), fg§ ‘fish scale’ **lin ~ **lon (: 58-59), /7 ‘strength’
** lit ~ **1ot (1 58-59).

% Longdu colloquial it t"ai’ LC / t"i® ZL is not borrowed from Yue, cf. i@ ‘thigh® ZHY t"'ui’,
Cantonese t"oy”. (On the other hand, Longdu literary 8 "ui’® LC/ZL is probably from Yug, or at least
Yue influenced.)
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Proto-EM *-in > Longdu EM ten” Lc, ten” zL, Fizhou EM tip? Fi’an EM
tein®, Zhouning Xidnciin EM ten?

PXM tep?

Proto-SM *-an > Samheung SM tfan” Lc, Teochew SM tap”, Xiamén SM
tan’

77 “strength’ Proto-CsM *-ot:
Proto-EM *-it > Longdu EM Iit® Lc/zL, Fizhou EM [i?¥ F&’an EM leik®
Zhouning Xidnciin EM Jet®
PXM: Xiany6u PXM /i?% (LT 2 2001a), Pdtidn PXM /i?*
Proto-SM *-at > Samheung SM /ak® LC,”’ Teochew SM Iak® Xiamén SM
lat®
PXM: Xianyéu PXM [a?® (L1 Z et al. 2019)

With Proto-CsM *-ok, there is no change to Proto-EM *-ok. Nonetheless, the
difference between EM and SM with this is still interesting. In Longdu, at least &

‘north’ aligns with the other EM varieties. (However, see §2.5.2 on z= ‘ink’ (also
from Proto-CsM *-0k); Longdu == ‘ink’ is perhaps from Proto-SM *-ak.)

Jt “north’ Proto-CsM *-ok:
Proto-EM *-0k > Longdu EM pok” Lc/zL, Fizhou EM /pey?’/ [poy?4],
Fd’an EM peek’, Zhouning Xiancin EM pek”’
Proto-SM *-ak > Samheung SM pak”’ Lc, Teochew SM pak’, Xiamén SM
pak’
PXM pa?’

2.2 EM retentions in Longdu
Akitani #K# (2022a) also discusses some features in Longdu which align with some
retentive features in EM. Retentions cannot be used for arguing genealogical
relationships (which Akitani acknowledges). That Longdu and the EM varieties in
Fujian and Zh¢jiang share certain retentive features does not infer that Longdu is a
member of EM; amongst possibilities is that Longdu and EM are sister nodes.
Nonetheless, one purpose of showing these retentions is to demonstrate that Longdu
has not participated in the SM or SM + PXM innovations.

We shall begin by talking about two of Akitani’s features which he considers
innovations; from our perspective, these show retentions.

2.2.1 Proto-Min **-a > Proto-EM *-a
Akitani’s feature (2-6) is about EM and PXM having merged the Proto-Min finals of
**_a and **-au. SM has kept these separate. The following pair of examples is given
by Akitani #K%+ (2022a: 8):*
2% ‘shelf” Proto-Min **-a > Longdu EM ka°, Giitidn Daqgido EM ka’,
Xiany6u PXM ko”, vs. Xiamén SM ke’, Zhangping Yongfti SM kia”

" This -k coda in Samheung SM is an influence from Yué: ZSY / Cantonese /J lek® ‘strength’. As
for Teochew SM, there was a (somewhat recent) shift from *-n *-t to -p -k.
2 Kwok % (2024) reconstructs from the intermediate step of Proto-CsM:

48 <shelf’ Proto-CsM *-a > Proto-EM *-a, Proto-SM *-¢

# ‘teach’ Proto-CsM *-a > Proto-EM *-a, Proto-SM *-a
Kwok’s reconstruction has a separate *-au > *-au, e.g. © ‘wrap’ (Xiamén SM pau’, Longdu EM
pau’ 7L).
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# ‘teach’ Proto-Min **-au > Longdu EM ka”, Giitidn Dagido EM ka’,
Xiany6u PXM ko”, Xiamén SM ka’, Zhangping YOngfu SM ka’

Akitani considers the merger an innovation in EM and PXM. Nonetheless, there is
an alternative way of looking at this. Whatever intermediate sound changes are
involved in **-au [> ...] > *-a, and whatever order they have, the end result is that
both Proto-EM and Proto-SM have *-a as the reflex of Proto-Min **-au. That
Longdu has -a reflexes for Proto-Min **-au does not tell us whether Longdu
acquired this trait through Proto-EM or Proto-SM.

This leaves Proto-Min **-a > Longdu -a as the useful trait. This trait is a
retentive trait. The bundle of traits in Akitani’s feature (2-6) only tells us that
Longdu is not SM.

2.2.2 Proto-Min **-ak **-ok > Proto-CsM *-a? *-0? > Proto-EM *-a? *-0?
Akitani’s feature (2-4) concerns the lenition of plosive codas. In SM and PXM, after
Proto-Min **a, **a, or **o, all cases of **-p, **-t, and **-k have lenited (i.c. at
least debuccalised). On the other hand, in EM, only **-k has lenited after **-a or
**.0 (**-ak does not exist in Proto-Min). These look like separate sets of
innovations in SM +PXM vs. EM. However, Akitani compares EM, PXM, and SM
directly with Proto-Min; if one takes the intermediate step of Proto-CsM into
account (Kwok [ 2024), **-ak **-ok > *-a? *-0? are in fact innovations of Proto-
CsM,? and not of the daughter node Proto-EM. Both Proto-EM and Proto-
SM +PXM show **-ak **-ok > *-a? *-0?. Longdu -7 is a retention from Proto-
CsM. The bundle of traits in Akitani’s feature (2-4) only tells us that Longdu has not
participated in the extra innovations in SM and PXM (the lenition of **-p and **-t).
Akitani gives the following examples (2022a: 6-7):*°
$% ‘connect’ Proto-Min **-iap > Longdu EM tfiep’, Giitian Daqgido EM
feiek”’, vs. Xiamén SM tsi?’, Zhangping Yongfi SM tsi’, Xiany6u
PXM ft¢i
J\ ‘eight’ Proto-Min **-at > Longdu EM pat’, Giitidn Daqido EM peik’, vs.
Xiamén SM pue?’, Zhangping Ydngfi SM pei’, Xianyéu PXM pe®
M ‘hundred’ Proto-Min **-ak > Longdu EM pa?’, Gitian Dagido EM pa?’,
Xiamén SM pa?’, Zhangping Y&ngfi SM pia’, Xiany6u PXM pa®
Compare how **-k does not lenite (or not as lenited in PXM) when the Proto-Min
vowel is not **a, **q, or **o:
7% ‘six’ Proto-Min **-0k > Longdu EM Izk® Giitidn Dagido EM lok®,
Xiamén SM [ak® Zhangping Yongft SM lak®, Xianyéu PXM la?®

See also §2.3.1 on the dropping of *-? in Longdu.

2.2.3 Proto-Min **-m **-n **-1 > Proto-EM *-m *-n *-y

» One reviewer’s comment was that *-k and *-? would be in complementary distribution in Proto-
CsM, and hence do not need to be reconstructed separately. In Kwok’s reconstruction of Proto-CsM
(Kwok ZB 2024), there are contrasts like *-ok versus *-0?, and EM has faithfully retained these
contrasts, e.g. 18 ‘broad’ *-ok > Proto-EM *-ok; & ‘thin’ *-0? > Proto-EM *-5?). There is already
a rudimentary literary—colloquial distinction at the Proto-CM stage, with, e.g., *-ok being a literary
final, and *-0? being a colloquial final.

3 In Kwok 5B (2024)’s reconstruction of Proto-CsM, the finals *-(i)a? *-(i)o? already exist in Proto-
CsM. The plosive coda in the finals *-(i)ap *-at *-(u)ot *-ok *-(i)ep *-(i)et lenites in Proto-
SM + PXM, but the coda in the finals *-(i)ap *-at does not lenite.
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As for the rest of the retentions, we shall demonstrate them only very briefly here.
Akitani’s feature (2-3) is about Longdu having retained **-m **-n **-n, whereas
SM and PXM have lenited them after Proto-Min **a, **a, or **o, e.g. (2022a: 5-
6):31
= ‘three’ Proto-Min **-am > Longdu EM fam’ Glitidn Daqido EM sap’,
vs. Xiamén SM sa’, Xianyou PXM #5"
Contrast this with:
> ‘heart’ Proto-Min **-im > Longdu EM fim’, Gutidn Daqido EM sip’,
Xiamén SM sim’, Xianyéu PXM {ip’

2.2.4 Proto-Min **-an **-at > Proto-EM *-an *-at
Akitani’s feature (2-5) is about Longdu lacking the SM+PXM innovation of
breaking Proto-Min **-g into *-ua in front of **-n or **-t. This applies together
with the coda lenition discussed in §2.2.2-3. For instance (2022a: 7-8):
£ ‘cold’ Proto-Min **-an > Longdu EM kan? Giitidn Dagido EM kan?, vs.
Xiamén SM kia®, Xianyéu PXM kua?
% ‘sever’ Proto-Min **-at > Longdu EM kat’, Giitian Daqido EM kak’, vs.
Xiamén SM kua?’, Xianyéu PXM kua®

2.2.5 Proto-Min **-i **-je > Proto-EM *-i *-ie
Akitani’s feature (2-7) is about Longdu lacking the SM+PXM innovation of
merging Proto-Min **-ie into **-i, e.g. (2022a: 8):
VU “four’ Proto-Min **-i > Longdu EM [i°, Gitidn Daqido EM si°, Xiamén
SM si”, Xiany6éu PXM #°
&t ‘key’ Proto-Min **-ie > Longdu EM fie”, Giitidn Daqido EM [-liet], vs.
Xiamén SM si? Xianyéu PXM [-1iA]

2.2.6 Proto-Min **-eu > Proto-EM *-eu
Akitani’s feature (2-8) is about Longdu lacking the SM +PXM innovation of Proto-
Min **-eu acquiring an *-i- onglide, e.g (2022a: 8-9):
&y ‘bird’ Proto-Min **-eu > Longdu EM tfzu’ Giitidn Daqido EM tseu’, vs.
Xiamén SM tsiau’, Xianyéu PXM fgivu’

Nonetheless, looking at data elsewhere, “bird” with an -i- onglide can be found
amongst EM varieties, e.g. Matsu F5tH EM tsiau’, Ningdé /% EM tsieu’. Three
descriptions of Longdu have an -i- onglide in the morpheme & ‘bird’: tsicu® GR/ZL,
tsieu® LC. More investigations are needed on this (see also §3.2.6 on Namlong).*

2.2.7 EM % ‘to sun’ Proto-Min **-yok
Akitani’s features (2-10) is about the verb HE ‘to sun’. Norman (1981: 71)
reconstructs this Proto-Min final as **-yok. EM and PXM have retained **-yok for

this verb, but SM has a form which seemingly traces to **-ok. Longdu aligns with
EM and PXM (2022a: 9-10).

3 In Kwok Ff (2024)’s reconstruction of Proto-CsM, the nasal coda in the finals *-(i/u)an *-(i/u)am
*-(i/u/y)an lenites in Proto-SM (*-an does not exist), but the nasal coda in the finals *-(i)am *-(i/u)an
does not lenite.

32 Like many Sinitic languages, the Min word for “penis” derives from the word for “bird”. The
irregular sound change may result from the word's taboo nature. See Akitani (2022c) for more on the
EM case.
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% ‘to sun’ Proto-Min **-yok > Longdu EM p"ue?’, Giitidn Dagido EM
p'uo?® Xianyéu PXM p™?% (see §2.4 on Longdu tone 7)

i ‘to sun’ Proto-Min **-ok (?) > Xiamén SM p"ak® Zhangping Yongfi
SM p’ak® [also Samheung SM p“ak” GR]

Compare:

5€ ‘grain’ Proto-Min **-yok > Longdu tf"ue?’, Glitian Daqgido EM ts"uo?’,
Xiany6u PXM ts™?7, (Xiamén SM ts"ik”, Zhangping Yongfi SM
ts"ok™)

7 ‘lie down’ Proto-Min **-ok > Xiamén SM p”ak’, Zhangping Yongfti SM
pak’, (Longdu EM ?, Guitian Daqido EM p’uk’, Xianyéu PXM p”a??

2.3 Longdu as a member of Northern EM [NEM]

Akitani K%+ (2022a)’s §3 presents arguments that Longdu is a member of the
Northern subgroup of EM [NEM]. EM is divided into the genealogical subgroups of
NEM and Southern EM [SEM] by Akitani #K%+ (2010b).>* The SEM subgroup
includes the better-known EM varieties of Fazhou #& /11 (Hokchew) and Fuqing #&
15 (Hokchia). Akitani argues that Longdu is a NEM variety.

The following is a small introduction to the linguistic geography of the NEM
area (following Akitani #K7% (2010b)’s definition of the NEM subgroup). Some of
the following place names and concepts come up repeatedly in this article. The
NEM area is roughly the Ningdé i Prefecture in the northeastern corner of
Fdjian, minus Gitidn 7 H County which primarily speaks SEM. Pingnan Jf Fd
County shows a mixture of SEM and NEM features (Akitani K%+ 2020). The
modern political and economic centre of this region is Ningdé (i.e. Ningdé-proper,
or Jidochéng £ District). Traditionally, the NEM variety spoken in neighbouring
F&’an % City had the most linguistic influence over the region. Inland from
Ningdé(-proper) and Fid’an is Zhouning & % County. Most of the Min features in
Longdu and Namlong EM can be traced to these three county-level entities in
northeastern Fdjian. (The other county-level entities in the prefecture are Fading #&
4 City, and Shouning 25 %%, Zheéréng #h28, and Xidpl E57# Counties.) NEM is also
spoken in a some parts of Cangnin % F§, Taishin Z&£/iH, and Qingyudn B JC
Counties in neighbouring Zh¢jiang Province to the north (there they are strongly
influenced by Wu, the dominant Sinitic dialect group in Zhgjiang). On the coast in
northeastern Fujian and southeastern tip of Zhgjiang are large migrant communities
of SM speakers (speaking Quanzhou-type SM), and also some PXM speakers. In the
area there are also many enclaves of Shé %, a Hakka-like language spoken by
people of the Shé nationality, a Hmong-Mien ethnic group (Yéu Wénlidng ¥iF 3 R
2002).

33 This division of EM into northern vs. southern subgroups is common. For instance, the Language
Atlas of China (Wurm & Li 1987; Zhang 3R et al. 2012) has a Fi—Ning # %8 subgroup (i.e. NEM)
and a Houguan &£ subgroup (i.e. SEM). (Wurm & Li 1987 classify the Zhgjiang EM dialects into a
third subgroup: Mdanhua %55 subgroup, but this has been subsumed into the Fi—Ning (NEM)
subgroup in Zhang 3R et al. 2012.) Nonetheless, opinions vary slightly on where the boundary lies,
and the features that are used to define them. The most prominent difference is the treatment of
Ningdé-proper (Jidochéng District). Akitani £K%% (2010b) and Lin Hanshéng #A%&€%E (2002) consider
Ningdé as part of the northern subgroup. The first edition of the Atlas (Wurm & Li 1987) considers
Ningdé as part of the southern subgroup. The second edition (Zhang 5 et al. 2012) considers the city
centre as southern, and the rest of Ningdé northern. The speech of Ningdé city centre has now been
strongly influenced by Fuzhou SEM, but we follow Akitani in classifying the whole of Ningdé as
NEM.
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In our §2.3.1 to §2.3.6, we discuss Akitani FK7+ (2022a)’s features (3-1) to
(3-6) respectively. The arguments in Akitani’s §3 are on average somewhat weak.
Nonetheless, the bundle of NEM-like features in Longdu discussed in his §3 does
suggest that Longdu has a closer affinity with NEM than with SEM. In our §2.3.7,
we extend the discussion by comparing Longdu with some sound changes discussed
in another publication, Akitani #K%+ (2022b). The results strengthen the argument
that Longdu is a member of NEM.

See also §5 on two lexical features that link Longdu (and Namlong) with
NEM.

2.3.1 NEM more conservative with Proto-EM *-m *-n *-y *-p *-t *-k *-?

Akitani’s feature (3-1) is a retention (and hence does not help with genealogical
classification). Longdu has preserved the Proto-EM consonantal codas of *-m *-n *-
n *-p *-t *-k *-?. The NEM varieties are on average more conservative by somehow
keeping at least a few of these distinctions apart (but this is quickly changing due to
the influence from SEM), whereas the SEM varieties typically only have -p -k or -p
-7 left. Longdu has not participated in these SEM-centred innovations.

Akitani FK4¥ (2022a)’s data are from Egerod (1956), which is conservative
with the codas. Many modern Longdu varieties have dropped *-? to at least some
degree. Compare the following data from three modern Longdu varieties: £ ‘learn’
ho” GR, ho?” 7L, ho?” LC; f1 ‘stone’ sie” GR, se”’ ZL, se?” LC. The Longdu variety
documented by GR has no -7 finals left. It is interesting to see a change in progress
in the variety documented by Js: the word 411z (good eat) ‘tasty’ alternates between
[ho4 hien] and [ho/ hieN] in her Longdu examples (cf. ¥ hie” GR, Wz, hig?” 7L).

See also §2.4 for discussions on how Longdu *-? syllables can only be in
tone 7.

2.3.2 The vowel in Proto-EM *-yn *-yk is commonly backed in NEM
Akitani’s feature (3-2) is about the backing of the vowel in at least one of the Proto-
EM finals *-yn *-yk in many NEM varieties. SEM has the vowel quality intact. For
instance (2022a: 15-16):
JiEi ‘swell’ Proto-EM *-yn > Longdu NEM tfop’ Fading Bailin NEM tsup’,
Zhouning Xidnctin NEM tfop> vs. Fizhou SEM tsyn?, Giitidn Dagido
SEM teyn’
Rl ‘meat’ Proto-EM *-yk > Longdu NEM nok® Fuading Béilin NEM nu?®
vs. Zhouning Xidncin NEM nok® vs. Fizhou SEM ny?% Giitidn
Dagido SEM nyk*®
While we think that Akitani is correct that Longdu shares this innovation with the
NEM varieties in Fujian and Zh¢jiang, it is not easy to discount the alternative
hypothesis: ZSY and Cantonese also have /-un/ [-on] /-uk/ [-ok] for these finals (Jif
tson’ W jok®); Longdu could easily have the vowel in these finals influenced by
Yue, if Longdu had another vowel in these finals previously.

2.3.3 Proto-EM *-upg *-uk > Proto-Fujian-NEM *-cey *-cek, and unrounding of
rounded front vowels

Akitani’s feature (3-3) is a combination of two traits. The first trait is Proto-EM *-up
*-uk > Proto-Fujian-NEM *-cen *-cek (i.e. not including Zh¢jiang NEM), whereas
in SEM the vowel tends to be not as low in tongue height, e.g. -oyp -oy? in Fizhou
SEM, -oyp -eyk in Gutian SEM, -op -07 in Fiqing SEM. The second trait is how in
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Longdu, and also in a small area in northeastern Fujian, e.g. Fuding 454, these two
finals have lost their roundedness (2022a: 16-17):**

&% ‘insect’ Proto-EM *-un > Longdu NEM "2p°, Fuding Bailin NEM t"ep”,
vs. Zhouning Xidnciin NEM f“cep?, Shouning Nanydng NEM t"een?
vs. Fizhou SEM t"oyp? Giitidn Dagido SEM t"oyn’, [Fiqing SEM
t'on’]

75 ‘six’ Proto-EM *-uk > Longdu NEM [zk® Fading Bailin NEM le?, vs.
Zhouning Xidnctin NEM Ieek® Shouning Nényang NEM Iee?® vs.
Fazhou SEM loy?% Giitian Dagido SEM loyk® [Faqing SEM lo??|

These changes in Longdu and Fdjian NEM are said to be “—JkAH7” [inherited
through one continuous vain] (2022a: 17). The first trait is most probably indeed an
innovation shared between Longdu and Fijian NEM. (Namlong, on the other hand,
has -op -ok for these finals; see §3.3.3.) The second trait, on the other hand, is
debatable. It is indeed the case that there is an area in northeastern Fujian where all
or most rounded front vowels have been unrounded, when the wider region (i.e.
most EM varieties and W) is rich in rounded front vowels. Within this “unrounded
enclave” in northeastern Fiijian are NEM varieties like Fiding 5 4% and F&’an #%%.
Nonetheless, the unrounding of front vowels in this part of northeastern Fudjian is
very recent: within the last two to three hundred years for Fuding (Dai Ligang #%2
il 2011), and within the last one hundred years for Fi’an (Dai % 2007a). Ibafiez
(1941)’s dictionary of Fii’an EM still has rounded front vowels. On the other hand,
Min people have a much longer history in Zhdngshan than this; the majority of Min-
speaking villages in Heungshan (for all three ZSM varieties) can be traced to the
Southern Song Dynasty (1127-1279) (Gao Ran =9k 2018: 5).

In the case of Fuding EM, Dai #{ (2011: 560-561) considers both internal
and external factors, and concludes that the unrounding of rounded front vowels in
Fuding EM is primarily caused by the pressure from the migrant SM varieties. SM
is spoken by 30% of the population in Fuding, and the SM population in the
neighbouring counties in Zh¢jiang is four times the population of Fuding EM.
Amongst the EM varieties in Fuding, the varieties furthest away from the SM-
speaking area in the north still have rounded front vowels.

The unrounding of the rounded front vowels in Longdu is not directly related
to that in northeastern Fujian. Nonetheless, one commonality is the SM influence.
One trait that sets Heungshan Yu¢ and Yuet Hoi / Kun—Pou Yu¢ apart is that
Heungshan Yue¢ varieties usually do not have rounded front vowels. (Shekki-proper
has rounded front vowels, but this is a later development (Gao Ran =2k 2018: 32).)
That Heungshan Yu¢ usually does not have rounded front vowels was caused by
Min influence, and the branch of CsM that is notable for not having rounded front
vowels is SM. The entire coast of Guangdong has a continuous history of visits by
SM-speaking fisherfolk (e.g. Egerod 1956: 6), and some SM speakers have settled in
Heungshan for quite some time (Samheung SM; see §4). Under the influence of
probably both SM and the “unrounded” varieties of Heungshan Yue, Longdu and
Namlong EM also do not have rounded front vowels.*

2.3.4 [mb] [ng]

3* Akitani #K%¥ also exemplifies this unrounding with the Proto-EM finals *-y *-yn (2022a: 16). Here
only examples of *-un *-uk > *-cen *-cek are shown.

3% Although there are no rounded front vowels in Longdu and Namlong EM, in nearly all descriptions
there is a rounded close-mid central vowel /e/. This is the reflex of various earlier vowels.
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Akitani’s feature (3-4) is about how /m/ /n/ /y/ in Longdu are pronounced [mb] [nd]
[ng]. Akitani mentions that this is also the case in northeastern Fujian, primarily
around Ningdé #E{# and Fd’an #7% (2022a: 17-18). (We shall ignore /n/, as its
realisations in Longdu and many Min dialects have other complications.) The
realisation of /m/ in Longdu is variously described as [m], [m°], [™b], or [b] by
different authors, and similarly with /y/ as [n], [n°], [°g], or [g]. Some authors render
these phonemes as /b/ /g/ instead. All these reflect the variations between and within
speakers of Longdu.* (See Kratochvil & Sio (2018) on the phonetics of these initials
in Taichung / Dachong “Kifi Longdu, and Chan & Ren (1987) on these in ZSY.)

This oral-nasal variation is somewhat similar to the situation in Fdjian SM:
there is no phonemic contrast between [m] [b] and [g] [g], and the [b] [g] allophones
are described variously as pure-oral plosives, pre-nasalised plosives, or post-oralised
nasals (see, e.g., Pan 1994, Hi Fang #fJ5 2005, Zhii Xidonéng AHE 2 2010: 201
202, Ding 2011).

Akitani’s feature (3-4) does little in distinguishing between the scenario of
Longdu and Ningdé / Fi’an NEM having shared this innovation, and the scenario of
Longdu and Ningdé / Fi’an NEM having developed this innovation in parallel. We
think that the latter is correct. The likely commonality is again the SM influence.

2.3.5 The raising of the nucleus in *-ia *-ian *-ia? *-ua

Akitani’s feature (3-5) is about the vowel *a in earlier *-ia *-iag *-ia? *-ua having
raised in tongue height in Longdu: -ie -iep -ie? -ue (2022a: 19). (Akitani’s renditions
of <uce> and <uc?> are problematic; these finals are rendered -ue and -ue?
respectively in this article.)’’” Similar raising of *a has also occurred in NEM, but not
in SEM. Akitani admits that this raising of *a in NEM may lack time-depth by
looking at Early Fi’an NEM as shown in Ibanez (1941). Akitani discusses in depth
the sound changes related to this raising of *a amongst NEM varieties.

Looking at the phonological systems of Longdu and some other Fajian NEM
varieties, one sees slight differences in the wider situation. In northeastern Fujian,
e.g., Zhouning Xianctin NEM, *-ian) becomes -iep (e.g. 1T kieg? ‘walk’, #i7 miep®
‘life’), except that *-ian remains -iag in tone *B (e.g. #}f piap’ ‘cake’, Wi tian® ‘pot’)
(-i is dropped in some cases; Akitani FK%+ 2018: 618-622). Similarly, *-ian becomes
-ien (e.g. fi ¢ien® ‘eel’), except that, in most cases, *-ian remains -ian in tone *B
(e.g. kian® ‘son’) (2018: 571-573). With one exception, all cases of *-ia did
change to -ie (e.g. B ir% ‘wild’, HL ¢ir’ ‘vehicle’).® The situation in Longdu is
different: all cases of *-ian has changed to -ieg (e.g. % tiep® GR ‘pot’, 1T kien’ GR
‘walk’), all cases of *-ian has changed to -ien (e.g. kien® GR ‘son’), while *-ia

3 Heungshan Yué also has this trait, and has had it for a long time. For instance, Early Macau Yug
borrowed Portuguese bacalhau ‘cod’ as /14K, inherited by modern Macau Cantonese as [ma4 ked
jeul], i.e. 5 ma was once [ba] in Macau. Macau originally spoke Heungshan Yu¢ (e.g. Ball 1897),
but was Cantonesised in the 1940s (Zhan & et al. 2002: 201-202).

37 This final is rendered /ua/ [05] in Egerod (1956: 45). The “vowel cluster” of [05] is described as
“[o] + non-syllabic [&], which differs only in length from [3]” (1956: 30). On the same page, [3] is
described as “lower-mid, central or back-central, rounded, short”, i.e. something like [8] or [9] in
IPA. (The “dot above” diacritic indicates centralisation in Americanist phonetic notation.) In other
words, [0d] is [o] with a mid-central off-glide. The offglide is not as fronted as Akitani’s <uce >
suggests.

** The final -ia exists in one morpheme, ia® ‘mother’, said to be from *ia® in tone *B (Akitani K%+
2018: 482). In the nearby NEM dialects of Hiipei [ZiH and Jitida JL#P, they show the more common
pattern of *-ia becoming -ie, except in tone *B, where *-ia remains -ia, or becomes -a (2018: 482).
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alternates randomly between -ia (e.g. ¥ ia’ zL ‘wild’) and -ie (e.g. B tshie! zL, ts"e’
GR ‘vehicle’).

The narrowing of phonetic targets in a diphthong like ia (and ua) is an
unsurprising sound change, and ia > ie could easily be a parallel development in
Longdu and Fujian / Zh¢jiang NEM. Nonetheless, it is noticeable how this raising
has happened in both Longdu and Fdjian / Zh¢ijiang NEM, but not in SEM.

See also discussions in §2.3.7 for related developments in Longdu, and also
§3.3.5 and §3.3.7 on how this raising has rarely occurred in Namlong.

2.3.6 The pronunciation of H ‘eye’

Akitani’s feature (3-6) concerns the Longdu morpheme for “eye” H mi’- AE (mi
tfiu’ EG ‘eye’, HHH bi” tsiu’ GR ‘eye’). In another publication, Akitani FK%F (2020:
812-816) studies the form of H ‘eye’ amongst EM varieties. A few types of this H
‘eye’ morpheme can be distinguished, and Longdu H mi’- belongs to his type “d”.
Other examples of type “d” include Shouning Nanyang =2 /% NEM HEk [mi?r
tsiul] ‘eye’, and Fa’an Muyang %% 25 NEM HER [muif jeu] ~ [mil jeul]
‘eye’. The main point is that type “d” is only found in NEM including Longdu, but
not in SEM.

5

2.3.7 Proto-EM *-yai *-uai > Proto-NEM *-ya *-ua
Now we discuss the sound changes from Proto-EM *-yai and *-uai as discussed in
another publication, Akitani FK%+ (2022b) [AE2].* Longdu participated in the Proto-
NEM innovations mentioned there. In a way that is not as “neat” as we would like,
for the sound changes discussed below, while the behaviour of the Ftizhou subgroup
of SEM is clearly different from that of NEM, the behaviour of the Fuiqing subgroup
of SEM is less distinct from that of NEM. Nonetheless, as can be glimpsed from the
rest of this §2, Longdu NEM does not show strong affinities with Fiqing SEM
beyond the fact that they are both EM. The sound changes discussed here, together
with stronger arguments like Proto-EM *-un *-uk > Proto-Fujian-NEM *-cen *-cek
(§2.3.3), strongly demonstrate Longdu’s link with NEM. (See also §3.3.7 on
Namlong, which behaves slightly differently from Longdu with these rules.)

Before we display the data, the development of Proto-EM *-yai, *-uai, and
*-ua in Longdu can be summarised as follows.

al. Proto-EM *-yai > Proto-NEM *-ya > *-ia> *-ie (*K-)
a2. *ua> *-uo (*T-)
b. Proto-EM *-uai > Proto-NEM *-ua > *-ua> *-uo
c. Proto-EM *-ua >  Proto-NEM *-ua > *-ua> *-uo

(See §2.3.5 on the raising of *-ia *-ua to *-ie *-uo, and on Akitani’s rendition of
<uce>, which we have changed to ue.) The reflexes of what we reconstruct as
Longdu *-ie *-uo are as follow:

Longdu *-ie: -ie AE/AE2, -ie -€ ZL, -ie LC, -ie -€ GR, [-1¢ -1eh] KS

Longdu *-uo: -ue AE/AE2 ([08] EG), -uo -6 ZL, -u0 -6 LC, -6 GR, [-99 -90" -07]

KS

The following are the data.

3 Unlike Akitani K% (2022a), Longdu is not the focus of (2022b), and hence Longdu data are not
always provided in (2022b). Only Akitani’s Longdu and Cangnan NEM data are used in this §2.3.7.
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Proto-Min **-igi > Proto-EM *-yqai*® >
Proto-NEM *-ya
(The geographically peripheral Longdu in Guingdong and Cangnan in Zh¢jiang
make a distinction based on velar vs. coronal initials. On the other hand, in
mainstream NEM, Proto-NEM *-ya > *-ia in all cases.)
Velar initial:
fap/ A& ‘stand’ (*k"-): Longdu NEM k"i° zL, k"e? GRr,*” k"ie® Lc, [kMel]
(tone 6) KS, Cangnéan Yénting NEM dzio% Ningdé NEM k"ieS Fa’an
NEM k"e® Zhéréng NEM k"ia®
1% ‘ant’ (*p-): Longdu NEM pie® AE2/ZL, pie® LC, ge° GR, [niehV] (tone 6?)
KS, Cangnan Yanting NEM pio Ningdé NEM pie Fi’an NEM pe®,
Zheéréng NEM pia® or pie®
4k ‘outside’ (*n-): Longdu NEM pie® AE2, pe® zL, pie’ LcC, gie® GR, [niet]
(sandhi tone?) KsS, Cangndn Yénting NEM jnio® Ningdé NEM pie®,
Zheréng NEM pia®
Coronal initial:
4% ‘paper’ (*tf-): Longdu NEM tfue’ AE2, tsuo’ zL, tse’ LC/GR vs. Ningdé
NEM fsa’ (irregular), Fi’an NEM tse”, Zhéréng NEM tsia’
¥ ‘snake’ (*0-): Longdu NEM fue? AE2, se® ZL/LC/GR, Cangnan Yénting
NEM zo?, vs. Ningdé NEM sie?, Fi’an NEM se? Zhéréng NEM sia”

Proto-SEM *-iai > Fuqing-type SEM *-ia
fa ‘stand’: Faqing SEM /k"ia®% [k"iaV]
% ‘ant’: Fiqing SEM /nia®/ [piaV] or /nie®/ [nieV] (< Fizhou influence?)
4k ‘outside’: Fiiging SEM /nia®/ [niaV]
4% ‘paper’: Fiqing SEM tsia’
I ‘snake’: Fiqing SEM sia”

Proto-SEM *-iai > Fuzhou -type SEM *-iai
fa ‘stand’: Fazhou SEM /k"ie®/ [k ieA]
I ‘ant’: Fizhou SEM /nie®/ [nieA]
4k “outside’: Fiizhou SEM /nie®/ [nieA]
4% “paper’: Ftizhou SEM tsai’ (irregular)
I ‘snake’: Flizhou SEM sie?

Proto-Min **-(u)ai** > Proto-EM *-uai >
Proto-NEM *-ua
7V ‘sand’: Longdu NEM se’ zZL/LC/GR, Ningdé NEM suo’, Fi’an NEM so’,
Zheréng NEM sua’

“ Akitani K4+ (2022b: 84) argues that the Proto-EM *-iai reconstructed elsewhere, namely
Bodman’s unpublished reconstructions shown in Walton (1986: 474-477), Wu Rui-wen 5%fi 3C
(2007: 271-273), and Akitani K% (2018: 701; 2020: 856), should be changed to *-yai instead.

*I The character 3 (“stepping stone” or “stand” in Classical Chinese) is used more in Min studies.
The character 1 (“tiptoe” in Classical Chinese) is used more in Yué studies, but 1 is also used in
some publications on ZSM, e.g. GR.

*2 Tone 3 is an influence from ZSY: 4 k"’ ‘stand’ (Cantonese 1 k”ei* ‘stand”). The vowel in ki’ zL
is most probably an influence from ZSY.

# Akitani FK7¥ (2022b: 82-84) argues that Norman (1981)’s Proto-Min finals **-ai and **-uai (: 44—
45, 50-51) are “ K& _L” [basically / largely] in complementary distribution, and “# 7] §£ 7] LL” [can
possibly] be combined into one proto-final.
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% ‘basket’: Longdu NEM [uo? zL, Iuo” LC, Ningdé NEM [uo®, Zheéréng
NEM [ua’

K big’: Longdu NEM /tua®/ [toeV] EG, tuo®zL, tuo°LC, te®GR, [toal] (tone 6)
KS, Ningdé NEM fuo’ Fi’an NEM to¢ Zhéréng NEM tua®

it ‘damage(d)’: Longdu NEM p®e’ zL/GR, p"uo® Lc, Ningdé NEM p'uo’,
F&’an NEM p”o”, Zhéréng NEM p'ua’

J# ‘grind’: Longdu NEM muo? zL, muo” LC, be” GR, [m(b)ao/] (tone 3) Ks,
Ningdé NEM muo~, Fi’an NEM mo~, Zhéréng NEM mua”

However, & ‘I’ (Proto-NEM *ua®) is different in Longdu and Ningdé:*

F ‘I’: Longdu NEM ua’ zL/LC/GR, [wa(:)4] (tone 3) 1S, Ningdé NEM ua’ vs.
F&’an NEM go”, Zhéréng NEM gua’

Proto-SEM *-uai > Fuqing-type SEM *-ua

?b ‘sand’: Fiqing SEM sua’

% ‘basket’: Fuqing SEM /ai” (< Fazhou influence?)
K “big’: Fiqing SEM /tua® [tuaV]

il ‘damage(d)’: Fiqing SEM /p"ua®/ [p"uad]

J# ‘grind’: Fiqing SEM mua?

. I’: Fiqing SEM nua’

Proto-SEM *-uai > Fuzhou-type SEM *-ai, *-uai

7V ‘sand’: Fiizhou SEM sai’

% ‘basket’: Fizhou SEM lai?

K big’: Fizhou SEM /tuai® [tuaiA]

it ‘damage(d)’: Fizhou SEM /p"uai®/ [p"uai.]
J# ‘grind’: Fuzhou SEM muai”

& ‘I’: Fazhou SEM puai’

For NEM and Fuqing-type SEM, the reflexes of Proto-EM *-uai are the same as
those of Proto-EM *-ua.

JK ‘melon’ *-ua: Longdu NEM kuo’ zL, kuo’ Lc, ke’ GR, [koo™1] (tone 1) KS,
/ktia/ [kos1] EG, Ningdé NEM kuo’, Fi’an NEM ko', Zhérong NEM
kua', Faqing SEM kua’, (Fazhou SEM kua’)

1t ‘flower’ *-ua: Longdu NEM fo’zL, fuo'Lc, fo' ~ he' GRr, /fta/ [fos]] EG,
Ningdé NEM xuo’, Fi’an NEM ho’, Zhéréong NEM xua’, Fuqing
SEM hua’, (Fazhou SEM hua’)

FL “tile’ *-ua: Longdu NEM pne® zL, guo® Lc, ge® GR, Ningdé NEM nuo®,
F@’an NEM wo® Zheéréng NEM ua’ Faqing SEM /mua® [muaV],
(Ftizhou SEM /mua®/ [guan])

For Fuzhou-type SEM, the reflexes of Proto-EM *-uai are the same as those of
Proto-EM *-ai / *-uai.

T ‘thunder’ *-ai: Fizhou SEM /ai°, (Longdu NEM [ai” zL, [la:1d] (tone 3) KS,
Ningdé NEM /ai°, Fi’an NEM lai®, Zhéréng NEM lai?, Fiqing SEM
lai?)

* 1t is not surprising that the pronoun ‘I’ has a conservative pronunciation. For instance, in Pinghua
as spoken in the western suburbs of Nanning, the Middle Chinese #X -a rime mostly have -o reflexes,
like Nanning Cantonese, e.g. #X ko' ‘song’, Hk po? ‘moth’. However, some morphemes with a more
“personal” meaning have retained an -a pronunciation, e.g. #X ka’ ‘love song’, & pa*‘I’.
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¢ ‘blame’ *-uai: Fizhou SEM /kuai’/ [kuaid], (Longdu NEM kai” zL, kuai’
Lc, F’an NEM kuai®, Zhéréng NEM kuai®, Faqing SEM /kuoi®/
[kueid])

2.4 Longdu-specific sound changes
Akitani #K7S (2022a)’s §4 is a small section talking about two Longdu-specific
sound changes. The first shows development parallel with Zhgjiang NEM. (It is also
interesting to compare Namlong with these Longdu sound changes; see §3.4.)
The first Longdu-specific sound change is Proto-EM *-c¢ > Longdu -i, for
instance (2022a: 21-22):
Bt ‘comb’ *-ce: Longdu NEM [i AE, [si’ ZL/LC/GR,] vs. Zhouning Xidnciin
NEM 0Oc’, Gitian Dagido SEM sce’
#] ‘beginning’ *-ce: Longdu NEM /% AE, [ts"i” zL,] vs. Zhouning Xidnciin
NEM tf"ee’, Giitian Dagido SEM ts"ce’
Proto-EM *-ce has the same reflexes as *-i and *-y in Longdu.
VU ‘four’ *-i: Longdu NEM (i’ AE, [si’ ZL/LC/GR,] Zhouning Xidncin NEM
0i°, Gitian Dagido SEM si”
M. ‘rat’ *-y: Longdu NEM "~ AE, [ts"i® ZL/LC/GR,] vs. Zhouning Xianciin
NEM ¢y* Giitian Dagido SEM fg'y?
Akitani proposes that the sequence of sound changes was *-c¢ > *-cey > *-y > -i
The *-cey stage is manifested by the other peripheral NEM subgroup: Zhgjiang NEM.
Akitani gives the examples of Taishin Sankui NEM #it sey’ ‘comb’ and #] ts"ey’
‘beginning’. Cangndn Yanting NEM #ii ‘comb’ has an -ai final, which is an
unrounded version of *-cey.
The second Longdu-specific sound change concerns tone **D syllables.
While Proto-EM *-p *-t *-k syllables in Longdu have tone 7 or 8 as expected, all *-
? syllables have tone 7 in Longdu. The following are some examples (2022a: 22-23).
Proto-EM *-?:
H ‘hundred’ *pa?’: Longdu NEM pa?” AE, [pa?’ zL, pe?’ LC, pa’ GR,]
Zhouning Xidnctin NEM pa?’, Glitidn Dagido SEM pa?’
M ‘white’ *pa?®: Longdu NEM pa?” AE, [pa?’ ZL, pe?’ LC,] vs. Zhouning
Xianciin NEM pa?® Giitian Daqido SEM pa?®
Proto-EM other plosive coda:
J\ ‘eight’ *pet’: Longdu NEM paet” AE, [pet” ZL, pet’ Lc,] Zhouning Xidncin
NEM pet’, Glitidn Dagido SEM peik”
+ ‘ten’ *0ep®: Longdu NEM [zp® AE, [siep®zL, sep®Lc,] Zhouning Xiancin
NEM 0gep? Giitidn Dagido SEM seik®

The following are some other examples.

& ‘string’ *05?”: Longdu NEM s0?” zL, so?” LC, Zhduning Xidnciin NEM
0577, Gutidn SEM so?”

## ‘purchase grain’ *tia?®: Longdu NEM tie?” zL, tie?” LC, vs. Zhouning
Xidnciin NEM tie?® Gutian SEM tiak®

2 ‘learn” *5?°%: Longdu NEM ho?” zL, ho?” LC, ho” GR,* vs. Zhouning
Xianciin NEM 0?% Gutian SEM o0?%

% ‘leaf *nio?%: Longdu NEM nie’ GR, vs. Zhouning Xiénciin NEM ny?%
Glitian SEM nyek®

* Longdu EM has copied a Yug initial h-, cf. ZSY / Cantonese £ hok® ‘learn’. Namlong EM did not
do this: % 2*GR/CX ‘learn’.
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% ‘to sun’ *p"us?®: Longdu NEM p”ue?’ AE, p”e” GR, vs. Zhouning Xianciin
NEM p"u?® Gutian Dagido EM p“uo?®

2.5 Traits in Longdu that look like other branches of Min

2.5.1 EM vs. SM typological traits

The three ZSM varieties are often said to be SM varieties. This opinion is often
found in popular literature. This conclusion can easily be made, as the Min varieties
that most people have come across in Guangdong are obviously Fudjian SM or
derivatives of Fujian SM. The opinion that all three ZSM varieties are SM is also
found in linguistic research, e.g. Lin Baisong #AFa (1997: 1386), Chén Xidofeng
[ /NHR (1995: 249), and Lin Lunlan A ffiffr & Chén Xidofeng [H/ME (1996: 183).
Chén B (1995) and Lin #k & Chén [ (1996)’s arguments are that (with rephrasing
here): 1. ZSM has the consonantal codas of -m -n -p -p -t -k, similar to SM but
different from EM and PXM (they typically only have one nasal coda and one
plosive coda); 2. ZSM has no rounded front vowels, similar to SM; ZSM has not
developed rounded front vowels even under the strong influence of Yue (Shekki-
proper and Cantonese have rounded front vowels); 3. ZSM does not have the EM
and PXM type of onset lenition; and 4. ZSM does not have the EM type of tone-
conditioned rime allophony.*®

The four aforementioned traits are typological traits. Using typological traits
is one valid way of classifying speech varieties. Nonetheless, this classification
cannot be understood as a genealogical classification. Each of these is unsuitable as
an argument for genealogical relationship in its own way.

Trait 1 (having -m -n -p -p -t -k) is a retention, which already makes this
inadmissible as an evidence for genealogical relationship. Having kept the Proto-Min
codas of -m -n -p -p -t -k -? is indeed typical of the SM varieties in Fujian, but it is
not universal amongst the Fijian SM varieties. In addition, as discussed in §2.3.1,
having only -p -k or -p -7 is not a trait of EM as a whole: it is a trait common in
SEM. Some NEM varieties, e.g. Ningdé NEM as spoken by the oldest speakers
(Ningdé Z1H 1995: 932), still have a complete set of -m -n -y -p -t -k -? inherited
from Proto-EM. Longdu (and Namlong) are simply EM varieties that are
conservative with their codas (except with *-?, see §2.3.1 and §3.3.1); they are
supported by Heungshan Yu¢ and Cantonese, which are conservative with Middle
Chinese -m -n -p -p -t -k. (ZSH is also mostly conservative with these.)

Trait 2 (no rounded front vowels) is an innovation from the point of view of
Proto-Min. However, it does not follow that ZSM and SM have to have inherited
this trait from a common ancestor. Not having rounded front vowels is a widespread
areal trait in Far Southern China, and in the wider Mainland Southeast Asia (e.g. de
Sousa 2015: 383-385). In Zhongshan, ZSM, ZSH, and most Heungshan Yue¢

* The last two traits can be demonstrated using the Fizhou EM word B¢ E.0 [kligtl neyyl ninl]
(light heavy heart) ‘bias’. The morphemes are pronounced ¥§ [k"in1] E [toynA] /0> [sin]] individually.
When put together: a) onset lenition refers to the changing of the second and third onsets from [t-] [s-]
to [n-] [n-] due to the preceding nasal codas; b) tone sandhi rules cause the first and second tones to
change from [1] [A] to [FL] [T]; ¢) tone-conditioned rime allophony in EM refers to the nucleus vowel
phonemes having two allophones which are used with different tones in non-tone-sandhi settings;
after tone-sandhi, all vowels in sandhi-tone syllables revert back to the “basic” allophone. The vowel
in the first syllable /k"in/ [k"in] (underlying tone 1) is already in its basic allophone, but the vowel in
the second syllable /tayn/ [toyn] (underlying tone 6) has to revert back to [@y] after tone sandhi. See,
e.g., Chén Zéping BR¥EF (1998), Hirayama Hisao “F1l1 A% (2010), and C. Donohue (2013) on
these rules in Fizhou EM. The rules in the other EM varieties are often different from the ones in
Ftizhdu EM, sometimes considerably more complex. See, e.g., Dai Ligang #2Z2[| (2007b).
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varieties do not have rounded front vowels. (That Shekki-proper and Standard
Cantonese have rounded front vowels cannot be viewed as the norm in Far Southern
China.)

Trait 3 (onset lenition) is indeed near universal amongst the PXM and EM
varieties in Fdjian and Zhegjiang.”” However, that Longdu (and Namlong) do not
have this trait stems simply from the fact that this trait is a rather-recent innovation
in Fgjian. Looking at the most influential dialect in this region, Fizhou EM, while
opinions vary as to when this innovation started, the earliest estimate is merely two
to three hundred years ago (see, e.g., Chén Zéping [B%-F- 2010, Dai Ligang 5ZZ |
2016). Longdu (and Namlong) EM have splintered off Fijian EM much earlier than
this, and hence it is not surprising that they do not have the EM type of onset
lenition.

Trait 4 (tone-conditioned rime allophony) is not a trait that defines EM as a
whole. Many SEM varieties and some NEM varieties have this trait. One has to note
that this trait is not even universal in SEM where this is most famous for, e.g.
Gutian SEM does not have this trait. Longdu (and Namlong) have splintered off
before this innovation developed in mainstream EM. (See also, e.g., Tu Chia-lun #t
#2022 on traits 3 and 4.)

Longdu is typologically rather different from the better-known EM varieties
like Fzhou (Hokchew) and Fuqing (Hokchia). Nevertheless, as we have seen in
§2.2 and §2.3, Longdu is genealogically an EM variety, and more specifically a
NEM variety, as evidenced by many shared innovations.

Lastly, we must mention one typological trait of Longdu (and Namlong)
which aligns more with EM (and PXM) than with SM. All of these branches of CsM
have complex tone sandhi, but SM is comparatively not as complex. In SM varieties,
each isolate tone (non-sandhi tone, citation tone) is usually linked to only one, or
sometimes two, sandhi tones. In other words, when tone sandhi rules are applied,
often no “guesswork” is needed as to which tone a tone would be transformed into.
This is the case with Samheung SM. On the other hand, things are less predictable in
EM and PXM: an isolate tone is often linked to more than one sandhi tone. The
regular rules are also on average more complex, e.g. more conditioning by the tone
of the following syllable, and sometimes even the tone of the final syllable in a tone-
sandhi domain has to change. Longdu (and Namlong) align more with EM; their
sandhi rules are slightly less complex than an average EM variety, but are still
noticeably more complex than a typical SM variety. (See Gao Ran =48 2002 on
ZSM tones.)

2.5.2 SM-like lexical items

Longdu EM has some morphemes which look like they were borrowed from SM.
(Or PXM; it is not necessarily easy to tell SM and PXM lexical items apart.) It is
not surprising that Longdu has some SM influences. Firstly, Longdu people claim
that their ancestors came from various locations along the Fudjian coast, including
coastal locations in the PXM and SM regions. Secondly, historically Zhongshan had
frequent visits by SM-speaking fisherfolk (Egerod 1956: 6), and there is still the SM

iy

7 Onset lenition is not present in some geographically peripheral EM varieties: Shouning 7% and
Fading 444 in far northeastern Fdjian, and Pingtan “F-J& off the coast of Fiiging (Yudn 3% & Wing
F 2013: 52). In the Yéuxi Ji% dialect, which has a mixture of features from the nearby N, S, E, Cn,
and PX Min groups, onset lenition only exists in some common words (LT Rdléng Z=H1#E 2021).
Onset lenition in PXM is commonly thought of as an influence from EM (e.g. Li %% 2001a: 138; Dai
7 2016: 44).
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variety of Samheung (§4) spoken in Zhongshan. The following are a few SM-like
morphemes in Longdu noticed by us.
The first is the morpheme “know”. Longdu %1 fsai’ ZL/LC ‘know’ looks very
SM and PXM. So far we have not found forms like tsai’ for “know” in the EM
varieties in Fjian and Zhgjiang.
A1 ‘know’ Longdu EM tsai’ zL/Lc, PXM fsai’, Proto-SM *tsai' > Samheung
SM fsai’ GR, tsei’ Lc, Zhangzhou SM tsai’, Teochew SM tsai’
%1 ‘know’ Fiizhou EM ti’, Figing EM ti’, Fi’an EM tei’
(SM varieties often also have ti’ as a literary pronunciation of %1 ‘know’.)
Also cf. 1 ‘know’ Middle Chinese {- > ZSY / Cantonese tsi’, Longdu literary tsi’,
ZSH ti'.
The Longdu morpheme 17 #i° GR/EG ‘(be) at’ looks like it was borrowed
from a Fdjian SM variety:
7 “(be) at’ Longdu EM t#i°[1] GR/EG
cf. Samheung SM tu’ [1] GR, Hui’an SM #i? ~ twr? [4], Taiwanese SM
ti% ~ tu® ~ tw®[1]
This is unlike:
# ‘(be) at’ Putian PXM to? [1], Fizhou EM tuo?® [1], Fiding EM tie?® [1],
Zhouning Xidnciin EM 1i?2% (~ te?®) [1]
? ‘(be) at” Teochew SM to*[1]
7% “(be) at’ Fizhou EM ka?*[1]
7E “(be) at’ ZSY ts™i’ GR [1], Hafong ts"ui’ GR [4], ZSH ts™i’ [1]
& ~ 1 “(be) at” Cantonese hei” ~ heen” [4]

There is a question of whether Longdu ti” [1] is from the EM form # *tio?® or not.
The form ti° [1] is found in Egerod (1956: 53), which is conservative with the codas
and not known to drop *-?. Nonetheless, we have seen the very similar looking form
ti?® in Zhouning Xidnciin EM. In Longdu, all *-? syllables are in tone 7 (see §2.4); a
possible scenario would be that Longdu had *ti?’, and then for some irregular reason
*ti?” [1] became ti° [1]. Either way, it remains most likely that either Longdu ti° was
directly borrowed from SM, or Longdu *ti?’ [/] became ti° [1] irregularly under the
influence of a similar-sounding from in SM.

In §2.1.6, we mentioned that for the Proto-CsM *3 series of finals, Longdu
consistently sides with the developments in Proto-EM. This includes t ‘north’ (<
Proto-CsM *-0k). However, ‘ink’ (also < Proto-CsM *-0k) is different. The
morpheme z& ‘ink’ mak®Lc* in Longdu is perhaps borrowed from SM (or PXM).

‘ink” Proto-CsM *-ok:
Proto-SM *-ak > Samheung SM mak?® [\], Zhangzhou SM bak® Teochew
SM bak?®
Longdu EM mak®[1] Lc, PXM pa?®
Proto-EM *-ok > Ftizhou EM mey?®, Fiqing EM me?®, Fi’an EM meek®

The Longdu form 5% mak® [1] LC is not borrowed from ZSY / Cantonese # mek®
[1]; Longdu keeps /-ak/ /-ek/ clearly apart (unlike Namlong and Samheung), and
ZSY / Cantonese morphemes with -k are usually borrowed as -zk in Longdu.” The

* GR records a form 25 bek® [1], with a Yué-influenced vowel. ZL records only a literary form
[mekA], with Yue vowel, and a tone that does not occur in native morphemes. (ZSY & mek®[d].)

* Slightly further afield, Shuntak JI§#% (Shindé) Yué and Zhongshan Giizhén i #8 Yue (Szeyap) to
the north experienced *-ek > -ak (while -ep is intact): Shuntak =% mak®[{], Giizhén 58 mak®[]. To
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tone values also do not match. Longdu mak?®[1] LC is also not borrowed from ZSH
met®[1]. Longdu % ‘ink’ mak®Lc looks like it was borrowed from SM.

In a form recorded by zL, the initial in 3 hai® ‘artemisia’ looks like it was
borrowed from SM or PXM:

Y ‘artemisia’ Proto-Min **ph- > Longdu EM hai® [\] zL, Samheung SM

hia’® Lc, Xiamén SM hia® Teochew SM hia Xianyéu PXM hya’, vs.
Faqing EM /nia®/ [niad], F&’an EM pge”, (Longdu EM pie’ LC)
(Also cf. ¥ ‘artemisia’ Middle Chinese n- > Cantonese nai® [1], ZSY pai’® [1],
Longdu literary pai” [1] zL, ZSH pioi” [1].)

The Longdu form ¥ pie’ LC is regular (for EM), with the expected initial p-
and tone 5. On the other hand, the Longdu form ¥ hai®ZL has the initial A- and tone
6; h- is from SM or PXM, and tone 6 is what one would expect from a coastal SM
variety (§2.1.4). (The final -ai is from Yue.) Interestingly, the tone 5 in Samheung
SM ¥ hia” is what we would expect from EM; see discussions in §5.

3. Namlong Eastern Min

Namlong Fg B8 EM (Nénling, nem?> lop® nem?~ lop’ a® (Namlong language) GR;
also written FFEH or FHBE, ak.a. 75%F Dédn, f5HEEF Dénéngdil) is the second
largest ZSM variety, spoken to the east of Shekki in Namlong 4 Bf and
Zhangjiabian 5k %% Towns. Bodman conducted an intelligibility test between
speakers of Longdu (§2) and Namlong in Honolulu (1982: 3).°° The level of mutual
intelligibility “was quite minimal”. Their lexicons “differ considerably”, and their
tone values are very different (see Table Al in the appendix). Nonetheless, their
historical phonological developments are largely the same, and Bodman concludes
that Longdu and Namlong are closely related EM varieties. (Bodman (1982) calls
EM “Northeastern Min”.) Gao Ran /=%A (2018: 284) also notices that Namlong is
linguistically closer to EM and PXM, and not so close to SM.

Unlike Longdu EM, of which the Yu¢ influence is a mix of Cantonese and
Shekki, the Yue influence in Namlong EM is more solidly Shekki, more specifically
the “unrounded” type of Shekki (i.e. no rounded front vowels) that is spoken in the
Namlong area (Gao Ran =98 (2018: 16); see Ruin Hénghui FriEfH (1983) on
Namlong Shekki). Amongst the Namlong Min-speaking villages, some are shared
with Yué speakers, but none are shared with Hakka speakers (Gao = 2018: 283).°!

In contrast to Longdu, very few data are available on Namlong EM. The
following are the sources of the Namlong data used in this article:

BMN: Nicholas Bodman (1982), data from Namlong
cx2: Chén Xidofeng [# /M (1995), data from Namlong

the west, most Szeyap dialects do not have an /a/ /e/ distinction, e.g. Taishanese & 1 ™bak® [I]. We
currently assume that Longdu % mak®[1] LC ‘ink’ is unrelated to these cases; Longdu is not known
to have particularly strong interactions with these Yu¢ varieties.

" Honolulu (1 % I t"an’ hiop' san' ‘sandalwood mountain’) has a large Heungshan 7 |
community. All the Chinese schools in Honolulu at Bodman’s time used Shekki as the primary
medium of instruction. The cities of Honolulu and Zhongshan are twinned due to the strong historical
links.

! However, there are Hakka-speaking villages in the area. For instance, Sun Yat-Sen f&ifAill, the
founding father of the Chinese republic, came from Cuihéng *:= in Namlong, which is a Shekki
Yue-speaking village. To the east, south, and west are numerous Hakka-speaking villages (Qit Jié If$
$E 2006: 75-76). Slightly further away is the Namlong Min-speaking village of Zudbu /#f, which is
where the Sun family ancestral shrine is located, and where most of the extended Sun family
members were based (Gao Réan 159X 2018: 386).
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cx: Chén Xisofeng /Ml & XU Donghui #F4-HE (2012), data from
Namlong (data slightly different from the other Chén data)

GR: G3o Ré4n /=24 (2018: 283-317), data from Linbian #&i% in Namlong

GR2: Gao Ran =2k (2000), data from Linbian 1&i% in Namlong

Lc: Lin Lanlin M ffs & Chén Xidofeng B/, (1996: 158-164)

Despite the paucity of data, one could already tell that Namlong and Longdu are
very closely related to each other in terms of their historical phonology. From the
conclusion that Longdu is EM (§2), it follows that Namlong is also EM. The amount
of innovations shared between Namlong and Longdu are numerous enough, and
some of them unique enough (e.g. §3.3.7, and *-c¢c > -i in §3.4), that they must
share a common ancestor that is more recent than Proto-NEM (§2.3, §3.3). We call
this Proto-Heungshan-EM preliminarily. However, there are two scenarios between
which we are currently unable to discern: a) Proto-Heungshan-EM was spoken in
Heungshan, i.e. Namlong and Longdu diverged after their common ancestor group
arrived in Heungshan; and b) “Proto-Heungshan-EM” was spoken in northeastern
Fijian, meaning that they diverged in northeastern Fujian, but the two groups both
ended up in Heungshan (not an unusual occurrence in a mass migration event). See
discussions in §3.3.3.

The rest of this §3 on Namlong is structured exactly the same as §2 on
Longdu: the numbering and titles of the subsections are basically the same in both
§2 and §3. Under each subheading, when Namlong data are available, we show how
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu, and in very few cases different from Longdu.
(Samheung SM data are also often given as a reference.) When Namlong and
Longdu behave the same, the arguments that support the view that Longdu is EM in
§2 also apply to Namlong, and we usually do not repeat these arguments here in §3.
Thus, when the reader reads, e.g., §3.1.6, discussions that are relevant are also found
in §2.1.6. Due to the paucity of Namlong data, sometimes we have to provide
alternative sets of examples which are less “neat” than the ones given for Longdu in
§2.

In Namlong EM, /a/ is often reduced to /e/ (GR/CX’s notation) or /o/
(BMN/LC/CX2’s notation) in what is described as an unstressed environment by
Bodman (1982: 12-13). These two vowels (/a/ and /e/~/o/) are separate phonemes,
e.g. F nam? ‘south’ vs. & nom? ‘soft’ BMN (< Yu¢ nem?’ ‘malleably soft’). An
example of this vowel reduction is Fd nam? ‘south’ becoming nom?in g BHYE nom?
lop? hi' ‘Namlong Market’ (BMN: 12). In GR one sees alternations like P lap®~
non? ‘two people’ (GR: 305) and W /)T lep® kin' ‘two catty’ (GR: 303). When the
reader sees an ¢ ~ o in the Namlong data, it is possible that it is underlyingly an /a/.
This phonemic reduction from /a/ to /e/~/a/ also occurs in Samheung SM (§4), but
not in Longdu EM (§2), ZSH, ZSY, and Cantonese.”

3.1 EM innovations and EM-specific forms in Namlong
3.1.1 Proto-Min **N- and **N- > Proto-EM *N-
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu. Here we provide a different set of examples.

32 The phonetic reduction that occurs in Cantonese sentence final particles is non-phonemic.
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J& ‘tail’, Proto-Min **m-* > Namlong EM bei’ GR, Longdu EM bei’ GR,
Fiazhou EM muoi’, Teochew SM bue’, Xiamén SM be’, Xiany6u
PXM puoi’
& ‘hair’, Proto-Min **mh- > Namlong EM bo? GR, Longdu EM bo? GR,
Fiazhou EM mo?, vs. Teochew SM mo? Xidmén SM mp°, Xiany6u
PXM mp?
(These Min varieties do not have a b- m- phonemic distinction except Teochew SM
(but see also §3.3.4 on Namlong). In PXM, *b- > p-. The SM and PXM varieties
have managed to keep the Proto-Min **m- **mh- distinction by adding nasality to
the final in the case of **mh-. Both /& ‘tail’ and & ‘hair’ have oral finals in Proto-
Min, cf. the EM forms. The Samheung SM forms J& moi” Lc, boi’ GR ‘tail’ and &
mou? LC ‘hair’ do not help, as Samheung SM has denasalised all its nasalised
vowels, and there is no b- m- phonemic distinction.)

3.1.2 Proto-Min **dz- is fricativised in EM
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu.
A Ssit’ Proto-Min **dz- > Namlong EM s0i® GR, Longdu EM s0i® 7L,
Fizhou EM /sey®/ [soyA], Xianyéu PXM #¢° vs. Samheung SM tsai®
LC, Teochew SM tso® Zhangzhou SM tse®
A “front” Proto-Min **dz- > Namlong EM sen” GR, Longdu EM sen” 7L,
Fazhou EM seip”, Xianyéu PXM #° vs. Samheung SM fsai” LC,
Teochew SM ts6i% Zhangzhou SM tsin?
Also, the word for “many”: Namlong EM se° GR, Longdu EM se° GR, Fiizhou EM
/seS/ [saA], Xianyéu PXM fe> vs. Samheung SM tse’ GR, Teochew SM ts0i
Zhangzhou SM tse®.

3.1.3 Proto-Min **-o0 conditioned by labial vs. non-labial initials in Fajian EM
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu. Here we provide a slightly different set of
examples.
i ‘cloth’ Proto-Min **labial-: Namlong EM pe” GR, Longdu EM puo’ Lc,
Fazhou EM /puo®/ [puod], vs. Samheung SM p"»° Lc/GR, Teochew
SM pou?, Taiwanese SM po°, PXM pou”
# “thick’ Proto-Min **coronal-: Namlong EM ts"u’ GR, Longdu EM ts'u’
LC, Fizhou EM ts"u!, Samheung SM ts”»! GR, Teochew SM ts”ou’,
Taiwanese SM ts" ! PXM tsfou!
il “‘pants’ Proto-Min **velar-: Namlong EM k"u’ GR, Longdu EM k™u” Lc,
Fiazhou EM /k"u’/ [k"oud], Samheung SM k" GR, Teochew SM
k®ou’, Taiwanese SM k">, PXM k"ou’

3.1.4 Some Tone C syllables unexpectedly in tone 5 instead of tone 6 in EM
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu.
[f] ‘face’ Proto-Min **mh- tone C > Namlong EM bin’ GR, Longdu EM
min’ LC, Fizhou EM /min’/ [meinJ], Xianyéu PXM mip’, Zhangping
Yongfi inland-SM bin’, vs. Samheung coastal-SM bin® Lc, Xiamén
coastal-SM bin Teochew coastal-SM min®

33 Coastal Min varieties have experienced a “flip-flop” with tone **B: **N- syllables have Upper
tone B (tone 3), and **N- syllables have Lower tone B (tone 4) (Shén {4 2023: 521-522), opposite of
what one would expect. Amongst these Min varieties, Teochew SM still has a separate category of
tone 4 (which is not merged into tone 3 or 6). See also footnote 18.

33



£ ‘nose’ Proto-Min **bh- tone C > Namlong EM p"~ GRr, Longdu EM p%°
zL/csH, (but p"i° GR,) Giitidn EM p”i°, Faqing EM /p"e®/ [p"ed],
Xianyéu PXM p”~, vs. Samheung coastal-SM pi’ GR (< tone *6),
(but pei’Lc,) Xiamén coastal-SM p7% Teochew coastal-SM p”i°

18 ‘tree’ Proto-Min **dzh- tone C > Namlong EM fs"iu” Gr/LC, Longdu
EM tsiu® 7L, Faging EM /ts"iu’/ [ts"ieud], Xianyou PXM ts"iu’, vs.
Samheung coastal-SM  fs”%u® GR/LC, Xiamén coastal-SM ts"iu®,
Teochew coastal-SM ts"iu®

3.1.5 EM Py ‘two’ Proto-Min **-ap
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu.
MW ‘two’ Proto-Min **-an > Namlong EM lan® GR (< ZSY tone category),
Longdu EM lap’ AE (< ZSY tone value), lan° GR, Fiqing EM /lan®/
[lany]
M ‘two’> Proto-Min **-o > Samheung SM neu® GR, Xiamén SM np°,
Zhangping Yongfi SM In¢ Xiany6u PXM np°
Compare:
*F “flat’ Proto-Min **-ap > Namlong EM pap”® GR, Longdu EM pan? LC,
Faqing EM pap?, (Samheung SM pei” GR, Xiamén SM piZ Xianyéu
PXM pa?)
JR/#K ‘bed’ Proto-Min **-on > Samheung SM ts”zu” GR ‘table’, Xiamén
SM s"3?, Xiany6u PXM ts"p? ‘table’, (Namlong EM ts"on? GRr,
Longdu EM ts"sn? GrR/zL/Lc, Fiqing EM ts”on?)

3.1.6 Reflexes of Proto-CsM *-3 finals in EM
Namlong mostly aligns with Longdu, based on available data.

A ‘come’ Proto-CsM *-ai:
Proto-EM *-i > Namlong EM /i BMN, Longdu EM /i LC/zL, [li?1] KS
Proto-SM *-ai > Samheung SM /ai” GR

(ZSY Ioi? Cantonese Iei%, ZSH Ioi?)

T ‘thunder’ Proto-CsM *-uai(?):>*
Proto-EM *-ai > Namlong EM Iri” GR, Longdu EM lai” 7L, [la:d] (tone 3)
KS
Proto-SM *-ui > Samheung SM [ui” GR
(ZSY Iui®, Cantonese loy? ZSH Iui?)

Jit ‘thigh’ Proto-CsM *-uoi(?):
Proto-EM *-ai > Namlong EM t"zi° GR, Longdu EM ¢"ai’ zL, t"gi’ LC
Proto-SM *-ui > Samheung SM t"ui’Lc

(ZSY t"ui’, Cantonese t"ey>, ZSH t"ui’)

*In fact, Namlong EM has both §5 % Iei*? on! and Iui®> op! ‘thunder deity’, T 41 Iei p™a” and lui’
pa” ‘thunder strike’ (all GR). The Jui” pronunciation presents some questions. Turning first to Longdu,
the literary pronunciation of /ui® [\] ZL in Longdu is clearly a borrowing, as it has a Yue-like tone
(ZSY Iui?[\], Cantonese ley? [{]). On the other hand, the /ui” form in Namlong has the same tone as
the colloquial pronunciation /ei [1]. The literary forms of & ‘thunder’ in EM varieties usually have a
more-open vowel, e.g. Ningdé EM Di%, Fiqing EM loi2 Fiazhou EM loy” (The colloquial
pronunciation is /ai? in these three EM varieties.) The Jui” pronunciation in Namlong EM is perhaps
an EM literary pronunciation that has been overlaid by a vowel from Yue, Hakka, and/or SM.
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fi “fish scale’ Proto-CsM *-on:
Proto-EM *-in > Namlong EM lin?[1] BMN, Longdu EM lin?[1] ZL/LC
Proto-SM *-an > Samheung SM Jan”LC
(ZSY Ien?, Cantonese len”. The Namlong and Longdu forms are similar to ZSH lin’
[1], but this is perhaps just a coincidence.)

B surname Chén Proto-CsM *-on:
Proto-EM *-in > Namlong EM ten? cX, Longdu EM ten”Lc
Proto-SM *-an > Samheung SM tan”LC

(ZSY / Cantonese ts"en? ZSH ts"in?)

77 “strength’ Proto-CsM *-ot:
Proto-EM *-it > Namlong EM lit”[1] GR, Longdu EM /it*[1] ZL/LC/GR
Proto-SM *-at > Samheung SM lak®Lc (< Yug coda)
(ZSY / Cantonese lek® The Namlong and Longdu forms are similar to ZSH /it* [1],
but this is perhaps just a coincidence.)

Proto-CsM *-ok > Proto-EM *-ok is not an innovation, but the reflexes in EM
versus SM are nonetheless still interesting (see also §2.1.6). Namlong seems to align
with EM on this.

1t ‘north’ Proto-CsM *-ok:
Proto-EM *-ok > Namlong EM -ok GR/CX (only found in GR and CX’s
examples of Namlong finals), Longdu EM pok’Lc/zL
Proto-SM *-ak > Samheung SM pak’LC
(ZSY / Cantonese pek’, ZSH pet’)

A Namlong colloquial stratum pronunciation of == ‘ink’ (Proto-CsM *-ak) has not
been found. (There is a Yue-like pronunciation [bekd] GR, with a non-native-tone, cf.
ZSY / Cantonese mek®[].)

3.2 EM retentions in Namlong
3.2.1 Proto-Min **-a > Proto-EM *-a
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu. Namlong did not participate in Proto-Min
**_a > Proto-SM *-e. Here we provide a different set of examples.
#% ‘tea’ Proto-Min **-a > Namlong EM fa® GR, Longdu EM ta” GR, Ftizhou
EM fa’ vs. Samheung SM tei’LC, Xiamén SM fe? Teochew SM te”
Ib “fry> Proto-Min **-au > Namlong EM ts"a’ GR, Longdu EM fs"a’ GRr,
Fizhou EM ts"a’ Samheung SM ts"a’ Lc, Xiamén SM ts”a’
Teochew SM ts”a’

3.2.2 Proto-Min **-ak **-ok > Proto-CsM *-a? *-0? > Proto-EM *-a? *-0?
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu (but see §3.3.1 on the dropping of *-?).
Namlong did not participate in the lenition of *-p and *-t in Proto-SM + PXM.
$% ‘connect’ Proto-Min **-iap > Namlong EM tsip” GR, Longdu EM tfiep”
AE, Zhouning Xidnctin EM f¢ip’, vs. Samheung SM tsi?” Lc, Xiamén
SM tsi?”
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J\ ‘eight’ Proto-Min **-at > Namlong EM pet” GR/CX2, Longdu EM paet’
AE, pet” ZL, Zhduning Xiancin EM pet’, vs. Samheung SM pai?” LC,
Xiamén SM pue?’

M ‘hundred’ Proto-Min **-ak > Namlong EM pa’ GR, Longdu EM pa’ GR,
pa?’ AE/ZL, Zhouning Xidnciin EM pa?’, Samheung SM pai?” LC,
Xiamén SM pa?”’

Compare how **-k does not lenite when the Proto-Min vowel is not **a, **q, or

& “poison’ Proto-Min **-uk > Namlong EM fok® GR, Longdu EM tek®Lc,

Zhouning Xidnciin EM fok® Samheung SM tak® Xiamén SM tak®

3.2.3 Proto-Min **-m **-n **-5 > Proto-EM *-m *-n *-g
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu. Namlong did not participate in the lenition
of **-m, **-n, and **-y after **a, **a, or **0 in Proto-SM + PXM.
— ‘three’ Proto-Min **-am > Namlong EM sam’ GR, Longdu EM sam’
LC/ZL, vs. Samheung SM sa’ Lc, Xiamén SM s3’
E ‘give birth® Proto-Min **-an > Namlong EM sen’ GR, Longdu EM sap’
GR/ZL, vs. Samheung SM sai’ Lc, Xiamén SM si’
Contrasting with:
> ‘heart’ Proto-Min **-im > Namlong EM sim’ GR, Longdu EM sim’
LC/ZL, Samheung SM sim’ Lc, Xiamén SM sim’

3.2.4 Proto-Min **-an **-at > Proto-EM *-an *-at
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu. Namlong did not participate in the breaking
of Proto-Min **-a into *-ua (in front of **-n or **-t) in Proto-SM +PXM.
F€ ‘cold’ Proto-Min **-an > Namlong EM kan” GR, Longdu EM kan? AE,
vs.” Xiamén SM kaa“
% ‘sever’ Proto-Min **-at > Namlong EM kat” ~ ket” GR, Longdu EM kat”
AE/ZL/LC, vs. Samheung SM kua?” Lc, Xiamén SM kua?’

3.2.5 Proto-Min **-i **-ie > Proto-EM *-i *-ie
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu. Namlong did not participate in the merger of
**_ie into **-i in Proto-SM + PXM.
VU “four’ Proto-Min **-i > Namlong EM si’ GR, Longdu EM [i° AE,
Samheung SM si” GR, (si’LC < Yue tone value), Xiamén SM si”
&t ‘key’ Proto-Min **-ie > Namlong EM sia” GR, Longdu EM fie” AE, vs.
Samheung SM si” GR, Xiamén SM si”

3.2.6 Proto-Min **-eu > Proto-EM *-eu

Namlong’s behaviour in terms of Akitani FK#+ (2022a: 8-9)’s feature (2-8) requires
more investigations. The point of Akitani’s feature (2-8) is that EM varieties should
not have participated in the Proto-SM+PXM innovation of *-eu > *-ieu (see
§2.2.6). Akitani’s Longdu form (from Egerod 1956) & tfzu’ AE ‘bird’ conforms to
this rule. So does the Namlong final & -eu recorded by cx (different from % -ieu
‘laugh’; both belong to the colloquial stratum). However, the Namlong form &
tsieu’ ‘bird’ recorded by GR, and the Longdu forms tsicu’ GR/ZL and tsieu’ LC, do

>>In Samheung SM, we could only find a Cantonese pronunciation for £ ‘cold’: hon® [1] LC (cf.
Cantonese € hon?[l]). There are other words for “cold”, like ts"in’ GR (cf. Taiwanese SM & ts"in”).
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not conform to this rule. (Samheung SM has & tsiu? GR/LC. See also §2.2.6 on
Longdu.)

3.2.7 EM i ‘to sun’ Proto-Min **-yok
Namlong seems to behave the same as Longdu. Norman (1981: 71) reconstructs M
‘to sun’ as **-yok. Namlong and Longdu align with EM and PXM in having a
retentive **-yok form. SM, on the other hand, has a form which seems to have
descended from **-ok.
fi# ‘to sun’ Proto-Min **-yok > Namlong EM p"uo® BMN, p”e® GR, Longdu
EM p'ue?’ AE, p"e’ GR, Fazhou EM p"uo?¥ Xianyéu PXM p"?¥
% ‘to sun’ Proto-Min **-ok (?) > Samheung SM p”ak” GR, Xiamén SM
pak® Zhangping Yongfi SM p“ak®
Compare (perfect comparisons cannot be found):
5€ ‘grain’ Proto-Min **-yok > Namlong EM ts"io® BMN, ts”ie” GR, Longdu
EM t/™ue?’ AE, ts"ie” GR, Fuzhou EM /ts"uo?’/ [ts"uo?4], Xiany6u
PXM ts"p?’, (Samheung SM ts"io?” Lc, ts"iok” GR, Xiamén SM ts"1k”)
| ‘to peel’ Proto-Min **-yok > Namlong EM bo° GR, Longdu EM mo?’Lc,
Fazhou EM /puo?’/ [p"us?4], Xianyéu PXM po?”
# “to peel’ Proto-Min **-ok (?) > Samheung SM pak’Lc, Xiamén SM pak”’
g ‘belly’ Proto-Min **-ok > Xiamén SM pak’, (Longdu EM p”gk?® GR,
Fazhou EM /pu?’/ [pou?4], Xianyéu PXM pa?®)

3.3 Namlong as a member of Northern EM [NEM]

3.3.1 NEM more conservative with Proto-EM *-m *-n *-p *-p *-t *-k *-?

Both Namlong and Longdu have most usually kept Proto-EM *-m *-n *-y *-p *-t *-
k intact. The following are Namlong examples with these codas from cx2: ¥ Jam?
‘indigo’, K tfien’ ‘sky’, & kon? ‘poverty’, 1 sep® ‘ten’, & met® ‘sock’, ¥& hok’
‘bliss’. ZSY and Cantonese, which are similarly conservative with these codas, have
helped with this conservatism in Namlong.

As for *-2, Chén Xidofeng /Ml (1995: 238) [cx2] and Lin #k & Chén [
(1996: 161) [Lc] mention that in Namlong EM as spoken in Namlong, there is one
final with -? left: -o? (e.g. X ‘membrane’). Otherwise all cases of *? have been
dropped, including ¥ Io° [\] ‘descend’. However, -? is intact in Namlong EM
spoken in neighbouring Zhangjiabian (e.g. ¥& Io?”[1] LC).

In a later publication, the Namlong variety documented by Chén [ & Xu #F
(2012) [cX] does not have [-?] (but this variety is different from that in LC and CX2,
based on other features, e.g. tone values). Bodman (1982: 6) specifically mentions
that all cases of *-? have been dropped in Namlong EM. Gao Ran /%X makes the
same claim (2018: 288), and this can be seen in his data from both Namlong-proper
and Zhangjiabian. Some examples are Namlong %% ‘learn’ 0% GR/CX; f1 ‘stone’ sie®
GR, sio’LcC.

Contrast these with Longdu, which has often kept *-? to some degree,
depending on the variety: Longdu % ‘learn’ ho” GR, ho?” zZL, ho?” LC; £ ‘stone’ sie”
GR, se’ ZL, se?” LC. (The main point of Akitani’s feature (3-1) is that Longdu NEM
is unlike the SEM varieties, which have collapsed most, if not all, of the place-of-
articulation contrasts of the codas. However, given that the keeping of codas in
Longdu is a retention, this does not prove that Longdu is NEM.)

See also §3.4 and §2.4 on the tone assignment in *-? syllables in Namlong
and Longdu respectively.
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3.3.2 The vowel in Proto-EM *-yn *-yk is commonly backed in NEM
Namlong behaves the same as Longdu with this innovation. Here we provide a
slightly different pair of examples. (See also §2.3.2.)
i chest’ Proto-EM *-yn > Namlong EM hop' GR2, Longdu EM hop' GR2,
vs. Fizhou SEM hyn’, Gitian SEM hyn'
Al ‘meat’ Proto-EM *-yk > Namlong EM nok” GR, Longdu EM nok® AE/GR,
vs. Fizhou SEM ny?¥ Giitian SEM nyk*®

3.3.3 Proto-EM *-un *-uk > Proto-Fijian-NEM *-cen *-cek, and unrounding of
rounded front vowels

Namlong is different from Longdu with the development of Proto-EM *-up *-uk.
Looking first at Longdu, Longdu participated in the sound change of Proto-EM *-un
*-uk > Proto-Fujian-NEM *-cen *-cek, and then Longdu unrounds the front vowels.

Longdu EM:

&% ‘insect’ t"&p? AE, t"en’ zL, t"ep’LC
7 ‘poison’ te?¥zL, tek®LC

7N ‘six’ lek® AE, lek®zL, lek®LC

On the other hand, the cognates in Namlong have -op -ok in the colloquial stratum,
and -op -ok in the literary stratum (Gao Ran =%A 2018: 288). (Bodman (1982: 13)
renders the colloquial finals as -op -ok and the literary finals as -up -uk.)

Namlong EM:

&% ‘insect’ Namlong EM t"5? GR, t"op? BMN

7 ‘poison’ tok®GR

(As for 7~ ‘six’, only a literary pronunciation is found: lok” GR, cf. the vowel
in ZSY/Cantonese /luk®/ [lokd].)

Namlong -op -ok is clearly descended from Proto-EM *-un *-uk. However, whether
Namlong participated in the change to Proto-Fijian-NEM *-cen *-cek or not requires
further investigations. One possibility is that Namlong did not undergo the sound
change of Proto-EM *-upy *-uk > Proto-Fdjian-NEM *-cen) *-cek. This can be due to
one of the following possibilities: a) Namlong is not Fdjian NEM; b) Namlong is
Fajian NEM, but escaped this innovation before this sound change occurred in
mainstream Fdjian NEM; or c) the sound change of *-un *-uk > *-cen *-cek is a
later sound change that started somewhere in the Fujian NEM region, and this has
been diffused to the most other NEM varieties, including the Fudjian ancestor of
Longdu, but not to Zh¢jiang NEM and the Fjian ancestor of Namlong. Given how
close Longdu and Namlong are, perhaps scenario c is correct. Scenario b could also
be correct if, e.g., the ancestors of Namlong and Longdu came from the same place
in Fujian, but the ancestors of Namlong left Fijian slightly earlier than the ancestors
of Longdu. Another possibility is that Namlong did go through the sound change of
Proto-EM *-upg *-uk > Proto-Fujian-NEM *-cen) *-cek, but perhaps in Namlong *ce
> *ip > o, cf. how second language learners of Cantonese from a background of
not having [ce] (e.g. SM, Hakka) often pronounced Cantonese [ce] as [io].
Namlong is the same as Longdu in not having rounded front vowels.

3.3.4 [mb] [ng]
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Descriptions of these initials in Namlong vary. Chén Xidofeng /Ml (cx, cx2,
LC)’s descriptions of Namlong EM have /b/ /m/ /g/ /n/ as separate phonemes, while
/n/ has the allophones of [n] and [d]. (This contrasts with her Longdu descriptions,
which only have /m/ /n/ /y/; the oral versus nasal realisations of these are not
contrastive in Longdu.) Gao Ran /=% (GR)’s Namlong EM has the phonemes of /b/
and /g/; GR mentions that [b] and [g] are the main realisations, but ["b] ~ [m] and
[°g] ~ [n] are free variations that are also sometimes used (2018: 286). Bodman
[BMN] renders these phonemes as /m/ /n/: the main allophones are [m] [n], and the
[mb] [ng] realisations mainly occur in front of /i/ (1982: 4).

3.3.5 The raising of the nucleus in *-ia *-ian) *-ia? *-ua

The raising of *a in these finals has occurred in far fewer cases in Namlong than in
Longdu, e.g. Namlong EM % tiap® ‘pot’, 4T kiap? ‘walk’, [¥] kien® ‘son’, ¥ ia’
‘wild’, ¥ ts"a’ ‘vehicle’, J\ kua' ‘melon’ (all from GR). Contrast these with
Longdu EM % tien® GR ‘pot’, 1T kien” GR, kiep” LC ‘walk’, [F] kien’ GR ‘son’, ¥} ia’
ZL/LC/GR ‘wild’, B tsfie! zL (ts"e! GR) ‘vehicle’, /K kuo! zL (ke’ GR) ‘melon’.

3.3.6 The pronunciation of H ‘eye’
Namlong HH# bi tsiu’ GR ‘eye’ is essentially the same as Longdu H i bi°? tsiu’
GR ‘eye’.

3.3.7 Proto-EM *-yai *-uai > Proto-NEM *-ya *-ua

Namlong behaves slightly differently from Longdu (see also §2.3.7). Firstly, the
following is a recapitulation of the development of Proto-EM *-yai, *-uai, and *-ua
in Longdu.

Longdu EM:
al. Proto-EM *-yai > Proto-NEM *-ya > *-ia> *-ie (*K-)
a2. *ua> *-uo (*T-)

b. Proto-EM *-uai > Proto-NEM *-ua > *-ua> *-up
c. Proto-EM *-ua > Proto-NEM *-ya > *-ya> *-up

For Namlong, Bodman (1982: 9-10) [BMN] mentions that there are “conservative”
and “innovating” varieties. (With our rephrasing here:) in the conservative varieties,
Namlong -ia corresponds with Longdu *-ie, and Namlong -ua corresponds with
Longdu *-uo. On the other hand, in the innovating Namlong varieties, Namlong -ua
has changed to -ia, except when the initial is velar or zero. The more-recent
descriptions of Namlong EM are all of the innovative type. There is a slight lack of
data from the conservative varieties of Namlong EM, but from the available data, it
does appear that Namlong has the same development as Longdu with the splitting of
Proto-NEM *-ya (development al/a2) as discussed in Akitani FK%F (2020b: 78-79).
(In the innovative Namlong varieties, all cases of c. have remained -ua because the
initial is always velar or zero.)

Namlong EM:
old new
al. Proto-EM *-yai > Proto-NEM *-ya > -ia -ia (*K-)
a2. -ua -ia  (*T-)
bl. Proto-EM *-uai > Proto-NEM *-ua > -ua -ia (*P- *T-)
b2. -ua -ua (*K- *0-)
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c. Proto-EM *-ua >  Proto-NEM *-ua > -uva -ua (*K- *0-)

The following are the Namlong data, with Longdu data repeated from §2.3.7. Of
particular interest are BMN’s data, underlined below, showing what has changed and
what has remained the same between the conservative and innovative varieties of
Namlong.

Proto-Min **-iai > Proto-EM *-yai > Proto-NEM *-ya

Velar initial:

fa3/4 ‘stand’ (*k"-): Namlong k%a’ Gr, Longdu k"e’ GRr, k'e® Lc, [kPiev]
(tone 6) KS

1% ‘ant’ (*n-): Namlong gia® GR, gie® cX, Longdu pie® AE2/ZL, pie® LC, ge
GR, [nrehV] (tone 6?) KS

4k “outside’ (*n-): Namlong nia® BMN, gia®GR, Longdu nie® AE2, ne® zL, pie
LC, gie® GR, [niet] (sandhi tone?) KS

Coronal initial:

4K ‘paper’ (*tf-): Namlong tsua’ > tsia’ BMN, tsia’ GR, -ia CX, Longdu tfue’
AE2, tsuo’ ZL, tse’ LC/GR

¥ ‘snake’ (*0-): Namlong sia” GR, vs. Longdu fue? AE2, se” ZL/LC/GR

6

6

Proto-Min **-(u)ai > Proto-EM *-uai > Proto-NEM *-ua
7V ‘sand’ (*s-): Namlong sua’ > sia’ BMN, sia’ GR, Longdu se’ ZL/LC/GR
K “big’ (*t-): Namlong fua® > tia® BMN, tia® GR/CX2, Longdu /tua®/ [tosV]
EG, tuo®CL, tuo°Lc, te®GR, [too] (tone 6) KS
filf ‘damage(d)’ (*p"-): Namlong p"ua’ > p"ia’ BMN, p"ia’ GR, Longdu p”e”’
ZL, p"uo’Lc, p"e GR
B ‘grind’ (*m-): Namlong bia’ GR, Longdu muo? zL, muo’ LC, be’ GR,
[m(b)ao4] (tone 3) KS
(Longdu is irregular:)
F ‘I’ (*0-): Namlong ua’ GR, Longdu ua’ zL/LC/GR, [wa(:)/] (tone 3) IS

Proto-Min **-ua > Proto-EM *-ua > Proto-NEM *-ua
JK ‘melon’ *-ua: Namlong kua’ BMN/GR, Longdu kuo’ zL, kuo' LC, ke’ GR,
[koo™] (tone 1) Ks, /kda/ [kos1] EG
1t ‘flower’ *-ua: Namlong ¢a’ GR, ¢ua’ cx, Longdu fo' zL, fuo’ Lc, fo! ~
he' GRr, /fua/ [fos1] EG
FL “tile’ *-ua: Namlong va’ GR (< ZSY tone category), Longdu ne°zL, puo
LC, go°GR

6

3.4 Longdu-specific sound changes
This section is about how Namlong measures against the Longdu-specific sound
changes discussed in §2.4.

The first Longdu-specific sound change is Proto-EM *-ce > Longdu -i. No
comparable data are found for ] ‘beginning’ (only a Yue-like pronunciation is
found: ¥ ts"s! GR, cf. ZSY/Cantonese ¥JJ ts"%). On the other hand, with #if ‘comb’,
Namlong shares the same development as Longdu.

it ‘comb’ *-ce: Namlong EM si’ GR, Longdu EM [i' AE, si’ ZL/LC/GR
This has the same reflex as Proto-EM *-i and *-y.

VU “four’ *-i: Namlong EM si”° GR, Longdu EM (i’ AE, si” ZL/LC/GR

f ‘rat’ *-y: Namlong EM ts"° GR, Longdu EM ¢/"i” AE, ts"i° 7L/LC/GR
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Namlong does not share the Longdu trait of having all *-? syllables in tone 7.
Namlong has basically dropped all cases of *-? (see §3.3.1). In BMN’s variety of
Namlong, tone 7 in syllables with -p -t -k is [1], and tone 7 in syllables with *-?
dropped is [1]; tone 8 in syllables with -p -t -k is [{], and tone 8 in syllables with *-?
dropped is [¥], the same shape as tone 3 [V]. However, tone 8 [V] and tone 3 [V] have
different tone sandhi behaviours, so tone 8 and tone 3 have not yet totally merged.
In the varieties described by CxX and GR, tone 7 is [1], and tone 8 is [V], the same
shape as tone 3 [Y]. The variety described by LC and cx2 is different: tone 7 is [1],
and tone 8 has the same shape as tone 6 [{]. However, ex-tone 8 syllables that have
dropped *-? are explicitly said to have usually merged into tone 3 [\] (LC: 161).

M ‘hundred’ *pa?’: Namlong EM pa’ GR, Longdu EM pa?’ AE, pa?’ 7L, pe?’
LC, pa’ GR
K ‘string’ *00?”: Namlong EM s5” GR, Longdu EM 50?7 ZL, 50?7 LC

‘white’ *pa?®: Namlong EM pa® GR, pa’® Lc/cx2 vs. Longdu EM pa?’ AE,
pa?’ 7L, pe?’ LC

‘learn’ *5?%: Namlong EM 2% GR/CX, vs. Longdu EM ho?” zL, ho?” Lc, ho”
GR (Longdu has copied a Yu¢ initial A-)

‘leal® *nio?®: Namlong EM nie® GR, vs. Longdu EM nie” GR

‘to sun’ *p"us?®: Namlong EM p”uo® BMN, p’e® GR, vs. Longdu EM
p'ue?” AE, p"e’ GR

8

£ 05

3.5 Traits in Namlong that look like other branches of Min

3.5.1 EM vs. SM typological traits

As discussed in §2.5.1, Namlong and Longdu have typological traits that are unlike
the typical EM varieties. Namlong has -m -n -p -p -t -k (while *-? is basically lost;
see §3.3.1), no rounded front vowels, and no SEM-style onset lenition and tone-
conditioned rime allophony.

3.5.2 SM-like lexical items
Namlong EM has the SM-like morpheme 1 ‘know’ tsai” [1] GR. The tone already
tells us that this is not a native Namlong morpheme, as %/ ‘know’ should have tone
1 [J]. Perhaps this was borrowed from Longdu tsai’ [1] GR (itself non-native), or
Samheung SM fsai’ [1] GR, or from another SM variety where tone one is [1], i.e.
Eastern Guidngdong Min or Dianbai Min.*®

The word tie” [1] GR ‘(be) at’ in Namlong presents some questions. It looks
somewhat like Longdu 17 #” [1] GR ‘(be) at’, with matching tone categories. While
the Longdu form #i”° looks very much like Fajian SM 17 ti ~ tu ~ fur ‘(be) at’ (also
Samheung SM ' GR), the Namlong form tie” resembles the SM forms less.
Another possibility is that Namlong tie” is the EM morpheme #% ‘(be) at’, e.g.
Fazhou EM fuo?® Fuding EM tie?® However, former tone **D syllables (syllables
that had a plosive coda) cannot have tone 5 [41] in Namlong, thus making this theory
less likely correct.

36 An alternative to %1 tsai’ GR ‘know’ is 4l pet” GR ‘know’, which is likely a native morpheme in
Namlong EM. Other than “know”, #l pet” is also a modal for ability. This morpheme #l pet” is
found in many Min varieties, e.g. Fizhou EM /pei?’/ [pai?4] ‘know’, Taiwanese SM bat” ~ pat’
‘know’. This is theorised to be an Austroasiatic substrate word, cf. Vietnamese biét ‘know’ (Norman
& Mei 1976). However, see also Sagart (2008: 141-143)’s alternative viewpoint.
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(The following items are discussed in relation to the SM-like morphemes
found in Longdu; see §2.5.2.) Only a literary pronunciation of ‘ink’” has been
found for Namlong: [bekd] GR (< Yue¢ mek?® [1]; the tone in [bekd] is a not a native
Namlong tone). The word ¥ ‘artemisia’ is not found in the Namlong data.

4. Samheung Southern Min

Samheung —#%§ SM (Sanxiang, sa’ hion’ GR/BMS, a.k.a. 7+#B Gudi) is the smallest
of the three ZSM varieties. Samheung is spoken in southern Zhongshan, about
halfway between Shekki and Macau (see Map 1 in §1.1). From its native Min
elements, one can easily tell that Samheung is a SM variety, albeit one with some
unusual features, some of which are not influences from Yué or Hakka. The main
aim of this section is to demonstrate how Samheung fits in with the various branches
of SM. The following are the sources of the Samheung data used in this article:

BMS: Nicholas Bodman (1988), data from Pha-O “f-i# (Pinght) in Samheung
proper, and Tio-Pou KAfi (Dabu); here Pha-O forms are shown by
default

cx2: Chén Xidofeng [# /M (1995)

GR: Gao Rin ##h (2018: 318-350); here his data from /) =4f ‘Little
Samheung’, i.e. Samheung proper, are shown by default

GR2: Gao Ran /544 (2000), data from Yaging #5f in Samheung proper

LC: Lin Lanlin MA@y & Chén Xidofeng [ /M, (1996)

7z: Zhang Zheénxing SRIREL (1987), data from Wiishi 54 in Samheung
proper

One notable trait in Samheung SM is that all nasal vowels have been denasalised,
e.g. — ‘three’ Samheung SM sa’ Lc/BMS, vs. Teochew SM sa’, Xiamén SM sa’.
(This is similar to Western Guiangdong SM and Hiinan SM, e.g. Dianbai SM fa’?
Wénchang SM tfa') Another trait that the reader has to take note of is that in
Samheung, /a/ is sometimes reduced to /e/. These two vowels are separate
phonemes, e.g. Ml ts"am®GR ‘ashamed’ vs. & ts"em°GR ‘seek’ (both are Cantonese
loans, based on the tone value [{], which is Cantonese tone 2 [{], the expected tone
category of these two morphemes). In an “established” compound word, /a/ in a
non-final syllable is reduced to /e/ if the following coda is not /-?/ or zero. For
instance, 4L ap’ ‘red’ becomes ep? in AL ep?° tsu’ (red potato) ‘sweet potato’
(Gao Ran =%k 2018: 323). (However, there seems to be many cases where /a/
became /e/ even in independent morphemes.) The reader has to note that an # in the
Samheung data can potentially be /a/ underlyingly. This phonemic reduction from /a/
to /e/ also occurs in Namlong EM (§3), but not in Longdu EM (§2), ZSH, ZSY, and
Cantonese.

Similar to the other ZSM varieties, Samheung has been majorly impacted by
Yue. The Yu¢ influence in Samheung is a mix of Cantonese and Hafong 77
(Southern Heungshan Yue¢). Amongst the Samheung Min-speaking villages, some
are shared with Yué and/or Hakka speakers (Gao Réan =94 2018: 318).

Samheung SM has some Hakka influences. For instance, Samheung SM has
some Hakka calques which are not found in the nearby Yu¢ and Min varieties, e.g.
5115 tsai' tit” ‘know’ (Gao 15 2018: 326), cf. ZSH %115 ti’ tet” G1 ‘*know’, Moiyen
Hakka %115 ti’ tet” ‘know’. Samheung SM quite often has expected tone 6 syllables
pronounced in tone 1 instead. One source of Samheung SM tone 6 syllalbes is Proto-
SM tone *4 syllables. Hakka is famous for having some cases of “expected” tone 4
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syllables pronounced in tone 1 instead; Hakka probably has a minor role in this tone
6 > 1 sound change in Samheung SM (see discussions in §4.3).

For tone **D syllables in LC, CX2, and zz’s varieties of Samheung SM, there
are separate tones 7 and 8 as expected. On the other hand, in BMS and GR’s varieties,
the native morphemes usually have the same low tone [!] / [{], which we label as
tone 7. (A few tone **D syllables have a high tone [1] borrowed from Yue¢, even for
native morphemes.)

As can be seen throughout this §4, Samheung SM has quite a number of
unusual vocalisms (from a SM point of view). It is unfortunately beyond the scope
of this article to discuss all the unusual vocalisms in Samheung SM. In most cases, it
can be assumed that the immediate ancestral state of the Samheung SM vocalisms is
like that in Zhangzhou SM. Also, different varieties of Samheung SM often have
rather different (and equally unusual) vocalisms. All discussions in this §4 are in
relation to the /N =4%K ‘Little Samheung’ varieties, i.e. the majority Samheung-
proper varieties, which are spoken more to the west of Samheung Town.

Many Samheung forms have been shown in the preceding sections,
especially in §3.1 and §3.2 where many Longdu EM and Samheung SM forms were
given as references to the Namlong EM forms discussed. Unlike the preceding two
sections where the subsections have exactly the same structure, this §4 on Samheung
SM is structured totally differently. Section 4.1 discusses how Samheung SM has
participated in the segmental innovations of Proto-SM+PXM and Proto-SM.
Section 4.2 discusses how the segmental features of Samheung SM fit in with the
various branches within SM. Section 4.3 discusses the tones of Samheung SM.

“Southern Min” [ (Min N4n) in this article is SM in the wider sense,
which includes Hdindn SM and Guangdong SM. SM in the narrower sense, i.c.
Fgjian SM and their more-recent migrant communities elsewhere, is “Fdjian SM”
[FSM] in this article.

4.1 Samheung Min as SM

As noted by Gao Ran %A (2018: 319), while many Samheung Min people claim
that their ancestors were from Putian in Fujian, linguistically Samheung SM is
clearly SM and not Pi—Xian Min [PXM]. In this §4.1 we discuss how Samheung
SM has participated in the SM+PXM and SM innovations, but none of the PXM-
specific innovations.

4.1.1 Proto-Min **nh- **ph- sometimes have h- reflexes in SM

Proto-Min **nh- and **ph- commonly have h- reflexes in the modern SM varieties.
(However, *h- is not necessarily reconstructable all the way to Proto-SM; see also
Shén Ruiging LG 2023.) In Proto-EM, these simply became voiced nasals (see
also §2.1.1 and §3.1.1 on this trait in Longdu EM and Namlong EM respectively).
PXM sometimes aligns with SM, and sometimes with EM. Samheung SM aligns
with SM.

% ‘leaf” Proto-CsM *nh-:
Proto-SM *nh- > Samheung SM hiu?’” GR/BMS, hio?® zz, Zhangzhou SM
hio?¥ Chénghii SM hie?®, Luichew SM hio*
Proto-EM *n- > Longdu EM nie” GR, Namlong EM nie® GR, Fizhou EM
nuo?®, Fiqing EM nyo?® Giitian EM nyek®
PXM: Pitian PXM niau?, Xiany6u PXM niu”
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Rl ‘meat’ Proto-CsM *nh-:
Proto-SM *nh- > Samheung SM hip” GR2/BMS, Xiamén SM hik® Teochew
SM nek?® Luichew SM hip® (see §4.2.4 on this -p in Samheung and
Luichew SM)
Proto-EM *n- > Longdu EM nok® AE/GR, Namlong EM nok’ GR, Fuzhou
SEM ny?% Faqing EM ny?® Gtitian EM nyk®
PXM: Pitian PXM nee??, Xiany6u PXM nye?’

H ‘ear’ Proto-CsM *ph-:
Proto-SM *h- > Samheung SM hi®zz, hi' GR, Zhangzhou SM hi® Xiamén
SM hi% Teochew SM hi? Luichew SM hi? Dianbdi SM hi®
PXM hi®
Proto-EM *p- > Longdu EM gi° GR, Namlong EM gi° GR, Fizhou SEM /i
[neiA], Faging EM pi’, Glitidn EM pi®

fi4 “fish’ Proto-CsM *ph-:
Proto-SM *h- > Samheung SM hu? GR/zz/BMS, Zhangzhou SM hi? Xidmén
SM hi?, Teochew SM hw?, Luichew SM hu? Dianbai SM hu’
PXM hy?
Proto-EM *p- > Longdu EM gi GR, Namlong EM gi” GR, Ftizhou SEM py2
Fiqing EM py?, Giitidn EM gy~

4.1.2 Coda lenition and breaking of *a in Proto-SM + PXM

After Proto-CsM *a, *e, or *o, the codas *-m *-n *-n *-p *-t *-k lenite in Proto-
SM+PXM (VN > V, VP > V?). The Proto-CsM vowel *a breaks into *ua in
many (but not all) finals in Proto-SM+PXM (Kwok % 2024). (See §2.2.2-4 and
§3.2.2-4 on the development of these in EM.) Below we demonstrate these with just
Proto-CsM *-an *-at. Samheung SM aligns with SM + PXM.

tlI “‘mountain’ Proto-CsM *-an:
Proto-SM+PXM *-ua > Samheung SM sua’ GR, Zhangzhou SM sud’,
Xiamén SM siia’, Teochew SM siia’, Dianbai SM fua’? PXM {fua’
Proto-EM *-an > Longdu EM san’ Lc/zL, Namlong EM san’ GR, Fazhou
EM san’
% cut, sever’ Proto-Coastal Min *-at:
Proto-SM +PXM *-ua? > Samheung SM kua?” GR, Zhangzhou SM kua?’,
Xiamén SM kua?’, Teochew SM kua?’, Dianbai SM kua'® Putian
PXM kua®
Proto-EM *-at > Longdu EM kat” AE/zL/LC, Namlong EM kat’” ~ ket’” GR,
Flzhou EM /ka?’/ [ka?/]

4.1.3 Proto-CsM *-upg *-uk > Proto-SM +PXM *-ap *-ak

Proto-CsM *-ug *-uk > *-ap *-ak is another innovation shared by SM and PXM.
On the other hand, Proto-CsM *-upy *-uk remains *-un *-uk in Proto-EM. (See
§2.3.3 and §3.3.3 for the development of these in Longdu EM and Namlong EM
respectively.) Samheung SM aligns with SM +PXM.

&% ‘insect’ Proto-CsM *-un:

Proto-SM +PXM *-an > Samheung SM t"an? GR/LC, Zhangzhou SM t"ap?,
Xiamén SM t"an?, Teochew SM t"ap? Dianbai SM t"an”, PXM t"an’

44



Proto-EM *-unp > Longdu EM t"&p? AE, t"ep’ 7L, t"ep® Lc, Namlong EM
t"n? GRr, t"op? BMN, Zhouning Xidnciin EM t"eep® Fizhou SEM
thoyn? Giitian SEM tleyp?

#F ‘poison’ Proto-CsM *-uk:

Proto-SM+PXM *-ak > Samheung SM fak® LC, Zhangzhou SM fak®
Xiamén SM tak® Teochew SM tak® Dianbai SM tak® PXM to?®

Proto-EM *-uk > Longdu EM tek® Lc, te?® zL, Namlong EM fok® GRr,
Zhouning Xidnciin EM tok® Fiazhou SEM toyk® Giitian SEM toyk®

4.1.4 Proto-CsM *-any > Proto-SM +PXM *-2 > Proto-SM *-&

The Proto-CsM coda *-an is lenited in Proto-SM +PXM as *-a. In Proto-SM, but
not in Proto-PXM, this *-a (including *-ua, but not *-id) is raised to *-&. This is one
trait that separates Proto-SM and Proto-PXM (Kwok £ 2024). Samheung SM aligns
with SM and not with PXM.

£ “give birth’ Proto-CsM *-an:’
Proto-SM+PXM *-i > Proto SM *-& > Samheung SM sai’ Lc, sei’ GR,
Zhangzhou SM s&’, Xiamén SM si’, Teochew SM sé’, Dianbai SM

}Gla

Proto-SM +PXM *-3 > Proto PXM *-3 > Xiany6u PXM ¢4’ Pitidn PXM
fa’

Proto-EM *-an > Longdu EM sap’ GR/zL, Namlong EM sep’ GR, Fazhou
EM sap’

The vocalism in Samheung SM 4 sai’ Lc / sei’ GR ‘give birth® presents some
challenges. (Other reflexes of Proto-CsM *-an are similar, e.g. °F ‘flat” Samheung
SM pai? Lc/BMS.) To avoid circular argumentation, for now pretend that we do not
know that 4= ‘give birth’ is reconstructed as *s&' in Proto-SM. There are hints
elsewhere which suggest that this case of -ai / -ei in Samheung SM is indeed a reflex
of Proto-SM *-g. Zhang Zhénxing 5RIR¥L (1987) makes the observation that the
Middle Chinese finals of £ -a and 1% -& often correspond with Samheung SM -au
and -ai respectively (1987: 43). Looking at the -au set, the correspondences in other
Min varieties are usually -o, e.g.:

/& “left (not right)’: Samheung SM tsau” LC, Teochew SM tso”, Xiamén SM
tso®, (Proto-SM *tsuo®,) Xianyéu PXM tsp°, Longdu EM tso” Lc,
Fazhou EM tso?

# ‘old woman’: Samheung SM pau” LC, peu” GR, Teochew SM po? (/ p"ua?),
Xiamén SM po?, Xianyéu PXM po?, Longdu EM po? Fiazhou EM

2

po

Looking through various Min varieties, there is no indication that Samheung SM -au
demonstrates an ancestral state; in highest likelihood the direction of change was *-o
> Samheung SM -au. While not too common, the sound change of *o > -au is also
seen in another Min variety: Cangndn NEM, which has experienced a sound change
of Proto-NEM *-5 > *.0 > *.ou > *-ou > Cangnidn NEM -au (Akitani K%+

> Min languages often have a distinction between “E s- ‘give birth’ and 4= ts™ ‘uncooked’ (e.g.
Proto-SM *s&' vs. *ts"&'). In Samheung SM these are sai’ LC / sei’ GR ‘give birth’ and ts"ai' LC /
ts"gi’ GR ‘uncooked’ respectively. It is unclear whether Longdu EM and Namlong EM also have
separate s- and fs”- versions of 4.
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2023b: 111-112). Perhaps something similar has happened in Samheung SM (more
investigations are needed).
Now turning to the -ai set in Samhueng SM, the following are some
correspondences:
%% ‘tea’ Samheung SM tai” 7z, tei’ LC/GR,”® Teochew SM te? Xiamén SM te?
(vs. Xiany6u PXM tp? Longdu EM ta”Lc/zL, Fizhou EM ta?)
% ‘household’ Samheung SM kai’ zz, kei’ LC/GR, Teochew SM ke’ Xiamén
SM ke’, (vs. Xianyéu PXM ko', Longdu EM ka’ Lc/zL, Fazhou EM
ka')
I ‘shrimp’ Samheung SM hai” zz/LC, hei’ GR, Teochew SM he”, Xiamén
SM he”, (vs. Xianyéu PXM hp?, Longdu EM ha”Lc, Fizhou EM ha?)
(For the development of this set in Longdu EM and Namlong EM, see §2.2.1 and
§3.2.1 respectively.) If *-0 became Samheung SM -au, then most likely it was *-e
that became Samheung SM -ai (Proto-SM %% *te?, %X *ke', i *he?). Similarly, *-&
> Samheung SM -aj, e.g. /£ Proto-SM *s&' > Samheung SM sai’ Lc, sei’ GR.

4.1.5 Proto-SM + PXM *-(u)é > Proto-SM *-(u)oi

(Proto CsM *-en >) Proto-SM +PXM *-€ became Proto-SM *-6i. Samheung SM
reflects this sound change. Proto-PXM did not participate in this sound change to *-
0i. Here we show one example of Proto-SM +PXM *-g, and also one example of
Proto-SM + PXM *-ug, which behaves somewhat similarly.

+ ‘thousand’ Proto-CsM *-en:
Proto-SM+PXM *-g§ > Proto-SM *-3i > Samheung SM ts"ai’ LC (see
§4.2.4 on *-5i > *-@i), Zhangzhou SM ts”in’, Xiamén SM ts"in’,
Teochew SM ts"67”, Chaoyang SM ts"ai’
Proto-SM + PXM *-& > Proto-PXM *-&¢ > Xiany6u PXM ts"’, Pitidn PXM
ts"e’
Proto-EM *-en > Longdu EM ts"ien’ zL, ts"ien’ Lc, Fizhou EM ts"ien’

& ‘tall’ Proto-CsM *-uen:
Proto-SM+PXM *-ug > Proto-SM *-udi > Samheung SM koi’ GR,
Zhangzhou SM kuadi’, Xiamén SM kiiai?, Teochew SM  kiii?
Chéoyang SM kuai’
Proto-SM + PXM *-ué > Proto-PXM *-&¢ > Xiany6u PXM ki~ Pitian PXM
ke’
Proto-EM *-en > Longdu EM ken” GR, Fizhou EM kein?

4.1.6 Proto-PXM innovations

Samheung SM (and the other ZSM varieties) do not share the PXM-specific
innovations. The first PXM innovation is (Proto-CsM *-iem / *-ien / *-ian > Proto-
SM+PXM *1 > Proto-PXM *-in.

¥ The following are vocalisms of 7% Proto-SM *te? ‘tea’ in a few Samheung SM varieties:
Samheung-proper tei’, Shénwan Guichong #{#1:7H tei’, Dabu K Afi (Tio-Pou) tia®, Yongmo ZEFH /
Qianldng HIKE ta® (Gao 5 2018: 343). The ta” pronunciation could be a Yu¢ or Hakka influence, cf.
ZSY / Cantonese / ZSH %% ts"a® Another possible link is that most Qidnldng i people claim that
morpheme meaning “language / speech” from an earlier form *he®, and this has the same vocalisms
as A% *te” ‘tea’ in the various Samheung SM varieties (see footnote 62).
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K ‘sky’ Proto-CsM *-ien:
Proto-SM + PXM *-i > Proto-PXM *-in > PXM ¢t"ip’
Proto-SM +PXM *-i > Proxo-SM *7 > Samheung SM ¢"i’ Lc, Zhangzhou
SM 4%, Xiamén SM ¢! Teochew SM ¢, Dianbai SM ¢4
Proto-EM *-ien > Longdu EM t"ien' zL, Namlong EM t"en’ GR, Fazhou
EM tiep’

The second PXM innovation is *-? > -0. Samheung SM does not participate in this.
The dropping of *-? also occurs in Namlong EM (§3.3.1), and to a smaller degree
also in Longdu EM (§2.3.1), but *-? > -0 is a very common sound change that has
occurred in parallel in many different places, e.g. Western Guingdong SM (e.g.
Dianbai SM), Hainan SM.

£1 ‘stone’ Proto-CsM *-io?:

Proto-SM +PXM *-io? > Proto-PXM *-io > Pitian PXM #iau® Xiany6u
PXM fieu?

Proto-SM+PXM *-i0? > Proto-SM *-i0? > Samheung SM tsiu?® LC,
Zhangzhou SM tsio?® Xiamén SM tsio?®, Teochew SM tsie?®
Dianbai SM tsio!?

Proto-EM *-i5? > Longdu EM sie” GR, se’ zL, se?” LC, Namlong EM sie®
GR, sio’ Lc, Fizhou EM suo??

The third PXM innovation is *-p *-t *-k > *-?. This is related to neighbouring
Southern EM; most varieties of Southern EM only have -k and/or -7 left. On the
other hand, Samheung SM (and the other ZSM varieties) usually have *-p *-t *-k
intact.

#F ‘poison’ Proto-CsM *-uk:
Proto SM +PXM *-ak > Proto-PXM *-a? > PXM tp?*
Proto SM+PXM *-ak > Proto-SM *-ak > Samheung SM tak® Lc,
Zhangzhou SM fak® Xiamén SM tak® Teochew SM tak® Dianbai
SM tak®
Proto-EM *-uk > Longdu EM tek® Lc, te?® zL, Namlong EM fok® GRr,
Fazhou EM toy?®
(See also §2.3.3 and §3.3.3 for the development of these finals in Longdu EM and
Namlong EM respectively.)

Notice that Samheung SM not having these PXM-specific innovations does
not infer that none of their ancestors were from the Putian area. It is likely that at
least some of them have ancestors from the Putidn area as claimed. These ancestors
would have left the Puatian area before these innovations occurred in Proto-PXM; all
of these innovations are cross-linguistically rather common. Also, Proto-PXM is
rather recent, given how close Putian PXM and Xiany6u PXM are. See also the end
of §5.3 on a possible linguistic link between PXM and ZSM.

4.2 Samheung SM as Zhangzhou-type SM

In this article, we take a conservative approach and divide SM into three branches:
Quéanzhou-type SM [QzSM], Zhangzhou-type SM [ZzSM], and Guangdong—Hainan
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SM [GHSM].” (When QzSM and ZzSM are discussed together, they are referred as
“Fgjian SM” [FSM].) QzSM includes their migrant communities in, e.g.,
northeastern Jiangxi, southeastern Zh¢jiang, northeastern Fujian, and Taiwan. ZzSM
includes their migrant communities in, e.g., Tdiwan, and many enclaves in
Gudngdong and Guangxi. Also included in the ZzSM group are the inland SM
varieties of Longyan and Datidn, which show influences from neighbouring Sinitic
dialect groups, e.g. Hakka, CnM, and EM. The SM variety of Xiamén (Amoy),
nowadays the largest city in southern Fujian, shows a mixture of QzSM and ZzSM
features. (Xiamén is located between the historically more-significant Quanzhou and
Zhangzhou cities.) The various Taiwanese SM varieties sit on a continuum between
QzSM and ZzSM, i.e. many of them have a mixture of QzSM and ZzSM features
(see, e.g., Ang Uijin #tME{Z 2019). GHSM includes Eastern Guingdong Min,
Western Guangdong Min, and Hainan Min.

In this §4.2, we compare the segmental phonological traits of Samheung SM
with some of the innovations which define the SM subgroups as discussed in Kwok
(2018: 129-156). Based on these group-defining innovations, Samheung SM is
ZzSM. Section 4.2.1 discusses how Samheung SM is not a member of QzSM.
Section 4.2.2 discusses how Samheung SM is not a member of GHSM. Section 4.2.3
discusses how Samheung SM is a member of ZzSM. Despite the conclusions made
in the preceding three subsections, Samheung SM does have some traits which
resemble other branches of SM, especially GHSM. These traits are discussed in
§4.2.4. For discussions on Samheung SM tonal categories and values, see §4.3.

4.2.1 Samheung SM is not QzSM
Samheung SM is not a member of QzSM. QzSM varieties most usually have [9] as
the reflex of Proto-SM *-g and *-ug. On the other hand, ZzSM and GHSM varieties
have [e], [g], or [0] as the reflex of Proto-SM *-g, and many have retained the
distinction between *-g and *-ug. (See §4.2.3 for the Samheung SM sound changes
of *-e > -ai ~ -pi and *-ue > -(u)oi.)
J ‘short’ Proto-SM *-g: Samheung ZzSM tzi’ LC, Zhangzhou ZzSM te> vs.
Quénzhou QzSM fo”
AL “sit” Proto-SM *-g: Samheung ZzSM fsai® LC, Zhangzhou ZzSM tse®, vs.
Quénzhou QzSM ftso?
‘K ‘fire’ Proto-SM *-ug: Samheung ZzSM huoi”’ LC, Zhangzhou ZzSM hue’
vs. Quanzhou QzSM ho?
J& ‘tail’ Proto-SM *-ug: Samheung ZzSM moi” LC, Zhangzhou ZzSM bue’
vs. Quanzhou QzSM bo?

QzSM has merged Proto-SM *-ioi and *-ue. Samheung ZzSM does not have this
trait.
Fit ‘comb’ Proto-SM *-ioi: Samheung ZzSM se’ Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM se’,
vs. Quénzhou QzSM sue’

> Zhang Jingfen SR#HZF (2013: 53) divides SM into two branches: Fijian (i.e. QzSM plus ZzSM),
and Guangdong. On the other hand, Kwok (2018) favours a partition between a Northern branch
which includes QzSM, and a Southern branch which includes ZzSM and GHSM. Nevertheless, Kwok
(2018: 156) also mentions that “[w]e cannot rule out the possibility of tripartite split for the SM”. In
this article we have adopted this latter more-conservative / agnostic approach. All of the
aforementioned phylogenies have their merits and pitfalls; we shall leave it to another opportunity to
debate what the most appropriate phylogeny of SM should be.
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M ‘cup’ Proto-SM *-ue: Samheung ZzSM puoi’ Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM pue’,
vs. Quanzhou QzSM pue’

QzSM has merged Proto-SM *-6 and *-ui. Samheung ZzSM does not have this trait.
M ‘two’ Proto-SM *-3: Samheung ZzSM neu® GR, Zhangzhou ZzSM 5%, vs.

Quanzhou QzSM np* 7
1& “far’ Proto-SM *-ui: Samheung ZzSM hui’ Lc, Zhangzhdu ZzSM hui®, vs.
Quanzhou QzSM hp?

QzSM has raised *e in {*-& *-u€ *-ue?} to *i. Samheung SM aligns with ZzSM,
which has other innovations. Samheung ZzSM also has further innovations of its
own (see §4.2.3).
£ ‘give birth® Proto-SM *-&: Samheung ZzSM sai’ Lc, sei’ GR, Zhangzhou
ZzSM s&', vs. Quanzhou QzSM si”
B ‘across’ Proto-SM *-u&: Samheung ZzSM hua® Lc, Zhangzhdou ZzSM
hua? vs. Quanzhou QzSM hui?
I ‘blood’ Proto-SM *-ue?: Samheung ZzSM huoi?” LC, Zhangzhou ZzSM
hue?’, vs. Quanzhou QzSM hui?’

4.2.2 Samheung SSM is not GHSM
Despite Samheung’s location in the middle of Gudngdong in between Eastern
Guangdong Min and Western Guangdong Min, Samheung SM is not a member of
GHSM, but a member of ZzSM. In this §4.2.2, we demonstrate how Samheung SM
does not align with the GHSM innovations. (In §4.2.3, we demonstrate how
Samheung SM has participated in the ZzSM innovations.)

GHSM has merged all cases of Proto-SM *-ue and *-ue. On the other hand,
in ZzSM, the distinction is still kept when the Proto-SM initial is velar, glottal, or
zero (see Sound Changes B and D in §4.2.3).

Zero / glottal initial:

# ‘picture’ Proto-SM *ue®: Samheung ZzSM ua®Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM ua®,
vs. Teochew GHSM ue® Luichew GHSM ue’ Lc, (Quanzhou QzSM
ue”)

‘K ‘fire> Proto-SM *hue®: Samheung ZzSM huoi” Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM hue’,
Teochew GHSM hue’, Luichew GHSM hue’ Lc, (vs. Quanzhou
QzSM ha’)

(Contrast this with) Labial initial:

M ‘cup’ Proto-SM *pue': Samheung ZzSM puoi’ Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM pue’,
Teochew GHSM pue’, Luichew GHSM pui’ Lc, (Quanzhou QzSM
pue’)

J& ‘tail’ Proto-SM *bue®: Samheung ZzSM moi? Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM bue’,
Teochew GHSM bue®, Luichew GHSM bue’ Lc, (vs. Quanzhou
QzSM b2

GHSM varieties tend to have the sound change of Proto-SM *-uon *-uok > *-uarg
*-uak. This is not known to occur in Samheung ZzSM.
% ‘comfortable’ Proto-SM *-uon: Samheung ZzSM sop’ Lc, Zhangzhdu
ZzSM sop®, (Quénzhou QzSM sop?) vs. Teochew GHSM suap’
Luichew GHSM suap’Lc
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7 ‘turbid’ Proto-SM *-uok: Samheung ZzSM tsok® Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM
tsok® (Quénzhou QzSM tsok® vs. Teochew GHSM tsuak® Luichew
GHSM tsuak®1Lc

Some lexical items in FSM and GHSM trace to different proto-forms in Proto-SM
(Kwok 2018: 146-151; if a lexical item is not discussed here, it is because a
colloquial stratum pronunciation of that item could not be found in the Samheung
SM data). The Samheung SM numeral %] tit” ‘one’ is probably a reflex of the FSM
form *tsit® ‘one’ with an irregular initial. GHSM has a different proto-form *tswuk®.

%) ‘one’:
Proto-SM  *tsit®: Samheung ZzSM tit” BMS/GR, Zhangzhou ZzSM tsit®
Quénzhou QzSM tsit®
Proto-SM *tswk®: Teochew GHSM tsek®

The morpheme Mg ‘throat’ presents some challenges. In Samheung SM there is the
word WEME lan? vu? zz, len”” au’ GR ‘throat’. The form Mg lan? / Iep? is neither a
regular reflex of the FSM form *na? nor the GHSM form *lwn?.

W “throat’:
Samheung SM: Jap?
Proto-SM *n@?: Zhangzhou ZzSM 1472, Quéanzhou QzSM na?
Proto-SM *lum?: Teochew GHSM Iep? Dianbai GHSM lian® DD

The regular reflex of Proto-SM *na” in Samheung SM is na? (cf. #k ‘forest’ Proto-
SM *na*> > Samheung SM na” LC), and the regular reflex of Proto-SM *lum? is
lion? (cf. §E ‘dragon’ Proto-SM *lwn? > Samheung SM lion” LC; %k ‘green’ Proto-
SM *lwk® > Samheung SM liok®LC). We deem that Samheung SM M lan?/ len? is
not related to the GHSM form *lum?, as the vowels do not match. Instead, M lan?/
Ien? is perhaps descended from the FSM form *na®. The vowel in M lap?/ Iep? is
the expected reflex of the vowel in *na* (the vowel then denasalises in Samheung
SM). The consonants in W lan?/ Ien? are influences from the Yue form W lon?
‘throat’ (in Hafong, ZSY, and Cantonese).

When % ‘elderly man’ is used as a surname (Mandarin Wéng, Cantonese
jon"), in Teochew—Swatow there is a special pronunciation that is different from the
usual pronunciations of colloquial ap’ and literary on’. Samheung SM lacks this
special pronunciation, based on available data. (See also the normal lexical use of
Samheung SM % ap’ ‘grandfather’ in §5.3.)

% surname Weng:
Proto-SM *an': Samheung ZzSM ap’ Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM ap’, Quianzhou
QzSM ap'’
Proto-SM *um': Teochew GHSM ep’

Next is the pronunciation of another surname + ‘king’. FSM and GHSM again have
different pronunciations of this. However, the Samheung form matches neither. The

% See also Akitani £K7% (2023a)’s criticisms of what Kwok (2018: 102-104) reconstructs as *-wk
and what Zhang Jingfen GREZF (2022: 89) reconstructs as *-iok in Proto-SM. See also the
discussions related to this towards the end of §4.2.4.
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Samheung SM pronunciation of the surname + ‘king’ may surprise many Min
speakers.

+ surname Wing:
Samheung ZzSM ui” LC (also Dianbdi GHSM ui?)
Proto-SM *uon?: Zhangzhou ZzSM op? Quanzhou QzSM op?
Proto-SM *hum?: Teochew GHSM hep?, Luichew GHSM hian” LL

The cause of this is obvious to Yu¢ and Hakka speakers: the surname + ‘king’ is
homophonous with another common surname # ‘yellow’ in Yu¢ and Hakka, e.g.
ZSY won? ZSH vop”. Samheung SM speakers have applied the pronunciation of 3%
‘yellow’ to F ‘king’. (Dianb4i Min ui” is similarly also under the influence of
Dianbdi Cantonese and Dianbdi Hakka, both wop? DD.) The Samheung SM
pronunciation of ui? (except the denasalisation) is a retention, and hence cannot be
used as an argument for genealogical relationship. Nonetheless, it is worth pointing
out that this pronunciation of ui is strongly emblematic of ZzSM.

3 ‘yellow’ / surname Hudng Proto-SM *ui*: Samheung ZzSM ui? LC/GR,
Zhangzhou ZzSM ui? Quénzhou QzSM p° Teochew GHSM p?
Dianb4i GHSM ui”

Lastly, Samheung SM has the more-Fujian trait of using a disyllabic word for “eye”:
HEk mak® tsiu’ zz, HWE bek” tsiu’ GR. (Also cf. Longdu EM HH bi%? tsiu’ Gr
and Namlong EM H W bi® tsiu’ GR.) This contrasts with the more-Guingdong trait
of having a monosyllabic word for “eye” (Kwok 2018: 151), e.g. Teochew SM H
mak®°' Luichew SM H mak® Hainanese SM also has a monosyllabic H mak® ‘eye’.
Yué and Hakka usually use a monosyllabic word for “eye”, e.g. Hafong / ZSY HR
pan’, Cantonese IR pan®, ZSH R pan’.

4.2.3 Samheung SM is ZzSM
Samheung SM is a member of Zhangzhou-type SM [ZzSM]. Four ZzSM sound
changes are discussed in this §4.2.3, here labelled Sound Changes A to D. Before we
introduce Sound Changes A to D, we have to introduce two late-stage Samheung-
specific sound changes, here labelled Sound Changes Sa and Sb.

Sound Change Sa: ZzSM *-e¢ > -ai or -zi (see discussions in §4.1.4)

Sound Change Sb: ZzSM *-ue > -(u)oi LC / -0i ZZ / -0i GR
Examples of Sound Changes Sa and Sb can be seen throughout this §4.2.3, and in
many examples in the rest of this §4. Sound Changes Sa and Sb occurred after
Sound Changes A to D.

Sound Change A: the first ZzSM innovation is the lowering of Proto-SM *-¢ to *-¢
or something even lower. In Zhangzhou SM, /e/ and /e/ are separate phonemes. In
Samheung SM, Sound Change Sa occurred subsequently: *-¢ > -ai or -zi.
%X ‘tea’ Proto-SM *-e: Samheung ZzSM tai’ zz, tei’ LC/GR, Zhangzhdu
ZzSM te? vs. Teochew GHSM te? Quénzhou QzSM te?
% ‘household’ Proto-SM *-e: Samheung ZzSM kai' zz, kei’ LC/GR,
Zhangzhou ZzSM ke’, vs. Teochew GHSM ke’, Quanzhou QzSM ke’

' Teochew SM also has a disyllabic H 0¥ mak?® tsiu’, but this means “eyeball”.
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5 ‘shrimp’ Proto-SM *-e: Samheung ZzSM hai” zz/LC, hei’ GR, Zhangzhou
ZzSM he? vs. Teochew GHSM he”, Quanzhou QzSM he?

Sound Change B: *e in the Proto-SM final *-ue also lowers, but only after a velar,
glottal, or zero initial.®

JK ‘melon’ Proto-SM *kue': Samheung ZzSM kua' GR/LC, Zhangzhou ZzSM

kua’, vs. Teochew GHSM kue’, Quanzhou QzSM kue'’

1t ‘flower’ Proto-SM *hue': Samheung ZzSM hua' GR/LC, Zhangzhou

ZzSM hua’, vs. Teochew GHSM hue’, Quanzhou QzSM hue'
# ‘picture’ Proto-SM *ue®: Samheung ZzSM ua®Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM ua®,
vs. Teochew GHSM ue® Quanzhou QzSM ue’
(One slight weakness of applying this argument to Samheung SM is that the
cognates of these in Yug also have labial + a, cf. /K ‘melon’ ZSY / Cantonese k"a’,
1€ “flower’ ZSY / Cantonese fa’, & ‘picture’ ZSY wa’, Cantonese & wa®?)

With other initials, Proto-SM *-ue does not lower, and Proto-SM *-ug
merges with *-ue (see Sound Change D below). Here is an example of *-ue which
has not lowered (the initial is labial).

M ‘cup’ Proto-SM *pue': Samheung ZzSM puoi’ Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM pue’,

Teochew GHSM pue’, Quanzhou QzSM pue’

Sound Change C: Proto-SM *-o0i > *-e. Sound Change A (*-e > *-¢) must have
occurred before Sound Change C.
P ‘wash’ Proto-SM *-oi: Samheung ZzSM se”’ GR/LC, Zhangzhou ZzSM se”,
vs. Teochew GHSM s0i?, (vs. Quanzhou QzSM sue?)
4 ‘shoe’ Proto-SM *-o0i: Samheung ZzSM e? GR/LC, Zhangzhou ZzSM ¢?
vs. Teochew GHSM o077, (vs. Quanzhou QzSM ue?)

Sound Change D: Proto-SM *-ug > *-ue. Notice that this sound change is not
specific to ZzSM; this sound change has also occurred in GHSM. However, Kwok
concludes that this is the result of parallel development or areal diffusion between
ZzSM and GHSM (2018: 141, 145). (On the other hand, QzSM usually has *-ug >
-0; §4.2.1.) The sequence of sound changes must have been Sound Change B (*-ue
> *-ua) followed by Sound Change D (*-ug > *-ue), and then Sound Change Sb
(*-ue > *-(u)oi) in Samheung SM.%

‘K ‘fire’ Proto-SM *-ug: Samheung ZzSM huoi’ LC, hoi’ GR, Zhangzhou

ZzSM hue’, Teochew GHSM hue? vs. Quanzhou QzSM ho?

52 In Samheung SM, there is a morpheme hai® BMS, hei® GR ‘language, speech’, e.g. #Afah keu’®
ts"ui’ hei® GR (speak village language) ‘speak Samheung Min’, ¥4 7& 7 p”a?” tin’ hei® GR (hit electric
language) ‘dial telephone’. The etymon of hai®/ hei® may or may not be &% ‘language, speech’
(Proto-SM *ue® > Zhangzhou SM ua® Teochew SM ue® Quianzhdou SM ue?). If hai®/ hei®is indeed
a reflex of Proto-SM &F *ue®, then Samheung SM hai®/ hei®has not participated in Sound Change B.
Alternatively, this hai®/ hei® came from an earlier *he® (Sound Change Sa), and an even earlier *he®
(Sound Change A). The vocalisms of this *he® in the various Samheung SM varieties are the same as
that of % Proto-SM *te” ‘tea’ (see footnote 58). This *he® ‘language’ is perhaps a combination of the
colloquial stratum *ue® and an *h- initial from the literary stratum, cf. Zhangzhdou SM 7 colloquial
ua®, literary hua® (Yué and Hakka do not have a glottal or velar fricative initial for this morpheme,
cf. Hafong & va’~ wa’ GR, ZSH va’)

8 A reviewer suggested that Samheung -uoi in the morphemes ‘k ‘fire’, ! ‘tax’, and & ‘tail’ may
represent a retention of an earlier Proto-CsM *-uoi. If adopted, this proposal could prevent a
retrograde change, such as *-uoi > *-ug > -uoi. However, Kwok (2018: 72-73) notes that Proto-SM
*_ug descended from not only Proto-Min **-oi, but also **-ye. The morpheme % ‘tax’ exemplifies
the latter.
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il ‘tax’ Proto-SM *-ug: Samheung ZzSM suoi’ LC, soi° GR, Zhangzhou
ZzSM sue’, Teochew GHSM sue”, vs. Quanzhou QzSM so”

F& ‘tail’ Proto-SM *-ug: Samheung ZzSM moi’ LC, boi’ GR, Zhangzhou
ZzSM bue?, Teochew GHSM bue? vs. Quanzhou QzSM bo?

Parallel to *-ug > *-ue, *-ug? > *-ue? has also occurred.

H  ‘moon’ Proto-SM *-ug?: Samheung ZzSM puoi?® LC, goi?” GR,
Zhangzhou ZzSM gue?®, Teochew GHSM gue?® vs. Quénzhou QzSM
go?®

4.2.4 Samheung SM traits that are possibly from other branches of SM
In §4.2.3, we discussed how Samheung SM is a member of ZzSM. Nonetheless,
Samheung SM does have a few traits which resemble other branches of SM.

Samheung(-proper) has one trait which resembles QzSM: the raising of
Proto-SM *-i5 to *-ili (and then *-iti > -iu).

# ‘ginger’ Proto-SM *-id: Samheung ZzSM kiu' Lc, Quanzhou QzSM kiii’

vs. Zhangzhou ZzSM ki’

IR ‘lady’ Proto-SM *-id: Samheung ZzSM niu” LC, Quanzhou QzSM niii® vs.

Zhangzhou ZzSM [i5?
(This is not an influence from Yue¢ or Hakka; for this final, ZSH and Hafong have -
ion, ZSY has -ion GR or -aep ZH, and Cantonese has -an.)

This is perhaps an independent development in Samheung ZzSM, given
Samheung’s divergent vocalisms. (However, currently there is no evidence to
disprove the alternative theory that this is a QzSM influence.) Looking at Gao Ran
=98 (2018: 342-344)’s comparison of Samheung-proper with three other Samheung
SM varieties, one sees both -iu and -io.

% ‘loud’ Proto-SM *-id: Samheung-proper hiu’, Shénwan Guichong V&L

8 hiu® Samheung Dabu KAfi (Tio-Pou) hio’, Samheung Yongmo %
FH / Qianlong AR hce’ (Xiamén SM hiii’, Zhangzhou SM hi5?)
One also sees % ‘leaf” recorded as hiu?” by GR/BMS, and hio?* by zz.

Samheung SM has a small number of traits which resemble GHSM. This is
not contradictory to our claim that Samheung SM is ZzSM. Most Samheung Min
villages were established during the Southern Song Dynasty (1127-1279) (Gao Ran
=98 2018: 5). Further afield, most Min migrants also reached Hiindn during the
Song Dynasty (960-1279) (Liti Xinzhong 387 2006: 35). Given that Hiindn Min
is linguistically much closer to Eastern Gudngdong Min than to Fdjian Min, and
Zhongshan is in between Eastern Guangdong and Haindn, it is entirely plausible that
amongst the SM migrants to Zhongshan, a significant portion of them were from the
Eastern Guangdong Min region, hence making some contributions to the linguistic
make-up of Samheung SM. There are several possible scenarios concerning the
relationship between the ZzZSM and GHSM traits in Samheung SM. One possibility
is that Samheung SM started off as ZzSM, and then received some GHSM
influences later on. Another possibility is that Samheung SM started off as GHSM,
but was later largely overlaid by ZzSM features. A mixture of both is also possible,
i.e. Samheung SM started off as GHSM, then largely overlaid by ZzSM features,
and then receiving some later GHSM influences. Yet another possibility is that the
ZzSM and GHSM migrants arrived in the Samheung area at around the same time,
and the resulting Samheung SM took on mostly ZzSM features and only a few
GHSM features. It is beyond the scope of this article to determine which of these
scenarios (or some other scenario) is correct.
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Samheung SM often has an -ai reflex for Proto-SM *-6i. Kwok (2018: 146)
mentions that Proto-SM *-G6i becoming *-ai (or *-ai) is a feature that is common in
GHSM. However, this is not a defining feature of GHSM, as this trait is not
universal in GHSM, and it is also found in some FSM varieties, e¢.g. Téng’an SM.
Samheung SM might have been influenced by these GHSM varieties (if this is not a
parallel development in Samheung SM).

T ‘thousand’ Proto-SM *-5i: Samheung ZzSM ts”"ai’ Lc, Chdoyang GHSM
ts"ai’, Jicyang GHSM ts"4i’, Haihong GHSM ts”4i’, Luichew GHSM
ts"ai’, vs. Teochew GHSM ts"6i’, (Zhangzhou ZzSM ts"in’,
Quanzhou QzSM ts'ui?)

Hj ‘front’ Proto-SM *-0i: Samheung ZzSM fsai” Lc, Chdoyang GHSM (sdi?,
Jieyang GHSM tsai®, Haihong GHSM fsai”, Luichew GHSM fsai”, vs.
Teochew GHSM 5672 (Zhangzhou ZzSM tsin®, Quanzhou QzSM
tsui)

PH ‘leisure’ Proto-SM *-gi: Samheung ZzSM ai” LC, ai’ ~ vi” GR, Jieyang
GHSM 3i°, Haihong GHSM 4i? Luichew GHSM aji?, vs. Chdoyang
GHSM 6i? Teochew GHSM 672 (Zhangzhou ZzSM in”, Quanzhou
QzSM ui?

Samheung SM uses the morpheme /R/IK ts"gu’ GR to mean “table”, e.g. FRIRA
bua?’ ts"zu? po” GR (wipe table cloth) ‘rag for cleaning table’. The morpheme /&K
usually means “bed” in Sintic languages (e.g. Hafong / ZSY / Cantonese JK ts"op?
‘bed’). Using FK to mean “table” is a trait of Hiinin SM (e.g. Hiikdu so?),
Guiingdong SM (e.g. Luichew ts™5? Jieyang ts"wmp?), and PXM (e.g. Putian ts"un?),
but not Fajian SM (e.g. Kwok 2018: 128, 151). (Longdu and Namlong EM use a
Yu¢ morpheme: 44 t"i? GR ‘table’. The usual morpheme for “table” in Min is £,
e.g. Fuzhou EM /to?’/ [to?4], Proto-SM *to?’” > Taiwanese SM t0?”)

In §4.2.2 we discussed a few lexical items in FSM and GHSM which trace to
different proto-forms in Proto-SM. Samheung SM usually aligns with the forms
found in FSM. However, for the morpheme f ‘deer’, the Samheung SM form
aligns with the GHSM form *twk® ~ *lwk® * and not with the ZzSM form *lok®.

i ‘deer’:®
Proto-SM *twk® ~ *lwk®: Samheung ZzSM liok® Lc, Jieyang GHSM lek®
Teochew GHSM tek® Dianbii GHSM tiak®
Proto-SM *lok®: Zhangzhou ZzSM Iok” [sic], Quanzhou QzSM lok?®

Compare:

# See also discussions on Proto-Min **-yk below in the main text. Kwok agrees that the
reconstruction of Proto-SM *-wik is problematic, and now thinks that this is better reconstructed as *-
yk.

5 See also Akitani FK% & Nohara TFJ& (2022: 12-14)’s discussions on fE ‘deer’. The following is a
brief summary. The morpheme for ‘deer’ usually traces to **luk amongst Min varieties, except that
there are often irregularities with this morpheme in PXM and SM. As pointed out by Norman (2014:
11), in GHSM one finds J# ‘deer’ with a - initial, and a final from Proto-Min **-yk. It is often the
same or very similar to the pronunciation of /T ‘bamboo’ (see below in the main text), except that 77T
‘bamboo’ is in tone 7 and f ‘deer’ is in tone 8. Perhaps Samheung SM pronounced f ‘deer’ as
tiok® and then the initial changed to /- under the influence of nearby languages. For the coronal
series of initials in Proto-Min, in contrast to Norman (1974)’s **t-, **ts-, and **t3- series, Akitani £k
7% & Nohara ¥ Ji (2022) argue for **t-, **ts-, **t"-  and **tf- series, with **t"- being laminal. The
proto-form of & ‘deer’ in Proto-Min is either **d"uk or **-d"uk (2022: 13).
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#E ‘dragon’ Proto-SM *lun?: Samheung ZzSM liog” LC, Jieyang GHSM len?,
Teochew GHSM lep?, Dianbai GHSM liap? (Zhangzhou ZzSM lion?,
Quanzhou QzSM lip?)

¥ ‘only’ Proto-SM *tok®: Zhangzhou ZzSM fok® Quanzhou QzSM rok®
(Samheung ZzSM fok® Lc, Jieéyang GHSM tok® Teochew GHSM
tok® Dianbai GHSM tak®)

The tone values in Samheung SM are very similar to those in Eastern Guangdong
Min. See §4.3.

There are some traits in Samheung SM which resemble specifically Western
Guangdong and Hdinan Min. Samheung SM has lost its nasal vowels, similar to
Western Gudngdong and Haindn Min. Nonetheless, given the relative rarity of nasal
vowels cross-linguistically, the denasalisation of nasal vowels could easily be a
parallel development in Samheung SM and Western Gudngdong + Hdinan SM.
(There is also the example of Putidn PXM, but not the otherwise very closely related
Xiany6u PXM, having lost its nasal vowels.)

There is one other trait shared by Samheung SM and Western Guangdong +
Haindn SM which shows a probably non-coincidental direct link between them.
Bodman (1982: 407, 1985: 18) observes that there are three morphemes which have
a -p instead of an expected -k coda in Samheung SM (central Guangdong) and
Luichew SM (western Guiingdong): #{ ‘father’s younger brother’, A ‘meat’, and 17
‘bamboo’. These are shown in the data set below. These are reflexes of Proto-Min
**_yk; Bodman proposes that these have gone through intermediate stages like *-iuk
and/or *-ikw, i.e. **y breaks into *iu, and then the labiality of *u combined with the
plosive *-k to become *-p.

Still on the topic of Proto-Min **-yk, Akitani K%+ (2023a) criticises Kwok
(2018: 102-104)’s reconstruction of a single *-wk, and Zhang 5% (2020: 89)’s
reconstruction of a single *-iok in Proto-SM as the reflex of both Proto-Min **-yk
and **-yok. Akitani argues that this Proto-Min distinction should be reconstructed in
Proto-SM as *-iuk and *-iok respectively. Akitani FK%¥ (2023a: 327) mentions that
“PrHT1E4 =1 [there are only three instances of 1T-type characters (i.e. **-yk
morphemes)]; ® these are the three morphemes mentioned by Bodman. The
following are examples of the three **-yk morphemes, and two examples of **-yok
morphemes. The SM varieties in Samheung, Western Gudngdong (e.g. Dianbai,
Luichew), and Hainan (e.g. Wénchang) make a distinction between **-yk and **-
yok. The same is true for EM varieties (and often also for PXM varieties). However,

% The situation is more complex than what Akitani has mentioned. There are some morphemes of
which the EM (and PXM) forms indicate that the Proto-Min form should be **-yk, while the
Samheung, Western Gudngdong and/or Haindn SM forms indicate that it should be **-yok. For
instance:
# ‘cooked’ Fuzhou EM sy?® Ningdé EM sy?® Xianyéu PXM f#ye?® vs. Samheung SM
siok®Lc, Dianbai SM #iak® DD/LC, Luichew SM siak®LL, Wénchang SM tiak®
#i shrink> Fizhou EM /t"y?"/ [t"ey?4], Xianyéu PXM fye?’, vs. Samheung SM siok” LC,
Wénchang SM tiak”
% ‘chrysanthemum’ Fizhou EM /ky?’/ [key?4], Ningdé EM kek’, Xianyéu PXM kye?’, vs.
Wénchang SM kiak”
‘redeem’ Fizhou EM sy?¥ Ningdé EM syk® Xianyéu PXM #ye?® vs. Samheung SM
siok®LL
5 ‘rice gruel’ Fazhou EM /tsy?’/ [tsey?4], Ningdé EM tsek’, Xianyéu PXM tsye?’, vs.
Samheung SM tsiok” GR.

f

SR
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the better-known SM varieties in Eastern Guangdong (e.g. Teochew) and Fujian (e.g.
Xiamén) do not distinguish between **-yk and **-yok.

Proto-Min **-yk:®’

i ‘father’s younger brother’
Samheung SM tsip” BMS/GR, Dianbai SM tsip” DD, Luichew SM tsip”
LL, Wénchang SM tgiop”,*®
(Teochew SM tsek’, Xiamén SM tsik”’)
Fuzhou EM /tsy?’/ [tsey?4], Ningdé EM tsek’, Xiany6u PXM tsyer’

K ‘meat’
Samheung SM hip” BMS/GR, Dianbdi SM hip® DD, Luichew SM hip®
LL, Wénchang SM fiok®
(Teochew SM nek® Xiamén SM hik®)
Fazhou / Faging EM ny?¥ Ningdé EM nyk® Xiany6u PXM ny?® (<
Fuzhou / Fuqing influence)

1 “bamboo’
Samheung SM tip” BMS/GR, Dianbai SM tip” DD, Luichew SM tip”LL,
Wénchang SM diok”
(Teochew SM tek’, Xiamén SM tik”’)
Fazhou EM /ty?’/ [tey?4], Ningdé EM tek’, Xianyou PXM tye?”

Proto-Min **-yok:

%k ‘green’
Samheung SM liok® Lc, Dianb4i SM liak® DD, Luichew SM liak®LL,
Wénchang SM liak®
(Teochew SM lek® Xiamén SM [1k®)
Fazhou EM [uo?¥ Ningdé EM [uo?®, Xiany6u PXM #p?*

5 ‘grain’
Samheung SM fs”ok” Lc, Dianbai SM #iak” DD, Luichew SM ts"iak”
LL, Wénchang SM tiak”
(Teochew SM ts"ek’, Xiamén SM ts1k”)
Fazhou EM /ts"uo?’/ [ts"uo?4], Ningdé EM tsuk’, Xianyéu PXM
ts"p?”

Although Samheung, Western Guiangdong and Hdinan SM having a **-yk versus
**_yok distinction is a retention, the sound change of **-k > *-p is a very unusual
innovation for Sinitic languages (and also for the Kra-Dai languages in the region).
Especially given that only **-yk, and not the other **-k finals, is affected in all
these western SM varieties, it is unlikely that this sound change occurred in
Samheung and Western Guangdong + Haindn separately. Given the history of
migration of Min speakers from east to west, one possible scenario is that **-yk >

7 Luichew SM has one more case of an unexpected -ip final: i tsip” LL ‘lonely’. The expected coda
is -k, cf. Teochew SM sok’, Xiamén SM tsik® (Cantonese also has -k: tsek®) Perhaps the
pronunciation of #{ tsip” ‘lonely’ was influenced by that of #{ tsip” ‘father’s younger brother’. See
also Lin Linltn MA@ ffy (2006: 150-151) for his comments on the relationship between these four
Luichew SM -ip morphemes and Old Chinese rime categories. (We have no data for #{ in Samheung
SM. Dianbai Min has #{ tset*DD ‘lonely’ < Dianbai Hakka #i ts"ot%)

% Several other Hainanese Min varieties also have an -ip final for #{ ‘father’s little brother’ (Lid
Xinzhong %¥r 4 2006: 166), e.g. Hiikdu Fiichéng ¥ 13, Chéngmai 7518, Tongza i&# 4t
(Wiizishan F1f5111). Other Hainanese Min varieties have a different coda or no coda; with these it is
difficult to determine whether they once had a -p in this morpheme or not.
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*-ip developed in Zhongshan, and this sound change was spread to Western
Guangdong and Haindn along with the waves of westward migration of Min
speakers. This development indicates that Samheung and Western Guangdong +
Hiinan SM splintered off mainstream SM before the merger of **-yk and **-yok
affected the entire mainstream SM area in Fdjian and Eastern Guangdong.

4.3 Some notes on the tonal categories and values in Samheung SM
The development of the tones in Samheung SM is not very complex (e.g. not as
complex as Western Guangdong and Hadinan Min). Nonetheless, some aspects of this
raise some questions.

We now discuss the splits and mergers with the reflexes of Proto-Min tones
**B and **C. The first point to note is that Proto-Min tone **B syllables with
voiced sonorant initials have tone *3 in Proto-SM, and those with voiceless sonorant
initials have tone *4 in Proto-SM, opposite of what the voicing suggests (e.g. Shén
7L 2023: 520-522; see also footnote 18). Beyond this, ZzSM, QzSM, and Eastern
Gudngdong SM have different behaviours with the mergers of tonal categories.
Samheung ZzSM is not QzSM: QzSM has merged tones 6 (Lower Tone C) and 5
(Upper Tone C), while Samheung ZzSM has separate tones 5 and 6. Samheung
ZzSM has instead merged tone 4 (Lower Tone B) and tone 6, similar to Zhangzhou
SM and other ZzSM varieties. Nonetheless, the merger of tones 4 and 6 is a very
common sound change amongst Sinitic languages. Examples of this include
Mandarin, EM (Akitani K%+ 2018: 668-669, 711-712), Dianbdi GHSM (Dai
Yéuwt #HE et al. 1994: 10), and Hiinan GHSM (e.g. Lia Xinzhong 21+
2006: 169-171, Xin Shibiao =¥ % 2013: §4). For this reason, we remain
conservative and agnostic towards whether this trait in Samheung ZzSM is related to
the other ZzSM varieties, Dianbai / H#indan GHSM, and/or Zhongshan EM.®
Another possibility is that this is an independent development in Samheung SM. The
aforementioned splits and mergers in SM varieties are summarised in Table 1 below.
Samheung SM has the additional development of having some tone 6 morphemes
shifted to tone 1 (see below). For Lower Tone C, Teochew SM has tone 6 in the
colloquial stratum, but tone 4 in the literary stratum (e.g. Kwok 2018: 116-118).”

% What is clear is that this was not caused by the contact with Yué. Yue dialects have many cases of
Middle Chinese “Tone 4” syllables shifting to tone 6, but they also have some syllables that have
remained in tone B (tone 3 or 4). Samheung SM has examples like J& kau®LC ‘thick’ (Proto-SM
*kau*) and £ ua’LC ‘drought’ (cf. Teochew SM iia™, which have experienced the change of tone *4
to 6 (and then to 1 for 5 wua’), but the cognates in Yué have not shifted to tone 6 (Cantonese /5§ heu?
5 hon* ZSY & heu’ 5 hon?), testifying that Yué was not the cause (or not the primary cause) of
tone *4 > 6 in Samheung SM. Hakka, on the other hand, does show some similarities, with ZSH J&
heu? also in tone C, and 5 hon' also in tone 1.

" Not demonstrated in Table 1 are Western Guingdong Min and Haindn Min, where the situation is
rather complex. See, e.g., Lin /K & Chén [ (1996), Lin Lanlin My (2006), Dai 3 et al. (1994),
Lit Xinzhong 213 (2006), Xin Shibiao it (2013).
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Table 1. Tone categories in Samheung SM and some other SM varieties

Proto-SM Zhangzhou ZzSM Samheung ZzSM
**_VCE, SONR *4 x5 6 5 6 (or 1) 5
**_VCE, OBST "
** +VCE, SONR 3 3 3
’ *6 6 6 (or 1)
** + VCE, OBST *4 6 6 (or 1)

Quanzhou QzSM

**_VCE, SONR 4 4 5
**_VCE, OBST 3 5 3
** + VCE, SONR COL:6
** + VCE, OBST 4 4 LIT:4

The following are some examples. Quianzhou QzSM has merged tones 5 and 6,

whereas Samheung ZzSM and the others have kept tones 5 and 6 apart.

Samheung ZzSM has merged tone 4 into tone 6, similar to Zhangzhou ZzSM.
Samheung has the additional change of shifting some tone 6 syllables to tone 1 (see

below).

The next phenomenon to be discussed is the shifting of some tone 6 morphemes to
tone 1. Gao Ran =44 (2002: 116; 2018: 320) notices that some tone 1 morphemes
in Samheung SM correspond with Middle Chinese “Tone 4” (and tone 4 in
Samheung SM has merged into tone 6). Zhang Zhénxing SR ¥R H (1987: 43)
compares this with Samheung Hakka; Hakka in general is well known for having
many cases of tone 1 morphemes corresponding with Middle Chinese “Tone 4~
morphemes (see, €.g., Xi¢ Litwén # F 3 2003: 78-90, and references therein). The
question is whether this phenomenon in Samheung SM is an influence from Hakka
or not. The following are some examples in tone 1 in both Hakka and Samheung SM
but in other tones in other nearby Min and Yug¢ varieties. These trace to Proto-SM
tone *4, Proto-EM tone *6 (< Proto-Min tone **B), or Middle Chinese “tone 4~
(i.e. Middle Chinese tone B with voiced initial). Most of these Min cases have an
obstruent initial, but some do not, e.g. i ‘have / exist’ (the tone *4/*6 indicates that

# ‘road’ Proto-SM tone *6: Samheung ZzSM Ib° Lc, (o' ~ [b° GR,)
Zhangzhou ZzSM 1o Teochew GHSM Iou®vs. Quinzhou QzSM Io°

£ ‘old (inanimate)’ Proto-SM tone *6: Samheung ZzSM ku®Lc, Zhangzhou
ZzSM ku® Teochew GHSM ku®vs. Quanzhou QzSM ku’

It ‘vomit” Proto-SM tone *5: Samheung ZzSM "’ Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM

"> Teochew GHSM t"ou”, Quanzhou QzSM t"°

#% ‘saw (n.)’ Proto-SM tone *5: Samheung ZzSM ku” LC, ki’ GR, Zhangzhou
ZzSM ki’, Teochew GHSM kur®, Quanzhou QzSM kur®

M ‘two’ Proto-SM tone *4: Samheung ZzSM neu® GR, Zhangzhou ZzSM 15,

vs. Teochew GHSM no* Quanzhou QzSM npn?*

1 “far’ Proto-SM tone *4: Samheung ZzSM hui’ Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM hui®,

vs. Teochew GHSM hp* Quénzhou QzSM hp° [sic]

AL “sit” Proto-SM tone *4: Samheung ZzSM fsai® Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM tse®,

vs. Teochew GHSM tso? Quénzhou QzSM tso*

the initial was voiced, so the initial of /5 was not a glottal stop).
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Proto-SM tone *4, [Proto-EM tone *6,] {Middle Chinese “tone 4}:"!

% ‘quilt’: {ZSH p"i’, Moiyen Hakka p”i’} Samheung ZzSM p"si’ ~ p"oi°
GR, (p"0i’ Lc < Yue tone category,) Zhangzhou ZzSM p'ue®,
Teochew GHSM pue?, [Longdu EM puoi® Lc, p"uei® zL, p"ei® GR,
Namlong EM p”ei°GR,] {Cantonese p’ei”, ZSY p”i’}

B ‘move’: {(ZSH tup’ < Yue tone category,) Moiyen t"up’)} Samheung
ZzSM top' Lc, Zhangzhou ZzSM tap® Teochew GHSM tap*
[Longdu EM ten®Lc] {Cantonese foy® ZSY ton’}

AL <sit’: {ZSH ts"’ Moiyen ts"’} Samheung ZzSM ftsei’ GR, tsai’ zz, (tsai®
LC,) Zhangzhou ZzSM tse® Teochew GHSM tso? [Longdu EM soi
Lc, Namlong EM s0i°GR,] {Cantonese ts"»%, ZSY ts"7}

W “bite’: {ZSH pau’, Moiyen nau’} Samheung ZzSM ka' GR/zz, Zhangzhou
ZzSM ka® Teochew GHSM ka® [Longdu EM ka® GR, Namlong EM
ka®GR,] {Cantonese gau”, ZSY nau’}

1% ‘ant’: {ZSH ni’, Moiyen ni’,} Samheung ZzSM hia' GR/zz, Zhangzhou
ZzSM hia® Teochew GHSM hia® [Longdu EM pie® LC, pie® 7L, gie®
GR, Namlong EM gia®GR,] {Cantonese pei*, ZSY nei’}

H ‘have / exist’: {ZSH iu’, Moiyen iu’,} Samheung ZzSM u’ Gr, (u°Lc,)
Zhangzhou ZzSM u® Teochew GHSM u? [Longdu EM u®GR/ZL/LC,
Namlong EM u°GR,] {Cantonese jeu® ZSY izu’}

However, on closer inspection, there are differences. Xi¢ Litiwén #f B4 3 (2003: 83—
85) lists 48 Middle Chinese tone B morphemes which commonly have tone 1 in
Hakka varieties. Amongst these, other than cognates of Proto-SM tone *4 discussed
above, many are cognates of Proto-SM tone *3 (primarily ones with sonorant
initials). In Samheung SM, other than one single case of & be’ ‘buy’, there are no
cases of Proto-SM tone *3 morphemes becoming tone 1. The following are some
examples.

Proto-SM tone *3, [Proto-EM tone *3,] {Middle Chinese “tone 4”}:
H ‘buy’: {ZSH mai’, Moiyen Hakka mai’} Samheung ZzSM be’ zz, (be’,
GR, me® LC,) Zhangzhou ZzSM be’, Teochew GHSM boi”, [Longdu
EM me’ Lc, be’ GR, Namlong EM be’ GR,] {Cantonese mai® ZSY
mai’}

55 ‘horse’: {ZSH ma’, Moiyen ma’,} Samheung ZzSM mei”’ LC, mei® ~ bei’
GR, Zhangzhou ZzSM be’, Teochew GHSM be’, [Longdu EM ma’
LC/ZL, ba’ GR, Namlong EM ba’ Gr,] {Cantonese ma® ZSY ma?}

Bk ‘soft’: {ZSH pion’, Moiyen pion’,} Samheung ZzSM nui’ LC/GR,
Zhangzhou ZzSM [ui®, Teochew GHSM nwmp’, [Longdu EM nien’
LC/GR, Namlong EM nien® GR,] {Cantonese jyn®, ZSY nyn?}

' Other known examples of Hakka tone 1 matching with Samheung SM tone 1 (< Proto-SM tone
*4): 55 ‘younger brother’ ZSH t"ai’, Samheung SM ti' ~ ti®° Gr; l ‘sever’ ZSH t"on’, Samheung SM
tui’ GR; S ‘parent’s sister’s husband’ ZSH tsp’, Samheung SM tiu’ GR; I ‘ascend’ ZSH sop’,
Samheung SM fsiu’ ~ tsiu® GR;  ‘drought’ ZSH hon’, Samheung SM ua’ LC. There are also many
cases where Hakka has tone 1, but Proto-SM tone *4 has not shifted to tone 1 in Samheung SM, e.g.
Py ‘two’ Moiyen Hakka lion’, (ZSH liog?) Samheung SM neu® GR; #T ‘near’ ZSH k”jun’, Samheung
SM kin®Lc; f&/4 ‘stand’ ZSH k"', Samheung SM k"ia’Lc (< ZSY tone).
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it ‘language’: {(ZSH pi’) Moiyen i’} Samheung ZzSM pi” LC, Teochew
GHSM gur’, [Longdu EM pi’ Lc/zL, Namlong EM nien’ GR,]
{Cantonese jy*, ZSY ny’}

#8 ‘ritual’: {ZSH Ii’, Moiyen i’} Samheung ZzSM le’ LC/GR, Teochew

GHSM loi”® [Longdu EM Ie’ zL/GR, Ie’ Lc] {Cantonese Ivi® ZSY Iei’}

Hakka was not the primary driver of this change in Samheung SM. If this change in
Samheung SM was driven by bilinguals of Samheung SM and Hakka, the Hakka
tone 1 morphemes would affect both Samheung SM tone 3 (< tone *3) and tone 6
(< tone *4) morphemes to a similar degree. Also note that there are many tone 1
morphemes in Samheung SM which are not in tone 1 in Hakka. (See also, e.g.,
Sagart (2001)’s list of such morphemes in Hakka which have tone 3 when the initial
is sonorant, and tone 5 when the initial is obstruent.) These cases of Samheung SM
tone 1 are obviously not influenced by Hakka. The following are some examples.
The first three of the following examples show that morphemes with a nasal or
liquid initial can also shift to tone 1 in Samheung SM.

Proto-SM tone *4, [Proto-EM tone *6,] {Middle Chinese “tone 4”}:

11 “five’: {ZSH p°, Moiyen Hakka n°} Samheung ZzSM n’ zz, no' Lc, go’
GR, Zhangzhou ZzSM g¢o°% Teochew GHSM poi®, [Longdu EM p°
Lc/zL, (Namlong EM p° GR < Yug tone category,)] {Cantonese p*
ZSY p’}

% ‘old (animate)’: {ZSH lau’, Moiyen lau>} Samheung ZzSM lau’ ~ leu’
GR, (Ieu®LcC, lau® zz,) Zhangzhou ZzSM lau®, Teochew GHSM lau®
[Longdu EM lau® GrR, (leu” LC, leu’ zL,) (Namlong EM Ieu? GR,)]
{Cantonese lou”, ZSY lou’}

YN ‘egg’: {ZSH Ilon> Moiyen Ion’} Samheung ZzSM nui’ GR/LC, Zhangzhou
ZzSM [ui®, Teochew GHSM nwmp® [(Longdu EM lan® Lc, Ien’ 7L,)]
{Cantonese lon*>, ZSY len?}

I ‘far’: {ZSH ien®, Moiyen ian’} Samheung ZzSM hui’ LC/GR, Zhangzhou
ZzSM hui®, Teochew GHSM hp* [Longdu EM ¢en® GRr, on® zL,
(fuen?Lc,) Namlong EM ¢en®GRr,] {Cantonese jyn®, ZSY yn?}

& ‘be’: {ZSH sz°, Moiyen sz°} Samheung ZzSM si’ GR, (si° Lc,)

Zhangzhou ZzSM si% Teochew GHSM si* [Longdu EM si® LC/ZL/GR,

Namlong EM si°GR,] {Cantonese si% ZSY si’}

12 ‘behind’: {ZSH heu’, Moiyen heu’,} Samheung ZzSM au' GR/LC,

Zhangzhou ZzSM au® Teochew GHSM au”, [Longdu EM zu®Lc, au®

ZL/GR, Namlong EM au] {Cantonese heu ZSY heu’}

This tone 6 > 1 change is primarily an internal change within Samheung SM. The
tone [F] is the sandhi tone of tone 6 [l], and [F] has the same value as tone 1 [d].
Tone 1 [1] remains [t] in tone sandhi contexts. These cases of tone 6 > 1 are
probably simply cases where the sandhi tone [I] of tone 6 has been reinterpreted as
tone 1 [1] underlyingly. In some cases Hakka might have helped with the process,
especially with & ‘buy’ Samheung SM be’ zz, which is not from Proto-SM tone *4.
Nonetheless, Hakka was not the primary driver of the tone 6 > 1 change in
Samheung SM. There are also some cases of tone 6 from Proto-SM tone *6
becoming tone 1. These cases in Samheung SM are definitely not influenced by
Hakka, as ZSH has tone 5 [1] in the cognates. These cases in Samheung SM are
inspired by other cases of tone 6 > 1 [1] within Samheung SM, and perhaps also
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helped by the cognates in ZSY and Hafong having the same tone value (tone 5 [1]).
This is the case with the following examples, and also the last two examples above.”

Proto-SM tone *6, [Proto-EM tone *6,] {Middle Chinese “tone 6”}:

Jpii ‘sick’: {ZSH p"iap®, Moiyen Hakka p”iap’} Samheung ZzSM pei’ GR,
(pai®Lc,) Zhangzhou ZzSM pé’ Swatow GHSM pé?¢, Jieyang GHSM
pé® [Longdu EM pan®1Lc/zL/GR] {Cantonese pen® ZSY pian’}

I ‘affair’: {ZSH sz’, Moiyen sz>,} Samheung ZzSM si' 7z, su’ ~ su® GRr,
(su®Lc,) Swatow GHSM sef Jieyang GHSM sw®, [Longdu EM su®
Lc/zL, Namlong EM su®] {Cantonese si’% ZSY si’}

7T ‘sweat’: {ZSH hon’>, Moiyen hon’} Samheung ZzSM kua' ~ kua® GR,
(kua® Lc,) Teochew GHSM kiia® [Longdu EM han® Lc/zL, kan® GR,
Namlong EM kan€) {Cantonese hon ZSY hon~}

4k “outside’: {ZSH poi®, Moiyen noi”,} Samheung ZzSM nua’ zz, (yua® Lc,
gua® GR,) Swatow GHSM gua¥ Jieyang GHSM gua® [Longdu EM
ne’ zL, pe® Lc, gie® GR, Namlong EM gia®%] {Cantonese 50i% ZSY
oI’}

We now turn to the phonetic tone values in Samheung SM. In contrast to its tone
categories, which resemble ZzSM (see above), the tone values of Samheung SM
resemble Eastern Guangdong Min. (See §4.2.4 on how having some GHSM traits is
not contradictory to the claim that Samheung SM is ZzSM.) Both Bodman (1988:
411-412) and Lin AR & Chén [ (1996: 187) [LC] note the striking similarities
between the tone values in Samheung SM and Teochew—Swatow SM. This is
especially the case with the isolate tones (non-sandhi tones). The level of similarity
is lower with the sandhi tones, but the resemblance is still remarkable. The tone
values of Samheung SM and Swatow (Shantéu) SM are presented in Table 2 (data
from Lc: 19, 187). The tones in Haihong (Haiféng) SM are in some ways even more
similar. For comparison, the tone values in some other SM varieties are also given.
(Dianbdi: Dai Yéuwt #(H i et al. 1994: 11; Haihong, Zhangzhou, and Quanzhou:
Chén Bioxidn [ 2 & 2010; Luichew: Lin Lunlin #ffff 2006: 10-11; Wénchang:
Woon Wee Lee ZEF] 1987: 14-31.)

> The tone 6 > 1 development in Samheung SM is different from that in Western Guingdong Min
and Haindn Min. In Samheung SM, the tone 6 morphemes that have shifted to tone 1 are mostly
Proto-Min tone *4 morphemes, and a few are tone *6 morphemes. The situation in Western
Guiingdong and Hiinan Min is the opposite. Looking at the situation in Dianbi SM (Dai Yéuwii 5
H i et al. 1994), Luichew SM (Lin Linltn M ffy 2006), and Wénchang SM (Woon Wee Lee Z 4
F 1987), there are many cases of tone 1 corresponding with Middle Chinese “tone 6, but very few
cases corresponding with Middle Chinese “tone 4.
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Table 2. Tone values in Samheung SM and some other SM varieties

1 2 3 4 5 6 Lo 9 8
Isolate: ;
Samheung | A 1 y (>6) y ] J \
Swatow 1 1 y 1 V) J 4 1
Haihong 1 1 \ 1 V) N 4 |
Zhangzhou | 1 4 \ (>6) 1 1 J N
Quénzhou : 1 A 1 4 \ 1 1
Dianbéi(L) | 1/1 ] J (>6) 1 i 7 ]
Dianbéi(H) | 1/ ] J (>6) i i 7 ]
Luichew V) J \ 1 N 1 1 4
Wénchang | 1 ] I (>98) ] (>98) \@ ¥

“Sandhi:

Samheung ! n I (>6) : : ! Ik
Swatow HH HL H HL r L 8
Haihong 8 HL FLE ~ kF 8 r 8 FL 8
Zhangzhou |t : (T (>6) rH L [ I
Quénzhou : 8 HF r 8 Lr r 8
Dianbai .
Luichew | | e/ r/ !
Wénchang : r r l L

Notes: Blank means no sandhi tone, e.g. Dianbdi SM has no tone sandhi. Dianbai SM tone 1b [1]/[1]
came from: a) tone *7 syllables that have lost their plosive codas, b) some tone *5 syllables, and c)
some tone *1 syllables (Dai # et al. 1994: 10-11). Dianbai(L) is Dianbai Lihua ZZ5E (the default
Dianbdi Min variety in this article), and Dianb4i(H) is Dianbai Hiihua #§55. Luichew SM tones 3
and 5 undergo tone sandhi in some environments, and retain their non-sandhi tones in other
environments.

5. Interactions amongst ZSM varieties, and lexical ties with NEM
There are the questions of how much and what types of interactions existed amongst
the three ZSM varieties. The following are some observations.

5.1 Common calques vs. direct borrowings

Some lexical traits that are shared amongst the ZSM varieties can be attributed to
them having applied similar strategies when calquing Yu¢ terms. For instance, there
are Longdu EM 5[ nam? kien’® GR, nam?*° kien’ csH, Namlong EM 5[5 nam?
kien® GR, and Samheung SM 5 [#] nam? kia’ GR ‘boy’. The ZSM varieties have
calqued ZSY or Cantonese %547 nam? tsei’ (male DIM) ‘boy’, substituting the Yue
morpheme 11 tsei’ (e.g. Kao /5 2007, Kwok % 2016) with their native Min
morpheme kien’ | kien’ / kia®, which is similarly a word for “son” and a
diminutive suffix (see, e.g., Chén Zhongmin [#/E8 1999; Shao A & Gan H 2002;
Tsao ¥ & Liu % 2008 on Min diminutives). (Typical Min words for “boy” are, e.g.,
Teochew SM K[ ta' pou’ ki’ Taiwanese SM I [A AT {ts~t}a'® pa'™® gin’!
a’, Fizhou EM X R[F (FEF) [tountl muolt iand], and Jian’ou NM LK [FAT
tion® mu® kyip’ tsie’, with LK ‘male’ followed by DIM or DIM DIM.) In another
example, there are Longdu EM f&{% hop? nep? GR, Namlong EM fE&{% hop’ non? GRr,
and Samheung SM f&{% hon”” nap® GR ‘bear’. In each case they have calqued a Yue
word: ZSY A& N (¥) hop’ jen’ (p"?) GR (bear person (grandma)) ‘bear’, or
Cantonese A& N\ hop? jen?? (bear person) ‘bear’ (left-headed compound), substituting
the Yu¢ morpheme A jen? ‘person’ with the Min morpheme 1% nen?/ nop?/ nan?®
‘person’. (A& ‘bear’ Proto-EM / Proto-SM *him?; ZSM & hon?/ hoyp’[\] / hop?is a
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literary pronunciation, c¢f. Middle Chinese fiur*, ZSY f& hop” [\].) As far as we
know, “bear” expressed as #& A (bear person) is not found in other Min varieties.”

The three ZSM varieties also likely had some direct contacts with each other
without going through the intermediary of ZSY. Perhaps some of these interactions
occurred rather early, when Min was still the majority in the Heungshan Islands, i.e.
when Yu¢ did not have as much influence. In §2.5.2 and §3.5.2 we have seen how
Longdu and Namlong EM have some SM-looking lexical items. (These would have
come from Samheung SM, or from another SM variety, a variety spoken by SM
fisherfolk visiting Zhongshan.) In the other direction, does Samheung SM have some
EM traits? The #j ap’ ‘grandfather’ morpheme (see §5.2) is one EM trait in
Samheung SM. Another EM influence in Samheung SM can be seen in the
morphemes £ ‘nose’ and ¥ ‘artemisia’ (Proto-SM & *p"i® ~ *p", I *phii®). For
these morpheme, LC give the forms £ pei® and £ hia’’* This tone 5 [J] is only
possible in native Min morphemes, not in Yu¢ loans. The tone [J] is also not a
sandhi tone of the other tones. So far we have not encountered other cases of
expected tone 6 morphemes pronounced in tone 5 in Samheung SM. These two
cases in Samheung SM are probably direct influences from Longdu and/or Namlong
EM, cf. Longdu EM & p"°zL, ¥ pie® Lc, Namlong EM & p”i° GR (Proto-EM £
*phi®, ¥ *nyai’). It is a common trait in EM for Proto-Min tone **C morphemes
with a voiced aspirated initial to be in tone 5 instead of tone 6 (Proto-Min £ **bh-
€ X **ph- ¢ see discussions in §2.1.4 and §3.1.4). This does not occur in the
coastal SM varieties, which Samheung SM is a member of.

Another possibility is that this confusion of tones 5 and 6 is caused by the
influence of Heungshan Yu¢ and ZSH, which do not have a distinction between
tones 5 and 6. However, we do not see other cases of confusion between tones 5 and
6 in Samheung SM. Given how Yug-ised Samheung SM is in general, one would
expect many more cases of confusion between tones 5 and 6 if this is one aspect that
Samheung SM is open to Yué-influence. The tone 5 in Samheung SM & pei” and
3 hia” is more likely an influence from Longdu and/or Namlong EM.

5.2 “Yesterday”

We shall now discuss two lexical items, “yesterday” (§5.2) and “grandfather”
(§5.3). Together they link Longdu and Namlong EM with one specific part of the
NEM area in northeastern Fuajian. Samheung SM shares with Longdu and Namlong
EM the use of & ap’ ‘grandfather’, but not “yesterday”. (Samheung SM has a
relatively normal-looking SM word WEFE & tsa’ bei?® hui’ GR ‘yesterday’, similar to,
e.g., Taiwanese SM HEE tsa’® hp' ‘yesterday’. Samheung SM HEFE & tsa’ bei’*
hui’ ‘yesterday’ is discussed again at the end of this §5.2.)

The Longdu word for “yesterday” is briefly mentioned, as a side comment,
at the end of Akitani FK%¥ (2022a)’s §3 (: 21). The word for “yesterday” in Longdu
EM is fon° mue® AE, [sopt mol] Is ([\] is tone 6), son® buo’ CSH, son” be’ GR.
Namlong EM has a very similar sop’ bo® GR ‘yesterday’. Similar forms can be found

™ The variety of ZSH documented by GR also has a Yué-like word: BE N fip? gin? (bear person)
‘bear’. On the other hand, the variety of ZSH documented by GI has a more-typical Hakka word: &
Z O iup’ ka' ma? (bear household female) ‘bear’.

™ On the other hand, zz gives the form £ pi® ‘nose’ with an expected tone 6, and GR gives & pi’
with the common change of tone 6 > tone 1 in Samheung SM (§4.3). As for the initial, £ ‘nose’ is
usually p” in SM varieties, but p- is also found in some SM varieties, e.g. Xidmén literary pi®
Alternatively, the unaspirated initial in Samheung SM pi®zz / pi’ GR is a Yue influence, cf. ZSY £
pi’, Cantonese pei’ (ZSH has £ p"°) Data for 3 ‘artemisia’ are not found in the other Samheung
data sources.
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in Ningdé, Zhduning, and Fd’an in northeastern Fdjian. Akitani gives the following
examples: Early Fi’an EM <sou’mu®> 6o? mu® (Ibafiez 1941), Fi’an Muyéng #
%% EM Oap’ mu® Zhouning Xidnctn J& % J8AT EM Ocenp? mu®™ There is also
sen” mu® in Ningdé Jiuda Z{%JL# EM, with the same second morpheme (while
the first morpheme sen”is said to be HJ ‘preceding’). According to Akitani, amongst
Sinitic languages, this form for “yesterday” is only found in Longdu and the NEM
varieties around Fi’an / Zhouning.

(Not including the morpheme i ‘preceding’ in Ningdé Jilidii,) here we refer
to all these forms informally as *sok®pu®’® (The tone 6 of *pu® here is important;
below we will talk about another form *sok®pu’ with pu' in tone 1.) So far we have
found *sok®pu® ‘yesterday’ in one other location: Patian PXM [$o?1-L moul] (tones 8
and 6; p- > m- through normal lenition rules) (Chang Song-Hing 5R& ¥ 2005:
190).”7 The *sok®pu® forms link Longdu and Namlong with Fd’an and Putidn areas
(ignoring the Longdu forms sop® buo’ csH and sop’ be’ GR for the moment).
Logically speaking, this does not infer that the Min ancestors of Longdu and
Namlong must have come from around Fd’an or Putidn; one possibility is that the
area where *sok®pu® was used was significantly larger in the past, and the Min
ancestors of Longdu and Namlong that brought along the word *sok®pu® came from
somewhere not that close to Fii’an or Putian. Nonetheless, the chances are very high
that the Min ancestors of Longdu and Namlong did in fact come from somewhere in
northeastern Fujian; it is probably too much of a coincidence that *sok®pu®
‘yesterday’ is found in Zhongshan, Putidn area, and Fu’an area.

Akitani K% (2022a: 21) renders *sok®pu® (for his Longdu, Early Fd’an,
F@’an Muyang, and Zhouning Xidnciin examples) with an “etymology-unclear
square” for the first syllable, and & ‘twilight / dusk’ for the second syllable. Akitani
has a footnote specifically saying that the second syllable is not fifi ‘evening’.”® The
tones do not match: Zhouning Xidncin NEM [Ocent mut] ‘yesterday’ with /-Cu®/ in
tone 6 vs. i [puont nul] ‘dusk’, =Hf [mant gul] or EHHEH [manl gutt laufkh]
‘evening’ with il /pu'/ in tone 1. Akitani’s footnote was perhaps a reaction to how
Zhduning &% (1993) and Fd’an #&7% (1999) render (the urban varieties of)
Zhduning & 5 EM (sok” pu' >) sum? mu’ and F&’an %% EM sak” mu’ ‘yesterday’
respectively as HERR# (yester evening). Notice how the second syllable is in tone 1.
This tone 1 is what we would expect from Hfj (Proto-EM tone 1). Here we refer to

> Akitani K4S (2022a: 21) renders this as <[Ocen>*mu®]>. Akitani FK7+ (2018: 391) gives both
[0cen>*mu®] and [Ocen**mu??], with ** being the phonetic value [}] and ® being the tone category.
Akitani is being very cautious in not giving the tone category of [Ocen], perhaps because the etymon
of this is unclear. The rendition of ey mu® here is our interpretation of what the underlying tones
would be, if normal tone sandhi rules were applied (which this word need not have). Looking at the
regular disyllabic tone sandhi chart of Xianciin EM in Akitani #K%+ (2018: 163), the only possibility
for [** *] is tone 2 followed by tone 6 [\ + 1] > [FF].

76 This informal reconstruction *sok®pu® also takes into account the segments in the forms Zhouning
EM (sok” pu’ >) sum? mu’ ‘yesterday’ and Fi’an EM sak” mu’. The morpheme HE ‘yester’ does not
exist in Akitani K%+ (2018)’s reconstructions of Proto-Ningdé and Proto-EM. The *s- initial comes
from the fact that Zhouning EM has a /s-/ /6-/ contrast, and this is a retentive trait (: 709—710). The
*5 comes from the ease of *o becoming a or e in contrast to a reconstruction with *a or *ce in the
first syllable. (There is also the case of % *ko?’ (as in % /2 ‘other people’) becoming kce?”
irregularly in Xidnciin EM; Akitani £K#% 2018: 637.) The final in the second syllable is reconstructed
as *-uo by Akitani K% (2018: 511-512, 710-712).

"7 https://hinghwa.cn BLALFERT gives another Patian PXM form: [teep1 mouV] (tones 8 and 5).

® The morpheme fifi (Middle Chinese pu') means “late afternoon” in Classical Chinese, more
specifically the #1 Shén division of the day (3 to 5 p.m.).
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these tone 1 “yesterday” forms informally as *sok®pu'.”” Other than the *sok®pu’
forms in the aforementioned NEM varieties of Fi’an and Zhouning, in the wider
region there are a few Shé varieties with forms that are very close to *sok®pu':
F&’an #7% Shé t"om° mu’, Jingning 5 %% Shé t"om® pu’ (in Zhgjiang to the north),
Ludyuén #EJ5 She t"a® pu’ (south of Ningdé). The direction of borrowing was
perhaps from NEM to She, given that the Shé varieties are strongly influenced by
the dominant local Sinitic varieties wherever Shé people move to. However, the
reverse is not impossible, given that the morpheme Hif§ pu’is also widely used in Sheé
and Hakka varieties in words for “yesterday” and “today”.*” For instance, ZSH has
ZMHH ts"am’ pu’ pit” ~ KB H ts"iu’ pu’ pit” ‘yesterday’, AW H kim' pu’ nit”
‘today’.

What is the relationship between *sok®pu' and *sok®pu®? Words for
“yesterday”, “today”, and ‘“tomorrow” are often irregular cross-linguistically.
English is an example, with each of these three words containing a morpheme which
is nowadays not productive. These terms are highly irregular in Japonic, e.g.
Okinawan (find ‘yesterday’, tfii ‘today’, atfa ‘tomorrow’ (and asati ‘day after
tomorrow’). In Cantonese, both k"em?- jet® ~ ts"em?- jet® ‘yesterday’ and t"mp’- jet®
‘tomorrow’ begin with a prefix with highly-restricted usage (i.e. near-cranberry
morph; see further discussions in footnote 81). In the NEM region, Ningdé Hiipei %
ey EM has irregular tone sandhi in the words 45 kin’ na’ ‘today’ ([4 \] >
[F TH]) and BH5 map? na’ ‘tomorrow’ ([J \] > [ TH]) (Akitani FKZF 2018: 75).
Words like “yesterday”, “today”, and “tomorrow” are highly susceptible to
irregularities. We think *sok®pu® is a word for “yesterday” with irregular tones, of
which the origin is the etymologically transparent *sok®pu' HENf (yester evening).
This irregular sound change from *pu' to *pu® would be rather old, as this is shared
by some of the aforementioned Min varieties in the Fd’an area, Putian area, and
Longdu and Namlong in Zhongshan. The Longdu forms son® buo” csH and sop’ be”’
GR would then be forms which have experienced further irregular changes in their
tones.

Another facet of this irregularity is the added nasality in the medial
consonants in many reflexes of *sokpu, especially with the initial *p-. We can think
of two hypotheses. One hypothesis is that the nasality was simply “lenition™ that
happened with these frequently used words: the coda *-k was lenited first (became a
sonorant), and then the nasality was spread rightward to the following initial.
(Rightward assimilation is very common in northeastern Fdjian. As for Longdu and
Namlong, their m and b are not contrastive.) Another hypothesis is that there was
previously another morpheme with nasal consonant(s) between *sok® FE ‘yester’ and
*pu' fif§ ‘evening’. Perhaps this was *man® =/IE ‘evening’, i.e. *sok® man? pu' HE
S (yester evening evening),®' similar to how Samheung SM has tsa’ bei”° hui' HE

" Chang Song-Hing FR& B (2005: 190) records the following forms for “yesterday” in F’an EM:
[soN muf ja°] ~ [sapd mu] ([V] is tone 1). Another Min data point with *sok®pu' is Datidn SM
tso?® bu' (see §2.1.2 on the ts- ~ s- correspondence amongst Min varieties).

% In a great number of Shé and Hakka varieties, the morpheme M pu’ is used in words for
“yesterday” and “today”, and often also “day before yesterday” and “day after tomorrow”, but not
“tomorrow”. Here are examples of “yesterday” with this morpheme in a few Hakka varieties:
Wiping °F* Hakka ts"ia” pu’, Chéngting <71 Hakka ts"io? pu’, Moiyen % (Méixian) Hakka
ts"iu' pu’ pit”’ (< H pit” *day’), Huidong B # Hakka ts"am’ pu’ pit’.

81 Also cf. the case with Cantonese kem? jet® Z:H or ts"em? jet® & H ‘yesterday’. Of these, ts"em?
jet® 3 H is older; Ball (1888: 9) records ‘yesterday’ as tsok® jet® HEH, which freely varies with
ts"em? met®. Nowadays, tsok® jet® ~ tsok”” jet® WE H is only used in Standard Cantonese as a literary
word, but FEH is still found in many Yué dialects as the ordinary word for “yesterday”, e.g. ZSY
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IE B¢ (yester evening evening) ‘yesterday’. (Zhangzhou SM has [tsantt huni]
‘yesterday’ (Chang 5k 2005: 190), which looks like HEFE B with the first two
syllables coalesced into one syllable.) The morpheme *man?® =/IE ‘evening’ would
be a prime candidate for this hypothesised morpheme between *sok® HE ‘yester’ and
*pu' i, as this morpheme is quite commonly found in words for “yesterday” in EM
varieties, e.g. Fiding NEM HWENE A [0at mantL ni?4] (yesterday evening moon),
Shouning NEM HERE [sye?d manl] (yester evening), Fizhou SEM [sof man\] (yester
evening) (Chang 5k 2005: 190), HEIE s0?® man? (Féng #§ 1998: 415).

5.3 “Grandfather”

The next lexical item to be discussed is the morpheme #3: Longdu ep’, Namlong on’,

Samheung an’. (All forms concerning ZSM #J and Heungshan Yué /A here are from

GR unless otherwise indicated.) The morpheme #j means “elderly man” in Classical

Chinese, and it has a wide range of usage in ZSM. The unmarked meaning of %3 is

“grandfather” in all three ZSM varieties. In Samheung SM, % ap’ in isolation, or

when prefixed by the “name” prefix [i a’- (address term prefix), means “paternal

grandfather”. In Longdu EM, B & a’ ep’ (NAME- grandpa) is “paternal
grandfather”. In Namlong EM, although the word for “paternal grandfather” has
been replaced by a Yue term (FiJA a’ koy”[1], cf. ZSY B2 a” kop’ [1] ‘paternal /

maternal grandfather’), the morpheme % on’ is found in many related kinterms, e.g.

KF t"ai’” op’ (great grandpa) ‘great>' grandfather’.

Words for “maternal grandfather”, and many other adult male kinterms, are
also built from the root %J. The morpheme % is used in words depicting respectable
men in general. The following are examples of % used in kinterms and other human
nouns.

Longdu EM: Bi[%§ a%ep’ (NAME-grandpa) ‘paternal grandfather’, #b5 gie®? ep’

(external grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’, $5%& en’ lau? (grandpa old) ‘great

grandfather’, % %j ka'? ep’ (household grandpa) ‘husband’s father’, A&
t"ai"® en' (great grandpa) ‘ancestor’ (e.g. FERFIL pai®? t"ai’? ep' san’
(worship great grandpa mountain) ‘sweeping ancestors’ graves’), & & lau®?
en’ GR, [laawVF ?&:m 1] EG (old grandpa) ‘husband’

Namlong EM: K& t"ai°” op’ (great grandpa) ‘great®' grandfather’, #15J tsu’ op’
(ancestor grandpa) ‘ancestor’, K'E %y tia®? ken'” op’ (big mandarin grandpa)
‘husband’s father’, 535 ku°> op’ (mum.bro grandpa) ‘maternal uncle’, 5 5
ku%7 op'? kien® (mum.bro grandpa DIM) ‘wife’s younger brother’, &%
lau? op’ (old grandpa) ‘husband’ or ‘old man’, 45 Jop?~ op’ (deaf grandpa)

tsok® iet® WEH, Tungkun / Dongguiin ts"ok® zek® WEH (Zhan /& et at. 2002: 396). In the nearby
Szeyup (Siyl) Yue dialects, the word for ‘yesterday’ often includes the morpheme “ban i} ‘evening /
night’, e.g. Toishan / T4ishan [tam{ ™ban1], Kaiping Chikin F-F 77K [tokd ™ban1 (°getd)] FE#E(H)
(yester evening (day)) (Zhan /& et at. 2002: 396). Cantonese ts"zm? jet® T H ‘yesterday’ is likely
originally tsok® man® jet® WEWfiH (yesterday evening day). (Based on Cantonese phonotactic rules,
either tone 2 or tone 4 would cause the initial in ts"2m?to be aspirated from the original fs-.) See also
Li Riléng Z=41EE (2007) for basically the same theory on Cantonese “yesterday”. LI 2% (2007) also
raises many examples of Wi and Min varieties where ‘yesterday’ is expressed as “yester evening” or
“yester evening day”; nearly all of these “evening” morphemes have a nasal coda, e.g. I (*-m), #f
(*-n), B (*-n). (That yesterday is expressed as “yester-evening” is paired with many examples of
tomorrow being expressed as “to-morning”.) These facts help with the hypothesis that *sok-pu with a
medial nasal consonant in the reflex was originally something like *sok-man-pu (yester-evening-
evening).
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AN

‘old deaf man’, FHEHHEY su®” t"au’ op’ (matter head grandpa) ‘boss’, L
pau’” tsu'” op' (bundle rent grandpa) ‘landlord’

Samheung SM: (F1)#J (a’-)ap’ ((NAME-)grandpa) ‘paternal grandfather’, #t5 gua’
an' (external grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’, fH%§ 50°° ap’ (ancestor
grandpa) ‘ancestor’, %% kei' an’ (household grandpa) ‘husband’s father’,
% Ieu’ an' (old grandpa) ‘husband’, FTURF sin’ niu?® ap' (new lady
grandpa) ‘bridegroom’, Z M5y [laud beni and] (old mosquito? grandpa)
‘elderly person’, W54 neu®’ en’ peu” (two grandpa grandma) ‘husband
and wife’, #5255 beu? ts"iu’ ap’ (no.have beard grandpa) ‘beardless (old)

b

man

The morpheme % is also used in the names of many anthropomorphic entities
related to traditional beliefs. Egerod (1956: 106) glosses Longdu /?¢q/ [?am]] as
‘worshipped ancestors’, and /khiiaj ?€q/ [k™"a:;j4 @ml] as ‘worship spirits’ (1956:
128-133). The following are some other examples.

Longdu EM: T % lai” ep’ ‘thunder deity’, %1% tsau”® ep’! ‘kitchen deity’, i1 %y
t"u’ ti% ep’ ‘earth deity’

Namlong EM: T8 % Iei*? on' ~ Iui®> op! ‘thunder deity’, %L%J tsau®? op' ‘kitchen
deity’, IRMLE t"u” ti®? op! ‘earth deity’, K& t"ien'” op! (sky grandpa) ‘god
/ heavens’, H % Pet” op’ (moon grandpa) ‘moon’

Samheung SM: T4 lui”° ap’ ‘thunder deity’, k% tseu”’ ap’ ‘kitchen deity’, H
(6% goi?” (kui') ap’ (moon (light) grandpa) ‘moon’, #7755 kon' te’” an’
(Guan Lord grandpa) ‘Lord Guan (deity)’

The morpheme %3 is also used as a suffix to indicate male sex on animal nouns.

Longdu EM: %45 ti'%en' (swine-male) ‘boar’, # 5 kie'%-ep’ (fowl-male) ‘rooster’

Namlong EM: %445 ti’7-op! (swine-male) ‘boar’ (also &4t ti'>-ku’ ‘boar’), FEH
kia'3-op' (fowl-male) ‘rooster’ (but 24t p?=-ku’ ‘ox’)

Samheung SM: 4% tu'-ap’ (swine-male) ‘boar’, ¥ 5 ke'-ap’ (fowl-male) ‘rooster’,
K555 bei’**-zi*-ap' (horse-DIM-male) ‘tomcat’ [sic]

The morpheme %3 is also used with many other nouns.

Longdu EM: FH48(E)FH tshiu’ tsi’® (t"au?) en’ (hand digit (head) grandpa) ‘thumb’,
HBETASEY k"a'? tsi® t"au’ en' (leg digit head grandpa) ‘big toe’, HALH
ts"au® ¢o'? ep' (grass flower grandpa) a species of snake (perhaps
Xenochrophis / Fowlea piscator)

Namlong EM: FF8EH% tshiu’ tsi*? t"au” op’ (hand digit head grandpa) ‘thumb’, #%
BEEASY k"a'? tsi®? t"au’ on' (leg digit head grandpa) ‘big toe’, Y3y sia’”
on! (sand grandpa) ‘sand’, $j1F on'” kien? (grandpa DIM) ‘doll’

Samheung SM: FETEE tshin”! theu®® ap! ‘thumb’, BXABIAS k! tshin! t'eu’® ap’
‘big toe’

One observation is that the use of the morpheme % ep’/ op’/ ap' in the ZSM

varieties overlap to a large degree with the morpheme /& kop’ in ZSY. Similar to

how the ZSM varieties use Min 12 nep?/ non?/ nanp? ‘person’ and 7 kien’/ kien’/
kia’ to calque Yue A jen? ‘person’ and 17 tsei’ ‘son’ respectively (§5.1), the ZSM
varieties have come up with the idea of using Min % en’/ op’/ anp’ to calque Yue
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v kon'. (Perhaps the calquing was sometimes the other way round; it is hard to tell.)
The following are some examples of /A kop' in Heungshan Yug. (Only some of
these are found in Cantonese.)

ZSY: {A# ~ pak® ja®' kop' (senior lord grandpa) ‘old man’, 5/~ [ui® kop'
(thunder grandpa) ‘thunder deity’, ¥4/~ tsy’-konp' (swine-male) ‘boar’, IR
I~ kiok® tsi’ kop' (leg digit grandpa) ‘big toe’, 8/A fan” kop' (rice grandpa)
‘rice ball’, Kb/ tai® sa’ konp' (big sand grandpa) ‘coarse sand’, HAEA
ts"ou’ fa' kon' (grass flower grandpa) a species of snake
Hafong: ¥/~ kei'?-kon' (fowl-male) ‘rooster’, LA kiok”? tsi*! kon' (leg digit
grandpa) ‘big toe’, AL ts"eu’’ f2'72 kon' (grass flower grandpa) species
of snake
We have already seen above how the ZSM varieties use 5 g’/ on'/ ap’ as the
equivalent of Yu¢ /& kop'in many of these cases. In ZSY, the basic meaning of 2
kon' is “grandfather”, e.g. Fil/~ a’-kop' [1] (NAME-grandpa) ‘grandfather’.®* It is
natural for at least Longdu EM to use 5 e’ as the equivalent of Yué A kop’, as the
basic meaning of the morpheme #j ep’ is also “grandfather”. Although Namlong
EM uses borrowed Yué terms for “grandfather” — [ A a®-koy” [1] (NAME-grandpa)
‘paternal grandfather’, M gia®? kon” (external grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’ —
we have seen above that in Namlong EM, the morpheme #j op’ also has
“grandfather” as its basic meaning.
The morpheme % is nowhere as productive in the nearby Yué and Hakka
varieties. ZSY % ijop’ and ZSH % jup’ are usually only used in literary words. In
most other Min varieties, especially SM varieties, % is not very productive (see
below).
The question is where this use of % ep’/ op'/ ap’ ‘grandfather’ in the ZSM
varieties came from. This is actually a combination of two related questions: 1.
where else is 3 also used as the basic word for “grandfather”, and 2. amongst these
speech varieties, is the use of the #j morpheme also as widespread as it is in the
ZSM varieties. The “best” scenario would be having speech varieties which fit both
criteria, and they are known to have links with the ZSM varieties. Again, the same
parts of northeastern Fujian fit these two criteria, albeit not perfectly. Looking at the
Linguistic Atlas of Chinese Dialects [LACD] (Cdo & 2008), there is Lexicon map
042 “ErtERwm “Paternal Grandfather” (direct address)”. The Sinitic varieties where
the morpheme #j is used in the word for “paternal grandfather” are nearly all found
in northern Fujian, amongst EM, NM, and Sh¢ varieties. The following is the range
of Sinitic varieties, and the word in Chinese characters in parentheses:
NE and N Fdjian: F@’an #8% EM (#H%3), Ningdé #{% EM (%), Ningdé =
& She (%), Zhouning Fi% EM (FJ), Zheénghé B NM (),
Songxi FA1Z NM ([kal] %), Jian’6u Z2EL NM (51 %), Néanping 751
NM® (B 5)

Neighbouring S Zh¢jiang: Cangnin & 74 EM (5), Jingning 5% She ()

82 Looking at Zhan /& et al. (2002: 422)’s lexical list of eleven Guingdong Yue varieties, in
Zhodngshan and three other Yué varieties (Shdoguan Cantonese, Dongguin, Li4njiang), fi/A a° kop'
means both “paternal grandfather” and “maternal grandfather”. In two Yue¢ varieties (Doumén,
Xinyi), FiIZA a® kop' means “paternal grandfather”, and the word for “maternal grandfather” also
contains the morpheme 2 kop'. This is different from Standard Cantonese where [ a° kop' is
specifically “maternal grandfather”, and “paternal grandfather” is [ &% a° je2

% The Nanping data point in the LACD is not Nanping Mandarin.
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(Unrelated?) W Guingdong: Déqing 12 % Yue (F15)
Data from @ % /)% (http://www.kaom.net/si_ci.php) show a similar distribution
(Chinese characters followed by IPA):
NE & N Fgjian: Ningdé Jiaob&i #8514 EM (5 [een]), Zhouning Ji 5%
EM (% [cenl]), Zheénghé B NM (FI% [anY ceynY]), Songxi FAIR
NM (%% [kod ceyn]), Plichéng Shibei VA B NM (HZ [on)
tal])
Neighbouring S Zhejiang: Jingning Zhéngkeng HE LT She (5 [on1]),
Jingning Hexi 5t 82572 She (5 [onv])
(Related) Jiangxi: Wiining Xinning i E 81 %8 She (5 [an])
(Unrelated?) W Guiingdong: Déqing Déchéng 1 fEfiii Yue (B4 [ad on™])
NE Guiingxi: Zhaoping F3~F Yue (F15J [al on\])
S Hunén: Jianghud Taoxa YL#EF4E Tuhua (5 [nd mon\])
(Unrelated?) Hiin4dn: Sanya Y4zhou =51 EE Yue (55 [un1])

From other publications we also find forms like Ningdé EM % ey’ ‘paternal
grandfather’, Zhouning EM [ %) a”*cp’ (NAME-grandpa) ‘paternal grandfather’.
(See also below for Akitani #K%+ (2018)’s data from three less-urban varieties of
NEM in Ningdé and Zhouning.) In F@’an EM we find A koun' ‘paternal
grandfather’. However, the “grandfather” morpheme in [nuoidt oun-] (external
grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’ and [laudl oun-] (old grandpa) ‘husband’ can be
either A koun' or & oun’ underlyingly, given Fii’an EM’s onset lenition rules. As
for Shg, some Shé varieties use % op’ for “paternal grandfather” (Yéu Ji# 2002:
311): F&’an 4%, Jingning 5t %, and Lishui 7K Shé 4 op’ ‘paternal grandfather’,
Shunchang JIHE She F# a’-op’ (NAME-grandpa) ‘paternal grandfather’.®* The
direction of borrowing of #j ‘grandfather’ is perhaps from NEM to Shé, given Shé’s
lower socio-economic status in relation to NEM. However, the opposite scenario, i.e.
this is a borrowing from Shé to NEM, is not impossible. For instance, amongst
Hmong-Mien languages, we find Iu Mien with on’ ‘grandfather’, which is found in
seemingly all varieties of the majority Gudngdian and Xiangnan branches of [u Mien
(e.g. Mdo E 2004: 473; GSYGV 2008: 194; Ouyang EK[% 2015; Arisawa 2016).%
In either scenario, we have % with “grandfather” as its basic meaning in some of
the NEM and Shé varieties in northeastern Fujian, e.g. Ningdé, Zhduning, Fd’an.
This area is likely the origin of the word %3 ‘grandfather’ in ZSM.

In the LACD, there is also Lexicon map 044 “#4hMfH A 44 “Maternal
Grandfather” (indirect address)”. We see # used for “maternal grandfather”
primarily in some NM varieties. The following is the range of Sinitic varieties which
use the morpheme %3 in their word for “maternal grandfather”.

N Fdjian: Pingnan B¢ R EM (Fi] %), Songxi #4¥% NM ($1H), Pichéng VR

NM® (£57), Wityishan 2035 111 NM (55%), Jian’ou Z2EL NM (Z0%)

(Unrelated?) W Guédngdong: Déqing ¢ Yue (5i4%), Fengkai #51 Yue

(FHB)Y

8 All Shé varieties documented by Yéu % (2002) use 2 kun’ for “maternal grandfather”, and some
also use A kup’ for “paternal grandfather”.

% In both Hmong-Mien and Sinitic, forms like op’ ‘grandfather’ are not widespread, so it is difficult
to say whether Iu Mien op’ is of native or Sinitic origin. This is one line of inquiry worth
investigating.

8 This LACD data point is specifically Piichéng Min, not Plichéng W1.

8 From another publication, the following are the % forms in Sinitic western Guingdong: Déqing
Yue B[4 a7 op' ‘paternal grandfather’, $/2 oy’ ta' ‘maternal grandfather’; Féngkai Nanféng Yue
% op’ ‘paternal grandfather’, K%J tai® op’ ‘maternal grandfather’ (Zhan & & Cheung 7% 1998: 558).
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Data from % /N (http://www.kaom.net/si_ci.php) show a similar distribution:
NE & N Fgjian: Ningdé Jiaob&i # £ EM (4M55 [nied cend]), Zhouning
Jil5 EM (4% [neend cenl]), Shouning Aoyang 5 2 #EE5 EM (43
[pial end]), Zheénghé BIHI NM (%55 [pod ceynV]), Songxi fai%E NM
(3314 [ceynY po-]), Piichéng Shib&i VA BE NM (51F [on) te]),
Wityishan Wiyi 332 L NM (F155 [pyail eipV])
Neighbouring S Zhgjiang: Taishiin Shiydng Z5/lH{1:F% She (#h45 [niad uond])
(Unrelated?) W Guingdong: Déqing Déchéng 1 B i35 Yue ($5? [ond ta]),
Fengkai Jiangkou FHHIVL T Yue (5% [ond tal]), Lidnshan Jitian i
75 H Yue (5% [dev ogd mon\])
NE Guingxi: Hézhou Guiling & M5 Yue (8% [led upl)),
Hezhou Pumén E M #HFT Yue (%855 [tad onl]), Zhaoping BHF Yue
(B& %5 [muid on\])
S Hunén: Jianghud Taoxu VI #EF4E Tihua (A5 [l mopV])
(Unrelated?) Hiin4dn: Sanya Yazhou =57 2N Yue (55 [mid un1])

From other publications we also find forms like Ningdé EM #1335 pie! cen’ (external
grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’, Zhouning EM IR%5 nyop? een’ (lady grandpa)
‘maternal grandfather’, Jian’ou NM cyn’ ceyn' affectionate term for “maternal
grandfather”, tsia® ceyp’ (Shé grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’.®® We have already
established in §1.3 that the ZSM varieties are not Inland Min, so the use of % in
Zhongshan would not be directly related to this use of #j in NM. However, the
commonality between NM and ZSM is the EM influence.*

In the vicinity there is the Bido language (Kra-Dai) of Féngkai and Huéiji, with words like a’ up’
‘paternal grandfather’ and up’ to’ ~ kop' to' ‘maternal grandfather’ (Lidng % & Zhang 7&: 187,
189). While the form kop’ (%) is obviously Sinitic, it is unclear whether the morphemes up’/ ug? are
native or Sinitic (possibly #J). In other Kra-Dai languages, one also find forms like Kam ?op’
upriver from Zhongshan, but we are currently not aware of strong ties between Zhongshan and
western Guingddng, so perhaps the use of %j in ZSM is unrelated to that in western Guingdong.
(Nonetheless, this is an unanswered question.) As for the - morphemes in the words for “maternal
grandfather” in Déqing Yue op’ ta’, Fengkai Nanfeng Yue tai® op’, Hudiji Yué kop' tai’ (Zhan & &
Cheung 5k 1998: 558), these are most probably the Kra-Dai morpheme for “maternal grandfather”,
cf. Bido to’, Kam ta’ (Léng #E 2003: 219), Proto-Tai *ta:* (Pittayaporn 2009: 336), Pre-Hlai *ta:?
(Norquest 2007: 569). Similar t- morphemes for “maternal grandfather” are not uncommon in the
Yue dialects in western Guidngdong (Zhan & & Cheung 5% 1998: 558), northern Guingdong (Zhan
& & Cheung & 1994: 554), the Sinitic Patois / Tithua of Northern Guingdong (e.g. Chang 5& 2000:
242, 2004: 253; Li ¢ & Zhuang J 2009: 259), and some Yu¢ and Pinghua dialects in Guingxi (Xi¢
#f 2007: 1398-1399).

8 In LY Z= & Pan ¥ (1998), the affectionate term ceyp’ acyn’ ‘maternal grandfather’ is rendered /A 2
(: 243), but eyp' is obviously #j, cf. the zero initial (2 is kop’, as in A kop’ kop' ‘paternal
grandfather’ (: 214).) The normal word tsia’ ceyp’ ‘maternal grandfather’ is rendered &7 (Shé
grandpa) in Li Z& & Pan ¥ (1998: 62). (The morpheme # ‘Sh&’ is in tone 2 in many Southern
Sinitic varieties, e.g. Cantonese se? and in Jian’ou NM tone 2 has merged into tone 5.) In the LACD,
the Jian’6u NM form is rendered #1435 (big.sis grandpa). This etymon of % ‘elder sister’ is less likely
to be correct, as 4 usually has tone 3, and Jian’6u NM is very poor in tone sandhi.

% There is yet another case of #j ‘grandfather’ in the region that we must mention: Vietnamese éng
# ‘grandfather’ or ‘old man’, which is also used pronominally (Alves 2017: 295). Firstly, this word
is not new in Vietnamese; it is recorded in the Dictionarium Annamiticum (Rhodes 1651: 586) as “oii:
auo : auus” (modern spelling: Vietnamese 6ng, Portuguese avd, Latin avus ‘grandfather’). Secondly,
many Mudng varieties borrowed this with a monophthongal pronunciation [o:n] (Nguyén Vin Tai
2005), which is the original or close to the original pronunciation in Vietnamese (unlike the
diphthongised pronunciation of something like [ownm], a later development which is now present in
nearly all modern Vietnamese dialects). This testifies that the borrowing was not recent, and that the
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The second question is whether there are speech varieties where the use of
the $ morpheme is as wide as it is in the ZSM varieties. The three less-urban NEM
varieties in Ningdé and Zhouning documented by Akitani K%+ (2018) have quite a
wide range, albeit not as wide as it is in the ZSM varieties.

Ningdé Hupei ZEfEEJH EM: % ep' ‘paternal grandfather’, 4% [niet onf]
(external grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’, K#j [tuol enf] (big grandpa)
‘great grandfather’, 5% ko®’ ep’ (mum.bro grandpa) ‘father’s maternal
uncle’, Z%J [lau ent] (old grandpa) ‘husband’

Zhouning Xianciin i = J#A EM: (B)# (a%) ep’ ((NAME-) grandpa) ‘paternal
grandfather’, M4y pie®” o’ (external grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’, K&

o’ op' (big grandpa) ‘great grandfather’, 5 4 ko’ oy’ (mum.bro
grandpa) ‘father’s maternal uncle’, % teyuk’” on' (dad.bro grandpa)
‘husband’s paternal uncle’, 1'% pien? op’ (welcome grandpa) ‘to welcome
deities’, 45 [tfaul lenl nenl] (kitchen deity grandpa) ‘kitchen god’, f.5
fH4Y [paur mal nit en1] (wrap cat bait grandpa) ‘tag (game) with the tagger
blindfolded’

Ningdé Jiuda 1%} # EM: & op’ ‘paternal grandfather’, #t5J pie®’ on’ (external
grandpa) ‘maternal grandfather’, K two®’ ep’ (big grandpa) ‘great
grandfather’, & % Ilau®’ op' (old grandpa) ‘husband’, 5 3 ko®’ opn’
(mum.bro grandpa) ‘father’s maternal uncle’, 55 % [tsPanil gu\l eni]
(invite ancestor grandpa) ‘inviting ancestors’ (end of year religious
ceremony), FHE % pa?® lau®’ on’ (white old grandpa) ‘tag (game) with the
tagger blindfolded’

Of note here are: a) the basic meaning of % on’ is “(paternal) grandfather”; and b)
how # on’ has a “deity” meaning, e.g. Zhduning Xidnciin EM 0% pien® on’

word has existed in Vietnamese for quite some time. Also, ong forms only exist in Viét-Mudng (plus
some recent loans in other Vietic languages), and not in the other branches of Austroasiatic, further
diminishing the possibility that this is not a Sinitic loanword in Vietnamese. The (perhaps
unanswerable) question is whether #j already had the sense of “grandfather” in the source Sinitic
language. In about the tenth to thirteenth centuries (roughly between the declaration of independence
by the Ngo % Dynasty (938-968), to the Mongol invasions in the second half of the thirteenth
century), there were two communities of Sinitic speakers in the Red River Delta. One was the
Annamese Middle Chinese community (Phan 2013, 2025; see also Phan & de Sousa 2022, and de
Sousa 2020), which was the source of most Sinitic loanwords in Vietnamese. The other was the
community of Fujianese / Min migrants (e.g. Whitmore 2020). (Notice that this was also the time
period when the majority of Fujianese migrants entered Hiindn (Lit Xinzhong FIHr = 2006: 35).)
We currently do not know the composition of the Fujianese migrants to the Red River Delta during
this time. Nonetheless, given that the Fujianese population in both Zhongshan (Gao 5 2018: 15-17,
246-248, 283-284, 318-319) and Hiinan (Lid % 2006: 35-39) claim that their ancestors came from
various locations in what we now understand as the SM, PXM, and EM areas in Fgjian, in high
likelihood a significant portion of the Fujianese population in the Red River Delta did come from the
EM area. We know of one such person in Vietnamese history: Tran Kinh [ 5%, the great-great
grandfather of Tran Canh [JE, the founding emperor Thai Téng AK%% of the Tran [ Dynasty
(1226-1400) of Pai Viét Kk, arrived in the Red River Delta from Chéngle %% of Fzhou (Qidong
Yeyu B REEE judn & 19 by Zhou Mi JA# (1232-1298); Sikaqudnsha bén VY& 4 3 A%).
Descendents of the Tran royal house managed to link up their genealogy with that of the Chén Bk
clan at Changle (https://www.nkbjx.com/cn_xc_news/news/getInfoToNews?clan_id=172&id = 18644;
accessed 9 Oct 2024). Changle is well within the EM area, not that far from Ningdé. Perhaps the use
of # éng ‘grandfather’ in Vietnamese has to do with the EM varieties in northeastern Fijian, and/or
the EM enclave varieties in Zhongshan midway between Fujian and the Red River Delta. This is one
line of inquiry worth investigating.
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(welcome grandpa) ‘to welcome deities’, Ningdé Jitidii EM aitH% [tsPanil nur
onl] (invite ancestor grandpa) ‘inviting ancestors’. Longdu EM also has /khtiaj ?¢q/
[k™ a:;j4 ?em1] EG ‘worship spirits’ (with Longdu having unrounded their rounded
front vowels).”

The frequent use of the #j morpheme in Longdu EM (en’) and Namlong EM
(op’) is most probably inherited from their northeastern Fujian ancestors. In
Zhongshan they have extended the use to even more semantic fields. Even if the
extended use of the morpheme #j is a parallel development in Zhongshan and
northeastern Fijian, this usage of % in ZSM is still a NEM trait, and not a SM trait.
This has to do with the fact that the basic meaning of % is “grandfather” in the
aforementioned NEM varieties, whereas the basic meaning of % is “husband” in all
SM varieties that we know of except Samheung SM, e.g. Taiwanese SM %/ ap’
‘husband’, Teochew SM #j ap’ ‘husband’. Teochew SM also uses #J -an’ as a
suffix indicating male sex on animals nouns, e.g. % koi’ ap’ ‘rooster’.’’ Dianbai
SM has a word #¢” DD ‘husband’ of unknown etymology,” but % ap’® is used in
words like % an’® po? DD ‘husband and wife’, $4¥ ap’® te’ DD ‘wife’s father’,
K% twa'® ap'® DD ‘taoist priest’. Dianbdi SM uses the suffix & -ap’® for male fowls
and ducks: S koi'®ap'* DD “‘little rooster’, #5% a’b-an’pD “little drake’.”

This makes Samheung SM the odd one out. Unlike other SM varieties,
Samheung SM uses 5 ap’ to mean “grandfather”. This is not a SM trait. This is an
EM trait that Samheung SM copied directly from Longdu %j ep’ and/or Namlong
EM #J op’ The wide range of usage of % an’ in Samheung SM is also not related
to the other SM varieties. The range of usage of & an’ in Teochew SM and Dianbéi
SM is already the widest amongst the non-Samheung SM varieties that we know of.

We know of one marginal case of % meaning “grandfather” in a non-
Samheung SM variety: Dianbai (H#ihua) SM K% [t"aid apd] ‘great-grandfather’
(Chang Song-Hing SR B 2005: 1009) (versus A [konl] ‘paternal grandfather’ and
AM [huad konl] ‘maternal grandfather’).”* If this is not an independent development
in Dianbai, having a (fossilised) morpheme % an’? meaning “grandfather” may be

* A similar case of calling deities “grandfather” can be found in Guingdong Hakka (and diaspora).
In Gudngdong Hakka beliefs, the earth deity, which is the most-commonly worshipped deity, is called
{4 pak” kup' (dad.old.bro grandpa) ‘grandfather’s elder brother’.

°! There are various other male animal suffixes in Teochew—Swatow SM, e.g. Swatow SM 4l gu”
kou? (bovine-male) ‘ox’, /M a?”-hen? (duck-male) ‘drake’ (Ouydng BXF5 et al. 2005: 103).

°2 This morpheme fe? ‘husband’ is also an adult male suffix, e.g. hui'® t"au? #¢° DD (remove [<
Cantonese /¢] head bloke) ‘male hairdresser’. This is the equivalent of the Dianbai Hakka suffix {&
10° eg. TRUAME fi! t'ei® lo° (remove head bloke) ‘male hairdresser’. Is Dianbai Min e’
etymologically #& fe® ‘Shé people’ / ‘slash and burn farmers’? (While perhaps not directly related,
many InM varieties have a sV morpheme meaning “person” (Li Raléng ZEUIHE 1997: 112), e.g.
Yong’an CnM #$|FHE te’ t"0? so? (shave head person) ‘hairdresser’.) Or is this & ze? ‘sir” > g2
‘husband’? Or is this a substratum word related to the Jizhao % JK language (Kra-Dai) of Dianbai?
(Interestingly, Jizhao has [loud ond] ‘husband’ (LY Jinfang 28475 & Wi Yan 8 2022: 13); this
looks like Sinitic 2 %5 (old husband) with Yué segments, and Kra-Dai tones Lower BC and Upper A
respectively (Jizhao is the same as Ong Be in not having a tone BC distinction), matching the Sinitic
tones 4 and 1 of Z and % respectively.)

% The large versions are ZEHUE koi'™ap'® t"au’ (fowl-male head) ‘big rooster’, TS a’® "au? (duck
head) ‘drake’. The other animals have different male suffixes: A kau’-kop'® ‘dog / stud’, %#=F
tu'*ko'? (swine-big.bro) ‘boar for breeding’.

% Based on the tone values, Chang 5k (2005)’s Dianbai Min data are from Dianbéi Haihua & 55,
See Table 1 in §4.3 for the tone values. Dianbdi Lihua 7& [4%25f, the variety of Dianbdi Min shown
in the rest of this article, are rather close to Dianb4i Hiihua, and they are mutually intelligible (Dai 5
et al 1994: 5).
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another trait which links Dianbai Min amd ZSM. (The other is the unusual cases of
**_k > *-p; see the end of §4.2.4.)

Lastly, the Namlong EM word H % Bet” op' (moon grandpa) ‘moon’ and the
Samheung SM word H(J%6)& ¢oi?” (kui’) ap' (moon (light) grandpa) ‘moon’ are
worth mentioning. These are the ordinary words for “moon” in Namlong EM and
Samheung SM respectively. LACD Lexicon map 003 (Cao # 2008) maps the
anthropomorphic words for “moon” amongst Sinitic varieties. Amongst the
surveyed varieties with such words, most have a feminine moon word. The best-
known examples in the region are, e.g., Taiwanese SM H 4 gue?® niu’ (moon lady)
‘moon’, Teochew SM H Ui gue?® nié? (moon lady) ‘moon’. Having a masculine
word for “moon” is much rarer. In LACD Lexicon map 003, “Zhongshan Yue” is
recorded as having a masculine moon word H 7 (moon grandpa).” Amongst Min
varieties, /1 /A (moon grandpa) exists in Putidn and southwestern Hiindn (e.g.
Sanya). This is perhaps not purely a coincidence; the masculine moon words are
seemingly hinting at a historical migration pathway linking Putian, Zhongshan, and
Hidinan. More investigations are needed.

6. Conclusion

The Pearl River Delta is predominantly Yue-speaking. However, in the middle of the
Pearl River Delta, there are the three enclave varieties of Min in Zhongshan H 11|
[ZSM]: Longdu FE#S (Léngddi), Namlong FBi (Nanling), and Samheung —%§
(Sanxiang). The ZSM varieties are often said to be closely related varieties of
Southern Min [SM]. However, this is only partially true. Firstly, without prior
exposure, the three ZSM varieties are not mutually intelligible. Secondly, while
Samheung is indeed SM, Longdu and Namlong are Eastern Min [EM]
genealogically. In §1 we outlined some introductory issues, for instance the Min,
Yue, and Hakka varieties spoken in Zhongshan, the linguistic interactions amongst
them, the Min subgroups, and ZSM’s membership within the Coastal Min subgroup.

Section 2 of this article is largely structured around Akitani FK7+ (2022a)’s
arguments that Longdu is EM (following Bodman (1982)’s conclusion that Namlong
and Longdu are both EM). We summarised and reviewed these arguments. We also
provided some extra data (§2.1.6) in support of this view. Akitani further argues that
Longdu is a member of the Northern subgroup of EM [NEM]. We reviewed some of
these arguments in §2.3.1-6. We presented and discussed more data in §2.3.7, this
time in relation to the sound changes discussed in another publication, Akitani FK4¥
(2022b); the results further support the view that Longdu is a member of NEM. In
§2.5.1 we discussed how Longdu is typologically unlike the better-known EM
varieties like Fuzhdou (Hokchew) and Fuqing (Hokchia). The typological profile of
Longdu has caused some linguists to classify Longdu as SM. In §2.5.2, we discussed
a few lexical items in Longdu that are probably borrowed from SM.

In §3 we discussed Namlong. In comparison with the amount of research on
Longdu, the amount of research on Namlong is minuscule. Nonetheless, based on
available data, it is already clear that the historical phonological developments in
Namlong are mostly the same as those in Longdu. Except some surface-level
differences, e.g. very different tone values, and different loanwords from Yue,

> The Zhongshan Yue data point in the LACD is a Kun—Pou (Guiin-B#o) Yug variety, probably that
of Sanjifo = ff in northeastern Zhongshan. Another instance we could find is H A jyt® kop' GrR
(moon grandpa) in the Yuet Hoi Yué of Siulam / Xiolin /M& in northwestern Zhongshan. This form
is perhaps also used in other Yu¢ varieties in Zhongshan.
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Namlong and Longdu are very closely related to each other, and Namlong is hence
also EM genealogically.

In §4 we discussed Samheung. While Samheung is obviously SM, we
discussed how Samheung fits in with the various branches of SM. Samheung is
primarily a SM variety of the Zhangzhdu type. Samheung SM also has a few traits
which resemble SM of the Guangdong—Hainén type.

In §5 we discussed the linguistic interactions amongst the three ZSM
varieties. Some lexical similarities are due to them having used the same or very
similar strategies when calquing Yue lexical items. In §2.5.2 and §3.5.2 we have
already discussed some SM-like traits in Longdu and Namlong EM respectively. In
§5.1 we discussed some traits that Samheung SM might have borrowed directly
from Longdu and/or Namlong EM. In §5.2 and §5.3 we looked at how two lexical
items, “yesterday” and “grandfather”, link Longdu and Namlong EM with the EM
varieties in Ningdé #i{#  Zhouning Ji%%, and F@’an &% in northeastern Fujian.
That Samheung SM also shares the use of #j ‘grandfather’ strongly suggests that
this is an EM trait that entered Samheung SM directly from Longdu and/or Namlong
EM. (As far as we know, this use of #j ‘grandfather’ is not found in other SM
varieties, with the exception of Dianbai SM in western Guingdong having #j in the
word for ‘great-grandfather’.)

There are many further research questions. For instance, many ZSM people
claim that their ancestors came from Putian in Fdjian. However, linguistically we see
nearly no traits in ZSM that are similar to traits that are unique to Pi—Xian Min
[PXM]. (Similarities that the ZSM varieties have with PXM are basically all traits
that PXM shares with either EM or SM.) From what we currently know, the only
similarity between ZSM and PXM that is not shared by (most) other EM or SM
varieties is having a masculine anthropomorphic word for “moon” (end of §5.3).
Perhaps more-detailed comparative studies of ZSM and PXM would reveal some
direct links between them.

Another topic of investigation is whether Zhongshan has a role in the genesis
of Western Guidngdong and Haindn Min [WGHM], given Zhongshan’s location
midway between Eastern and Western Guangdong Min. In §4.2.4 we have already
discussed some traits that are shared amongst Samheung SM and WGHM. Do these
traits indicate that some ZSM speakers migrated to Western Guangdong and Hainan?
Were there “back migrants” from Western Guangdong and Haindn to Zhongshan?
Are there other rare traits which are shared between WGHM and Samheung SM (or
ZSM in general)?

The strange vocalisms in Samheung SM also deserve in-depth investigations.
Answering one of the aforementioned questions would help answering some of the
other questions asked in this article.
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Appendix

Table A1l. Tone values in some Zhongshan [ZS] languages

A B C i D
1 2 3 4 5 6 7S 7L 8
Yue: ! '
Cantonese '@ 1 l A A 1 i1 A 1
ZSYGR | 1 \ J 1 P 1
Hafong GR | 1 A 1 : 1
THakka:
ZSH GJ 1 d \ 1 1 1
ZSH GR 1 1 \ 1 d 1
TEMin: T (>6) T
Longdu:
AE/EG 1 q 1 1~ | J 1
GR 1 1 A ] N d 1
JS/KS ! 1 1 A ] \ \ 1
LC/cX2/csH ] 1 A 1 { 1 1
7L P 1 A ] N ] 1
Namlong:
BMN d 1 Y~ 1~ d 1/1 4/
cX ] 1 \ N d 1 )
GR ] 1 \ 1 d 1 )
Lc/cx2 ] q \ 1 J 1 J
TS Min:
Samheung;: (>6) :
BMS b 1 1 ] 1/4 ]
GR P 1 A J /4 d
Lc/cx2/zz A 1 A N 174 d y

Notes: i) only non-sandhi tones are shown; ii) only tones used in native morphemes are shown; all
ZSM varieties have borrowed Yué tones that are different from these (see Gao Rén =98 2002; the
analyses here are slightly different from his); iii) tones 7 & 8 in BMN’s Namlong EM: before slash are
tones of syllables with their plosive coda intact, after slash are tones of syllables with *-? dropped
(see §3.4); iv) in Samheung SM: many of the tone *4 morphemes, and some original tone *6
morphemes, have shifted to tone 1 [1] (see §4.3); v) ZSY is Shekki-proper, Hafong is Samheung
Hafong; vi) the abbreviations in small caps are author / publication codes; see the section on data
sources below, and also the beginning of §2, §3, and §4.

Data sources that are not referenced in the main text
(Kwok (2018)’s data are from Chang 5k (2005).)

Coastal Min [CsM] > Eastern Min [EM]:
North [NEM]:
Zhongshan Longdu A ILIFE#R (Longdn): Akitani FK# (2022a) [AE], Akitani K% (2022b)
[AE2], Chén B (1995) [cx2], Egerod (1956) [EG], Gao /& (2000) [GR2], Gao =
(2018) [GR], Kratochvil & Sio (2018) [KS], Lin #& & Chén Bf (1996) [LC], Sio
(2024) [Js], Zhan /& & Cheung i (1987) [ZL]
Zhongshan Namlong F1LIF 8§ (Nénling): Bodman (1982) [BMN], Chén P (1995) [cx2],
Lin #& & Chén Bf (1996) [Lc], Chén B & XU #F (2012) [cx], Gao = (2000) [GR2],
Giao & (2018) [GR]
Cangnan Yénting % 74 4 551 Akitani FK4F (2022b) < Akitani /K% (2005)
Fi’an 4#%: Fi’an 5% (1999)
Fuding #& 5: Fading # % (2003)
Fading Bailin 484} F1 #k: Akitani K% (2022a) < Akitani K%+ (2010a)
Ningdé % f#: Ningdé ZEf# (1995)
Ningdé Hupei 2248 % 7H: Akitani FK%+ (2018)
Ningdé Jitida 3248 JL#S: Akitani FK%+ (2018)
Shouning Nanyéng 3 5 F4 5. Akitani K4 (2022a) < Akitani FK% (2010a)
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Taishun Sankui Z=/IH —/: Akitani FK# (2022b) < Akitani K% (2005)
Zhéréng Mi4E: Zherong i (1995)
Zhouning J& 5 : Zhouning J& 2 (1993)
Zhouning Xidnctin & % 84 Akitani FK4 (2018)
South [SEM]:
Fuqing #27% (Hokchia): Féng 5 (1993), Ngai SS p.c
Fizhou #&/1 (Hokchew): Féng #§ (1998); Akitani FK7+ (2022a)’s Fuzhou data are from
BZYJ (2003)
Gittian 14 HI: Giitian 14 F (1997)
Giitian Dagigo o7 Hl KAG: Akitani FK%+ (2022a) < Akitani K% & Chén [ (2012)
Matsu FE# (Mizii): Tu £ (2006)

Coastal Min [CsM] > Pi-Xian Min [PXM] (Henghua $1t):
Putian # [H: LY 2= et al. (2019), https://hinghwa.cn Bk B
Xianyéu Ailijff: LI 2% (2001a), Li 2= et al. (2019); Akitani FK%+ (2022a)’s Xianyéu data are
his fieldwork data

Coastal Min [CsM] > Southern Min [SM]:
Quénzhou-type [QzSM]:
Hui’an 2 %¢: Chen WR (2020)
Quéanzhou SR M : Kwok (2018)

Mixed Quénzhdu—Zhangzhou:
Taiwanese SM: https://sutian.moe.edu.tw (Dictionary of Frequently-Used Taiwanese Taigi
P TS G R A )
Xiamén Z [ (Amoy): BZYJ (2003)

Zhangzhodu-type [ZzSM]:
Zhdngshan Samheung 111 =4 (Sanxiang): Bodman (1988) [BMS], Chén B# (1995) [cx2],
Gao & (2000) [GR2], Gao f (2018) [GR], Lin #k & Chén B (1996) [LC], Zhang i
(1987) [zz]
Zhangping Yongfi 7% T 7K #&: Akitani FK% (2022a) < Zhang 5 (1992)
Zhangzhodu M : Kwok (2018)
Guiangdong—Hainan [GHSM]:
Chaoyang 115 Kwok (2018)
Chénghai ¥ ¥##: Lin LL Ak (1996)
Dianbai & [ (Tinpak; Lihua 2255 of Xiadong #5i): by default Lin #k & Chén [ (1996)
[LC]; also Dai 5 et al. (1994) [DD]
Haihong ¥} "% (Hiifeng): Kwok (2018)
Jigyang #55 (Kityang): Kwok (2018)
Luichew F5 /M (Léizhou): by default Kwok (2018); also Lin LL (2006) [LL], Lin #k & Chén
B (1996) [LC]
Swatow JllI¥E (Shant6u): Ouyang BX[5 et al. (2005)
Teochew # /Il (Chéozhdu): BZYJ (2003), https://www.mogher.com J# JH £} 55
Hiikou ¥#f 0 (Hainanese): Kwok (2018)
Wénchang 3 & (Hainanese): Woon 2= (1987)

Inland Min [InM] > Northern Min [NM]: Jian’ou & f: LT 25 & Pan % (1998)

Inland Min [InM] > Western Min [WM] (Shao-Jiang AF¥ Min): Shaowt AFE: Ngai (2021)

Inland Min [InM] > Central Min [CnM]: Yong’an 7K ZZ: Zhou J& & Lin #k (1992)

Hakka / Shé:
Zhongshan 7111 Hakka [ZSH]: by default Gan H (2003) [G1], also Gao & (2018) [GR]
Dianbai & [ (Tinpak): Dai # et al. (1994)
Moiyen 8% (Méixian): BZYJ (2003)
Other Hakka varieties: Lud ##, Lin #k & Réo 5 (2004)
Shg varieties: Yé6u ¥if (2002)
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Yue / Pinghua:
Heungshan % LI (Xiangshan):

Zhongshan H11l1 Yue [ZSY] / Shekki f1U (Shigf): by default Zhan /& et at. (2002) [zH],
also Gao 5 (2018) [GR], de Sousa & Kwok heritage knowledge
Hafong /5 (Xiafang): Gao /5 (2018) [GR]

Kun-Pou 5¢ % (Guin-Bio):

Tungkun ®5¢ (Dongguiin): Zhan & et at. (2002)

Szeyup MU & (Siyi) (a.k.a. Ngyap T8 (Wiiyi)):

Toishanese & (I (Tdishan): Zhan & et at. (2002)
Zhdngshan Giizhén H 1L 5 $8: Gao 5 (2018) [GR]

Yuet Hoi ®#f (Yuehii):

Cantonese: de Sousa & Kwok native knowledge

Nénhii Shatéu FgiF7PUE: Zhan & & Cheung 5k (1987)
Shuntak JJE{# (Shundé): Zhan /& et at. (2002)

Siulam /M (Xifolin): Gao 15 (2018) [GR]

Southern Pinghua #£ 74 - 5:

Nénning Weizilu F§ 227 FJ%: de Sousa fieldwork

Data on Macau (Older Macau Cantonese, Macau creole Portuguese, Portuguese) are de Sousa’s.
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