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RHYME CORRESPONDENCES
BETWEEN SINITIC AND URALIC LANGUAGES:
ON THE EXAMPLE OF THE FINNISH -ala AND -aqja RHYMES

Abstract. The present study explores rhyme correspondences between Finnic
(~ Uralic) and Sinitic languages, taking the Finnish -ala and -aja rhymes as an
example. Two rhyme correspondences are established: (1) Finnish -ala <> Mandarin
[-@)a'n] < Cantonese [-(W)en'] < Taiwanese [-un]; (2) Finnish -¢ja < Mandarin
[-@)an] < Cantonese [-(%)9'n] < Taiwanese [-¢1)]. The rhyme correspondences
are supplied with ten Sino-Finnic (including Uralic) shared etymological items.
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1. Introduction

A rhyme correspondence is a relatively strict and composite rule of inter-
linguistic sound correlations. A rhyme correspondence means that not only
a single phoneme but also a composite rhyme is consistently correlated
among related lects (i.e. language varieties).

In this article, a rhyme is understood as a morphophonological item consist-
ing of multiple phonemes within a morpheme: nucleus + coda or unstressed
consonant in the second syllable + unstressed vowel in the second syllable.
This is how rhyme is generally understood by native poets and readers.

Rhyme correspondences exist among closely related lects such as, e.g. the
Germanic lects or the Chinese (Sinitic) lects. A well-recognised rhyme corre-
spondence in the Germanic lects is the case of Einstein ‘one stone’: the -ein
rhyme in German is correlated with the -een rhyme in Dutch, the -one rhyme
in English, and the -en rhyme in Swedish and Danish (see Table 1).

In Chinese lects, there are more rhyme correspondences than in Germanic
languages. The rhyme correspondences can be practically used to predict
word forms of etymological equivalents among Chinese lects.

The present study demonstrates that rhyme correspondences also exist
between Sinitic and Finnic (with extension to some other Uralic) languages.
It advances the suggestion of the Sino-Finnic (plus Uralic — the term Sino-
Finnic is geographically coined, like Indo-Germanic) affinity, which has been
previously discussed (e.g. Gao 2005; 2008; 2012a; 2012b; 2012c). I have to
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Table 1
Germanic rhyme correspondence of Einstcin ’one stone’

Danish Swedish English | Dutch German
en ‘one’ en ‘one’ one een ‘one’ ein ‘one’
sten ’stone’ sten ’stone’ stone steen ’stone’ Stein ’stone’
ben ’leg; bone’ |ben ’leg; bone’ |bone been ’leg’ Bein ’leg’
sken 'shone’® sken ’shone’ shone |scheen ’shone’ |schein ’shone’
® Archaic and dialectal.

admit that previously I have suggested too many Sino-Finnic shared items,
some of them erroneous, which jeopardized the whole picture. In the present
study, I will only refer to a few very definite items. The keynote is not the
quantity but the quality, which means the rhyme correspondences.

2. Material and methods

First, I will include an entry section of comparison of reconstructed languages
according to historical linguistics, and then proceed to the main section of
etymological and morphophonological comparisons of attested languages.

In the entry section, the fully reconstructed Proto-Uralic (or of a narrower
range, Proto-Finno-Ugric) is compared with the partly reconstructed Old
Chinese (the roots were attested in the Chinese writing system, their pronun-
ciations have been reconstructed). The sources of the reconstructed forms of
the Finnic side are (1) UEW, and (2) Sammallahti 1988. The sources of the
reconstructed forms of Old Chinese are (1) Guo 1986/2010, (2) Zhengzhang
2003/2013, and (3) Baxter-Sagart 2011.

Proto-Sinitic also known as Proto-Chinese cannot be compared because
it is only a theoretical notion without reconstructed results. Proto-Sino-Tibetan
cannot be compared because it is a hypothetical notion without a sufficient
amount of etymological items representing a sufficient number of languages.

In the main section, a total of six attested languages are comparatively
studied: (1) Estonian, (2) Finnish, (3) Livonian, (4) Beijing Yan (Standard
Mandarin), (5) Guangzhou Yue (Standard Cantonese), and (6) Taipei Min
(Standard Taiwanese). The languages have been chosen for being very repre-
sentative and relatively well studied.

The chosen languages can be referenced in the following standard or
etymological dictionaries, respectively: (1) EES 2012, (2) SSA 2001, (3) LELS
2012, (4) 2011-XHZD, (5) 2003-HKY, and (6) 2011-TWM.

For a better relative comparison, etymological equivalents in some other
languages (Uralic and Tibeto-Burman, as suggested by some other scholars)
are cited according to the relevant etymological dictionaries UEW and CD5ST
(1996). Uncertain etymological equivalents are marked with (?). Non-English
glosses have been translated into English for the present study.

The linguistic data of Sinitic lects are given in the IPA (in square
brackets). The four basic tonemes are denoted as (), ®), () and ®). Further
tonemes are denoted as (! (for yin 'lunar’ tonemes) and ¢? (for yang ’solar’
tonemes). All the given Sinitic words are monomorphemic.

The linguistic data of non-Sinitic lects are given in orthographies (in
boldface and italic) or transcriptions (in italics, chiefly UPA). If a given word
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is longer than one morpheme, the targeted morpheme is underlined (if
certain). In Finnic, conditionally apocoped phonemes are given in uppercase.
In Finnic and Northern Sami, the alternative stem vowel is given as i, -e.
In successive data, dialectal variants are separated by a slash /, while
grammatical variants or allomorphs are separated by a backslash \.
In morphophonological analyses, only the IPA is used.
Etymological items are called efyma. Chinese etyma are named DOM.
The methods of the main section include classical etymology (cf. Rask
1818), and original comparative linguistics (cf. Bopp 1833 —1852).

3. Results and discussion
3.1. The etyma shared by reconstructed languages

Ten shared etyma between Sinitic and Uralic languages are supplied to the
rhyme correspondences in this article. Their comparisons across the recon-
structed languages are given in Table 2.

Table 2
The shared etyma across reconstructed languages
DOM Proto-U/FU | Proto-U/FU Old Chinese Old Chinese | Old Chinese
(UEW) (Sammallahti) (Guo) (Zhéngzhang) | (Baxter-Sagart)
(z:] [fala *ila *1Gon *qun(; -s)  [*2un?(; -s)
‘under’ ‘under’ accumulate’ ‘accumulate’  "accumulate,
[ b]! block up’
(6g]) [*kala *kala *kiion *kuun -
“fish’ “fish’ ‘big fish’ [ Kfa] ‘big fish’

(4] [*pala *pala- *pition *puun *pon
‘bit; bite’ ‘bite’ "divide’ [5HI] "divide’ ‘divide’

(#:] [*pala- - *bition *bun -

’burn’2 ’slash-and-burn’ ‘slash-
[F)ee ] -and-burn’

(3] [*sala- *sala- *stion *sqhuun? *s-qwion?
’hide, steal; |'steal’ "diminish’ [J#th] "diminish’ "diminish,
thief’ damage’

(3] [fwala- - *ylion *guun *gur
‘pour’ ‘flowing sound’ ‘flowing ‘chaotic’

(i3] sound’

(] faja- Faje- yidan gran?  ghan?
drive, chase’ |'drive, chase’ |'proceed’ [ 1] ‘proceed’ ‘g0 to’

(8] - (kaja) - “kiar “kwaar) -

— (‘echo’) ’sound of stone’ ’sound
[%] of stone’

(5] - (mga) |- “plian “bar) *Co-N-par)
— (house’) ‘side-room’ [E fE%5h]|'side-room’  |'side-room’

(5it] - (vya) - “Xtian “hmaar) “m‘an
— (lack’) "desolate’ [ZEHL] "desolate’ ‘'weed-covered’

1 Guo (1986/2010) and Zhengzhang (2003/2013) do not include glosses, since the
Chinese glyphs can regulate glosses. The glosses for the present study have been
drawn either from the first (121-SW) or the second (543-YP) standard dictionary of
Chinese. The original glosses in Chinese are cited in square brackets.

2 This gloss has been corrected from ’freeze’, while the previously suggested etymo-
logical equivalents, the Khanty poj/pdj 'thick crust of ice’, and Hungarian fagy 'frost;
freeze’, should be rejected.
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The data show that most of these ten etyma are comparable across the
reconstructed languages. However, I do not consider if it is evidential or
not.

These reconstructed forms are always subjected to changes according
to attested linguistic data. This is also why different authors have given
altered reconstructions for the same targets.

On the Finnic side, some circles may claim that Sammallahti’s system
is more advanced. On the Sinitic side, no circle accomplishes such a claim.
There are more schools that have independently studied the targets and
contributed many caveats and arguments. E.g.:

The Peking School, founded by Wang Li (1900—1986), now lead by
Guo Xilidng (born 1930) and the Taipei School, found by Li Fang-Kuei
(1902—1987), now led by Ting Pang-Hsin (born 1936), insist that words of
the same rhyme group of the verses from the Zhou Empire should contain
the same nucleus. Younger schools, such as the Shanghai School led by
Zhengzhang Shangfang (born 1933) and Pan Wuyun (born 1943), and the
West School led by William H. Baxter (born 1949) and Laurent Sagart (born
1951) suggest that words of the same rhyme group could contain similar
nuclei.

The first six shared etyma in Table 2 belong to the same rhyme group
of 3 in Zhou verses. If the Old Chinese forms of the Peking School are
acknowledged, a rhyme correspondence between Proto-Uralic (of UEW)
and Old Chinese (of Gud) can be concluded: Proto-Uralic *-ala < Old
Chinese *-ian. If the Old Chinese forms of the younger schools are acknowl-
edged, no strict rhyme correspondence can be concluded.

The Taipei School, the Shanghai School, and the West School reconstruct
liquid medials and initials with heterogeneous consonant clusters (i.e. conso-
nant clusters consisting of consonants of different articulation places) (e.g.
the Zhengzhang and Baxter-Sagart versions of the fifth etymon in Table 2)
according to the Xiesheng series (i.e. sets of Chinese characters sharing the
same sound-based elements), the phonologies of Tibeto-Burman languages,
and a few doubtful etymological equivalents of Sinitic etyma in some Tibeto-
Burman languages. The Peking School denies them, because no Sinitic lect
contains such consonant clusters (there are at most prenasalised obstruents
that can be considered as homogeneous consonant clusters), and the Xiesheng
series might be made up of personal variations across different lects, due to
which they cannot be considered as allomorphs in the same lect. Guo (2010
: 21) has emphasised that as the so-called Sino-Tibetan language family is
hypothetical and the so-called Sino-Tibetan cognates are problematic it is not
reasonable to reconstruct initials with heterogeneous consonant clusters in
Sinitic according to Tibeto-Burman. Zhang (2012) has similarly argued: "[-—-]
the so-called Sino-Tibetan language family is just a unverified hypothesis,
[-——] with no academic achievements in this area universally accepted by
scholars in the linguistic community so far. [-——] We cannot identify the
basic vocabulary, choose cognate words and reconstruct the phonological
system merely out of our imagination.”

I think that liquid medials and onsets with heterogeneous consonant
clusters should be possible in some source language of some Sinitic etyma.
Within Sinitic, it is less possible. Further studies on the colloquial layers
of Chinese lects are necessary.
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The Taipei School reconstructs absolutely CVC-structured roots, for
example, the *-ag rime for the rhyme group of f&, in order to fit the facts
that this rhyme group could often rhyme with the rhyme group of £ (*-ak),
thus there is no open syllable in this lect (Li 1971). The other schools reject
it because it is typologically unusual. They reconstruct the *-a rhyme for the
rhyme group of £, and let it rhyme with §% (*-ag/-ak), thus it is not system-
atic. Li (1971) has argued that rhymed texts do not allow us to reconstruct
CV-structured roots that do not rhyme with CVC roots.

I think that the Taipei School has correct facts. However, no one has
ever considered the possibility that the poetic rhymes in the Zhou Empire
might be not phonological rhymes, but basically unstressed syllables follow-
ing a stressed nucleus. I have done a primitive sketch of my ideas at the
early stage of my studies (Gao 2008 : 128): All Ancient Chinese roots should
be disyllabic and CVCyv-structured. In rhymed texts, *-a can easily rhyme
with *-ga (/g/ can be either [g] or [k]). To most Chinese linguists, it looks
systematic but surprising, because my etymological evidence was largely
collected from Germanic and Uralic languages. Recently, based on newly
identified etymological equivalents between CVC literary roots and CVCv
colloquial roots within Sinitic lects, together with consideration of CVCv
roots in Sino-Japanese, I have proved that Chinese roots should be disyl-
labic and CVCv-structured (Gao 2013).

In summary, my opinions on Chinese panchronic phonology are closer
to the Peking School. However, I deny the reconstructions of onsets of Old
Chinese. I insist that Old Chinese, or more objectively, the national language
of the Zhou Empire, was just one of the Sinitic lects at that era. Moreover,
it should be restricted to the Zhou Empire (ca 1050 — 256 BC). Later
phonetic clues from the Han Empire (202 BC — 220[263] AD) cannot be
used for the Zhou lect, because there is no evidence to prove that the Zhou
lect and the Han lect were phonetically identical. If different lects are recon-
structed together, it is not Old Chinese but a demo of Proto-Sinitic. Return-
ing to Finnic, one reason for my having to proceed with the comparison
of attested languages is that many native Finnic etyma (like the last three
in Table 2) are lacking from the reconstructed languages. The etymological
sources of these Finnic etyma are so far uncertain, and should be studied
in the domain of etymology.

Etymologists used to study etymological equivalents in different languages
ever before modern linguistics was born. Modern comparative linguists may
question the quality of classical etymological studies, but they cannot deny
the history of language sciences. Correlated languages cannot be identified
without classical etymological studies.

I do not insist that classical etymology has nothing wrong with it, but
modern linguists should not reject classical etymology merely because it
is not impeccable.

In order to improve the quality of etymological studies, regular sound
changes or correspondences should certainly be taken into account. In the
following paragraphs, I will demonstrate some rhyme correspondences that
are more evidential than simple regular sound correspondences of single
phonemes.
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3.2. Sino-Finnic rhyme correspondence: Finnish -ala <+ Mandarin -(ii)a'n
< Cantonese -(¥)en' < Taiwanese -u'n

The -ala rhyme in Finnish (the same in Estonian, -a/a in Livonian) is
correlated with the [-(@)o'n]® rhyme in Beijing Yan, the [-(%)en'] rhyme in
Guangzhou Yue, and the [-u'n] rhyme in Taipei Min. See Table 3.

Table 3
Sino-Finnic thyme correspondence: -ala < -(ii)an < -(¥)en' < -un
DOM |Estonian |Finnish  |Livonian |Beijing Yan Guangzhou Yue |Taipei Min
(4] |ala ala ala [252n\]© [wenH]€D [?u n{]©D
‘ground’ |'ground’ |'down’ |exist ‘exist ‘exist
underground’  |lunderground’  |underground’
(] |kala kala kala  |[khga'nl1]®D  [[khwen 1|4 |[khu-n1]AD
fish’ fish’ fish’ ‘big fish’ ‘big “fish’ ‘big fish’
(obsolete) (obsolete) (obsolete)
(4+] lpala pala pala  |[forn1]AD [fen-7]AD [hu n1]AD®
‘piece’ ‘piece’ ‘piece’ |'divide; piece’  |'divide; piece’ |'piece’
(5] palav® pala- pala- |[fo-n1]A2 [fen]A2 [hu n/]42)
"hot’ ‘burn’ ‘burn’  |'burn (entirely)’ |'burn (entirely)’ |'burn (entirely)’
(18] |sala salaS-  |sala [sta-nu]® [sy n1]®BDH® [su'ny]®®
'secretly’ |'conceal’ |'secret’ |'damage; "damage; "diminish’
diminish’ diminish’
(] jvala-  |vala-  |vala- |[xiia'n]*2) [wen-{]A2) [hu n/]A2
‘pour’ ‘pour’ ‘pour’  'mix (liquid)’ ‘mix (liquid)’ ‘mix (liquid)’
Y(CLY [pun1]@D “divide’. ®péle- burn’. ®shifted from [swen 1]ED. ®(CL) [s):Y]® 'damage’.

About their etymological equivalents outside Sinitic and Finnic:

(24 (yiin/udn/ala/ala)®) has also been identified in many other Uralic
languages (<= Sino-Finnic): Lappic vuollel 'under’, vuolé/vi;lle lower part’,
vi;lne /viIn/vue;ln/vo;ln/ “under’; Mordvin al mether’, alo/ala *under’; Mari
iil-/iilo- ‘nether’, iilno/iilnd 'under’; Udmurt ul 'nether’, ulin/uldn 'under’;
Komi ulin/uvin 'under’; Mansi jalo'n/jiln/jalon/jalon below’; Khanty
il/it/il 'nether’; Hungarian al- sub-’; Nenets il-/nir- ‘'nether’, pilna 'under’;
Enets i0o/iro ’bottom’, idone ‘under’; Nganasan nilea 'nether’, nileanu
‘under’; Selkup 7il/1l/7'l "bottom’; Kamas jildo 'downwards’; Yukaghir -al
‘under’. It has not been identified in Tibeto-Burman languages.

(i (fun/con/kala/kala)] has also been identified in many other Uralic
languages (<= Sino-Finnic): Lappic guoli, -e/kuolle/ ki;lle/ kii;ll/ kuoll *fish’;

53 In Beijing Yan, the vocalic medial [1], [d], or [}:1] is extra-short, phonologically [i],
[*], or [Y], and belongs to the onset.

4 Some Chinese lects have two distinct layers: The colloquial (f4;#) layer (CL) must
be a substratum of an ancient local lect, while the literary (3;#) layer (LL) must
have been formed by a later arrived lect. There are sometimes also semantic differ-
ences between the LL and CL forms. Not all etyma retain CL form:s.

5 This is a particular DOM (Chinese etymon) chain. It is headed by a Chinese
glyph. The denoted etymological equivalents are, in the fixed order, Pinyin, Sino-
Vietnamese, Estonian and Finnish.
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Mordvin kal ’fish’; Mari kol ’fish’; Mansi kol/yxiil/kul fish’; Khanty
kul/ xut/xul “fish’; Hungarian hal ‘fish’; Nenets xale/kare ’fish’; Enets
kaode/kar¢/kare *fish’; Nganasan kole/kuale/kualle fish’; Selkup kgl/qgel/
qeli/kuel/qeli “fish’; Kamas kola fish’; Mator kele ’fish’. It has not been
identified in Tibeto-Burman languages.

(4 (fen/phdn/pala/pala)] has also been identified in many other Uralic
languages (<= Sino-Finnic): Lappic buola/piid|[¢ "piece’ (dated); Mordvin pal
‘piece of meat / meat’; ?Mari pultis 'piece of meat’; ?Komi palak ’layer;
piece’; Mansi pol/pul/puls ’piece, bite’; Khanty pu//piil/pul ’piece of food’;
Hungarian falat 'bite’; Nenets pale- 'eat, swallow’; Selkup poli-/pol- ’eat /
swallow up’. It has also been identified in some Tibeto-Burman languages
(<= Sino-Finnic, or <= Sinitic): Burmese *pan ’bite’; Kachin ban ’division,
part’.

(4 (fén/phan/palav/pala-)) has also been identified in some other Uralic
languages (<= Sino-Finnic): Lappic buoli, -e-/puolle-/pi;lle-/ kii;lle-/puo;lle-
‘burn’, Mordvin palo-/pali- 'burn’. It has not been identified in Tibeto-
Burman languages. Its ultimate origin is onomatopoeic, cf. Shenyang Yan
[phala-1]AD "onomatopoeia for glowing fire’. The irregular output in Estonian,
pole- "burn’, might be a remainder of another layer that was similar to Selkup
that retains the vowel ¢ [¥] for this rhyme. Unfortunately, this etymon has
not been identified in Selkup.

(48 (stin/ton/sala/salaS-)] has also been identified in many other Uralic
languages (<= Sino-Finnic): Lappic suola/suola/sil/sul/suol/sul ’thief’;
Mordvin salava ’secret’, sala- 'steal’; Mari sol5 'thief’, solssta-/solsta- ’steal’;
Mansi fol/ma-nt-/tulmont-/ tulmt-/ tulmant- *steal’; Khanty liloy/jiloy secret’,
lalom-/jalom-/totom- ’steal’; Nenets fale- ’steal’; Enets fali-/tare- ’steal’;
Nganasan folar- 'steal’; Selkup t¢li-/telti-/tuel- *steal’; Kamas tholi 'thief’,
tholer- ’steal’; Mator feler- 'steal’. It has not been identified in Tibeto-Burman
languages (Refutation: Tibetan gun\gud ’loss, damage’ sould be rejected
due to phonetic conflict).

(3 (hiin/hon/vala-/vala-)] has also been identified in some other Uralic
languages (<= Sino-Finnic): Lappic valle-/valla- "pour’; Mordvin wvalo-
‘pour’. It has not been identified in Tibeto-Burman languages. Its ultimate
origin is onomatopoeic, cf. Shenyang Yan [x{idla'{]“D 'onomatopoeia for
flowing water’.

Considering the etymological equivalents in other Uralic languages, this
rhyme correspondence can be extended. E.g., the same rhyme generally
correlates with the -uolle rhyme in Northern Sami (CL) (attested in 3 etyma),
the -al(0o) rhyme in Erzya Mordvin (6 etyma), the -0/(3) rhyme in Mari (3
etyma), the -0/ rhyme in Tavda Mansi (3 etyma), the -u/ rhyme in Vach
Khanty (2 etyma), the -al rhyme in Hungarian (3 etyma), the -ale rhyme
in Obdorsk Nenets (3 etyma), the -are rhyme in Baicha Enets (2 etyma),
the -¢/ rhyme in Tas Selkup (2 etyma), the -e¢/e rhyme in Mator (2 etyma).

The morphophonological V¢ of these etyma varies logically. The proto-
typical form should be [ve]. Cf. [y] (Beijing Yan, Mari) <; [u] (Beijing Yan,
Taipei Min, Nordvagilsk Mansi) <= [¥] (Guangzhou Yue) < [¥e] (attested

6 V, = the vowel of the first syllable in a disyllabic morpheme [C,V ,C,V,]; vocalic
medial or the first vowel in a diphthong nucleus in a monosyllabic morpheme
[C,V,V,C,]; Bi& ‘open/shut’ (open — 0; shut — W) and % ’division’ (Ist — w; 2nd
— 1 3rd — e; 4th — i) in Sino-linguistics.
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as /w3/ ”3rd division shut” in 1161-Y] [assisted by 1008-GY]) = [e] (Mator);
= [¥] (Selkup); = [uo@] (Lappic); = [¢] (Nganasan, Kamas) = [a] (Finnic,
Mordvin, Nenets, Enets).

The morphophonological V,” of these etyma is identically /o/ in Northern
Sami (in 3 out of 4 etyma) [i\e], Mari [a], Nenets [e], Enets [e], Mator [e],
Beijing Yan [a], and Taipei Min [0], but identically /a/ in Finnic [a], Northern
Sami (in 1 out of 4 etyma) [a], and Guangzhou Yue [e]. | am inclined to
to believe that /a/ is prototypical.

The morphophonological C,® of these etyma is fundamentally unchanged
on the Finnic (Uralic) side, but merged with /n/ on the Sinitic side. The
onomatopoeic words in Chinese dialects support that [I] should be more
original than [n]. Cf. [n] (Sinitic) < [1] (Finnic, Lappic, Mordvin, Mari, Permic,
Khanty, Mansi, Hungarian, Nenets, Nganasan, Enets, Selkup, onomatopoeic
words in Sinitic).

On the Sinitic side, the phones [n] and [I] are interchangeable in many
Chinese dialects along the Yangtze River (cf. C4o 2008 : 057). E.g. the place
name Nanjing is pronounced [la'nl.t¢inV](A2AD by the native people in Nanjing.
On the Finnic side, the phones [n] and [I] are also correspondent. E.g. the
etymon meaning ‘'name’ is realised as nimi, -e¢ in Finnish and Estonian, but
lem/ldm/lem in Mordvin, and lom/liim in Mari. Between [n] and [l], while
a voiced dental spirant [8] is attested in Chantaika Enets, cf. [ (yun/ udn/
ala/ala)) ido, (6 (kin/con/kala/kala)) kade.

3.3. Sino-Finnic rhyme correspondence: Finnish -aja <> Mandarin -(ii)ay)
< Cantonese -(w)o1) < Taiwanese -0

The -aja rhyme in Finnish (the same in Estonian, -aja in Livonian) corre-
lates with the [-(1)ap] rhyme in Beijing Yan, the [-(")onp] rhyme in
Guangzhou Yue, and the [-01] rhyme in Taipei Min. See Table 4.

Table 4
Sino-Finnic rhyme correspondence: -aja < -(ii)an <« -(V)on < -0
DOM| Estonian | Finnish Livonian | Beijing Yan Guangzhou Yue Taipei Min
(1] |aja-  |aja- aja- [Pangi]®  |[wopi]®? [2oi]®”
"drive’ "drive’ "drive’ “proceed’ “proceed’ ‘proceed’
(6] (kaja-  |kaja- - [kiianlA)  |[kvonl]AD [konT@h®
‘echo’ ‘echo’ ‘percussive  |'percussive sound’|percussive
sound’ sound’
(5] maja  maja  moi  |[fap]#D  [fomi]A [ponA]A2”
’house’  |'hut’ ‘shelter’  '’house; room’ |'Toom’ ‘room’
(2] lvaja vajaa vajag [xtapl]®D  |[fornl]“AD [ho pT]AD®
‘shortage’ |'incomplete’| necessary’ |'desolate’ ‘desolate’ ‘desolate’
@(CL) [2i3n¥]®. @(CL) [khn):1]AD. @(CL) [pand]A42. ®(CL) [hi):1]AD.

7 V, = the vowel of the second syllable in a disyllabic morpheme [C,V;C,V,]; basic
nucleus in a monosyllabic morpheme [C;V,V,C,]: 40 "in/out turn’ (in — o: out
— a) in Sino-linguistics.

8 C, = the intervocalic consonant in a disyllabic morpheme [C,V;C,V,]; coda in a
monosyllabic morpheme [C,V,V,C,]; #i)2 rhyme tail’ in Sino-linguistics.
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About their etymological equivalents outside Sinitic and Finnic:

(1 (wdng/ving/ aja-/aja-)] has also been identified in many other Uralic
languages (<= Sino-Finnic): Lappic wvuodjit/vuoggje-/vuodje-/vijje-/vujje-
/vuajje- "drive’; Udmurt uj-/ul-/1j-/uji- drive, chase’; Komi voj- ‘flee’, vojli-
‘run’, vojledli- ’drive, hunt’; Mansi wujt-/wojt-/vujt- 'chase, hunt’. It has
not been identified in Tibeto-Burman languages.

(%t (guang/quang/kaja-/kaja-)] has also been identified in some other
Uralic languages (<= Sino-Finnic): Northern Sami gdjanas/kaggja-\skaggja-
‘echo’; Lule Sami kajatit, kajatit 'to shout’. It has not been identified in
Tibeto-Burman languages. Its ultimate origin is onomatopoeic.

(52 (fdng/phong/maja/maja)] has not been identified in other Uralic
languages. It has also been identified in Latvian (<= Sino-Finnic, or <= Finnic):
maja "house’. It has also been identified in Tibeto-Burman languages (<=
Sino-Finnic, or < Sinitic): Tibetan bapy ’store-room, store-house’; Kachin
dabay' "camp’; Lushai bap 'wall’.

(3 (huang/hoang/vaja/vajaa)] has also been identified in another Uralic
language (< Sino-Finnic): Northern Sami vaggjeg ’shortage’ and in Latvian
(= Sino-Finnic, or <« Finnic): vagjat 'pursue’. It has not been identified in
Tibeto-Burman languages.

Considering the etymological equivalents in other Uralic languages,
this rhyme correspondence can be extended. E.g., the same rhyme gener-
ally correlates with the -aggje rhyme in Northern Sami. The Northern
Sami output is more similar to Sinitic (-a) < *-anga < *-angla = -aggja
= -aja).

The morphophonological V; of these etyma varies logically. The proto-
typical form should be [Wu]. Cf. [u] (Beijing Yan, Udmurt) <= [¥] (Guang-
zhou Yue) < [wwi] (attested as /w;/ "1st division shut” in 1161-Y] [assisted
by 1008-GY]. in 3 out of 4 etyma) = [uo]/[ua] (Lappic) = [a] (Finnic,
Lappic).

The morphophonological V, of these etyma is identically [a] in Finnic
and Beijing Yan, but [¢Q] in Guangzhou Yue and Taipei Min. I am inclined
to believe that /a/ is prototypical.

The morphophonological C, of these etyma is fundamentally unchanged
on the Sinitic side, but changed to /j/ on the Finnic (Uralic) side. The
onomatopoeic words in Chinese dialects support that [p] should be
more original than [j] (the second etymon in Table 4 means ’'sound of
stone’ in Sinitic). Cf. [j] (Finnic, Udmurt, Komi, Mansi) <= [gi] (Lappic) <=
[n] (Sinitic).

On the Sinitic side, the phonemes /j/ and /1)/ have already been correlated.
E.g. [ (yd/nha)] *tooth’ is [?1a:1]4? in Beijing Yan ([?1-] is realised as []]
by many speakers), but [pa:1]4? in Guangzhou Yue; [# (ydo/ngdo)] 'chew’
is [?1auv]® in Beijing Yan, but [na'wi]®? in Guangzhou Yue. Theoreti-
cally, the sound change should run as /j/ < /pj/ < /ngi/ = /ng/ = /n/.
The prenasalized palatalised velar obstruent /ngi/ should be median. A
palatalised velar obstruent is attested in Lappic, cf. (11 (wdng/ving/aja-/
aja-)] vuoggje-; (#t (guang/quang/kaja-/kaja-)] kaggji-; (3% (huang/hoang/
vaja/vajaa)) vaggjeg.
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4. Overview
4.1. Some notes on toneme correspondences

Tonemes are secondary in both Sinitic and Finnic languages.

Based on etymological equivalents between Vietnamese and its neigh-
bouring languages, Haudricourt (1954; 1961) established that Vietnamese
tonemes originate in earlier consonantal contrasts, and suggested similar
mechanisms for Chinese. He established the correspondences -x = -? =
the ® toneme, and -s = -h = the © toneme. This theory has been accepted
by many scholars. Based on early transliterations from neighbouring
languages to Chinese, Pulleyblank (1962) supplied the same rule for the (©
toneme, while Mei (1970) supplied the same rule for the ® toneme.

In summary, the fundamental tonemes are traces of affixes:

(1) *-0 = @M: The ™ toneme is a trace of the morphophonological affix null.
(2) *X = ®: The ® toneme is a trace of the morphophonological affix X.
(3) *-S = ©: The © toneme is a trace of the morphophonological affix S.

Some actual etyma of the same root contain different fundamental
tonemes, since different morphophonological affixes have been formerly
added to the same root.

The ®) toneme is not fundamental. It is commonly applied to a syllable
that ends in a plosive. It substitutes for the fundamental tonemes.

The binary further tonemes ) and (-» arose when consonant voicing
was lost in the morphophonological C; position. Etyma with a prototypical
voiceless C; contain ) tonemes. Etyma with a prototypical voiced C; contain
(-2 tonemes. The third further tonemes 3 are related to length.

Tonemes are often identical in Sino-Finnic shared etyma. It implies that
not only the roots but also the morphophonological affixes are identical(Gao
2008 : 52, 128).

Three Sino-Finnic toneme correspondences are demonstrated in Tables
5, 6, and 7. Each toneme correspondence is exemplified by five etyma. I
do not extend them to other relevant languages, because it is not the focus
of the present study. In these tables, the Finnic tonemes are designated
according to the following rules (see p. 104):

Table 5
Sino-Finnic toneme correspondence: Finnic ) <= *-0 = Sinitic (4
DOMEstonian Finnish |Livonian|Beijing Yan Guangzhou Yue |Taipei Min
(6] |kala® kala® |kala® |[khijorn1]AD [khwen1)AD  |[kbunl]@Dd
fish”  [fish® [fish" |'big fish' (obsolete) big fish’ (obsolete) big fish’ (obsolete)
(4] lpala® pala® pala® [forn1]AD [fen 1]AD [hunl]AH®
‘piece’ |'piece’ |piece |divide; piece’ ‘divide; piece’ ‘piece’
(58] |pole-® jpala-® lpala-® |[forn1]A2 [fen]A2 [hu'n]A2
‘burn’ |'burn’ |'‘burn’ |burn (entirely)’ |burn (entirely)’ |'burn (entirely)’
(] jvala-® jvala-® |vala-® [[xuan1]42) [wen]A2) [hu'n]A2
‘pour’ |'pour’ |'pour’ |'mix (liquid)’ ‘mix (liquid)’ ‘mix (liquid)’
(5] Imaja® jmaja® \mgi® |[fan1]®2 [for |42 [po nd]42®
‘house’ ['hut’ ‘shelter’ 'house; room’ ‘room’ ‘room’
®(CL) [punl]™Y "divide'. ®(CL) [pa]A2.
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(1) a morpheme with a short V; and without any morphophonological affix
is classified as the ® toneme;
(2) a morpheme with the broken tone (in Livonian) or the morphophono-
logical affix X (realised as [x], [h], [A] or [ks] in Finnish) is classified as the
®) toneme;
(3) a morpheme with a long V, or with the morphophonological affix S
(realised as [s] or [:] in Finnish) is classified as the © toneme.

Table 6

Sino-Finnic toneme correspondence: Finnic ®) <« *-X = Sinitic (¥

DOM Estonian Finnish Livonian Beijing Yan |Guangzhou Yue Taipei Min
(%] [vana® vanha® vana®™ [?@anv]®[mani]® |[buiny]®®
‘old’ ‘old’ ‘old’ ‘late; eve’ [late; eve’ ‘late; eve’
(2] kohnA®  kehno® - [teionV]®)[ken /]BD  |[kinY]®
‘thin’ ‘wretched; bad’ ‘tight, fast’ 'tight, fast’ ‘tight, fast’
(4] ponia®  pohja® pii 0j®) [per]® |[pek1]®D  |[pok 1]V
’base; north’ 'base’ ‘base; north’ | north’ north’ ‘north’
($8] |kaisi, -e®  |kaisi, -e® kee’s® [G5:v]®  |[si1]®Y [t Y]®)®
’hand, arm’ ['hand, arm’ ‘hand, arm’ ['finger’ finger’ ‘finger’
(k] wesi, -e®  |vesi, -e®) ve’5®) [ster]® |[sej1]®BD [suz]®®
‘water’ ‘'water’ ‘water’ ‘'water’ ‘water’ ‘river’
@(CL) [mi]®. ®(CL) [pak 1]®Y. ®(CL) [ki:Y]® ‘to finger’. ®(CL) [Gsuz¥]® "water'.

Table 7
Sino-Finnic toneme correspondence: Finnic (9 < *-S = Sinitic (©)

DOM [Estonian Finnish Livonian |Beijing Yan Guangzhou Yue|Taipei Min

(5] |kaldaS©  |kaltaS© |- RanV]©  |[nonl]©  |[gand]©
"shore’ "shore’ ’shore’ ‘shore’ "shore’

(] |taevas© |taivas©  |tovaz© [fsouN]© [tsewJ]©2  |[tigyH]©
sky, 'sky, sky, ‘upper space’ |'upper space’ |upper space’
heaven’ heaven’ heaven’

(7] |66© y5(©) 70(©) [21e:N]© [je: 1] [2ia1](€
‘night’ ‘night’ ‘night’ ‘night’ ‘night’ night’

(&1 kolbaS-©  |kelpaS-© |kolbo-© |[Gh1a:N|©  |[hep|®D  |[khap]®D
suit, fit’ ‘suit, fit’ ‘suit, fit' |'appropriate’ |'appropriate’ |'appropriate’

(1] pelgaS-©  pelkiS-© |- [phra:\]© [pha:1]©D [pha:N]©D
‘fear’ ‘fear’ ‘fear’ ‘fear’ ‘fear’

CAVEATS: Since the fundamental tonemes are secondary and originate
in morphophonological affixes, it is difficult to say whether the identical
tonemes on both sides have identically survived from the antiquity, or
whether they have been coincidentally added to both Sinitic and Finnic.
The chance to get an identical fundamental toneme in a pair of words is
1/3. It can be coincidental. However, the toneme correspondences can affirm
that the morphophonological affixes are identical in Sinitic and Finnic.
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4.2. Some notes on onset correspondences

The shared etyma demonstrated in the rhyme correspondences enable two
onset correspondences to be established as well (Tables 8, 9). Here I will
not supply these correspondences with more etyma, or extend them to
other relevant languages, because it is not the keynote of the present study.

Table 8
Sino-Finnic onset correspondence: p- <> f- < f- < h- (p-)
DOM |Estonian  |[Finnish |Livonian Beijing Yan Guangzhou Yue [Taipei Min
(4] pala pala  pala  |[forn1]@D [fen-1]AD [hu'n1]An®
‘piece’ ‘piece’ |'piece’ |divide; piece’ |'divide; piece’ |piece’
(5] palav® |pala- |pala- |[forn1](»2) [fen\]A2) [hund]Aa2
‘hot’ ‘burn’ 'burn’  |'burn (entirely)’’burn (entirely)’ |'burn (entirely)’
() puge- puke-  pugii-  |[fu1]A2) [fu'k]]©2) [hok -Y]®2)
'squeeze’ |'dress’ |‘creep’ |dress’ "dress’ ‘dress’
®(CL) [punl]AD "divide’. ®pale- burn’.
Table 9
Sino-Finnic onset correspondence: v- < xii- < w-/f- < h-
DOM [Estonian  |Finnish Livonian Beijing Yan Guangzhou Yue|Taipei Min
(] wala- vala- vala- [xton1]®? |[wenW]*?  |[[huni]®?
‘pour’ ‘pour’ ‘pour’ 'mix (liquid)’ |'mix (liquid)’ ['mix (liquid)’
(5] jvaja vajaa vajag [xaanl]®D |[fonl]Ad [ho n1]ADL?
'shortage’ |'incomplete’ |'necessary’ |'desolate’ "desolate’ ‘desolate’
(=] woi vai ol [xiio \]J©2 |[wa'k/]P2  |[higk Y]
‘or’ ‘or’ ‘or’ ‘or; confused’ |'or; confused’ |'or; confused’
®(CL) [h: 1], ®ghifted from [xiiy:N]©.

An onset correspondence is similar to a simple sound correspondence,
but it includes both initial and medial speech sounds. An onset correspon-
dence is less evidential than a rhyme correspondence, because an onset is
simpler than a rhyme. Moreover, Sinitic has more onsets than Finnic, so
that different Sinitic onsets are mapped to the same merged onset in Finnic.

Returning to the keynote of the present study, Finnic has more rhymes
than Sinitic, thus the rhyme mapping from Finnic to Sinitic is more defi-
nite and the rhyme correlation is more evidential. The Sino-Finnic (including
Uralic) affinity is additionally supported by the rhyme correspondences
between Sinitic and Uralic languages.

4.3. Notes on methods

Finally, returning to methods, I would like to remind the reader that it
was not comparative linguists but classical etymologists who personally
compared languages and proposed etymological equivalents. Although the
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etymologists made numerous mistakes, their contribution should never be
forgotten.

The major language families now claimed by comparative linguists were
originally not based on proto-languages. E.g., in the establishment of the
Finno-Ugric affinity, Finnish, Estonian, Lappish and Hungarian were
directly compared (see Gyarmathi 1799), instead of comparing Proto-Finnic
and Proto-Ugric.

Many Finnic roots have not been listed as Proto-Uralic merely because
their etymological equivalents do not exist (have got lost or have never
been identified) in other Uralic languages. It does not mean that these Finnic
roots are not old enough to be compared with other languages. When an
etymon is preserved in both Finnic and Ugric languages, it need not have
survived in all of the other related languages placed between them. Simi-
larly, if an etymon has survived in both Finnic and Sinitic languages, it
need not have survived in all the other related languages placed between
them. For this reason, even though the Uralic (or Finno-Ugric) language
tree is accepted, the corpus of Proto-Uralic (or Proto-Finno-Ugric) cannot
be used in further etymological studies.

The classical etymological method, which compares attested lects, is
more efficient and evidential. Certainly, it is not reliable to compare only
two lects. It is reliable if at least four representative lects (two from each
side) are compared. If all known related lects (like the ten etyma in the
rhyme correspondences demonstrated) are compared, it is very reliable.
The procedure has actually reviewed and re-analysed all the data that were
used to reconstruct the proto-language on the Finnic (Uralic) side. I am
not wasting my time. I do not rely on reconstruted languages.

If regular sound correspondences among the correlated lects are, in addi-
tion, established on the basis of a sufficient number of etyma, the etymolo-
gies are extremely reliable. The regular sound correspondences rule out
chance resemblances.

5. Conclusion

The present study explores rhyme correspondences between Sinitic and
Finnic (~ Uralic) lects, taking Finnish -ala and -aja rhymes as an example.
Two rhyme correspondences are established: (1) Finnish -ala < Beijing Yan
[-(@on] <& Guangzhou Yue [-(W)en'] < Taipei Min [-u'n]; (2) Finnish -aja
< Beijing Yan [-()a1n] < Guangzhou Yue [-(")oT1] < Taipei Min [-071)].
The rhyme correspondences are exemplified by ten Sino-Finnic (including
Uralic) shared etyma.
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Abbreviations

121-SW — S. X U (¥H). 30t [Shud wén jié zi], #fH (Luoyang) 121; 543-YP —
Y. Gu (H¥FE), £ [Yu pian], #5: (Nanjing) 543, 1008-GY — P. Ch én (Biiz4E)
et al., KAREBER [Da song chong xitu gudng yun], # 5t (Kaifeng) 1008; 1161-Y] —
L. Zhang (GEMBx), #8 [Yun jing] 1161; 2003-HKY — EiEs#5 A 7E [Yue-yu
shén-yin pei-ci zi-kt1], 2003. (online database) http://humanum.arts.cuhk.edu.hk/lexis/
Lexi-can/; 2011-TWM — Ze# [ e i s Bl [Tai-wan min-nan-yt chang-yong-ci
ci-dian], 2011. http://twblg.dict.edu.tw/; 2011-XHZD — it [Xin-hua zi-dian],
Jbxt (Beijing) 2011; Baxter-Sagart — Baxter-Sagart Old Chinese reconstruction
(Version 1.00, 20 Feb. 2011). http://crlao.ehess.fr/document. php?id=1217; CD5ST —
S. A. Starostin, I. I. Peiros, A Comparative Dictionary of Five Sino-
Tibetan Languages, Melbourne 1996; EES — I. Metsmagi, M. Sedrik,
S-E. Soo0s aar, Eestietlimoloogiasonaraamat, Tallinn 2012; LELS — T-R. Viit-
so, V. Ernstreits, Liivi-eesti-lati sonaraamat, Tartu—Riga 2012.
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II3HH-H T'AO (Tapry—Taninun)

COOTBETCTBUS PU®PM B KUTAMCKUX U YPAJIbCKUX SI3BIKAX
HA TIPMUMEPE ®UVHCKUX -ala N -aja

ABTOp M3y4JaeT COOTBETCTBUA pUPM B NpUOATTUIICKO-PUHCKUX (~ YPaTbCKUX) U
KUTaMCKMUX SI3BIKaX Ha IpuMepe PpUHCKUX -ala 1 -aja. BbIsBIIeHBI OBa COOTBETCT-
Bust: (1) puHckuit -ala < ceepHOKHUTaVcKMIt [-(Q)o'n] < KaHTOHCKUI [-(W)en'] <
TartBaHbCKMIT [-un]; (2) UHCKUIL -aja <> ceBepHOKMTaVickuii [-(G)an] < KaHTOH-
ckuii [-(W)Q'n] < tarBanbckuii [-Qn]. CoorseTcTBus MMEIOT 10 CMHO-PUHCKMX (BKIIO-
yasi ypalbCcKue) OOIIMX DTUMOJIOIMYECKMX eVHMNII.

108



