ANCIENT CHINESE -UNG, -UK, -UONG, -UOK, ETC.
IN ARCHAIC CHINESE

L1 FaANG-KUEI

In my article concerning the sources of the Ancient Chinese vowel 4,2 I have
pointed out that the system of riming in Shi-king is more strict than some scholars
are inclined to believe, and have reconstructed a number of Archaic Chinese finals,
showing that some apparent discrepancies in riming can be traced back to more har-
monious rimes, It is clear that we cannot freely admit licentic poetica as explanations
of rimes that seem at the first blush rather bad to us. True that exceptional rimes do
exist in Shi-king, but, considering the fact that Shi-king is a collection of songs,
popular ballads, etc. from various localities and possibly from different periods, we
have to admit that such exceptions are surprisingly few.

Karlgren, in a recent article of his?, has carefully examined some rime-categories
of Shi-king, and has reached some brilliant conclusions. Differing from his former
conception of rimes like [ ma: # miu which he considered to be imperfect rimes *mé:
*miu, he has found that they go back really to *md and *mio and that ¥ does not as
a rule rime with *& or ¥o®. This is important because it confirms my general view
about the rimes in Shi-king and, as we shall see later, about these particular vowels o
and . He has also elsewhere?? voiced the same general opinion about the strict Shi-
king rimes.

In this paper I propose to study majnly those categories containing a labialized
vowel, particularly rimes ¥ -ung, -iung, %% -uong, §f -swong, {L -dng, BB -uk, -iuk, Ik

-uok, Mij -iwok, &% -ak, etc. and we shall see that we can throw thereby a flood of light
on many other finals.

1) 4% a a9, Bulletin of the National Research Institute of History and Philology, wol. ITT
part I; see particularly p. 26. We shall use BNRIHP for this Bulletin inthis paper.

2} Shi-king Researches, Bulletin of the Museum of Far Eastern ARtiguities, No. 4, pp. 117-185.

%) Ibid, pp. 144-145. '

4} Xarlgren, the Poetical Paris in Lao-tsl, G5teborgs Hégskolus Arsskrift seeviii, 1032; 2 PD-
23-25. We need, however, to take his theory of a court-styled poetry with certain reservation. To
him there are very few exceptional rimes indeed; but this is due to his confusion of certain categories
which should be kept apart. As we shall see later, there are more exceptions than he iz able to
recognize, but these exceptions do not obliterate the main lines of distinction between the difierent
categories and should not be taken as the sign of identification of distinct groups of finals,
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A,

B.

I

Let us first examine how B -ung rimes in Shi-kingi—
-ung riming with -ung:—

ZEH AE 1 ¥ tung, B Fung, ] dung
W Bl 14 IE tung, ¥ mung (4 times)
AGE KE 2 HE tung, =7Fung
B k¥ 3 E dung, I fung
g ER 7 [ dtung, I kung
MEEZE 1 Tl dung, T kung
*HE Wik 6 [6] diung, B Lung
B BY : X kung, 2 kung
BJGHTFH 2 ¥ Kung, 3% sung
K AR 4 [ mung, VE bung

-iwong riming with -ung:—>

5 a5 2 K tung, ¥ bung, ¥ dwong

HE ¥ 3 #f piwong, I tung, fE dz'iwong

M s 3 3 piwong, 3 fung, Jf iwong®

Kt XEHE 2 J§ jwong, I tung

S5 BT 3 7 kung, 3K tung, JH fwong

Ky 5 4% tdiwong, HE ‘twong, F b'ung, 2% kung

T BEE 3 B dung, tiwong, JE iwong, Bl ziwong, 18 ts*ung

@ kA 4 IR diung, T kung, B isiwong, tsung, Jy lung

1} There are besides nine cases where ~jwong rimes with -iwong:—
JE dEiEkE 3 B ciwong, ® d'iwong

XK g% 7 @ $iwong, §f fwong

ot W3 4 % Isiwong, g fwong, & i$iwong, @ "twong
@ 4% 5 U iwomg, @ ziwong, B ziwong, f¢ d‘iwong
A hE 1 4t d2fiwong, Ji fwong, I} giwong

mE BRI ciwong, g5 fwong

A5 mE 8 3 gliwong, WF g'iwong

g @iElL 6 OF fwong, s agwong f
A Pl 1 B8 nilwong, B *fwong

2} Following Tuan Yii-ts'ai, Karlgren considers that %, %, ¥ and the following W, &

belong to one series of rimes. ‘This is plainly not permissible if we examine the manner of riming in
the two preceding stanzasi—

L E#H EZ R :E1l L
g, oG iIw:E I L
3, BHoRE: M Iw:E | L
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&l d'ung, & dz‘iwong

3£ blung, HE tsiwong, isung
# bliwong, 8 teung, B kung
BR ngiwong, 7% kung

B “fwong,. By kung

N ziwong, T kung

T4 ts*ung, Z& “iwong

C. -dng riming with -ung and -jwongr—

B Eung, W] dung, J5E bang, B tung

= mung, 3 tung, 35 ping, [l d'ung, 4 dz*iwong, Iy kung

3t g'iwong, & méing, FE lLwong, 3 jwong, W dung, UE
‘sgiwong, 4 tsung

%% kiwong, 33 ping, 3 g'iwong

& dtung, 5 pang

& blung, I ping, [l dung, $ de‘iwong

By kung, i t'ung, 3B ping

& sing, Ji iwong, Ff jwong, 1€ de‘iwong

H pdng, I kung

F ping, J§ iwong

AL Vung, it gtiwong, I3 ping

¥ plivong, & Ving, 3£ sung

v 10 §f ziwong, 59 ziwong, 3 ping

AHE &R 2
B BE 2
£ HE 3
P K 3
BE #Hk 6
ME IR
e Hyr 1
BE B 6
WA ERE S5
KiEe B
AN BETERR 3
Y ORI 4
KHE B 2
o Wil 2
KIE 5 2
Kt ¥@Em 3
K H&- 2
] E 1
e
D.

Kt LFH#% 2
M B 4
JE Bz

i EE 3
B AR 2

-fung riming with -ung and -jwong:—

Iy fung, -da'tung; B ptiung

B fiwong, W d'*ung, B -iwong, [F] dung
I pling, 1% dziung, T kung, B Vwing
7 néjung, YK tung, §l dung

#% ziwong, BR liwong, Fo t8'iung, T dung

Above is an exhaustive list of the occurrences of the final -ung as rimes in Shi-
king. We find that it rimes as often with itself (13 times) &s with final -jwong (15
times). It rimes with final -dng 9 times, but only § times with final -jung. Similarly
final -fwong rimes with itself 9 times, with -ung 15 times, with -dng 9 times, but with
-iung only twice. This is all the more telling as Ts%ie-yiin considers -ung and -iung as
one rime (3{), and if these finals maintain the same relation in the time of Shi-king
as in Ts*ie-yiin, we should expect that -ung should rime more often with -iung than with
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—iwong. But this is plainly not the case; on the other hand, -ung and -fwong are by far
the commonest rimes and -ung and -jung are rather exceptional. Most peculiar is that
-yng never rimes with -uoﬁg.

If Shi-king tends to discriminate -jung -wong from -ung and -iwong and
rimes them together only exceptionally, it would be interesting to see if the “Hie-
sheng” system would reveal the same peculiarity. T have made a careful examination
of all the words occuring in Kuang-yiin that belong to the category -ung, -iwong, and
found that -ung, -iwong and -dng very frequently serve as phonetic elements for éach
other. On the other hand -iung and -uong are only very rarely dragged into this group,
thus:—

& piwong: ¥ ping, pung: (B pwing] (cf. )

EE liwong: TR lung: FE Ddng

Rl dung: §f d'ung, d’*iwong, [d' iou]

T8 tstung: B is'dng: i tSiwong (?)

Z sjwong: & t'ang

4t sing: ., Y8 siwong

Kl wiwong: B ngung, ngdng

B fsung: B ts'ang

It gtiwong: Pt Yung: A Ving

i cqwong: 58 -ung, “fwong: 3L ung

i fwong: 3l t'ung

£ ptiwong, ¥, B btiwong: F§ ping, ¥ bdng: F, T blung: [ pliung]

Wi, ¥ tung: T d"jwong: (&, IR d'%ng: VI fung, ("awong [tuong): B dung,
Y uong]

#2 detiwong: Wi tsung, tsiwong: ¥§ di‘dng, [dz'uong]

. kung: iL kéng: IR gtiwong: I kung, {kuong): 41 kéng, [kuong): & %'iwong

[%*iung]
7 kung: ¥ sung, siwong, is'iwong, [suongl: Fi zmvong: (35, W8, »% siung): &
-ung: B ‘dng

B ming: §f méng, [muong]
[ nuong): P& nung: W niiwong: 8 ndng: [J§ ndu, Mf]

Cases like 2 mung, 35 dz'ung, 5% t'jwong, L k'ung, B niiwong which either
stand alone or serve as phonetic elements for identical finals are not here listed. We
can see at once that we have -fung forms mixed in only in three series and -uong forms
in six series. In all the other series we do not have a single ‘case of -jung or -uong.

1) Exceptional forms are put in brackets,
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These -jung and -uong forms are clearly exceptional occurences, all the more so if we
make a statistical investigation. I shall give an idea of how -jumg and -uong forms
stand in proportion to -ung, -iwong and -dng forms.

M 8] -twong: H\,ﬂ,’ﬁi,ﬁ,ﬁ’%,%:ﬂ»fﬁﬁfﬁ,ﬁ%,ﬁ:ﬁiﬁﬁﬁ,ﬂi‘é»ﬁ'ﬁaﬁ’ﬂ’dﬁ:m:Eﬁfﬁ?ﬁ»ﬁ,

“Ung:
-ang:
[-uong:

X -ung:

-dng:
-iwong:

[-uong:
[-zung:
M -ung:

-3wong:

-dng:
[~uong:
7y -ung:

-jwong:

-ang:

[~uong:

[-tung:
F -iwong:

" -dng:
-ung!
[-wing:

[-iung:

#to(23)

R0 REHEHE )

a8 @

% (]

I;%J%I’%JWI: %T[AL‘EE%,IE;%".[’%;Jﬁ,ﬁ]}ﬁ,ﬁ,]ﬂ!;ﬂ,ﬂlﬁ»ﬁ,ﬁ :ﬁ’a:ﬂ:
ﬂ’?ﬂﬂ:,!I’.I,i‘lﬁ,ﬁ,'h’aﬂ‘i’ﬁ,lﬁﬁ%,%ﬁ’i,g,%:%,iﬁ;%,ﬁ;@,ﬁ%%,ﬁ,
I 49

ST L AL BT LB AL AT B, TR T 15, 0, T W 30, 3,
¥ R BRI R (29)

fix, &, I8 M08, &35 400, UL 2 28 58, 38 B B B L B B R BV R B
(23)

%EL ()]

& )] '

R0 0 D B R L 0, S5 2 A B B0 BRI 0 2 2
3,70, %, 180, T, 0 48 2B o R B I R B R BB (43)

ﬁ:@,ﬁﬁ,ﬁ,ﬁ’iﬁ,ﬁ’"iﬁ,ﬁ;@:@)’E’Hﬁ:@;ﬁ,ﬁﬁ,@:ﬁ:@,ﬁyﬁﬂ’ﬁ’@’
&%, VI, 5., TR i K 6o 1 R R BB B ML (89)

11818 T M R T O

1, (2)] _

o0 0 5058 581888 %858 B8 (19

M‘,%;_ﬂ:’% !ﬂvf’k’ﬁ"m ’R’},Wi},'I‘é.‘»E:‘E&,ﬁi‘»ﬁﬂiﬁ»?Q,Pk’%.’b%,fﬂ,m‘, w3,
B 20 U B 50 6 B B 0 185515, 88 5 I 3 40)

B O

BE @]

LR (3]

300508 B 1. 50 1680 110, 26000 08 40 00 5 504 98 T 1,
ﬁ:ﬁ»“ﬁ!ﬁ)f*!ﬁrﬁ’ﬁ’ﬁﬁg (33)

BRI B H0 M R (1)

g»ﬂ%?r“-’?&:%’%;ﬁyﬁﬁf,f&%,%&&%f (13) f
15%"%%’;9 ,iﬁ»ﬁ,@,ﬂ%,g” {83

1) It is interesting to note that ¥ although it has 3% as its phonetic element, it vever mixes
up again with the -ung, -fwong and -dng forms except once in an alternative reading (¥ p'iwong,
p'iung). It is very likely 2s many scholars beliove that % has not = as phonetic after al,
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B [-uong: )ﬁ%ﬁ:‘%ﬁ%i}%‘mﬂ%ﬁ;ﬁ%’”ﬁ 91
-ung:  BEEAR  (3)
-wong:  HEUBTE B EEIRAR2E.8E ()
dngr BEURLERIREE.EEE (D)
[-Gu: bRAE (2]
[-au: A (2)

Tt is abundantly clear from the above six series that while -ung, -jwong and -dng do
frequently form one group of “‘Hie-sheng™ -uong and -iung are rarely admitted, There
are about 170 forms of -jwong, 130 forms of -ung, 60 forms of -ng against 17 cases of
-uong and 12 cases of -jung, many of which are alternative readings. In the light of
the dialectical conditions which Karlgren has cleverly pointed out in regard to these
finals, we can see how faithfully the “Hie-sheng” system has preserved the distinction
which we have found existing iti Shi-king.

The archaic values of the finals -ung, -iwong, -éng are, then, not difficult to deter-
mine, -ung comes from *-ong, ~iwong from *-jong and -dng from *-dng. Karlgren is right
in considering -ung to be archaic *-ong, -ing to be archaic *-dng, but he is completely
off the mark when he reconstructed *-jong for -jung and *_yong for -uong, which, as we
shall see later, must have had a different vocalism. If Karlgren's reconstractions were
correct, we shall see no reason why Sh‘i-king never has such rimes as H *-ong: Z&
*_yong, and very reluctantly presents I *-ong: (=4%) *-jong. His theory that
there is a greater similarity in syllable type between *Long: *g'dng (both'kai-k‘ou) than
between *tuong and ¥gtdng is equally unconvincing.! ‘We observe nowhere in Shi-king
a reluctance to rime ktai-k‘ou with ho-k'ou words nor words of the 1 divison with
those of the III. The case here is plainly that 3 -ung, §% -iwong do not as a rule rime
with £ -uong, 3 (Z4) -jung. They must have differed in their vocalic quality. As
-ung and -jwong represent Archaic *-ong and *-jong,? the problem is what are -uong
and -jung.

11

Now we come to the point where we should examine how finals -uong and
-jung® rime in Shi-king. T shall give the occurences in full/—

1) Ibid, p, 128

9 We need not operate with an *-jong as Karlgren did, once we can deterrmne that -jung
is not ¥-jong. *-iong develops beautifully into ~jwong as *kio > kiwo, although it is hard to ex-
clude the possibility that *jzyong might have also existed.

8) Those -jung forms which belong to the -gng, -tong group are not here included.
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A. -jung riming with -jung:—

B E¥ 2 W iung, B kiung

B 123 Ciung, B kiung (3 times)

Wz g 1 b Viung, B kiwig

Kt BEBE 3 Bh jung, £ tsiung

BE HE#H 1 & dung, @& tsiung, T ung, (B Vang

AHE HBED 5 R dung, #§ tétung, 11 i ung, [PE Vang] I d'iung, K nijung
I A 2 88 iung, B Viung

KIE AR 6w t'iung, [ Ywongl, I kiung

B. -iung riming with uong:—

KHE FE 2 g diung, B kiung, 52 tsuong, IR liom] 48 kiung

M B 6 2% tuong, §H gtiung

K HE 4 PR tiiung, de'uong, [dz'ungl, 5% fsuong, 52 tsuong, [[E Ving)
# dz'jung .

T B 2 fh dung, F osuong, P ¢ jung

C. Exceptional rimes :—

KiEg BEE 2 & tiung, [B Ving)
REgE B 1 [FE dom], B tSiung
Ki 28 4 R dem), 53 teuong
-3 A 2 tiung, BB ts'dm]
W EH 8 i d"iung, [ viom]

There are something very peculiar about this rime category, The first scholar
who singled out this category as distinct from K -ung, & -iwong, and I -dng is K*ung
Kuang-shen.’ Many have followed him, there are others who deny the existence of
such a category,? but on the whole I am inclined to believe that K*ung is right. There
are many exceptional rimes in this category, it is true, but such exceptions are rather
helpful in understanding its peculiar character. I shall give my arguments in favor of
K*ung’s classification.

1) -uong never rimes with -ung, -iwong but frequently with -jung. From the
state of affairs in Ts‘ie Yin, -uong and -iwong should be perfect rimes, but they are
strictly kept apart in Shi-king.

1) FEMEI.
2) EHEEH)A-e Recently [ﬂ% repeats Hsia's arguments with some variation in #4558
PEE (B4, 1, 1).

— 381 —



Li Fang-kuei

9) Inspite of the 5 cases of exceptional riming, -jung: -ung, -iwong, we find that
-iung more often rimes with itself and -uong. We know that forms with ~uong is not
very numerous in Ts'ie-yiin, and that these few occurrences in Shi-king exclusively
riming with -jung are all the tiore indicative of its special character as distinct from
-ung, -iwong (¥-ony, *-iong).

2) -fung rimes 4 times with forms with final -m (*-iom, *-om), -uong once. It
is very significant that ~ung, -fwong which occur far more frequently in’ Shi-kihg hever
once come into conflict with *-jom, *-om. That these exceptions occur only in forms with
final -fung, -wong needs explanation. : I think that the explanation most probably lies
in the dialectical condition of that time,» It is perfectly reasonable that in some dialects
*.iom, *-om on account of the following labial nasal -m have their *2 labjalized into an
u and that their final -m, after. giving the rounding effect to its preceding vowel,
weakens into a -ng, thus colliding with the original *-jung, ¥-ung. We have hardly
enough material yet in Shi-king to"even enable us to imagine what dialectical distinc-
tions are there among the songs gathered from the different principalities, but we can
hardly exclude such a possibility in exceptional rimes of this sort. One can also easily
imagine that they are due to text corruptio.ns, but these corruptions have a regularity
of their own, i. e. always -fung, -uong: -fom, -gm, which needs also explanation. We
have to assume then that Shi-king in the process of transmission was tinged with some
dialectical peculiarities of its transmitters, just like a Northern English text in the hand
of a Midland scribe. But we shall not go any further, this is beyond the scope of this
paper. We need only to know that -jom, -dm sometimes riming together with -iung,
-uong but never with “hng, -iwong (¥-ong, *-iong) clearly mark them as different in
vocalism,

4) The most disturbing element is the character [% ¥ang which occurs 4 times
as rimes, riming only with -jung, -uong and never with -ung, -iwong, or -dng, in other
words, it is kept away from Archaic Chinese *-ong, *-iong, *-dng. Words with the
same phonetic symbol & are also very complicated, we find,

%5, [ Ving: U kimg, Yuong, Yung; W& lung: Y& luong: B kin, kim, kung, etc.

So, besides words with final -dng, -uong, -ung and -fung, the:? are also quite a number
with final -m. In another word we are not clear about the’phonetic processes which
this word has undergone in becoming the Tsie-yiin ¥éng, I prefer to leave this word
aside, merely noting its peculiar behavior in the Shi-rimes.
e
1) Cf. E&FN’s theory in BNRIHP, pp. 403-416,
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'5) If the rimes in Shi-king manifest the tendéncy to keep -iung, -uong apart
from -ung and -uong, we may be interested to examine the ““Hie-sheng” system to see

how the matter stands there:—

% tuong: #% tSiung

B dung: B, B d'wong

E Liung: FE, HE ¥uong

R suong

W t'jung (only forms with ~jung)

e iS%ung: Ht tuong

B, néjung: [H ntiwong]

s tsuong: 5% di'fung: £ dztwong, [dz'dngl, {3 detuong, [ditdng): [ dz'dngl:
5 tsung]

A ngiom ?): 2 tSiung: Y tSiung, dztuong [dztung)

There are six series in which no -ung or -jwong or -dng forms €VEen occur. In the other
three series the total number of exceptions is 6 (1 -iwong, 3 -dng, 2 -ung). Against
more than 100 forms in -jung and -uong, the exceptions are only 6. This number is
quite insignificant, if we recall that in the time of Ts%ie-yiin there are dialectical con-
fusions of these groups and many double readings may indicate dialectical variants,

I think that T have produced sufficient evidence for the maintenance of Kung’s
special category. Withthe exception of the word {&, the Shi-king rimes as well as
the “Hie-sheng” system keep -jung and -uong apart from -ung, -iwong, -dng forms., We
have already determined the archaic values of -ung, -iwong and -ang, i.e. *-ong, *-iong,
*-4ng, we have no difficulty in determing the corresponding values of -jung and ~uong.
They are *-jung and *-ung. We can see how satisfactorily these reconstructions ex-
plain \irhy Shi-king rarely rimes 3 *-ong, §f *-iong, H (=) *-iung, 2% *-ung toge-
ther. Karlgren has very cleverly solved the problem of why Shi-king: rimes one kind
of -ju (< *-io *-gwo after a labjalV and < *jwo after a guttural and laryngal) with -g,
-uo etc, (K *.4, *-o, ete.) and another kind of -fu (< *-ju) with -su (< *-u) and never
mixes them up. Our case here is also analogous. Shi-king rjmes 3 -ung, §% -jwong
and {[ -4ng together, because they are Archaic Chinese *-onb, *-tong and *-dng and
rimes 3 (=) -iung and % -uong together because they represent Archaic Chinese
*-iung and *-ung, and as a rule does not mix them up. '

1) Final -jwo hasno words with labial initials, in other words, both *.j0 and ¥-jy0, if there
is any, pass on to -iy,
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Nor does the development of these finals into Ts'ie-yiin present any difficulty.
*.ong becoming -ung is natural. *-ung has developed a parasitic o between  and the
final -ng, thus giving -uong. *-iung and *-jong develop as they should into -jung and
-jwong. It would be now extremely interesting to see how the corresponding AR
appear in Shi-king and see if they confirm our theory, As we shall see later, they de
agree beautifully with our system.

* " *®

1 shall now turn to Karlgren’s rejection of my reconstruction, such as & kiung
< *Liuong. He thinks that 75 Liung is simply *kiung. I cannot agree to this. In the
first place, in proposing this he bas, I am afraid, taken liberty with the Shi-king
system of riming. His assumption is that*-jung and *-omg, *-jong are felt sufficiently
similar to be rimes. Such an assumption is unfounded. We have seen that there is a
whole group of *-iung and *-ung kept distinct from this -fung which rimes with -isng,
-ang. In the second place, in order to steer his course clear from this -iung, he has
reconstructed en bloc -ung, -jung, -uong, -iwong to be %.ong, *¥-iong, ¥-uong, *-iwong.
This is plainly not allowable. TFrom his reconstructions we see no reason why *-ong,
*.iwong never rime with *-uong and very exceptionally with *-jong, His theory that
* 4ng? (k'ai-k'oun), *-uong, *-iwong (ho-k‘ou) have an open o and *-ong, *iong a close o
fails at once to explain why ¥-uong: *-jwong—both ho-k‘ou and having an open of—
never appear as rimes, and *-ong: ¥-iwong—one k'ai-k‘ou and having a close o, the
other ho-k'ou and having an open o—are by far the commonest rimes in Shi-king! It
is clear that a distinction of *-ong *-jong, on the one hand, and *-ung, *-iung, on the
other, has to be reckoned with in the groups where Karlgren has indiscriminately
supposed an 0. This being cleared up, we can at once see that = kiung cannot be
*Liung, but *kiveng.

Furthermore this *-jusng is by no means artificial. We find only -zung forms
riming with -iong, -ong but not -ung forms, Karlgren has pointed out the double read-
ing of 2% miung, mung, but this is plainly exceptional. A study of “Hie-sheng™ of this
category: -ong, -iang, -fung reveals at once that -ung does not really existi-

*

5k pieng: 5 btisng, b'iung f
B btang: #) bleng bleng, [b'vng): {} pieng

% tong: §& d'teng: F tétong: 5 d'‘iong [d'png]

BE dfong: i Stong: L4, d"tom): (B @'uwong, d*ung): B dak: B ddi

1} This parasitic -6- may be at first of a rather specific nuance which we can not determine.
2) We have to put the character ¥ aside whose phonology is very peculiar,

— 384 —



Anciend

BB de'iong: W dong

s R diang

B téjong

Tt Siang

B lsang, deong: RY tsiong: §B dz'eng: [PR sung)
BE lieng: % long

E kg

ktong

kiang

bwong: 7 Vweng: [Zn kwongl: I jiung
*jang

B wiong

{15 niiong: T4 ndi

B mong: & miung, [mungl: = meng: 5 awong: 8 aweng: [BE mdng)

ESEDR

Among hundreds of forms there are only 3 series which presents forms in -ung, 7 all
told. Forms like f§ d*uong, d*ung P8 sung (3 all told) are very suspicious and are
probably spurious words. Only in the series &5 we have four forms of -ung. These
forms can be explained thus: either the labial initial influences the folloWing
*-wa- into u (no such forms as pwong, mweng in Ts'ie-yiin), or there is a tendency
to lose this .i- after the labials¥ (notice the double reading ZE miung, mung).
I am inclined to believe that the latter is true, Anyway Karlgren’s system leaves
us practically no *-ung in Archaic Chinese. This is impossible. I have demonstrated
however a whole group of *-ung and *-jung forms in Archaic Chinese. OQur system
of *-jusng for the type 5 and *-jung for the type ¥ is far more satisfactory.

One more condition in favor of our theory is that there is no -jweng (or-jusng)
forms in Ts'ie-yiin although there are -wang forms. It is quite natural that *-ws-
is retained in -weng but monophthongized after -i- into -u- (-iuﬁg), and so the develop-
ment of *-juong® into -ijung needs no such supposition as two different varieties of
ho-k'ou.® As a matter of fact the Ts'ie-yiin system plainly indicates this, we have;

k*ai-k*ou ho-kfoun
-ong: -wang, -f-—
tong: ——, -jung

This clearly shows an Archaic relation of *-ang: *.wong and *-jong: *~juong.

1) Cf. Karlgren, ibid, p. 147, note 1,
2} Itis immaterial to write the form either as *~juang or *-jwang.
8) Ishall revert to the -jwak forms later in discussing the A% words.
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I believe Karlgren has been misled by the conception that -sng'and -ung can
serve as rimes. As a matter of principle it is dangerous to suppose 2 and u are accousti-
cally alike, while we have, on the one hand, Shi-king rimes like ¥ *kek: §f *iwok: 4
*d"jok; 2 *mwek: R *g'isk, etc., and on the other hand, a host of “‘Hie-sheng" words
like -jang, -ang: -:ng (see list above). To put in one category three different vowels 2,
¢, and » is to presume too great a licentia poetica on the part of Shi-king; we have found
that *-jung, *-ung: *-jong, *-ong do not constitute a rime category. Karlgren’s theory
cannot be accepted.

We/may now sum up our reconstructions as follows:—

*.ong > -ung () *-dong > -iwong (&)

*.yung > -uong (%) *dung > -jung  (3R)

*.gng > -dng ({1) *juong > -jung  (3)
TII

Corresponding to the distinction 3 *-ong, §f *-iong and 2 *oung, I (Z5) *-fung
we expect a similar distinction in the “ju-sheng” rimes: J& -uk, ¥ -fwok, K -uok, B
(Z4&) -juk. Let us first examine the category -k, -jwok corresponding to our HE
-ung (< *-ong), 48 -fwong (< *-jong): '

A. -ukriming with ~uk:

B BB 1 8 kuk, jwok, R muk
AIE IRAKR 1 B kuk, fwok, K muk
AiE ASE 6 K muk, B Tuk, dwok
- KA &SR 9 BE luk, B kuk, 4 kuk, fwok
w  BR T B uk 5%k
AgE TR 3 ik luk fE bk, [Buok]. ik luk, B ‘uk
JoHe PEBR 7 W fuk, £ b%uk, [btuok]

B. -iwok riming with ~uk:

e BEY 4 A buk, I éiwok, E ngiwok ,c“

e KR 2 2 kuk, Bk luk, 2 (spwok

ARE B 2 R kuk, T ngiwok

A WE 1 a8 buk, 3 sfwok, B kuk, Jik de'uk

FEEep AR 2 ) suk, B luk, IR siwok, X ngiwok

M opHn 3 M Kiwok, B 2iwok, T ngiwok, T ngiwok, J dztuk
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EE B 1 W swok, 3B duk
B OMEA% 3 W swok Y duk, I d'uk, JF néiwok

C. -3k riming with <uk, jwok:

AMIE e D ZE siwok, BR ngdk, ngiwok, b puk, B kuk
BHE 458% 2 A kak, B -uk, B ngék, ngiwok, 3 ngdl, ngiwok, 2 tsjwok
A IEHR 18 B .uk, 52 kuk, ik Wk, % 6k, 55 duk
AEETEN 2 5 muk, B Bk S tsiwok, 55 kuk
ANIE TAR 6 W 4R, Bk
JEEEEE 3 A kL, d2uk
JOd BAB 4 kak, §5 ziuwok
D. -au, -ju riming with -uk, ~qwok, -dk:
K 3k 12 4 Fuk, ok, Bt uk, 35 ko
I HE 6 3 tsou, R ik
% A 1 BB Fiu, 8 ziwok, £ kuk, B tiin, E ngiwok, ] Fiwok
JRE BEE : $ ngak, 3 You ()
NIE BE 6 K muk, B b, B dou, B Siwok
E. «juk riming with -uk, -jwok:

AIE REE L & lwok, [5 Muk), J& gtiwok, Pk muk
B Bl 1 3\ Giwok, [55 siuk]

Leaving temporarily aside those «su, -ju which Karlgren has considered as exceptions,
we see that the parallelism with our group: 3 *-ong: §§f *-iong: iT. *-dng is perfect.
Among a host of -juk, -uok forms which serve, as we shall see later, as rimes in Shi-
king, only twice has -juk got mixed with -uk, -iwok, not a single case with-d%, we find
equally no -uok! forms dragged into this group. It seems abundantly clear that -juk
and -uok are not to be considered to have the same vocalism as -uk and -jwok which
rimes frequently with -4k, We can determine at once that -uk and -jwok have an o
vowel, namely *-ok and *-{ok? but -juk and -uof are different,

Nor do the rimes alone indicate this, the Hie-sheng system confirms the same
tendency:—

b puk: 11 p'ou, pi, [pioul, [Bok]: 4 ptiu: 4b p'8k
W dtuk: B dztik: T tsou

1} Except the word {# which has two readings. Karlgreu has arbitrarily taken £ to be
b*uok, and noglected the double reading b*yk, This is not permissible. Shi-king rimes clearly
indicates that it reads rather b*uk than biyok.

2) Here agaia we need not operate with an Archalc *{ywok as Karlgren did.
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B Biwok: 18 d"8k: 4% d'uk: T tou

Z¢ ¢iwok: WK 1'8k: WK t'ak, luk

JE Tuk: B wiwok

I siwok: I suk: BX sdk: UK suk, sdk, sou; Bl siu: § sou, [sizu]

2wl B Blak: B Eou

45 Kiik: 45 tatiwok: i} Vuk,

B Tule: ¥ iwok: #y 1

5% ngiwok, ngdk: 33k ngk

B uk: & gk

Ay FE muk

s Pule

(% iukl: 5§ duk: 55 ziwok

K& niiwok: $§ niiwok, [nuck): J§ #dk, [nuok]

ik luk: 3% liwok: %] pdk: [3§ b*iuk]

% ngiwok, sjwok [siuk]: Uk ngiuk]

& buk [piuk]: 5 buk, [buok]: § bliwok: R puk, buk p'ak, [6*uo]: B p'ak:

[ pak]

B tsiwok, tsiu: YR 1stjwok, ts'iak, JE tsdl: [3T tgtiuk): (P 1s"dk]
In the 19 series of phometic compounds which present -uk, -jwok forms only in six
series we meet forms in -wok, -iuk, 19 cases all told against hundreds of forms in -uk
and -iwok. We have to conclude that K -uok and B (=%) -juk are different in
vocalism from -uk, -iwok which are archaic *ok and *-jok, and are forced to reject

Karlgren’s reconstructions that they came from *.qok and *-fok.
v

We may now examine how -iuk,D -uok are used as rimes in Shi-king:—

A.  -uk riming with -juk:

CUNGE B 4 8 Muk, B vk, #H fuk, O b'uk, I pink
KA AR U B sk F uk, (R tsiok]
JEE B A siuk, B omiuk
AERFTHIT 2 $F tiuk, 15 siul, & xiuk, Fi=g b‘im/fc
Wi AEE 3 BE Lk 2 bk, 7 sivk
B LA 6 BT wh, 3 eiuk
B OIm& 2 AN Muk, f8 ik, Gu

1) Those -{uk forms like #% piuk which bele gs o the -iak, -2k group are not here included.
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B, -uok riming with «juk:

s BB b W kiuk, 1B piuk, F uk, 55 duok

=3 HWED 2 49 kiuk, B tuok

F Wl 3 45 huok, kdu, $§) kivk

B BE 3 B lub, B dRuk, 55 siuk, % kuok, kiu
KUEBE B 8 tsfiuk, & kuok, kiu

BE CFEE 3 i tsiuk, 75 link, 8 kuok, kiu
KOME & g 11 i dijek, £ biuk, FF duok

C. -iek riming with -juk:

KHEF 2R 11 5k dliek, B biuk, 35 d'uok
A KE A HER 3 B cjuk, B itiuk, 5 Siuk, Y, ts%iek, 17 siuk, T otk

D. -jou, -du, -jew riming with -juk:

T hREFE 2 A5 siu, B sieu, § siew, Wit Liuk
a5 WA 3 dh duk, [ d%u, T e, B xdu
K B3 i Sk, Y2 kicu

Leaving temporarily aside those -iou, -ien, and -du forms, we find that -iuk, -uok
and less frequently -iek rime together freely, and except the two exceptions listed
in See. III we find no instance of -uok, -juk riming with -uk, ~iwok Karlgren’s
reconstructions which suppose an -o- vowel alike in these finals, i.e. IR *-uok, B
(Z55) *-iok, B *-ok and JE *-jwok, at once fall to pieces in failing to explain the
distinction which we have discovered in Shi-king,

The case here is exactly parallel to i *-omg, Gi *-iong; & *ung, T (=55)
*.jung studied above. These finals -uok, -juk, are kept apart from B *-ok, 1§ *-iok,
4§, *-4k in Shi-king because they represent Archaic Chinese *-uk, *-juk.2 The principle
that Shi-king does not as a rule confuse 4, o on one hand and « on the other is here
firmly established, thus:—

i
/

1} There arc, however, a few instances where -gplk rimes with -Eik, -Gk etc. “‘Hic-sheng'’
shows clearly they are of a different origin and are not to be confused with the -uok here. We shall.
have chance to discuss them later.

2} Ishall discuss the -2k forms in a later chapter.
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Group: o, & Group: ©

B Bt i A & B

— e, e PR .
*.0, *-uo; L T ¥.ip, *-fwo %oy oy

X & iL % (=5
*-ong, *_jang, *-fing *.ung, %.fung

B bt 52 iR B(=40
*-gk, *_jok, *_ifs *auk, Fofule

ue . #

1 shall now turn to consider Karlgren’s rejection of my reconstructions such as
BB b%iuk < *b'jusk. According to him, as in the case of 5 kiung, he thought that i
b'iuk was simply *b%uk and that it rimed with *-iok, *-ok etc. because *-uk and *-ak
were considered similar enough to rime. This is impossible, for the same reasons
I have given above for -fung.” We know that this -juk cannot be *-juk because it is
distinct from the -iuk and uok forms just analysed which are Archaic Chinese *-juk
and *-uk. Here again in propdsing this, Karlgren has left us no *-uk in Archaic
Chinese; a study of the “*Hie-sheng™ words of this type: §it b%uk at once reveals this:

ik biou, btiuk: Tk briuk: HR bk

18 bwi: i bwai: Y btiuk, [bus]

BR bjul: ¥ btiuk, btok

e miuk

B biuk ptiok: X piow: A biek: [ bU4k]

T n¥i, i Aeiuk, T Riuk, Rik

B Vwok, 1 jiwek: BB, “iuk, jiwok, ziwok, B wwsk: § kudi

A dow: [ jruk: W wudi: 3#F jwi f

BE mou: 45 mubi: 35 miuk: g mivu
This is all the more unlikely as Karlgren has reconstructed™}: mou < *mug. If *mug
existed, why not *muk? His system is clearly defective, and can not be accepted.
There is, however, one fact which seems to stand against my system: fig b%uk < *b*iuak.
There are in Kuang-yiin such readings as 3 jiwok, which seems to indicate that *-juok
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is retained rather than develops into -juk. This, of course, has been duly seized upon.
. by Karlgren, and i1as been used as the main argument against my theory, At the
first blush, it' does seem that Karlgren was right and that *-fuek is preserved; but on.
closer scrutiny I find that Karlgren has been led astray on this very point. This is:
all the more fatal because. it forces him to reconstruct en bloc in finals, & -uk, *®

-wok, 1§ -iwok, B (=%) ~iuk an o vowel, neglecting a foundamental difference of o: u.
Let us examine those -jwsk forms carefully.

"lﬁfﬂﬂﬁ] piak: E»E’WE'J-’*EEEE;@JEE»%:@’E
FEBL  ptiok or ptiwak: IF NG IR IR A81558, 51, B M= F8). 8% AR 8E
Fri@tn  b'ick or btawsk: ﬁ,@,ﬁ»ﬁ,ﬁ’ﬁgiﬁ:ﬁg
REY  Jhwek: i&,ﬂﬁ,ﬁéﬁ:ﬁ,ﬁyﬁ»ﬁi,ﬁ,ﬁ-ﬁEd@‘iﬁ'ﬁ
DLBY  wiwak: BRI 2 0% 6k B (= R i, A2 VR
1. Except those dubious forms like B[, 5, & 1, it f] . 52,08 all words have:
either 'g;"dr B as their phonetic element, Two cases have 4.

L A

2. Those that have W%, |f as phonetic elements are clearly exceptional, because
W, il all have a final £, It would not interest us how they are listed here, but they
are likely to be due to dialectical mixtures.

3. Itis doubtful whether to consider series b and ¢ as k'ai-k'ou or ho-k'ou,
Chen Li i #%,0 for instance, considers them to be k'ai-k*ou because in the first place
58 which serves as T*sie is k'ai-k"ou and in the second place there are no other kai-
kou words with p°, b*. This doubtful character of these groups is still secondary.

4, Many of these words have double rZading in <juk, & piock (piwek?), biuk, &
piok, piuk, 18 pick, piuk, §§ pick, piuk, B§ b4ek (btiwok?), p'iuk, 55 bk (Biwak?), p'ick
(p*iwok?), piuk, Bl p'iok (piwok?), p'iuk, piow, BR wiwok, juk, B jiwok, viwok, juk. Karlgren
has also noticed this, but entirely in a different light, He thought that the distinction
is real, but he fails to explain why words like &,18,88 .75 . Bl.%k. 2 have double read-
ings while their meanings are identical. Karlgren's assumption that they were
originally different is unlikely. These double forms must have arisen either as
dialectic doublets or one of them is an analogical reading. We have so far in
discussing Chinese phonology made little use of analogy.{ but. such. a forceful
principle so well tested in many languages cannot leave no trace in Chinese. We
can at once realize why J§ ‘iuk, I piuk etc. have also forms in - (w) ok, because
a host of words like 8§, 5% Ywok, B Fwok, 3§ piok, 4 b ok, etc. cause an analogical -2
to be reinstituted where -juk is phonetically expected. More interesting is the double

1) HENE.
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reading Z b%; (w) ok, b*uk. There we have in 48 b*iuk and original *b%uk, the s there
is plainly analogical, after such forms as %j 8%k, 5& piok: 7@ piuk. Inthe other -jwok
forms which show no double reading, it is the analogical reading which has survived.
Tt is of course impossible to exclude a possibility that certain dialects have preserved
the archaic *~iusk and others bave simplified it to *-juk, but in the face of the fact
that no -iweng forms exist in Kuang-yiin, I am rather inclined tojthe view that these
-swek forms are analogical. The reverse that -iuk is analogical is impossible, Thus:

ktai-k*ou ho-kou
-ak -wak, [no -uk]
~iak: [-tesk analogical], -iul

Cf. the exact parallel with -{eng: -fung.

The law I wish fo establish here is this: Archaic *-wang, ¥-wek are preserved
as such, but after a medial - they became -jung, -iuk. Kuang-yiin -jwsk is analogi-
cal.

Let us sum up briefly our results:—

ol D -k (B) *jok > -iwok (V)
¥k T -uwok (IR) -k > oquk (B)
vak > Bk (51 duk > -k (R)

Karlgren’s reconstructions, I believe, fail, because

(1} They cannot explain why Shi-king and the **Hie-sheng” system keep &
-uk, 4 -fwok apart from IR -uok, B (=58) -iuk.

(2) Histype B *b%uk is based on the assumption that -uk can serve as rime
to -ok. This assumption is without foundation.

(3} He leaves us no forms with *-uk.

(4) He fails to recognize certain analogical processes which are of paramount
importance.

v

I shall now go on to revise some of my reconstructions as expounded in
my article mentioned above in the light of these new finds. First, about forms
like 35 piou A5 jiew which rime with *-jok, *-dog, *-ok, *-ag, etc. I agree with
Karlgren in thinking that there is a labial element in the final, particularly
because all words of this type have either labial, guttural, or laryngal initial as
clearly pointed out by Lin Yii-t'ang.? This agrees beautifully with -juk (< *-jusk),

1} #kilsk: FIMZ=#R%Eik, BNRIHP, vol. 11, part 2,
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-jung (& *iuong), -wok, -wemg which also have only either labial, guttural or
laryngal initials. It is hardly wyet time to surmise how the labial element in
this group which has % as the main vowel gets associated with certain definite
types of initials, perhaps comparative study of Sinitic languages will finally
reveal the secret, but, for the time being, we have to be contented with such an
observation which is important. On the other hand, I cannot agree at all with
Karlgren in assigning an » head vowel to them, 75 *piug, A *giug. This is evidently
impossible, because it would then rime with the type f§ *5%uk, 5§ *siuk which are
kept distinct as we have already seen. I think we have here really to do with Archaic
*piuag, *giuag.

To this, however, there is one objection, We have such forms as 4§ Ljwi for
which we have to suppose equally such a development: *kiuag 3> * kjwsi > kjwi, Then
we are unable to explain why in one case *-g becomes -i and in the other case *-g
becomes -u. This T have seen already in my former article, and have expressly left
this question open (p. 33).) But in the present state of our knowledge, we may look
at such contrasts, € kjwi: [ kiow differently, at least in a manner different from
Karlgren’s conception. To my mind, it is not f kjwi: [ kisow, 8, kjwi: Ju Liow that
are interesting but rather their double readings:

i Fjwi, Liou

® o pYwi, ptiew

T/ o, piou

&  pjwi, BYwi, piou .

T AR LI 5% wi, gtiow |

B Hwi, gion
According to Karlgren's reconstruction, they would go back to two different forms,
namely i *kiuag, *kiug, etc. This is unlikely; on the other hand, we can see no
objection why such double forms cannot represent two different lines of development
from one single form, due either to dialect mixture or due to some sort of accentual
difference. In one case the -3- is accented, thus ¥kjudy > *kiusi > kjwi, in the other
case, the -u- {or -w-) is accentuated, thus slightly, labializing the -s- and consequently
the final guttural -g, giving *kjtieg > *kiuu > Iipu. This ma{ be a dialectical differ-
ence or may be variations in one dialect. Cf. Modern English give, gave, (dialectical
forms displacing the old Chaucerian yeve), and such double forms as off and of, (due to
accentual difference)} or such variations in pronunciation as new [nu], [niu]l. We have
hardly yet enough data about the earlier dialect conditions, but it is beyond the slight-

1} In Kaslgren's criticism of my reconstructions {p. 149) he seems not to have noticed this.
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est doubt, that many double readings in Kuang-yiin are dialectical variants and that
Kuang-yiin has even collected dialectical words.

We cannot, then, accept Karlgren’s reconstructions such as 7 *piug, H *giug,
because they do not satisfactorily explain_the Shi-king rimes, (*-jug: *-iog, *-og, *-iok,
#.p% would not do) and because they do not asa rule rime with {8 *b%uk, 18 *siuk
which we have just established to be genuine *-juk. 1 believe that *piusg, *giueg. are
much more satisfactory, thus, leaving the question of different lines of development
open,

Similarly Karlgren's reconstruction for the type fi meu < *mug is also unsatis-
factory. Here again I think that this type is ho-k*ou, but it is not *mug, but *muag.
To this a similar objection can be raised, that we have the type 4§ mudi which goes
back also to *musg. IHow can we explain then that *muag, in one case, gives Ancient
Chinese mau and, in the other case, muai? There are four conditions, I believe, which
are definitely in favor of our view, and explain how these variant forms arise.

1) All those forms with -ou which belong to this type, namely riming in Shi-king,
or forming phonetic compounds with Archaic *-sk, *-ag, *-isg, *-uag, etc. have Jabial
initials. This seems to indicate that such forms are due to development under some
special conditions.

2) All these words, with very few exceptions, have shang-sheng? in Kuang-
yin, They practically all occur in four series of Hie-sheng :

s U, 5% bou® 8, &) poul® , B blou® , bludit , 1L p'au®, biou@,
buai®) , B plou® , btaul , & blou12®, fE bleg D) | 52 pigy()

3 bl |, B, B bu® , # plau®, bou® , $F Bould , B, ¥, Bk plout®
B4 (=18 B 5 BE B mou®® , ) mou® , i mou®

j& mou( . .

Tl (=) mou®

There are altogether 7 forms of-ou in ping-sheng, three of which are alterna-
tive readings, 6 forms in ktiu-sheng, including one alternative reading. All the other
forms have shang-sheng. From the fact that shang-sheng dominates in these words
we can see another condition under which *muag tends to become mau.

3)“' More interesting are such words as }¥, #2 which yave the form b'su, p'ou in
shang-sheng but b*uii in pting-sheng. Such contrasts are very significant and strong-
ly favor our interpretation that in words with labial initials and in shang-sheng *-uag
tends to become -au, otherwise -ugi. We may assume then that in shang-sheng words
the *-u- is accented and in other tones the -2- is accented, thus

1) I shall denote the three tones, pling, shang, k'in, by numerical figures 1, 2, 3 xespectively.

— 394 —



Ancient

Shang-sheng: *mieg < *mun < mou

Other Tones: ¥mudg < *musi < mudi

4) Anocther difficulty which has to be removed before our theory can be said
to be definitely established is this; are there forms in shang-sheng which have a labial
initial and a final -udi-, for instance mu@i? If there are quite a number of them, our
theory will have to be discarded. Let us look them up in Kuang-yiin. There area
few words, but such words like gk, ¥E b*«di apparently do not belong to our Archaic
category here, and have to be eliminated. There are only two words left, i.e. 4,
mudi., These extremely limited occurrences appear at once to be exceptional if we
consider hosts of forms, like mudi, puidi etc. in other tones. We can then on the
whole consider {he two lines of development as outlined in 3) to be definitely establish-
ed. These two forms in shang-sheng can be either treated as plainly exceptional or as
aralogical forms, particularly as 4§ mudi occurs also in k'iu-sheng. We can easily
imagine that 4% *muag (shang-sheng) which should give us moy is influenced both by
the k*iu-sheng 4§ *muag which gives us regularly mudi and by a large group of words
in other tones having 4§ as phonetic element.

If we accept our reconstruction # mou < *musg, we can see why i, gl rime
more than ten times with *-jeg, *-ag but never with *-juk nor with *-jug, a form which
we are going soon to establish. Such frequent rimes as these, I believe, cannot be
explained by such different reconstructions as *-ug: *-ag which, at their best, involves a
good measure of licentie poelica and only allowable in rare cases.

VI

We shall now pass on to some very complicated groups of words whose values
in Ancient Chinese are %% -du, & -au, 1§ -idu, i -iew, J; -iou. Karlgren has proposed
a whole set of values for these finals, they are:—

Archaic: *.op *-dg *-idg *-idk *-i0p
Ancient : -gu F-ouw -idw -tew  -fou

I readily agree with him in assigning some sort of an fo— vocalism to them, all
the more willingly because I have already suggested a labjal vowel for part of this
group in my previous article (p. 20), but I thought then that this labial vowel must
have existed anterior to the shi-king period. This series of reconstructions is on the
- whole very reasonable, but it does not seem to explain all the facts which the Shi-king
rimes dnd the Hie-sheng system reveal to us,
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In the first place, Karlgren considers Tuan Yii-t'sai’s distinction of two cate-
gories of Z# -du artificial, and combines them together. Iis theory is that in Shang-
sheng -4u somehow tends to rime with -jau, but he noticed too there are 12 cases
where words with tones other than shang-sheng rime with -jau.? Further more there
are 3 cases of -du in shang-sheng, words which are kept clear from -fou, -du of the
other group. These have to be explained, and cannot be considered as accidental.

In the second place, in assuming a vowel alike for these groups, Karlgren gets
away with explaining exceptional rimes in which he sees the identification of these
two groups. But at the same time he incurs, I believe, the duty of explaining why
one group of -4u is on the whole kept separate from the other. Only five times does
-6 (3%, 71, B2) confuse with -du, -jou of the other group, and seven times forms like
-idu, -tey Time with -du, -iou of the other category. If -du of both categories repres-
ents an Archaic *-og, why in many cases of p'ing-sheng and k*iu-sheng are they kept
distinct? The exceptions are not numerous enough to suppose an identification of the
two groups. On the other hand, can we not view these exceptional cases in another
light, namely, as an indication that their vowels are similar but not identical?

In the third place, words like % kdu, kuok, [ d‘du, 5 xzdu, 45 siou, Hi £,
¢ kiou sometimes rime with -juk (see sec. IV), which is an Archaic *-uk; on the other
hand, words like 2, 28 mdu, 3| tdu, ¥, tfidu, J7 t$idu, ¥ -au often rimes with -iak
(£ *-iAk),9 -&k, and -8% (< *-a%?).» They do not mix. This is very important, be-
cause it clearly points out that we have to do bere with an opener and 2 closer variety
of labial vowls., They are not to be confused.

In the fourth place, let us examine if the Hie-sheng system gives us some hint
as to whether there is a real distinction between these two categories, or a fictitious
one invented by Tuan Yi-Ts‘ai.

I. Tuan’s second category:

£ pidu : B plau

W] pik - 55 pao : 43 ptidu

I tiek: 45 tiew: 3 tiek, “ddu, "iak: Zj t'iok Ziak, ts'iak: 35 ‘iak, -dk: % -ak, -au
R, mau, mék : Ji midk, midu

1) I might add two more: K A 3 3t d'“juk, B d'du, W t"'geu, IF xdu and S FEH T
3 B pdu, 15 xdu, 8 Ziew. In the last case, Karlgren considers the rime to be %, I, #F, M. This is
pot allowed from the manner of riming in the two preceding stanzas :
1. B & W
208 | #EFF
3. BN ¥ 5 E
2) Accepting temporarily Karlgren's reconstructions.
3) Notice that not even Archaic *-ok is allowed.
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78 dbiek, dak : §B d'du, dbiek : M8 jak : B "% 2 ey ; 3 d™au : H {du

A, 1 sitw : MY siew T sau : §)] siok 1 ¥ gk

B tsiak ;BB tsicu 1 B dRak

B Uk R t8ak 0 B Yau B 4Gy, $ d%en

i tiek, tiew : T fsibiu

B niiak @ 35 niek : 5 fvk, Rdk : 45 niew

B 10w 2 % Liew : 25 16k : o ¢''au

B kiek, tak, kiew : 3 I'ak, Kiek : ] Yok, kiew : 3% “idu : Y Fou

B o [ Biew : 85 Kok, ou : B Kiek : ER du

B midu : i mow

A Sidu t P tetau ; [M sa)

B fedu : 8B tsticu ¢ TR fe%ieu: [$5 sou, siu)

o dotau : JHE tsidu : i tsdu

J] tdw s B taw ; 5B d'tidu 2 =] teu

Ik & idu : G dew : Bk d*du : Bk t'au

o B Lidu c R Uew : 2B 1w §5% ldu, Yau

T -jdu 2 I8 cdew

B Vi 48 aiiu i

i kdu 1 B Kow : 5 g : 35 tidu, Bidu, gide, gtiak, Eiak : 3B xak, VL,

[Yuok] : 15 wdk, [zuk, zuok]

BE ngiew : ¥ g*idu : B ek, kiew + ¥ nau, viu : (B Zou, *au]

5 kdu « E7 wiew, Bjaw - 6 téink, [kuok)

H ngdu : B ngaw, ngdu : BE ngau, ngbu, [ngisu]

E miu : 28 mik, [muk] : % pidu

T dok : 58 ddu 2 [ dul

$& fsicu : HE siew : FE tsau : Y teiak, tajdu : g@ tsdk : [28 tsiou]

8¢ ngdlk, ngau, 1k : §8 jak : 8 Liek : B p'ak, 16k, lick, [p°uk, luok, luk] : &

' L : B Tiek, [ldt]

B yak : 5 -ak, [uok] : = kak [Vuok, Yuk, ngek] : (5 Yuk] : B kak, bau

% blau, [b'uk) : B§ ik, [puok] : 7 pik, [puok] : 4% pik, pik, PAU

[ Yuok] : B k'ak : 5 Yk : [}E wuk] : BE [uk] [J’dky

(% fou] : #E idu

B ptidu, btau : [ btiou]

R bu, “idu: BR au ¢ K ["uok] : [ff "jwo]

This category, as the above list indicates, combines frequently such forms as

-Gk, ~jak, ~iek, ~Gu, -au, -jiu, -ieu but have -uok, -uk forms only in eight series and -jou
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forms in five. There are altogether about 20 cases of -uok, 11 cases of -uk, 2 cases of
-juk, and 12 cases of -jou against handreds of forms in -du, -iu, -Gk, -iek etc. in the 36
series listed above. We have to conclude that this groups is on the whole kept away
from -uok, -uk, -iuk, and -jpu as the Shi-king rimes reveal to us. The number of ex-
ceptions can, however, be further reduced, if we recognized in the -uok forms such as
5 ‘uok, 15 xuok (alt.) an origin different from that discussed in Section IV, Shi-king
rimes also manifest it, for instance,

B Bzok 1 B detdk, 3% pdk, IR ok, 8% 1k, nghk
A BE 2 IR -uok, ¥ lak, ngdk,
FHE AR 4 JB ngiak, 3£ viak, 15 gtiak, Kidu: 2B mdu: J§ «bk, wuok,
[xuk], 88 tak
This -uok, then, must have an opener -o-, perhaps *-udk, different from the
other -uok (*-uk) which rimes frequently with *-iuk.

I1. Tuan’s third category: We have to eliminate from this category those
ju-sheng words like 4% kuk, F ngiwok which we have studied in Section III and have
nothing to do with this category. The Shi-rimes and Hie-sheng have been given
above. On the other hand, those words with finals -uok, -juk discussed in Section IV
have an intimate relation with -duw, -isu here and have to be included.

B wiuk, 1 iuk, t'jou

i teiow: Jff ttdw, dtdu: G dtew: I ¢'*ow, tau: 8 ttick
R teau: T tsdu: ¥ sjou: it 1siek

T jou: B siuk

B -due B -qul, ~du (U8 cdu]

& deu: HD jou: ) au: Y iuk, leuw

1) This is tentative,

2) This word belongs, according to Kuang-yiin, to rime ¥4 and should be written, according
to Karlgren, {2y, with a vocalic 4. This reconstruction of the rime ¥ should be seriously question-
ed. In the Tables of Rimes it is traditional to consider this rime as belonging to the fourth division
(P9 %), and Karigren, without further question, believes that it is of his type ¥ (Phonologie chincise
p. 676). This is not true, The fan-ts'ie in Kuang-yiin consistently gives J&, 3%, &, 71, E, B, iE ote
as tstie, all mouilié initials which appear only in the ITT division, i.e. before a consonantal -i-. Al
the more fatal is the appearance of g% as initial which occurs only befoge a consonantal -j-; before a
vocalic ~i-, ¥ - should regularly appear, The number of words of thf rime is very small, but we
find no case of a non'mouillé initial We cannot explain all the monillé initials by the phenomenon
of % ; and the appearance of g°- in this rime is decidedly opposed to the reconstruction of a vocalic
medial -, Karlgren's reconstructions such as # kigu for this rime have to be revised. The differ-
ence of 7 and 4 does mot consist in the quality of the medial -i~, but has to be found elsewhere. I
cannot find different origins for these rimes in Archaic Chinese, nor can I detact any difference in the
modern dialects which is conclusive enough to determine their diffexrence, I shall in this paper write
-gaw temporarily for ; and B4 alike, thus leaving this question open for further inquiry.
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Ml tiow: 8 lau, Tiou: B lieu

2 ldw: 5§ liew

Y fiow 3 diu

sy Siou: 3 fdu

B tiew: [ tdu

7w tgfour 57 sdu

# Lou: 35 Eow: §5 wiou

fk wiow: & ziow, xau: 2 viu

2 1duw: 2 cau

My dou: W d"uls 5 diek

% d'iuk: & d'iek, d'ink

Wy ¥ ks B tuok

3k ¢ ou: T niwk: W wdu

L9 soul: 8 siow: 483 sdu: fiisieu: 58 afuk: 2% sou: i8¢ giu]

& siuk, Cou: T siou

Bt dz'iou: B tsiuk

B sivk: J§ suok

18 siuk, sipu

2 diow: 35 ddu B diow, diuk: [88 téiul: (5 186 ()]

i sauk: Wl steu: Fi siou

B Eiuk, [kiwok)

B pau: i, b'du: L paw, b%u, [B%iu]: K1 blau, [b*aKT]: B bau, (bR, puk)
e mdu, {mok]: 3] mdv, muok: 8 muok, [mok], [muk]: B muock, miuk

A Siuk: A5 duok: N detiek: [ sek]: (4K ta%0K]: TR tsidnd]: [0 tsdp]: [ ts*iwo)]
A dou: i ¢ du: fB§ siew, sjuk: 1 dtiew: Y d'iek: [ idu}

FF duok: Tg§ dtuok, d'*juk, [d'uk]: I d'du

& liow, liew: B, Yuk: T8 Uik [luk]: #2 liew, [liau]: B liek, lieuw: 52 liu: JB kan
5 kv, kuok: B kuok, [k*uk]: 1 [kak}, kuok: 52 kau: 3E te%iou: [13% soul: (1 kip)
Ju kieu: B gtiow, kdu: B kjwi: [ wiwok]: B kiuk

89 Teiuk: 59 Tk, [k iwok)]

St taiow: {8 t'au, [téidu]: [ ¢'isu]: (51 ik (7))

[ ] ¥ bliow: [FR pliu, b%wi, bidu]: £ baw: 3 blau, [bu)

Tk taiou: 5k da'iow [ts%aul: UK tsiow, tsau: i# tsiou, tsieu

% -jou: [ niidu]

¥ dztdu:  detdu, [datiu]: 18 Ziou, [d2'uong)

JR tsau: £5 fou, [ju]
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F ngiow: ¥F ndu, niow: [ niidu]

Y kiou: [ kidu]

2 giou: B kdu: [ b4au]: W} kiew: P kau

F miow: 3F mau: [k moul: [3 mou, mung, muong): [F& minl B muk]: [T
mak, moul: [F muo]

From the above list, we find only 9 series in which «jwok, -Gk, and -uk forms
are mixed in and 11 series in which -jgu forms are found; in the other 26 series no
such forms are admitted. Altogether there are ‘about 3 -iwok, 11 -ak, and 11 -uk
forms and 18 -iéw forms, against hundreds of forms in -du, -au, -iow, ~wok, ~juk. On
the whole then we may state without hesitation that the hie-sheng system keeps

these two categories quite well apart. Exceptions may rise of course from various

" sources, and I have included in the above lists and calculation many probably spuri-

ous words which occur in Kuang-yiin. We may, indeed, be surprised that these ex-
ceptions have not been more numerous. ’

We may now definitely reject Karlgren's tone theory, because we find no role
which tone may be considered to have played in “Hie-sheng”. Tuan’s two categories
then, with proper modification,”? can be said to be established, and we have to find
vocalic differences in these groups, The difference may be slight, in other words, there
may be a certain amount of similarity between these vowels; for this reason we find
some confusions in riming and in “Hie-sheng,” but the general line of differentiation is
clear, and can not be obliterated.

Further more, the above results obtained from the study of *Hie-sheng” present
a curious phenomenon in the time of Ts%ie-yiin. If we arrange the finals of these two
groups, we at once discover a very peculiar combination :—

A. -3u, iou series B, -du, -jdu series
Without Medial -i- : -8, ~uok “du; ik, -uok
-au } . -5} -ak
. With Medial i , clow,  -puk -idw;  -ek
With Medial i ~teu ; ~iek -tew ;  -iek

In forms without a final consonant it is only the forms with a medial -i- that
manifest a difference; all the other groups havé completely goalesced. But, in forms
with a final -%, quite a good deal of distinction is still clear, thus -uok (< *-uk): -dk
(£ *-3k?), -uok (L *-uak), -tuk (L *-juk): -iak (£ #-idk); only the -iek forms become
identical. This clearly indicates that in the -Gu, -jou series we have to do with a
closer variety of labial vowel, but in the -du, -idu series an opener variety of labial

el LER HERET.
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vowel, This evidence, I believe, is positive, and we have to reconstruct these finals
according to this basis.

Let us start with the -k, -wok, -ak, -iak, -ick of series B. Karlgren’s reconstruc=-
tions are *.4% (after I-, is-, etc.),} *-uok, *-&k, *-idk, *-itk some of which are already
suggested in my previous article (p. 11) and accepted by Karlgren. I have equally
suggested a labial vowel for the type -dk, but I hesitate to determine its exact value.
If we examine Karlgren’s reconstruction more closely, there are several difficulties
which he did not explain.

(1) If -Gk, -jak, -iek, go back to Archaic *-4k, *-i&k, *-idk, we can not explain
why they never rime with & *-ok, 1§ *—1;'ok, as ¥4k (of fj Kik) apparently does rather
freely. We suspect then that the -d- in the above finals are not to be identified with
the -4- in, for example, £ *kik which rimes often with *-ok, *-jok,

(2) Karlgren assumes that after I-, fs-, *-4k becomes -dk. But there are forms
like 18k (%%, 2%, &) in Kuang-yiin, He has to explain why *I4k in one case become
1k and remains lik in the other. He cannot explain also such forms as & pik,
puok: §3% b*ak, puok, nor such forms as Zf xdk, Vdu, 5 Vik: F k'ak, = xak, Vak.

Karlgren's law here must be wrong, we have to look elsewhere for explanation.
Let us begin by examing the final -dk. The role played by *-4k in these groups is
interesting. It rimes, on one hand, with *-ok, *-jok and, on the other hand, with -4k,
-iak, -iek, but *-ok, *-iok do not rime with -dk, -{ak, -iek. It serves then, as it were, as
a bridge between two series of finals, thus:

Ancient:  ~uok, -iuk || -uk, -jwok- &k ak, ~uok, -iak, <ick || -a%, -idk

I-IT | HH L

Archaic:  ¥-uk, *-iuk ||*-ok, *-iokh<——Fdhe—— x, X, x, X, *_ik, *-iak

a
We have, it seems, from a-d a continuous lowering of the tongue position and a
continuous unrounding of the vowel. We have determined that a-series has an =
vowel, b-series o and &, d-series &, @, and part of ¢-series 4. What is the main vowel
of the other part of the c-series? It is not hard to answer, It is 2 vowel more close
to @, but with a certain amount of liprounding, I shall designate it by . With this
revision we have a new scale of rounded vowels for the Archﬁc Chinese;.—

#  *a high back rounded vowel”

L]

*“a mid-high back rounded vowel”
& “a mid-low back rounded vowel’’?

i} But after p-, Karlgren cannot account for the form -3k (p. 168).
2) 4§ hasin Archaic Chinese a slightly different value from that in Tstie viin,
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@ ‘3 low back rounded? vowel”
The finals of the ¢-series, then, will be:—
Archaic: *oof ok ; *jok *aw0k
Ancient: -4k ; ok ok ; ek,

To these reconstructions, one may raise one objection that all these finals shall
have a rath r unusual vowel @, leaving us no *-i¢k, etc. I think, however, that this
is not without a parallel in Archaic Chinese. If we recall those forms with an “g'
head-vowel, we have to maintain there a difference in vocalic quality between words
of the I division {namely gk *-d), and those of the II division (namely Jj *-a), but for
the ITT and IV division (namely Jfj *-ia and % *-ig) we need not assume two different
shades of a. It is entirely analogous here. It is necessary that *.@F,)? -ak must be
clearly distinguished, but it is immaterial to reconstruct -jak, «iek as *-iwk ¥~iepk or as
*_i&k, *-ifik; if we choose the latter forms, we Have to understand thereby that the -d-
there is already on the point of becoming an “a”, thus its affinity with *.3k but not
with *-.ok. It still keeps a certain amount of lip-rounding which keeps it apart from
*_ gk, *-jak. With such revisions, I believe, these reconstructions can be said to be
put on solid ground.

We shall now turn to the -8w, -au -idu, -iew forms of series B. The parallel
with the ju-sheng words is exact. I have in my previous article doubted the existence
of a final guttural in this group (p. 20), and have reconstructed for these finals *-du,
*.qy, *-inw, ¥-iew for the Shi-king period, but I am now inclined to believe a finat
guttural may have existed in Chou-times. This will at once put my previous recon-
structions to a later date, A mere guess, on my part, that *-du may go back to an
earlier form with a labial vowel (p. 20), such as *-dg, seems to be realized. But, of
course, *-&g would not do, similarly Karlgren’s *-oy would not do either. The Hie-
sheng system clearly indicates this, In the light of these ju-sheng words we can now
determine that *-wg is to be preferred. The development of these finals can be
represented thus:—

*-0g > Tou > F-du > -du ()
*dg > Fdu > *au > -au (FP
* g > Fiwu > Fdauw > -idu ()
*oigag > *iggu > F-lou T -ieu (ijtj){

1) Probably not so rounded as the above & vowels.

2) Karlgren's ¥4k has to be rejected for reasons mentioned above in 2.

3) Karlgren’s idea of the evolution of this final *ldg > bdag > kag > Ts'ie-yin ko as given
on p. 153 is not allowable, We have in Ts'ie-yun -Gng, and -4%. This & jy preserved before ~7g .
and -k and we can hardly expect that %4 will be delabialized to a before -+ It is much moxe
feasible to consider the vocalization of ~§ as occuring before the change of 4 to @.
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Se much for series-B, For series-A, we cannot assign, as Karlgren did, a vowel
identical to that of series-B. Tuan’s distinction of these two series to my mind is real
and not to be so lightly brushed off. To determine the vocalic quality of these -G,
~iau, ~iew, etc., as distinct from those of series B, We have again to look for indications
from the ju-sheng words. For the -uok, -iuk forms we have already reconstructed
*-uk, *-juk. What is then, this 4ek? I have merely suggested in my previous paper
{p. 11, note) that this -iek may go back to *-jok, But this is impossible in view of the
fact that it does not belong to Archaic *-of, %iok series which has been discussed in
Sec. III. It belongs, onthe contrary, to the *-uk, *-iuk series.’) We have no
other possibility but to reconstruct it as *-u%. This form must have undergone the
effect of i-umlaut quite early, first giving us such forms like *-iji%, which becomes,
through a slight lowering of the tongue position, *-i§%, and finally delabialized to -ick.

Corresponding to the -iek forms, we have -feu. There are quite a few cases of
alternative readings in Kuang-yiin of such a type as -jeu: -iek, iuk. For instance 1%
tieu, d'ick, B liew, lick, {§§ sieu, siuk, 3 4, Wy, &4, W siew, siuk, 2, B liew, Luk, ete.
We have the right then to reconstruct this as *-iug. The development of this fina) is
also analogous, thus *-iug > *iig > *-idu > *~ieu.

Now let us turn to -du, -jow of this category. In my article about the sources
of the Ancient Chinese vowel 4, I have assumed on account of the striking vocalic
alternation d: » that they go back to *-awg, *-iowg. This, in the light of our present
knowledge, will have to be given up, at least, in part. I see no objection, however,
to consider this # as secondarily evolved,? just as -su from *-u, and coalescing later
with the original » in the developnient which gives Ts'ie-yiin 4. As we shall see later,.
this is highly probable.

Some alternative readings of these -du and -jou are very su.gestive as to the
nature of these finals: ¥, 8, i mdu, muok, %, &} kdu, kuok F d'du d uok, 5 t'du,

- buok, 78 siou, siuk, ¥, Bf Liou, liuk, $ miow, miuk F} de‘iou, tstiuk, tsiuk ctc. 'We have
already shown that -uok, -iuk come from *-uk, *iuk, we can hardly ‘doubt that the
double readings here indicate an archaic relation of *-ug: ¥-uk® *-jug: *.iuk,

T

1) The close relation of ~i¢k to -3k, ~u0k can be scen from such series of Hie-sheng as i
siule: w dztiek: g tuol (Ma_ny forms with ‘{!:’Hok, 'iek, with hut one form Hx tS};fI%); fife g?a‘u.' f& ﬁ*fiu.‘
o steu, siuk: e a'ien: iy d'iek (many forms with “£2%, ~ieu, -3uk, ieks except one single form
i), g dour gy &' tiuk: g dtiek (many forms with =io%, -{uk, -iek whhout a single form of -4},
etc.

2) Of course, we have to assume this @ is developed much earlier than the # in .ou,

8) Karlgren's reconstructions of the double readings of %% as *kok' and *kuok are
decidedly unsatisfactory. Our forms, *kug and *kuk, are much better. As to the final consonant,
I believe that Karlgren has still not yet produced sufficient evidence for the the distinction of -%* and
-f. What he considers to be in favor of his theery can be equally well explained in some other way.
I shall discuss this problem in a seperate paper.
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The development of these Archaic *-ug, *<jug into Ancient Chinese is, I believe,
as follows: before the vocalization of the final -g into «, the main vowel « has begun
to delabialize slightly, finally yielding *-su, *-jou when the final consonant completely
disappears. These *-au, *-jou having an o identical to the orig{nal a, similarly develops
into -dw, -few in Tstie-yiin, thus forming a complete parallel with such alternations as
*ogm: F-tem > F-dm: ¥iom, etc.—

g > tug > Yew > -du’
®ogug > ofhug > e > -bu
Let us now consider -au of this catégory. This is a rather troublesome form,
but, I think, we may temperarily assign to it an Archaic *-o0g:—

Foog > Fooug > Feou > Feou.

There are two objections which can be raised to such a reconstruction. In the first
place, why does this *-og not belong to the *-ok, *-iok series but to *-uk, *-jul series?
In the second place, would not this disturb the relation of o: % which are on the whole
kept apart in Shi-king. To judge our reconstruction by its face value, it does seem
that these two objections are justified, On the other hand, I think that thus confusion
has a close relation with the falling off of the final -g. To me the final -g in these
categories are already weakened and on the point of vocalized into anw, This ex-
plains, on the one hand the rather rare cases of riming in Shiking with the ju-sheng
words, and, on the other hand, it indicates that our ¥-og probably already vacillates
between *-og and *-oug; hence its affinity with *-ug, *-tug. It does not go with *-ok,
*_jok because first, of the contrast of a strong -% and a weakened -g and, secondly, of
the contrast in vowel o: ou.!

T shall now revert to one more point which Karlgren has not taken into consi-
deration, We find in Section III certain examples of -ou, -i (<%-u,%-) riming with
*_ok, *-iok, etc. which we have temporarily put aside. These are exceptions, it is
true, but they have to be explained because they never rime even exceptionally with
* g, *-jug (Karlgren's type: B, 75, my type 4&;) or -uk, -iuk (Karlgren's type: Rt
my type: 3, f5). This is curious, and seriously questions the correctness of our
reconstructions, if we do not explain away this phenomeno?, exceptional as it may

1) It socms to me that the very few cases of confusion in riming between ¥-uk *-{uk and
¥_gk, ¥-jok, but, on the other hand, the rather commoner confusions of ¥-gog, *-4g, *-iwg, and
*.iyg are due to the persistence of - on the one hand and to the weakening of -g on the other. I
suspect that, in Shi-king period, final -g of these categories are already on the point of vocalizing
into an %, and these finals may have already presented such forms as *- coug ¥-dug, -0ug etc. Tt

is for this reason that confusions arise;
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be. T shall advance a theory of certain influence of open and close syllables in
Archaic chinese. In open syllables rounded vowels like -0, -x are more open and in
syllables ended in a guttural, they are more close. For this reason *-y, *-ju of the
6pen—sy11ab1e type approaches accoustically to *-o of the closed-syllable type, and
therefore rime exceptionally with it and form with it possibly certain exceptional
hie-sheng words in une series of phonetic compounds. It is a contrast of this sort:

Open syllable: o (open): % {open)
Closed syllable: o (close)r « (close)

which excludes the chance of the open u to rime with the close u which must have
been felt to be different. This explains very well the change of *-of to -uk, and
similarly *-ong to -ung; and the breaking of *-uk into ~uok and *-ug > *-su ~ -du is due
the tendency of keeping the old -u distinct from the new -u which is forcing its way
up. A parallel, though not identical process can be found in the great English vowel
shift at the end of the Middle English period and in the beginning of the Early Modern
English. There (due to a general tendency of raising of vowels,) the long o is becom-
ing o; long o is forcing its way up to %, and long % is compelled to break into a
diphthong, thus ¥

Y>> QU

!
!

We have here in Archaic Chinese, a similar tendency:

uok € uk, -ug > -ou >, -4y

A

-0l

On the other hand the -u of the open-syllable type, because of its open quality,
develops much later into -su, missing the chance of falling together with the original
o which later gives 4.

f

1) Cf. O. Jespersen’s diagram in his Modern English grammar vol. I, p. 232. Curiously
ennugh it is believed that the development of % into % and later au took place before 0 was shifted
tot. In our reconstructions here we observe the same tendency, i.e, the shift started from the
breaking of -u-
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VII.

Now I shall turn to a brief review of Karlgren's theory about Ts'ie-yiin finals
-ut, -ie, -uo, -iwo, -iu (op. cit. p. 131 ff). First of all about the final guttural. Karlgren
thinks that his type ¥ % has an implosive % in Archaic Chinese. It rimes with Arch.
*.0 ¥.uo because the final implosive is weak and accoustically very faint. This theory
is very unlikely. He has in his former article (Problems in Archaic Chinese, JRAS,
1928) distinguished, fiirst, 2 -k, and a -&* (falling tone) and later, added a -g (other
tones). He has here again introduced, on account of certain difficulties of riming, a
-, (implosive), and, in a foot note (p. 131-132), further suggested something like -uw,
~uw9 (dialectically ?) in order to explain some other difficulty of riming. TIf ~u®, -uws
{(witha velar “Nachschlag”) can rime, through a poetical license, with Arch. *-ok
*.jok,} we can see no reason why we have never such rimes as *-o: -ok (2% : 23)
which are phonetically more similar. All these -k, -&', -g, -, and -ws are, then,
plainly artificial. There is no evidence whatsoever to verify these phonetic niceties,
which are extremely dangerous to speculate on.2? I shall discuss the problem of
Archaic final consonants in a seperate paper.

His type 7, %, reconstructed as *.p;, has two serious objections. First, it
rimes frequently with *-0, *-uo, *-jo, *-fwo which have no Archaic final consonant
and, secondly, it never rimes with *-ok, *-iok which have an Archaic final consonant.
This strongly speaks for a final #-0. The only difficulty we have to explain is iis
ihie-sheng’ with *dk.

I bhave advanced a theory that the Hie-sheng system represents probably an
older stage, so that *-dg (karlgren’s *-3k') was already in Shi-king’s time *-0, It may
have been, of course, dialectically preserved as *-dg or in some other slightly different
form. This agrees with both the Shi-rimes and the “hie-sheng,” and explains why
*.0k and *-jok (A, & etc.) are never mixed with this type, which they certainly
would do if P& were *lo;, cf. such rimes as {f #-iwo: Bf Tmuog; A Fmok: Ffj *biu:
Bl *2iug 1 JI *d'gok ; Z5 *sw @ ik ok, etc. If words with no final consonant can
occasionally rime with those with a final -% or -g, it is very unconvincing to assume
that -% and -, would be sufficient to seperate two finals with an identical vowel in
riming. Granted that a certain amount of accoustic difference exists between -% and
-, the muscular movements and the muscular feeling involved in promouncing these
finals would be so extremely alike that they cannot help but to appear, if not too

1) Cf. Sec. IIL

2) There is, further, no evidence to assume that Archaic explosive -k develops into Ts'i -yiin
implosive -k Could it oot be a general characteristic of the Sinitic languages to allow only implosive
finals? No explosive finals, then, have existed.
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frequently, at least occasionally as rimes. Muscular feeling as well as accoustic im-
pression is important in such considerations.

Karlgren objects to this theory of mine because he finds that -&' was preserved
as late as in middle Han epoch. The rimes of Han literature are very intricate and
treacherous, but even if -&* were preserved in other finals, does it necessarily affirm
that - in -4%' etc. was not lost long ago? Different vowels may very likely exert
different influences upon their final consonants. In the study of Yi-lin, Karlgren
reconstructed §% as lo,. This is not justified, because such rimes as & t*uo : P% luo :
45 tok prove nothing ; there are a large number of rimes such as B ul: J& kiwo; A
Yuo: JB ts'fwol; J2 kiwo: 5 tek where an Arch. *-o, or *-jo rimes with a final -%.
We have no adequate reason to think that % has still'an implosive final consonant.

Becanse of the fact that the An-yang oracle bones have very few ‘*hie-sheng”
characters, Karlgren concludes that the majority of them are practically contempor-
aneous with Shi-king, and therefore the “hie-sheng” system, in deviating from the
shi-rimes, shows a dialectical difference (op. cit. p. 139 ff.). This is, of course, a pos-
sibility, but it has really a very frail support. The extensive researches of Tunan yit
ts'ai, Kiang You-kau, K‘ung Kuang-shen and others all confirm that the ‘hie sheng”
system agree admirably with the rime-system of shi-king. This theory of his expiains
why the inventers of *hie-sheng” characters put ¥ lwo and 4% Ldk together because
they pronounce them *glg%' and *Edk, but this still does not explains why shi-king
does not rime B% *glo, with A #mok, E *ngiok. We have already shown that the
distinction of -&* and -; is artificial, and if we imagine that some sort of a final gut-
tural is still existant in words like P& f¥, HE etc., there is only one solution left that
is, % has a different vowel, and therefore does not rime with A& *mok. This is
clearly out of the question, because it rimes with Arch. %-o, *-lo etc. The plain
answer is that the final guttural has dropped in words like I, &, HE and the “hie-
sheng” system represents an older stage. That the An-yang oracle bones have very
few “hie-sheng’ characters is no objection. The Shi-king period is probably seperated
from that by several hundred years, during which an elaborate “hic-sheng” system
could have arisen and the final consonant in words like %, &, Hi, could find time to
drop out. Nor there is any serious difficulty to imagine that a more or less elaborate
system of “"hie-sheng” words exists side by side with the mtfe primitive inscriptions
on the oracle bones, which are definitely associated with the religious and supersti-
tious practice of a special sort. On the other hand, this is not to exclude that “hie-
sheng” characters are formed from’time to time during the Shi-king period and pro-

1} My colleague Mr. Lo Chang-pei is doing extensive research in the riming system of Han
literature. His results will be of intense interest,
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bably in later times, and we may even suspect that many Ts*ie-yiin ~uo, -jwo, etc. may
still go back to a form with a final guttural, but they are not revealed by “hie-sheng”
on account of their late formation.

Karlgren has further mentioned as an objection to my theory that his type @ %%
*Ld rimes frequently with type B i *%o but rarely with type ¥ B& *lo (Karlgren's *lo; )
(p. 135). But this clearly does not means that in the type §#% there is necessarily a
final implosive guttural. The Shi-king riming system points to the contrary.? I
rather leave this question open,

I shall give my reconstruction as follows:—

*_{g > *-0 {shi-king; dialectically also *-dg) > -uo (BX)

*.ing > *-jo (shi-king; dialectically also *-jag) > -fwo (&)
*.pg > *¥-4 (shi-king; dialectically also *-ng) > -a (1f1)

*.ing > *-id (shi-king; dialectically also *-ing)? > -io )
*.udg > *-uo (shi-king; dialectically also *udg) > -uo (§)
*_{wag > *-fwo (shi-king; Jialectically also *-jwag) > -iw (%)
*appg > *-wé (shi-king; dialectically also *-wng) > -wa (#)

Karlgren has reconstructed J as sjwak'. This is not allowed by a study of the “hie-
sheng,” P8, B, 3, 4, (-ik < *-jak) are all k*ai-k'ou not ho-k‘ou words.

goes back then to *siag, as I have done above. If -uo, -fwo (Arch. *-g, *-uo, *-io, *-iwo)

HE siuwo
go back to *-gg *-udg and *-jag *-iweg, it is plain that Ts%e-yiin -, -ja cannot go back
to the same sources. The interesting relation of {fj pok: 4fj p'e, i "ok and ‘e leads
us to reconstruct {f as *p'ng and 55 as *'vk and ¥y, Similarly ¥ ie has to go back
to a final *{ng not *~jak' as given by Karlgren.®

1) Tt is needless to point out that in the type ¥ a very weak final glottal catch may have
been there as the rempant of the original fnal -g such as in many modern Chinese dialects.

2) Karlgren observes (p. 140) that type ¥ never rimes with the type % *-kd and therefore
cannot be ¥.{%, but ¥-jo; . This observation is inexact. We can handly deny that 3§ "iwo (also
(¢ 10k, d’*iak) has had originally a final guttural, of such forms as ¥, 1R, ¥ ¢'iak, but it rimes in
Shi-king with 3% suo (< ¥s0) and ¥ Vua (< *g'wd) FF ¥ 1), Similesly ¥ tfie (< ¥'ia
< *'ipg) rimes with & *md, ¥di (B M 5 1,2, 8 4, 1 fuo (< Ho < %tdg) rimes with &
#*L.4 (7 4% 15 1) etc.  We can safely assume that #-pg, ¥-jng have bec?‘he Shi-king *§ and *-id.

8) Karlgren's curious conclusion that the Tsie-yfin langnage derives from an Avchajc dizlect
that has not suffered the evolution *-jgk' 2> ¥-igy, is most unconvincing. This implies that all Ts'ie-
yiln -i2p0, in so fat as they can be traced back to a final gattural, must go back to the hol*on ¥-i2vag,
not the k®ai-k®ou *-jag, thus his reconstruction % *siwak' . This is not allowable. Words such as
B $iwo, ¥ t'iwo, F 4 iwo, W kiwo, # g*iwoe must have been all k*ai-k*ou words, namely *-iag,
their "*hie-sheng’’ words or alternative readings such as ¥ ik, Bl g*ink, i% #§idk clearly indicate
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This leads us further to an examination of the ju-sheng words in Kuang yiin
which belong to the category of *-dF, *-iak, *-vk, etc. Are we to consider the double -
readings, i and ;iii‘!c, of 4} to be Arch. *jpg: *-jpk or *-jpg: *-iak? In other words,
can we determine that one part of the -ig% forms may go back to ¥-ipk, while the
other part goes back to #-iak as previously determined by me (op. cit. pp 10 ff.)? This
is highly probably becauss the final -ipk in Kuang-yiin has only forms with guttural
initials and one form with a labial initial, we may reasonably suspect that Arch. *iok
after other initials have coalesced with *jak in becoming Ts'ie-yiin -jik:

*-ivk (after gutturals and labials) > -jpk (B4, )
*-ipk (after other initials) > -jak (4%, &%)

On the other hand, -#6%V forms in Kuang-yiin ha\lre no guttural, palatal explo-
sive (¢, ¢'%, d’%), nasal, and [ initials, they are substituted by forms in -iak, such as ;s
kiak, & g'iak, 3 t'jak, d'*ak, %, & ¢k, 3% diak, 3 Adiak fis Liak etc., so that we
have two different representatives, -idk and -jak, of Archaic *-jak, differentiated on
account of their initials,? Similarly there are no ho-k*ou words, such as -fwik; they

are again substituted by forms in -juwak W18 kivek, @ ktiwek, B8 o iwak, 35, J& -iwak,
#% btiwak etc, Thus:

e idk

*-tak ik
*-fuak - > ~jwak
% L]

.

As a summary to what we have touched vupon in our discussion, I shall make a
list of our reconstructions and their developments into Ancient Chinese. I have tried
to arrange the different stages of development according to a chronological order,

this. This is due to his failure to recognize a *-jgg which gives Shi-king ¥-{p and latter -jup
and a *-jpg which gives Shi-king *-id and latter -jg, Karlgren fails.to observe that the ho-k'ou
element exists in words of this category only after lé,bia.l. guttural and laryngal initials,
For this reason we have only B ngiu, & miu, B g%iu, ¥ p*iu which go back to Shi-king *-jupo
but no such forms as £'iu, t3ju, etc. This i3 exactly parallel with such finals as *ouag, *-juag,
*.40k, fuak, etc, which have also only labial, guttural and laryngal initials, Karlgren's explanation
that ¥ $fwo has not become &i% on account of the final implosive -, is gftogether untenable {p. 145
note). Archaic Chinese has no such forms as *§uwak®, ' l

1) T am only concerned with these -idk forms which belong to the category in question.
There are -3k forms with various initials, such as 3§ ¢'iGk, 18 d'* ik which belong to Tuan’s 16th
category and go back to altogether diﬁferent finals, Similarly with ho-k®ou wprds such as ¥, 4%
ik, W xiwik. L

2) Afew foxms such as ¥, B fstiak B féiak etc,, seem to have escaped from the umlant.

— 409 —



Li Fang-kuei

This order must necessarily be relative and theoretical and may have included in one
stage a very long period of time and in others a very short lapse of time, and some
other uncertainties, But such am attempt will, at least, present clearly our arguments
in a condensed form and will help to grasp the situation at a glance,

Archaic Ancient
*_og reeeeaneenns cemees oLl eeenn Ceereenens - (W)
*_of e evaseaterreaetetrenenn et raeriecariainan, ..ok (1B
#olag ...... TaUUG v0ennns T A i oeene... ou (FR)D
L SR L A ~udt  (IK)
Fuwok s iiieeneans e, eeerinannes Careeretavarenn -wole  (fE2)
fa 7 S A FofDl ernnrnnancnranranre -4 )
Ol Wyt eeeeimenrratarerabas e ia ity -l (D)
o 117 R *ofuug ... ... Fallhlh vernnnns U .. “tow ()
G N BBl veeiiineenaranarnya -wi o (§8)
*-iuak .................... Bl it e —iuk  (B)
LY A R -ang (%)
FADDMG o vveeenoanvantorsnsnnsansnannnsiinasnssnsnsss .. usng (BF)
FolBT v veacearecennaresanenatteeanan s i iy -iang (FK)
UG e ceanes eeenaaaes FUMT e ervnnnarararnassns -tung (HE)
. S -ung ()
FoIOMGF eeeeennneesssansnsaarornasratasens v oo Ftwong. W-twong (55)
FARY v ierenieienean e -dng (I
FUNG  cirans crmaaaen Ceteraeasceannnans veress Fuong .., ~uong (55)
LT . =tung ()
¥.og (or F-0MG) c.unnnn-s FO L vreennanns a7 2 -du (B
¥o@l  L.eieaee Cesanenans e eeeeatetirareaaaraaes -Gk (8
@l .i.eieeean Cearaesienens P -uok ()
#hg (or #-dug) .o . [ 7 SR -an ()
Fofl  veiieeriarsannes Creeaeaaas Cebesesaseeaes vee. -8B (D
*.jaog {or *-i0ug) .. ..., FI@U L., FOU vnnrrann e ()
BGWH oo te et e ... dak  (38)
*joog (or *-itug) ........ *ioy ..,.. vees Fiau oaiie.., -tew G
*0k  ...... s biereraretasarrarans L 11 -iel:  (48)
*q et eeeateeeeeas ettt Fafll vuranenara wu  ([E)

1) After a labial initial and in shang-sheng,
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*-twag >
pg >
*ong >
*wg >

! Ancient

Archaic Ancient

Fadg e FOUG o FOU i eiiinienae. G0 (FE)
FUE rierereeeneenan e en e F0k L .k (iR)
0T, R S 777 S R TR .
77 P 01 I ) ]
Blug ... Fedtlug ..ol FeBu el Felen Ll sden ()
iUl vaen FeR arrss Bl eieninns %i0h aiiaae. ek (3D)
Faog for Feoug) o oveeiiins F0U weeniine Fau ool ran ()
L R 11 P 01 § =) |
ok vieiencaianiiicscccasananneaaens Toquwok coin... R0k ()
FBE i iiaieiisiirii e B I € - )
Ok i idaereebiraa ettt Crraseeeeraaneas -igk ()
T N N € ) 1
77 R veeoes -iwak (HE)
FoDl  hiiiie i rar et i aas .o =0k (FB)
BB o i it feeeariraeaees . —wok, (fg)

also -wek (Z§)
B - O -k (JH)?
R P 177 I €= 3
FRWDR it reerecieraerans verenes =iwok ()
7 1 TR T I € -9
U0 viiiinnnnn Cerercraaaes et ibereiia e -up  (HE)
*_ip Cerea ereiaann. R e 11, IS 1 S - §
R P - U -
*& thereerar i aenaan ceenans B . (i)
B i iestaeitasaennaaenanaa coenens rwe (D
e ceerereneairsreaeees 6 (BR)

1
2}
8)
guttural.
4}

After a guttural, palatal explosive, nasal or I initial,
After a guttural or a labial initial.
This and the following finals are identical with those wl-i{:h have originally no final

After a guttural and a labial initial.
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S e FIOER B MR SRR » B —ung, $ ~iwong RMF—WH R
PRE —wong, B (=% ) g Ml o WAR - EIRFL -ang #1E ORI
DB RPRM EE *-ong, ERRRAE B "long AR 5 TR ( =8 )R
RILEIE ( Bk AEERRRET ) - » BRI DR AR k5 ) *-ung,
“iung Ftho RUME o TEIR ULEARHEERKREIANY  BABILED
AR o STR » N *—ong % *~wong, § *-iwong, ¥ (=%) —ong -
RN BB TARRT » B DRI BEE BAER o

AR —uk, 1§ —wok JRE ik BT OMPHIRE -k, B(Z%) ok
HE » BURLTUBRER - ERNTRIELE "ok, ok M WMEH B
(=8 Bt bE ouk, *iok KMo HABMINE MBI T RIEIEEER o

BAETRHBRERBEBNE (Z45) BENER . UAT Kuwg 32
& B *kung, 35 EREE - HERMABAERLTR LIRS - BHES
*_ung, *_iung PHTIFENER 2 3L BL ISR RIVE LEFREFSEA ~m
2 (ASEEATLIERR) o Hug Rl -ong WPRPTRHG KR
ERERWGE > 5 Kumg S LG *kiveny #A  DIPRGRRNEEFRM

*_jueng B) -jung AL 1 —

i im i &0
% -ong: % -weng, (J-ung IEBIERAE )

% Jong: (M) - F (=) Hwg

SEHERRIEER -lung B4 Jwng Apyo

RS AR K RERBZHE (%) & “ﬂ?ﬂﬁ%ﬁ & L TE TRl A
RIFHRATER 5 PR biuk 242 L& *biuek AWTAR LEH *biuk o FA
%’Iﬁ—-%ﬁ%ﬂﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁiﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ@%ﬁ BAOS > ik fiwek o RBIEH
BI5E S R — R R T - AR &S 0 HRERFHERBAT
TRIATER
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L& p-wong, *—wek FEYIBRCRRAE H MEVNEERENNE I MR
HPRRSRR —inng, ok, ERIRBGA T REHANTE o
FAEEERSRBLB LB FNER o MBS picu, 41 jion SRR
*piug, *glug KMo ERBLAEEE » FERBECRUENMERAEYUE VT o
RWBRDBMMEHE DT EREEN ; MEANS » MEZ » BMESELEN
*piuog, *giveg, FHBERE TG AHRMEWTRGT HEE : —
*foeg > uu > Jeu ()
*~jubg > iwei > -wi  (f§)
BAEXBERHRBIMMETTFHER . MUEN meo FEER LEH
*mug o GERMAREEESE » RUBMEK LE *ousg 2R e _EHH “-uweg fE/E
TR - BARRERIRAVISER R : —
oy :¥-fiog > -uu > —eu ()
B R RREm T o—udg > -uei > —udi }ﬁ. )
BRRHTR (2 ) B RATA S o WEEEEN - HORERERE
MR o MR BERNZITAS I L » TIURN - IS - E
BAJE » AR » SEARERT WA bR HRORAE R o
Fiﬂiﬁ%ﬁbﬁﬂ%%'ﬂﬁiﬂ&’ﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁ » MLVBERERAIE S8 » BRIV bR
RS *og, K, *-og, B *-4g T *~iag 7Y —1é,g, ¥ *-lak, ghr-iak, ik,
Moo fhATERARREEN  HERY - FREBHAS » RIAREARL (EEA
) > REERBRAN e R ESNT  —
i 35

Bt ~Au < *-ug : §§ *-uok < *-uk B -bu < “-og 8 Bk < *-wk
K uwok < *uwk
J —eu < *~ing : E(E{%)-,i‘uk <*-juk BA-an < *_%,‘ ¢ 5% -8k < %4k

Hj —leu < *—~iug : & ek < *~iuk ﬁ -ign < *—wg : Y gk < *—iwk
fé* -au < *-og : ’ :J?f-j —ieu < *~iwg : 4 ek < *-iwk
L ERBERME T AR LS : — '
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u o “E B
o  “HiE k7
: a0 g R
w g7
BARERROFORERE o ERUFREAR - RARREERR LA
B oy AR B BUARAR *mok E *ngiok 4HEL RUBHSFHEMELE
BT » RUBRELR :
*8g >¥-o (FHE;HS LEsR*-sg) >-wo ()
*owhg > om0 (3K 3 B E_LMFFRE-wig) >-wo (#)
*dag S*o (GRS HE EMEFEA*dkg) >-iwo (1)
e oiwag>*oiwo ( HfiK 3 8 LALFR iveg ) >-iu (M)
*gg D (R HFELRWEHER*wg) >-a ()
*_wug Stwh (FHE G HE LR -weg ) S-wa (#)
dmg >R (REGG HE LA REeg) > (F)
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