ARCHAIC CHINESE *-juong, *-iwsk AND. *-jwsg
L1 Fava-Koer ZEkhE

From the study of the riming system in Shi-king and the hie-sheng system,
we found a” group of words having in. Ancient Chinese finals -fung, -fuk, -fow, but
riming with words having an Archaic -s- (*-ong, *-iong, *-ok, *-iok, *-og, *isg,
etc.). As Ancient Chinese has no -fwong, and inspite of some cases of -fwok and
-wi, I concluded that ,these finals must go back to Arch. *-jwong, *-fwok, and
*-jwag against Prof. Karlgren's *-_iung,-.*-;'uk and *-jug (cf., Karlgren, Shi-king
Researches, BMFEA, No. 4, 1932, pp. 128-130, and my articles, 1R & BRIE,
BIHP, vol. III, part 1, 1931, pp. 22-27, and Ancient Chinese -ung, -uk, -uong,
-uck, -etc. in Archaic’ Chinese, BIHP wvol. III, part 3, 1933, pp. 384-386,
390-395). .Karlgren in a recent article of his (Word Families in Chinese,
BMFEA, no. 5, 1934) maintained his *.jung, *-juk and *-jug with slight modifi-
cations (*‘-;'iing, *.itk, *-ig). In my opinion, even after such modifications,
his reconstructions are inacceptable, Let us examine how he arrived at such
conclusions. _ .

In Shi-king Researches he failed to see a vocalic difference betweéen Anc.
Ch. -ung, -uk, -iwong, -fwok on the one hand and -uong, -uok, -iung, -fdfc on the
other, and therefore supposed an -o- vowel alike in all these finals in Archaic
Chinese, This left him empty spaces for *.ung, *uk, *jung, *iuk, etc..which
he identified with this group of -fung, -iuk, etc., thus m;aking an assumption

that -u- and -5- are ‘accoustically sufficiently similar to be allowed to rime in
Archaic Chinese—an assumption which I rejected as not.being sufficiently grounded.
Following the distinctions that I made, Karlgren, in the course of revising his.
reconstructions (Word Families in Chinese pp. 39-55), suddenly came to the
.result that he had *-ung, *-uk, *-ug, *-fung, *-juk, *-jug, and ‘*ing, * ik, *-ug,
but no *-iGng, *-fik, *-fflg (p. 51). To fll in, therefore, ’,the empty squares,
he modified his *-jung, *-fuk, *-jug to be *-jing, *.jik, *-iig, thus considering
his riddle solved. In doing so, however, he got himself into the diffieulty that
these *-iiing, *-itk, *idg hardlv ever rime in Archaic literature with his *-ung,
*-uk, ¥-ug, *ung, *-iuk, -*jug, nor even with his *-ing, *-4k, *-#g. To get over
this difficulty, he had to make a similar assumption that this -#- after a medial
* =i~ bas so changed its pronounciation that it becomes accoustically similar to an.
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-0-, The crucial point in this question is: Have we any right to designate a
-vowel to be -#- while the main ecvidence, the Shi-king rimes, points to be
otherwise? Are we warranted to admit accoustic similarities of Archaic sounds

without any evidence? and can we find data in Archaic literature. from which we
can determine the accoustic affinities of this -»-? My answer is that we can find

data enough to determine the accoustic affinities of this -5-, and therefore we are
“not allowed to imagine freely that an -# is similar to an. -s~; for we must
" remember that these '*-nt'?zng, *—,izflc, *-fifg. rime not occasionally but consistantly
with *-ong, *-fang, *-o%, *-jok, etc. and hardly ever with *-#ng, *-uk, *-ug.

If we examine the category *-ong, *-femg, we see that the strict system of
riming in Shi-king forbids these and Karlgren’s *-j#ing to rime with eithef *-ung,
¥%ng, *-jung, or *-ong, *-Ong, *-iong.!? The rimes in Yi-king practically make no
distinction of ‘*-ung, : *-ong, and occasionallfy present an *-ong or *-fang riming
with both *-ung and *-ong, evidently due to loose riming from which no conclusion
can be drawn, But, Shi-king presents in several occasions *-om, *-jom riming
with ’éf-ang, *-Ong and *-jong, but never with *ung, *-iing, and *-jung (cf. Ancient
Chinese -ung, -uk, -tiong, -uok, etc, in Archaic Chinese, pp. 381), If this
indicates anything at all, it shows Archaic -» is accoustica‘lly more close to -o-
rather thah to -u- or -g-. i

In my discussion of the sources of the Ancient Chinese vowel &, I have aiready
no¥ced the close relation between: Archaic *-of, *.5g,  *¥-tok, *-iog, etc. and the
Archaic rime category [; which I shall now designate by forms *-ok, *.0g, *-iok,
*.fog, etc. (op. cit. pp. 30-31). As a matter of fact, in Archaic literature
including Shi-king, we find an overwhelming number of exceptional rimes in
which %ok, *-o9, *-iok, *-iog go together with *-ok, *-0g, *-jok, ¥-jog, etc, Here
‘are a few examples:— - '

arke (ke B 5), 8 ok r 3 dzog: L dzio]
»» ( s 2 W 2), 4 kog, kok : Hi tsak .
o (5 5 ER 1), B\ sick: ¥ diok: R tsiok

(1) In my previous article I reconstructed Anc. -ung, - to be Arc. *.ong, *-of,
maianly due to the fact that they rime frequently with forms in -dng, -&%. Karlgren has now cleverly
disposed of this difficulty by assuming this -dng to be from eafller *-3ing. Thers is then no
difficulty to think that these -ung and -uk are original. Similarly -jwong, -iwok go back to.
*-jung and *-juk, This explains much better certain cases of exceptional riming of i, -9U
with -uk,. -fwol in Shi-king. I accept also his *-ong, *-ok, *-jong, *-jok, *-o5, *iog,
etc, (he designated the main vowel with -g-) for -uong, -uok, -wung, -k, -Gu, -iu,
etc. The introduction of a lax vowel renders also my -G- quite useless in the category ¥
{Tuan’s second category), I shall designate Anc. -du, -au, -idw, -iew, -dk, -k, -iak, -ick
by *-og, *3g, *-jog, ¥-iog, *-ok, *-3k, *-jok, *-iok. ‘
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SHE (D EZWE 2), B nong, nay 4l gliog : R—--W 1 g diog
» (EER, LA 1), F mljok 1 Z& mwsik®
. (B, B® 1), I8 teiok @ B —— ¢ B mdph : ZE mwk :
B fewole : §8 sioke

B (FH, &), $H dlog 1 B #iog ¢ hh Sieg
» (BETE 8), R pog: B mavsg
wasE (A4, A8 Ktiag : hE Siog ¢ 3B drog ¢+ BT lisg : 4D Kdog
#EF (EH), B d3'fag % kO : B dejeg AT — ¢ R d'iog
»  GER), B, zog : 4 p°g } 5 Siog : % g'ios 1 3 d'og
»» (Eﬁ:’ﬁ&): ﬁ d‘Og N A 3 }i'li d'ay
» (BRI, e kog + Fs d'og : BE mwog 1 K d'og
s (HHED, B — Bty A 13 diog

. (SFED, T siag 1 15 bliok ;48 tak ;¥ Kok : KR g'iek ¢
B kwok :  mwag 1 A % dog

3 (), A kisg : B leg ¢ 1k tieg : 3B d'og | T tsieg

BT (RE), W Siog 18 Fieg : f¢ d'og

HTF CBE), diog : bk siog : 1 d”'foy

W (B, B o'k ook @ dog J biok: R : % iop:
B siok ¢ £ tok : F§ d'ok : R, tok : BT 4ok : % kog, kok :
HY fsok @ BB t'ok : Wik Viek : $g kiok

These examples are sufficient to show that Archaic -s- is more akin to

-, Curiously enough, in Shi-king, where the riming system is very strict, we
hardly have any example of even an exceptional riming of -- with Karlgren’s
-4-, -i-, but numerous cases of -»- with -o-. In other Archaic texts rimes of
- : -j- are also extremely rare, even in the loose riming of Yi-king, Shi-l;ing
has further offered us even exceptional cases of riming *-ag, *-irg with *-0, *+o,
Le. R, BREH 2, T oiwo ¢ B mway ; KR W 1,k detor s flliso R K
n'iong. In other Archaic texts, we havs also some cases of T-ag, ¥-iag riming with
*o *io : BEE(RESE), B go ¢ T 90 : Mltsio : Hhko : ko £ jiHl iso : T tajeg :
T o0 : i sio : fili g0 5 (B)3%) 5 kio ¢ -~ dz'ieg 1 B V"9 ¢ Fr 80 ¢ BF d7 40 :
- 2B zo, etc. All these point to the afiinity of -o- with -6-, but not with -i-.

A

The worst, however, is the fact that Karlgren's -{@k, -iiig not only do not rime

(1) Temporarily I denote those -jsu and -fuk forms by a blank.

{2) For Anc, -gk (¥), -gi (), etc. which mime with Arc. %ok, %-ay, etc., we
evidently have 2 lax variety of the -3- vowel in Archaic Chimese. I denote them as *-3f, =3y,
etc. similarly Anc.-eng as *-ang.
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even exceptionally with his -%%, -%g, but, on the contrary, do occasmna.lly rime with
-og, *.g4og in Shi-king and other texts-——-

e (RS R0, W — ¢ & ddog

v BB BTAE), 8& drog ¢ K ——

PR (R ED, Wdw r A ——

n o (n KB, A —— ¢ Bl tog

BE (A, € pog 1 A ——

BAE (IR, B — 1 4 Biog
e'tc.

If an unknown sound rimes cons1stant1y with -a-, -3-, and, ]ust like 3-, -3-,
it occasionally rimes with -0-, -U-, but practically never with -u-, -#-, have we
still the right to assign it the value of an -fi,:? Certainly Anc. Ch, -iung, “uk
prove nothing about its Archaic value, If Karlgren thinks that this -§- goes back
etymologically to an -4- but has modified its value to an open timbre after a
medial -i-, -his “etymologically correct” recornstructions might be accepted—had
he given us proofs! From ‘the study of hie- sheng, we can concludé that Arec,
*-0, *-io by formmg phonetu: ‘compounds with *-dk *-jak can be traced back to
stlll earlier *-dg, *-jag. There Karlgren may be allowed, but "he has not done
so, Le., to reconstruct *-o, *o as *-dg, *-jag and thus be etymologically correct,
But hie-sheng hardly shows any definite case of his *-fling,. *-igk, *-ilg forming
phonetic compounds with his *-ing, *-itk, *g.®0 Tt does not give the slightest
. support to his etymology. Accordmg to his theory it would be equally hard to
explam the erratic behavior of -j- changing its pronounciation to something like
an -»- during the.Shi- kmg period, but reverting back to an -u- in T'sie-yitn, I
do not mean such a thing is impossible, but it is hardly plausible when his
etymology is noi: founded on the slightesf evidence,

{1} Cf. op. cit. pp. 384—385, 300, 395—400. In tliat article, I made an extensive study of
hie-sheng as represented in Kuang-yiin, for we must remember 2 character may be aunthenticated
by its occurence in an Archaic text but its pronounciation came dowry to us mzunly thru Kua.ng—
yim. It is therefore extremely important to know the system inf Kuang-yiin frst. I have
demonstrated that the hie-sheng system in Kuang-yiin, inspite of what I called spurious words, .
agrees with the Archaic sound .system rather than with the Ancieht system. I have used
therefore, my resulis, but str:ctly controlled them by ‘Shi-rimes. Itis absard to iry to give an
Archaie reading to every word in Kuang-yiin' cited in my article. The evolution of Chinese
characters leaves much to be desired; hundreds and hundreds of words in bone and bronze
inscriptions are still not deciphered. What late forms took their place and when? The™problem
of kia-tsie in Archalc-texts, with Iater and often concurrent seperate characters in use, offers us
many a stumbling block in assiguing a phonetic form to a definite character.
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Karlgren's *-jung, *-juk, *-fug, then, go against two main sources, Shi-rimes
and hie-sheng, on which we based our.reconstructions; they are inacceptable. .

If we examine Karlgren’s system as given on p. 54 -of his Word Families in
Chinese, we may have another possibility; for he has *-Ong, *-0k, *-0y {i.e. -ong,
Bk, -89) but no *-idng, *ibk, *-idg (i.e. -ibng, -idk, -46g), which he could have
filled in with these -jung, -iuk, -iow forms with less difficulty. This, in my
opinion, 'is equally impossible. In the first place, if a vowel only occasionally
rimes with an -o-, -0-, but consistantly with an -s-, have we the right to designate
it as an -0-? In the second place, the hie-sheng system, which shows an earlier
stage, glVes us cons1stent1y an alternation with an -2-, very exceptionally with an -o-,
. e, & kiwdg : K Kiog. But such occasional hie-sheng is not in any sense
comparable to cases of consistant alternation, such as % %.dk, *-io : *-iak,
which clearly indicate *.o, *-io to be from earlier *dg, *-jag. We cannot similarly
deduce that an earlier *-i5- has become later more like -3- than -6-, In the third
place, the Shi-rimes are far stricter than have been imagined. Rimes of a tense
and a lax vowel are allowed, but rimes of aﬁ open -9- and a close -0-, of a close
-0- and an -u- are permitted only- as exceptions. From the consistant manner
in which these -jung, -juk, -ipu Time with an Archaic -s-, I do not hesitate to
aésign them a principal vowel of the -o- variety. Other vowels would not satisfy
the Shi-rimes, I have perfect right to maintain iny *-fwang, *-mwok, *-jway.

For the *-jwsng forms, I see no objection, nor has Karlgren any reason
against them. Tt is of course impossible to exclude the possibility of an -iwang
which would give us equally well Anc. Ch. -jung. The sole reason why Karlgren
was so strong in rejecting these forms was because we have -fuwk and -wi which
1 have also reconstructed to be _’f‘-iw’ala, *.jwag, I have suggested that -s- may be
in one case accented and in thgs other case unaccented, so that in one case
we may have -wi and in the ot[her case -ipw. Such difference of accent may be
due to certain accentual variatiole we have no knowledge of or may be due to
dialectal differences. I have further suggested the possibility of analogical forces
"which would then give us double de'velnpments, especially, éxception of any
consequence is the form I iwok which has not gone to juk, because its phonetic
"Bk pwek and such common words like IR ywok, Bj Awsk have all preserved an
-k while forrhs like iuk bave no -k or -wek forms preserved in its phonetic.
This -“iwek then -may be a reading pronounciation, after its phonetic s ywok.
.Karlgren rejects all such possibilities, he prefers to follow a purely formal logical
- wWay of reasoning: as there are -jwak and -juk, sumlarly -wi, and -jou, these -iuk and
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-iou 'mnst go back t6 forms other than -5-, thus wiping out all such other possibilities
which no historical 'linguistics can afford to wipe out. If these possibilies are not
proved to our satisfaction, it is becanse we have as yet no adeguate material on
Archaic dialects and on Archaic coiloq’uial chinese; but it is most disappointing when,
in following a logic, his conclusion leads to such an absurdity as an -G- which does
;10t rime with an ~g.!

We are now still dealing with the broad outlines of Chinese Archaic sound
system, there are whole chapters of phonology yet to be written, such as the
development of unaccented syllables, which would throw a flood of light on the’
origifls and development of particles so common in wuse in Chinese. Such a

. common particle fj # (pronounced # in connected speech) corresponds in usage
to the literary ;2 isi and 3% 52 (Arc. *Fisg and *#'iag); it may turn out actually to
bé modern representative of these two words under éliecial phonological rules of
tnaccented words. Sinii]arly A pu (Cantonese pd) may come from 3 piust, 4R
ni from #f nfie etc. I do not mean that such etymologies are certain, but they
at least indicate to us the necessity of taking such additional factors into account
in the very complicated proﬁlém of Chinese phonology. In order, therefore, to be
careful about reconstructions, before data about the Archaic language and dialects
are in any form to be utilized to explain different developments to a certainty, I
am willing to modify my *-fwsk and *-jweg to be *-iwdk and *-jwdg, to keep -the
two lines . of dev.elopmen't clear, the -3- may be a weak or lax variety of .-, We
have then for these rime categories the following reconstructions:—=

*ang > -avg (&) *ok > ok (fH) ey > -8 (%)

ong > fang () ek > ok (E) g > 4 ()

*avong > -wong(3L)  *awok > wok ()  *eweg > -wi(JK)

*_jwang > ung (F) *_fwolk™> -jwak (%) *dwag> -wi ()

*ng > g (R)  *ak > -k (BE) 4 > 60 (W)

*wang > -wg(FE) *wik > -wik (%) *.wag > -wgi(?)

*awik> -juk () — *-iwig> -iou (F7)
If these reconstructions show no *-idng, *-idk, *-isg forms, we are not allowed to
conclude that they did not exist. For they may have ﬂexisted and merged, for
Anstance, with *-fang, *-ifok, *-fog, but the rimeé of Shi-king and the hie-sheng

sjrstem do not offer any- indication,

L
% *

Karlgren has further modified his *mug H} to *mag (p. 43) against my
“mwsg. He has ignoted such forms as 4, & b%¢ (< b'g); a labial initial cannot
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‘have been the cause for #: *msg to become mow, His *mog 1s inacceptable. I
suggested that there is a tendency for *mueg to become mow in shang-sheng
words. Karlgren objects to this, He mentions (pp. 42-43) two common words
which he considered as fatal exceptions, 4 muﬁz and ¥ axudi. The word
zudi can be dismissed at once, for we do not know under what form, if it had a
labial initial at all®, it existed in Archajc Chinese; EVen_ if we concede that
‘there is some kind of a labial initial, the relative chronology of this labial’s
development into z- and the date of -weg’s development into -udi and -ex are of
such importance, that we have to give due conéideratipn ,befofe we should multiply
a single exception into two. To mention such - phonologically uncertain werd
is worthless, for, just a few lines below Karlgren mentions & Adi ({'.*:cmag)
wh1ch would be against his 1§ men as ="':rr.:ag, if he thinks #f audi is against i
mou as *mweg. I have noticed long ago the possibility of a sccondarily developed
medial -u- when a labial precedes an -4- (cf. “YI8Y & fyzE", pp. 7, 15, 18,
27-28). There is quife a bit of uncertainty in Kuang-yiin in seperating this
secondary -u- from the original -u-, so that we have only pud, puin, puit etc.,
but no pd, pin, pdt; pdi (FFFY) but no pudi; predominantly -udi bui very few
~ pii, We have Jfurther a very interésting phenomenon of reassortment in the
rime F& —_

L

ping sheng shang-sheng k'ii-sheng ju-sheng
p  [-Ang]®-wing -Gng  [-wing} [-Bng] -wang -k [-udk)
wt dng  [-wing] . -8ng  [-wdng] [-dng] [-wing} -Gk [-wdk]
b*  [-dng] -wdng [-dng] [-wing] ring [-wdng] —dk [-wik]
‘m -ing [wing]) sing -fwing]  -img [whuy] 6k [-wik]

Snch curious dlstrlbutlon is ev:dently due to the fact that . in this rime the
k*ai-k‘ou and the ho-k'ou are included in one.rime, and we have to depend on the
tstie for difierentiation, while in the majority of the other finals there are
seperate rimes for the k%i-k'ou and for the ho-k%ou, In modern dialects, none
of these pud and pl- are distinguished, the confusion starts some where about the
time of Ts'ie-yiin, Such being the state of affairs, we should not think that
- all these ho-k‘ou words were orlgmai ho-k'ou Words nor gen/ralme that all these
ho-k*ou words go back to original k‘ai-k*ou words.® Generally speaking, Kuang-
yin sometimes do have Ktai-k'ou words class1ﬁed as ho-kou due to the develop-
-ment of a qecondary medial -u-, -w-, but the reverse is not generally true. Such

Q@) Karlgren suggests #m-, but it could equally well be me- or even a voiceless M-
Nothing definite can be said for such an initial,

(2) Forms not found are put in brackets.
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word as {%& 5%i (attested in Kuang-yiin and T'ang manuscripts of Ts*ie-yiin} must
be taken as real ktai-k‘ou word, on the other hand, 4§ mudi may go back to *mag
instead of *mwog. The point here is that we cannot say anything definite about
the word 4§. For this reason I prefer to leave it as exceptionnal. But the
majority of ‘cases is so overwhelming, that we had better take a further look
at the following facts before we get so keen about a single exception.

p'ing-sheng - kti-sheng shang-sheng
Mg omudi . (3R) budi B mou
m . b . :iu’g(ﬁﬁ) n ' % ”
i » ¥ pudi, budl L "
B " B mudi W) .
2 .on (& » 1@ ) W,
5& ] [Hﬁ " ] } - ﬁ; . b'ou
&5 ” o £ w1l
¥ btdui B w1
B, o S
[igh n ] i n
L3 w o] &3 »
(7H » 1 ¥ v
(g pudi O pou
B pdi g ., 1 _
R . p'ing-sheng _ k‘ﬁ—s!neng _
B » | [ bou] (% mou]
[BF no ] ' A [fE  bou]
shang-sheng -1
g mudi : & » ]
S N

The above list consists exclisively of words that occur in Archaic texts or at
least in Shuo-wen, a Han work, and includes all the common words in question.
Their pronunciation is taken from Kuang-yiin. We find ,that -u}i forms abound
in p'ing-sheng and k%i-sheng with a single exception 4§ "mufi in shang-sheng, and
o forms abound in shang-shepg with five -su forms in p'ing-sheng (4 of which
have alternative readings in shang-sheng) and 2 -su forms in ktii-sheng (one has
alternative reading in shang-sheng). I suspected such -su forms in other tones

1) _Some more cases of confusion. are }fi 6%di, etc. given in a Ttang manuscript of Tste
yiin as b'udi (HAR), 8 mudi give o3 mii (WM, FINFRIERATIEMEIR).

(2) Words iu brackets are readings not given in either manuscripts of T'sie-yiin.
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than shang-sheng to be spurious readings. Here Ts'ie-yiin is most jiluminating,(®
for it giveé no -su forms under labial initials in p'ing-sheng and in Kk'ii-sheng.®
On the other hand it gives fif and %%, which Karlgren mentioned against me,
actually in shang-sheng just as in Kuang-yiin, but not in pting-sheng and
registers g% also in shang-sheng under the initial I/ It is obvious that such Iate‘_
additions of -su forms in p'ing-sheng and k®ii-sheng are analogical or spurious
readings. If we keep fo strictly authenticated words as well as their authenticated
readings, we find that no -suz forms exist in pling-sheng and k‘i-sheng, but plenty
of s forms in shang-sheng and plenty of -u4 forms in p'ing-sheng and k*i-sheng,
with a single exception 4§ in shang-sheng (also with an alternative reading in
k'i-sheng attested by T'sie yiin). It seems to me quite useless to harp on that
single exception, which may be explained if "we can be. more than merely
determining the framework of our Archaic reconstructions. I see no reason to
change my opinon that Arc. *-weg after a labial initial tends to become -pu in
Ancient Chinese, in shang-sheng words, otherwise -ugi. The distinction in modern
Peipting dialect between p'ing-sheng and shang-sheng such as Eﬁ% kui : W Tuei
is at least supgestive of such possibilities,®

The problem of a medial -w- after labials is a very complicated one. The
point I am contending here is not the precise issue of whether to reconstruct Bk
mou as “mag or ¥smwag, but the implication of Karlgren's reconstructions. His “mag
> *mou versus Tmweg > muli seems to me quite impossible without a thorough
_ investigation of the problem of mcdial -w- after labials. In the first place, it is
against {% b%i, unless he assumes {% to be b4l against Kuang-yiin and Ts'e-
yin., In the second place, it implies that all Anc. Ch. mufs, pudi, etc. go back
to truly ho-k‘ou words. - This is to take the problem of medial -w- after Iabials
too lightly.#! In the third place, it does not explain the curious distribution of
-4 forms in shang-sheng and -udi forms in pting-sheng and kii-sheng. The

() CEL TR EEAUSEE and B0, FrERA .

{2) Words not belonging to this category such as {b P'#% are eliminated. An interesting
case of spurious reading are the characters BSi# which are through semantic similarity identified
with 4}, so that in Kuvang-yin (but not in T'sie-yiin) they are also giveof the reading P'ew after
ik, and similarly b is given the reading b'sk. after EE, #%. :

{3) Cf. the interesting observation of Lo Ch*ang-p'ei about the Tibetan transcription of
shang-sheng words by doubling the main vowel. Evidently a diderence of vocalic length or
quality is felt in shang-sheng as early as about a thousand vyears ago (M S5 EIRUGIELF,
pp. 65—67).

{4} Cf. the treatment of words with labials as a third separate class in $¥Efd, Bs—u
EFERUF
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ho-kiou element in words of labial initials should be taken with extreme caution -
to explain different developments of this nature.

h3 *. E]

A further point about those *-d (#), *-id (&), *-wd () which rime with
*.9, and *-io, ete, -As Archaic *-0k, *-og, etc. do mot rime with *-ok, *-og, etc.,
there is no reason to believe that -d- can rime with -0-, They go back to *-5, -
*-1f, *-wd, with a lax variety of the vowel -o-., Our view that the rimes in Shi-
king are very strict is further confirmed by the introduction of a lax vowel,
forilliantl_v employed by Prof. Karlgren, Shi-king rimes a tensé and a lax vowel
together regularly, as d:&, o0, 0:3, 923, u:l, e : é, etc., but vowels of other
variety only exceptionally, as ¢:90, 0: %, 0:3, etc, -
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