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The source materials for the different periods of Chinese phonological
history differ in nature. In the modern period, we have records of various
individual living dialects and we know the different localities they represent.
For the Archaic period, we base our reconstruction on the riming patterns
of the Shih-ching and the analysis of phonetic compound characters; we
assume that these materials are more or less homogeneous and that they
represent the literary pronunciation of the middle course of the Yellow
River Basin during the Chou Dynasty. Although the songs of the S#ik-
ching derived from different sources, they had become the common pro-
perty of the educated in the Chou Dynasty, whose custom it was on
various social occasions to recite certain passages from memory. This
implies standardization. Our knowledge of the Ancient period is derived
from the Ch'ieh-yiin, which is composite in nature and represents more
than one dialect from the several hundred years preceding 601 A.D. The
categories of rimes and finals in the Ch’ieh-yiin comprise most of the rime
and final distinctions of the earlier rime dictionaries. (Within a rime
category there may be several finals with different medials. The Ch’ieh-
yiize has both rime categories and final categories.) The rime dictionaries
which preceded the Ch’ieh-yiin, but whose categories are included in it,
range in time from the Chin Dynasty to the Liang Dynasty, in space
from Loyang in the north to Chin-ling in the south. When we compare
the rime and final categories of the Shih-ching, the Ch'ieh-yiin, and the
modern Mandarin dialect of Peking, we have a bulging middle like that

of a snake which has swallowed a frog. There are many categories in
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The Composite Nature of the Ch'ieh-yiin

the Ch’ieh-yiin for which there are no counterparts in the Peking dialect;
there are some (e.g. 76 and %, f%) for which we find no counterparts in
the Shih-ching system. (We do not, however, find Skih-ching or Peking
rimes or finals which are not represented in the Ch'ieh-yiin.) ‘These
extra categories remind us that for a single, natural dialect, the Ch'ieh-
yiim system would be implausibly complex. The explanation is, of course,
simple: the Ck’ieh-yiin categories represent the dialects of different regions;
the Shih-ching and the Peking dialect do not.

Among the writings on the nature of the Ch’ieh-yiin, there are two
important articles: Ch’en Yin-k’o’s (1949) *“Ts’ung Shih-shih lun CH'ieh-
yiin” (“The Ckh’ieh-yiin Problem in the Light of Historical Reality”) and
Chou Tsu-mo’s (1966b) “Ch’ieh-yiize te hsing-chih ho t’a te yin-hsi chi-ch'u”
(*“The Nature of the Ch’iek-yiin and the Basis of its Phonological System”);
Chou’s article was translated into English by G6éran Malmquist (1968).

We owe to Ch’en our insight into the Lo-vang element in the Ck'iek-
yiin system. Ch’en showed that, beginning with the Eastern Chin Dynasty,
scholars in the south adopted the tradition of chanting the Classics and
other literature which had prevailed in the Royal Academy in Lo-yang.!
According to Ch’en, northern scholars who moved to the south held onto
their old literary pronunciation, and the southern scholars gradually
acquired this pronunciation, which was, then, the basis of the CZ’ieh-yiin
categories. The is, however, a partial truth. The literary pronunciation
of the Royal Academy in Lo-yang was obviously modified in the south,
where scholars gradually developed a conventional literary pronunciation
during the Ch’i-Liang period: the Ch’ieh-yiin’s rime and final categories
are not completely identical with those of the Lo-yang tradition as trans-
mitted to us in Lii Ching’s rime dictionary. (This dictionary is supposed
to represent the literary pronunciation of the educated people in Lo-yang,
the capital of the Chin Dynasty.) (See Footnote 4.)

1. See Shih-shuo Hsin-yii, Chapters 6 and 26 (Ya-liang ‘Tolerance’ and Ch’ing-ti ‘Rudeness’)
and the biographies of Hsieh An and Ku K’ai-chih in Chin-shu, Volumes 79 and 92.
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The Composite Nature of the Chiek-yiin

Of all the articles on the Ck'ieh-yiin, Chou’s is undoubtedly the most
substantial and the most thoroughly documented. Chou, however, failing
to take into account the difference between the literary pronunciation and
the colloquial, erred in assuming that the literary pronunciation developed
in the south during the Ch’i-Liang period was equivalent to the spoken
language of the officials in the city of Chin-ling.

Most of the categories in the Ch’ieh-yiin were adopted from earlier
dictionaries; this is explicitly stated in its Preface. As a result of the
serious deliberations and great care which went into the Ch'ieh-yiin's
compilation, its categories constitute a system, even though this system
is made up of phonological distinctions deriving from the speech of
various times and various places. The synchronic description of a single
dialect is a practice of modern linguistics. During the fifth and sixth
centuries, no one felt it necessary to faithfully and exhaustively describe
any one living dialect.

It is true, as Chou says, that there is almost complete agreement
between the Ch’ieh-yiin categories and the riming practice of the sophisti-
cated writers of the Ch’i-Liang-Ch’en Dynasties. This does not necessarily
mean that the Ch'ieh-yiin categories and those of the language spoken by
the officials of Chin-ling, the capital of the southern dynasties, were one,
(Although we have no way of knowing this language, we do know that
no natural spoken language tolerates so many distinctions.) What it may
mean, I suggest, is that the Chkiek-yiize codified the riming practice of the
Ch’i-Liang-Ch’en writers, who followed the same conventional rime cate-
gories as did the compilers of the Ch’ieh-yiin. This practice was part
of the literary movement of the Yung-ming period in the Southern Ch’i
Dynasty, during which writers had become phonologically sophisticated.
(See Footnote 10.)

After comparing the fan-ch’ieh spellings of the Chiek-yiin and of Ku
Yeh-wang’s Yii-pien (preserved in Kikai’s Mansho Myogi), Chou concluded

that the Ch'ieh-yiin must have been based on the reading pronunciation
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of the Ch’i-Liang-Ch’en Dynasties.> Though it is true that educated people
may have been able to make all of the distinctions represented by different
fan-ch’ieh spellings in reading, there is no evidence for equating this
reading pronunciation with the colloquial pronunciation of the officials in
Chin-ling, as Chou did.

In his Preface to the CA’ieh-yiin, Lu Fa-yen describes the two-stage
compilation of this dictionary. In the first stage, around 580 A.D., Lu
Fa-yen’s father gathered together eight of his colleagues at his home in
Ch’ang-an, where he had an extensive library which he had brought with
him from Yeh, the capital of the Northern Ch’i Dynasty.® They discussed
Chinese phonology, its historical differences and geographical variations,
and devised an outline for a rime dictionary; this implies a working out,
to some degree, of the rime and final categories. In doing this, they

supplemented their personal knowledge of these categories by consulting

2. Ku Yeh-wang (519-81 A.D.) was a native of the Wu commandery. In the Yii-p'ien, the
characters are arranged according to their graphic shapes. Though the original version of
this dictionary is preserved only in fragmentary manuscripts, its fan-ch’ieh spellings were
adopted by a Japanese monk, Kakai (774-835 A.D.) when he compiled his Banshyd My0gi
(Wan-hsiang Ming-yi), a Chinese-Chinese dictionary. (See Chou Tsu-mo’s study of the
fan-ch’ieh spellings in Banshy0 MyOgi in his Wen-hsiieh-chi, pp. 270-404, 1966).

3. It is often said that Lu Fa-yen’s Ch’iekh-yiin, a riming dictionary completed in 601 A.D. in
the Sui Dynasty capital of Ch’ang-an, was based on the Ch’ang-an dialect of its time. This
was not the case. First, none of those who deliberated on the format of this dictionary
spoke the Ch’ang-an dialect. Second, Ch’ang-an did not at this time have the sort of
widespread cultural prestige that would have made it a national standard. Third, philo-
logical evidence on the Ch’ang-an dialect of the seventh through ninth centuries shows a
much simpler phonological system than that described by Lu Fa-yen'’s Ch'iek-yiin. As
Oshima Shoji, for example, points out, the Ch’ang-an dialect revealed by Yen Shih-ku
(581-645 A.D.) in his phonetic glosses to the Han-shu has far fewer distinctions than the
Chlieh-yiin., (Oshima Shoji, “Gan Shiko Kansho ongi no Kenkyn” [“A Study of Yen Shih-
ku’s Phonetic Glosses to Han-shu”], Hokkaido Daigaku Bungakubu Kiyd 17.1.45-238 and
19.4.1-85 [Sapporo, 1969 and 1971] and “Gan Shiko Kanshe ongi Inrui Ko” [*A Study on
the Finals of Yen Shih-ku’s Phonetic Glosses to Han-shu”], Gengo Kenkyii 59.43-61 [Tokyo,
1971]. Yen’s system lacks the following Ck'ieh-yiin contrasts: 1. [Ij:¥l; B% : %43; Bk : g5,
ook, 20 Mg BEcTS BEE BT, 3 B3, 4 TG 5 Bt 6. %
Bz ¥ 7. =28
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the rime dictionaries of Lii Ching, Hsia-hou Kai, Yang Hsiu-chih, Li Chi-
chieh, and Tu T’ai-ch’ing.* In most cases we know from the footnotes
under the rime rubrics in the table of contents to Wang Jen-hsii’s revised
Ch'ieh-yiim (706 A.D.) which rime dictionary was the source of which
Cl'ieh-yim category. In general, if one dictionary had two categories
where another had just one, the Cheh-yiim followed the former. If,
however, there was a strong reason for not recognizing a division made
by an earlier dictionary, Lu Fa-yen’s father and his colleagues did ignore
it. (See, for example, my discussion of £ and A&, £ and & below.)

In the synthesis and systematization of all previous rime and final
categories which the Ch'ieh-yiine provides, two dictionaries clearly played
decisive roles: the oldest, most archaic rime dictionary, that of Lii Ching,
representing the early northern literary pronunciation, and the dictionary
of Hsia-hou Kai, representing the later, southern literary pronunciation.
In twenty-seven cases, the Ch’ieh-yiin accepted Lii Ching’s distinctions;

in thirty-four cases, it accepted Hsia-hou Kai’s distinctions. (I base these

4. Li Ching, who lived in the Chin Dynasty, came from Jen-ch’eng (now Ch’ii-fu in Shantung
Province). In the Wei-shu (biography of Chiang Shih), it says that he arranged his
material in five categories, kung, shang, chiieh, chih, and yii; these are, traditionally,
names for notes of the musical scale. (See Lin 1972.) Yang Hsiu-chih, who was from
Wu-chung (west of Peking; now Chi-hsien in Hopei), was the son of Yang-ku, a Lo-yang
magistrate in the Northern Wei Dynasty. Yang Hsiu-chih served under the Northern
Dynasties of Ch’i and Chou. Li Chi-chieh (personal name: Kai) was from P’ing-chi in the
commandery of Chao (now Chao-hsien in Hopei) and served under the Northern Ch’i, Tu
T’ai-ch’ing came from Ch’ii-yang in Po-ling (now Ting-hsien in Hopei) and served under
the Northern Ch’i and the Sui. Hsia-hou Kai has no biography in the dynastic histories.
Li Fu of the T’ang Dynasty says in his K’an-wu: “Hsia-hou Kai of the Liang Dynasty
compiled his Szu-sheng Yin-libeh in twelve chiian”. (According to the bibliographical
chapter of the Swi-shu, the work contained thirteen chiian.) Yen Chih-t'ui mentions in the
philological chapter of his Yen-shik Chia-hsiin that Hsia-hou Kai had read several thousand
chijan, which indicates that he was a man of wide learning. In the period of the Weli,
Chin, Ch’i, and Liang Dynasties, most members of the Hsia-hou family lived in the com-
mandery of Ch’iao (now Po-hsien in Anhwei). Since Hsia-hou Kai served under the Liang,
he probably took up residence in the south with the southward migration of the northerners

which began early in the fourth century.
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statistics on Chou Tsu-mo’s tabulation of information on these early rime
dictionaries preserved in the manuscripts of Wang Jen-hsii’'s revised
Ch'ieh-yiin [see Malmquist’s translation, BMFEA 4051-5].

The dictionaries of Yang Hsiu-chih, Li Chi-chieh, and Tu T’ai-ch’ing,
though they had many fewer categories than those of Lii Ching and Hsia-
hou Kai, were responsible for the Ch’ieh-yiin’s third-division categories g,
2, and f#.

Li Ching’s Yiin-chi was a riming dictionary of the Chin Dynasty.
Since Lo-yang was the capital of this dynasty, it was probably through
the incorporation of the Yiizm-chi categories into the Ch’ieh-yiim that we
find the similarities to the Lo-yang Royal Academy literary pronunciation.
From Hsia-hou Kai would derive, then, the modified literary pronunciation
of the south.

Li Ching’s Yiim-chi was modelled after Li Teng’s Sheng-lei in its
arrangement of words labelled under the five notes of the musical scale
(=, v, f, %, and 7). These terms may have been used to denote tonal
distinctions before the adoption of Z%, E, &, and A by Shen Yiieh and
his associates, Unlike Li Teng, however, Lii Ching classified according to
the rime and final categories.

Since the rime and final categories of Lii Ching’s Yiin-chi are not
identical with those of the Chieh-yiin, we may reasonably assume that
the rubrics of the two dictionaries also differed. In the footnotes to the
table of contents in Wang Jen-hsii’s revised Ch’ieh-yiin, discussions of the
classifications of the earlier rime dictionaries are mainly in terms of the
Chlieh-yiim’s rubrics; the evidence is too scanty and the possibility of
errors and omissions in the manuscripts of Wang’s work too great to
permit us to reconstruct with confidence the categories of the five previous
dictionaries. From Yen Chih-t’ui’s comments on the Yiin-chi in his Chia-
hsiun, we know that for Lii Ching & (Ck'ieh-yiim %) and % (Ch'ieh-yiin
B fofmed one category, as did {5 (Ch'ieh-yiin 38) and & (Chieh-yiin %),

(The order of these four characters, given as &, 15, %, & in the present
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The Composite Nature of the Cl'ieh-yiin

edition of the Chia-hsiun, was correctly emended by Chou Tsu-mo.) ‘The
footnotes of Wang Jen-hsii’s revised Ch’ieh-yiin show that in yet another
case Lii Ching had just one category where the Ch'ieh-yiim has three
categories: Ch'ieh-yiim Bk (&t L), Ch'ieh-yim 38 (L), Chieh-yin 3B (FF.E).
We may infer that the corresponding p’ing-sheng and ch’ii-sheng categories
also formed one category in the Yiin-cki; however, Wang Jen-hsii has no
notes on the rubrics #ZF (Li Ching %), {2 (Li Ching &) and FZ and
FETEKZE, He also has nothing on the classification of the earlier rime
dictionaries under the Ch’ieh-yiim rubrics of 3 (Lii Ching {/5) #&3EI% and
% (Li Ching %) ZIE4s.

In his Chia-hsiun, Yen Chih-t'ui also criticized Lii Ching for over-
categorizing £, &7, &, and ‘& by putting them into four categories where
the Ch’ieh-yiiw had only two (Lii Ching £ and &: Chlieh-yim 3; Lii
Ching #& and f: CRieh-vim %&). This information, too, is missing in
the notes to the table of contents in Wang Jen-hsii’s revised Ch’ieh-yiin.
It has been commonly felt that the difficulty in reporting all the minute
differences among the earlier dictionaries was the source of such omissions
in Wang’s footnotes. A less common and, to my mind, far less likely
position is that the discrepancies between the information on Lii Ching’s
Yiin-chi in Wang Jen-hsii’s revised Ch'ieh-yii and the comments on Lii
Ching’s Yiin-chi in Yen Chih-t'ui’s Chia-hsiurn indicate that there were
two different editions of the Yinm-chi. It is highly improbable that Yen
Chih-t'ui—one of the decisive figures in designing the Ch’ieh-yiin—would
have used two different versions of Lii Ching’s Yiizn-cki, one for the com-
pilation of the CA’ieh-yiim and another in writing his Chia-hsiun. '

The information that we gather from the manuscripts of Wang Jen-
hsii’s revised Ch’ieh-yiim suggests that Lii Ching’s Yiiz-chi was not as
systematic, consistent, or comprehensive as Lu Fa-yen’s Ch'ieh-yiin. Under
F%, for instance, there is a comment that in Lii Ching’s Yiin-chi 3 (k)
and 2 (k) form one category; there are, however, no comments under

the p’ing sheng and ch’ii sheng counterparts of these shang sheng cate-
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gories, f (&), # (&), B (&), and 3B (&). Under #% (ZF) there is a
comment that in the Yiin-ckz #% and # form one category, and under
(k) a comment that # and & form another category, but nothing is
said about the corresponding ch’ii sheng and ju sheng finals B (&%), &
(%) and & (R), 8 (X). Though Lii Ching made two categories each
for f (&) and & (F), H (k) and E (L), he classified F (&) and &
(%) in one category.

Among the rime dictionaries which preceded the Ch’ieh-yiin, Lii Ching’s
Yiin-chi was the most divergent. It diverged somewhat less, however,
from Tu T’ai-ch’ing’s dictionary than from the dictionaries of Hsia-hou
Kai, Yang Hsiu-chih, or Li Chi-chieh. Lii Ching, for example, recognized
the third-division : fourth-division contrasts (1) i : %, (2) 7 : &k (3)
Kok (4) BE:fE, (B) AifE (6) F:OH, (7) FH:8% and (8) £:FES
Hsia-hou, Yang, and Li recognized none of these contrasts; Tu recognized
(5) and (6). Lii Ching was alone in recognizing the distinctions of (1)
YR and REERR, (2) 7€ and 3WE, (3) Bt and jEfE, (4) A and #. On
the other hand, neither Lii Ching nor Tu T’ai-ch’ing recognized the i3
BREE . FFYE 8 distinction, though Hsia-hou, Yang, and Li did.

The categories of Lii Ching’s Yiiz-chi coincide, in most cases, with
those implicit in the riming practice of the Wei-Chin Dynasties. (For a
study of this riming practice, see Ting 1975.) Thus, words of the Ch’ieh-
yiiw's FEM and JEBEHE categories rime with each other, as do many
words of the Ch'ieh-yiim's K (88) BEE (H) and 2 (8) Wy (18) B (%) 9

(i€) categories. In this last case, judging from the information in Wang’s

5. Except after initials which were labiovelar or velar in Ancient Chinese, the modern Wu
dialects of Yi-wu and Chin-hua have different reflexes for the Chiek-yiin third and fourth-
division finals with -m, -p, -n, -t endings. Of the following examples, for instance, the
first two belong to the third division, the last four to the fourth (A is p'ing, B shang, C
ch’ii, D ju; 1 is ying, 2 is yang):

R il B % B B’
Yi-wu tsie® A1 sie® Al fig? Bl sig® Al die™® D2 zig*® D2

Chin-hua  zie Al sie Al diaa B1 sia Al dhiah D2 hsiah D2
(See Chin 1964 and Yiieh-chai 1958.)
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edition of the Ch’ieh-yin, Lii Ching is inconsistent: E (&) and zx (&)
are in one category, but & (A) and 32 (A) are two categories. (Hsia-
hou, however, puts ‘E and 72 in one category. Could Wang’s information
have been erroneous?) In his Chia-hsiun, Yen Chih-t'ui criticized Lii
Ching for putting % and & in two categories. This, however, is just the
way these are treated in the Wei-Chin riming practice. (& is Ting’s
*.jiek, & is his *-jiak.) On the other hand, there is no Wei-Chin support
for the Yiin-chi’s classification of £ and & in two categories, which Yen
Chih-t'ui also criticized. These finals do rime with each other in Wei-Chin
poetry.

Hsia-hou Kai’s Yiin-liieh, which represents a later, southern tradition,
is another major source of Ch'ieh-yin categories: Hsia-hou’s rime dictionary
is characterized by the inclusion of 3iJE and 3G in one category and the
segregation of (1) [ and [, (2) # and 3%, (3) ¥k and ##, (4) & and %L,
(5) J& and %, (-6) 3 and B, (7) & and %, (8) 7% and %, (9) 3 and %,
(10) #% and B%, (11) %5 and B2, and (12) E and #& (B%). (Contrasts [1]
through [9] are “second-division” rimes.) These -are also characteristics
of the poetry of the Ch’i-Liang-Ch’en Dynasties. (See Yii 1936.) Just four
of the above distinctions had been recognized by the compilers of the
early rime dictionaries: (1) by Tu T’ai-ch’ing, (8) by Lii Ching, (11) by
Yang Hsiu-chih, Li Chi-chieh, and Tu T’ai-ch’ing, (12) by Yang Hsiu-chih
and Tu T’ai-ch’ing.

In the south, as we see from both Hsia-hou Kai’s Yiin-liieh and the
poetry of Shen Yiieh, Liu Hsieh, and many others, words of the & category
rimed with words of the FUJE categories; in Lii Ching’s Yiizm-chi and the
poetry of the north during the Wei-Chinu period, they did not. The Ch'ieh-
yiin, then, established a separate category for ¢ not because either Hsia-
hou Kai or Lii Ching did, but because they treated it in different ways,
showing that it had merged differently in different dialects. The arrange-
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ment of 7& between X% and FWE in the Clh'iekh-yiim reflects the close
phonetic resemblance of 5t and FE.® (See Kun Chang 1975.)

The Cl'ieh-yiw's HigEE and 2 (Bk) Y (B&) i (k) 4 (32) are firmly
established as two independent categories in the riming practice of the
Ch’i-Liang-Ch’en Dynasties, and are recognized as such by Hsia-hou Kai,
but in Wei-Chin poetry there are many cases where words of the E
category rimed with words of the # category,” and Lii Ching put them
in one category.

The distinction between the Chieh-yiin's fEEM and BEEEE was lost
as early as the Chin Dynasty for certain, and even earlier in all probability,
in most areas except for the region along the lower course of the Yang-
tzu River—and mostly south of it, in an area around the Lake of ‘TVai.
Again, Lii Ching did not record this distinction, but Hsia-hou Kai did.? ’

The categories [z (F) and MK (8%), which Hsia-hou Kai recog-
nized, differed in the Ch’i-Liang-Ch’en period (see Yii Hai-yen’s tabulations)
in that members of the /A FéE category rimed only among themselves,
while members of the [JZEHEE: category occasionally rimed with members
of the E#B/E and {lJ%REE categories. The riming practice of this
period also coincides with Hsia-hou Kai’s classification of FEfEE,, EoEIEL,
and Ft, There is just one discrepancy: though Hsia-hou Kai separated

(%) BEfg (FE) and (FF) Bk (2€), even the most sophisticated writers of

6. The independent status of the jfi category is also supported by modern-dialect reflexes, In
the dialect of Foochow and the Japanese Go-on pronunciation, words of the 33 category
have a rounded vowel, -0-, while words of the {ij category have an unrounded vowel, -e-,
# (category: J@) is, for example, kiog (Foochow), kon (Go-on); 5 (category: {lj) is kiep
(Foochow), gen (Go-on). (See Kun Chang and Betty Shefts Chang 1972, particularly
Chart 15.)

7. The reflexes of {§:J% in some modern dialects show a contrast of an unrounded vowel,
-i-, with a rounded vowel, -y-, -u-, or -o-, (category: (&) has, for example, the reflexes
ip (Foochow), in (Amoy and Go-on); J% (category: %) has yg (Foochow), un (Amoy), and
on (Go-on). (See Chang and Chang, ibid., especially Chart 16.)

8. Lo Ch’ang-p’ei discusses this problem at length in his 1931 article.
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the Ch’i-Liang-Ch’en Dynasties rimed words of the BF category with words
of the #t category. In Shen Yiieh’s poem &HEEE, for example, &
(category: Bt) rimes with ¥, # (category: #f).

Some twenty vyears after the Ch'ieh-yiim was first planned, the Lu
family found itself in disfavor with the Sui court. Lu Fa-yen lost his
government position and, in the second stage of the CA’ieh-yiiw’s compila-
tion, began to fill in the original outline worked out around 580 A.D. It
is clear that, in doing this in isolation, he relied heavily on the fan-ch’ieh
spellings of previous dictionaries. Although Lu Fa-yen did not enumerate
the dictionaries he consulted, we find most of the Chk’ieh-yiin categories
confirmed by the fan-ch’ieh spellings preserved in a sixth-century dictionary,
Ku Yeh-wang’s Yii-p'ien.

The Yi-piew and the Ch'ieh-yiim both aimed at maintaining the new
standard literary pronunciation which, originating in the north, had been
developed and modified in the south. The northern tradition was the way
the Royal Academy students in the Chin Dynasty capital of Lo-yang
chanted the Classics and other literature. (It is only reasonable to suppose
that they used the literary pronunciation for this, not the colloquial

pronunciation of the uneducated common people of Lo-yang.) Lii Ching’s

Yiim-chi represents this mnorthern tradition. With the invasion of the
northern barbarians in the fourth century, the Chinese moved south,
taking with them their traditional mode of chanting. During the next
two or three hundred years, however, when the political and cultural
center of China was in Chin-ling, the southern dialects had their effect
on this literary mode of pronunciation.

The southern element in the new literary pronunciation was due to
political events. It was, however, contact withAIndian Buddhists in the
Ch’i-Liang Dynasties which gave scholars the phonological sophistication

to recognize the distinctions they did and to codify the riming patterns
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of the new literature.? Shen Yiieh had said to Wang Yiin, “There is
almost no one who really knows the proper pronunciation” (41%) (Bio-
graphy of Wang Yiin, Nan-Shik, Vol. 22). Lu Fa-yen echoed this lament
in his Preface to the Ch’ier-yiim: “If our purpose is to encourage more
people to write poetry, we can of course relax some restrictions; but if
we value the proper pronunciation, we should certainly maintain all pro-
per phonological distinctions”. The Ch’ieh-yiin was, then, intended as a
dictionary which would categorize all these distinctions. Shen Yiieh and
his associates, the first to formally recognize four tonal categories in the
Chinese language (&, _E, &, and A), established meticulous riming
schemes.!'® These rime distinctions were observed by the phonologically
sophisticated writers of the Ch’i-Liang Dynasties. In the four-line verses
which come at the end of each of the fifty chapters of Liu Hsieh’s Wex-
hsin Tiao-lung, for instance, the riming practice is almost completely in
agreement with the Ck’ieh-yiin’s specifications.!

The CPk'ieh-yiir is a composite. Lu Fa-yen made this amply clear in
his Preface, when he said that historical differences and geographical
variations in Chinese phonology were discussed before the outline of the
Ch'ieh-yiim was laid down. The notes under the rime rubrics in the table
of contents of Wang Jen-hsii’s edition confirm it. The CFZ’ieh-yiin system
consists of many phonological distinctions based on vafious dialects. There

has never been a single natural dialect at any time or in any place with

9. The Southern Ch’i Prince of Ching-ling, Hsiao Tzu-liang (460-94 A.D.) was one of those
instrumental in bringing together the Buddhists and the literary men. The Prince was
seriously interested in Buddhism. So, for instance, in the seventh year of Yung-ming (480
A.D.), he assembled a number of Buddhist monks who were versed in phonology and had
them compose new melodies for chanting hymns. He was also a patron of many writers;
one of them, Shen Yiieh, was a frequent companion of the Prince. (See the biography of
the Prince of Ching-ling, Nan-ch’i-shu, Vol. 40, and Nan-shik, Vol. 44.)

10. Chou Yung was also mentioned in the Nan Shik (Vol. 34) as having compiled a dictionary
in which the words were arranged according to four tonal categories. (See Feng 1965, and
Lin Ming-po 1976.)

11. See BMFEA 40.67-8.
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all of these distinctions. The literary language the Ch’iek-yiin represented
and fostered was an artist’s' instrument which had grown increasingly
complex and which the artist had to learn to play, in part with the
Clh’ieh-yiiw’s help.
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