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

L1 FANG-KUEI

In my article concerning the sources of the Ancient Chinese vowel 4,0 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 licentia 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: 3 miu which he considered to be imperfect rimes *mé:
*miu, he has found that they go back really to *md and *mio and that *u does not as
a rule rime with *4 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 mainly those categories containing a labialized
vowel, particularly rimes 3 -ung, -iung, %& -uong, $& -iwong, {L. -4ng, J& -uk, -iuk, K
-uok, J& -twok, 53 -ak, etc. and we shall see that we can throw thereby a flood of light

on many other finals.

1) Y4 a W24, Bulletin of the National Research Institute of History and Philology, vol. III
part I; see particularly p. 26. We shall use BNRIHP for this Bulletin in this paper.

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

3) 1Ibid, pp. 144-145. 7

4) Karlgren, the Poetical Parts in Lao-tsi, Giteborgs Higskolas Arsskrift xxxviii, 1932: 2 PpP:
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 is able to
recognize, but these exceptions do not obliterate the main lines of distinction between the different
categories and should not be taken as the sign of identification of distinct groups of finals,
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Let us first examine how 3 -ung rimes in Shi-king:—
-ung riming with -ung:—

zE AR 1 3 tung, 2 kung, [A] d'ung
B 3Ely 1-4  3H fung, 15 mung (4 times)
AE KM 2 IR tung, ZTk‘ung
B %% 4] & d'ung, 7y kung
4] XH 7 [§ dung, 3 kung
B ZHFE 1 [Fl dung, T kung
Kit HE 6 [6l dung, Fj kung
JAM EBEI : T kung, 7 kung
B TH 2 & Kung, 3 sung
Kt ijt& 4 ([ mung, W& bung

~iwong riming with -ung:—"V

15 fazs 2 HE tung, F blung, 2 iwong

B REF 3 FH piwong, I tung, $¢ dz‘iwong

B Zb 3 # piwong, T tung, Jff iwong?

Kie KFEHE 2 B iwong, IR tung

fBE BE 3 2 kung, 3 tung, Jf iwong

K &= 5 4 tSiwong, JBE -iwong, & btung, 7> kung

¥ RE 3 B d'ung, t$iwong, Ji iwong, K| ziwong, NH ts‘ung
i XA 4 [& dtung, By kung, HE tsiwong, tsung, 7> kung

belong to one series of rimes.
the two preceding stanzasi—

. 1) There are besides nine cases where -jwong rimes with -jwong:—

A GENFRE 8 B iwong, & d'‘iwong

Jope @z . 7 4 t$iwong, yf iwong

Jepe U 4 tsiwong, gk twong, ¢& tSiwong, jg “iwong
AW 4R 3 4 wwong, $ zwong, % ziwong, #¢ dz‘iwong
AR AE 1 4 dztiwong, B iwong, 1 g'iwong

s R B Ciwong, g wong

AR mE 3 3 g'iwong, B gtiwong

o figEL 6 ffF wong, 3 xiwong

7 gkiazz 1 @ néiwong, K “iwong

2) Following Tuan Yii-ts'ai, Karlgren considers that %f, #, Jif and the following W, &
This is plainly not permissible if we examine the manner of riming in

1) R T S Sl e o
2. o R | B:E I L
S0 Sl e [ SR e [AR )
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AIE FH 2 [&] dung, 4 dztiwong

B B 2 & bung, B tsiwong, tsung

B KFE 3 & bliwong, #8 tsung, 2% kung
MIE S 3 #H ngiwong, 7% kung
FE B i EE -dwong,, 7Y kung
BE #AK 6 P wiwong, I kung
NIE R 3 WA ts*ung, Z& “iwong

-dng riming with -ung and -jwong:—

NIE I 1 X kung, [f] dtung, 5 btdng, 3E tung

BE BE 6 3 mung, I tung, F5 ping, [F] dung, Bt dztiwong, T kung

W B 3t g'iwong, P& ming, BE lwong, B iwong, B d'ung, VE
'siwong, #8 tsung

K BR 5 F§ kiwong, [ ping, 3t gtiwong

AN BB 3[Rl dung, 5 ping

A KRB 4 E bung, I ping, [l dung, 1 detjwong

[

KIfE Bk 2 7% kung, 1f tung, 3 ping

b3 il 2 fE sang, Ji§f wwong, Ji iwong, $% dziwong
Kife ¥ 2 HS ping, T kung

Kife ¥E 3 I ping, Ji iwong

KiE BE- 2 i Vung, 3t gtiwong, F5 ping

£#1 % 1 = pliwong, B Vang, 33 sung

AXE Eivgs 10 F§ ziwong, 58 wiwong, I ping
-iung riming with -ung and -jwong:—

KNHfe LFHE 2 ) kung, 2 dztiung; B ptiung

AIE 4 i ddwong, 1 d'%ung, B “iwong, Al dung
BB B3 ¢ 9B ping, 2% dziung, I kung, B2 Ywing
£l BE 3 3% néiung, 3R tung, [F) dung

B IWHBRER 2 kb ziwong, FE liwong, T tSiung, % 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) as with final -iwong (15

times). It rimes with final -dng 9 times, but only 5 times with final -jung. Similarly

final -iwong rimes with itself 9 times, with -ung 15 times, with -dng 9 times, but with

-tung only twice. This is all the more telling as Ts%ie-yiin considers -ung and -jung 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 -jung than with
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-iwong. But this is plainly not the case; on the other hand, -ung and -iwong are by far
the commonest rimes and -ung and -iung are rather exceptional. Most peculiar is that
-ung never rimes with ~uohg.

If Shi-king tends to discriminate -jung -uong from -umg and -iwong and
rimes them together only exceptionally, it would be interesting to see if the “Hie-
sheng’’ system would reveal the same peculiarity. I 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 each
other. On the other hand -jung and -uong are only very rarely dragged into this group,
thus:—

F piwong: ¥ ping, pung: [E pwing]? (cf. F)

BE liwong: T lung: JiE btdng

[d] dung: R d'ung, d’'*iwong, [d'*iou]

T tstung: JB ts%dng: g tSiwong (?)

Z5 siwong: 1 t'ang

e sang: {5, 18 sjwong

Rl ziwong: W5 ngung, nging

B tsung: ¥4 ts'dng

It gtiwong: P& Yung: B Vdng

Bt -jwong: %8 ‘ung, ‘iwong: FE ‘ung

H fwong: 3 tung

F ptiwong, &, B btiwong: F ping, FE b'dng: %, W bung: [H pliung]

Wi, % tung: T d'‘iwong: 1, I d''ang: VE tung, t'jwong [tuong): W d'ung,
[V uong]

#E detiwong: Bt tsung, tsiwong: ¥& dztdng, [dz‘uong]

T. kung: {L kdng: IR g‘iwong: XX kung, [kuong): €1 kang, [kuong): 8 k'iwong

[%*iung]
7 fung: % sung, siwong, ts‘iwong, [suongl; 2 ziwong: [#5, B ¥t siungl: %
‘ung: & “dng

& mang: BE mang, [muong]
[ nuong): & nung: {8 niiwong: §B nang: [J& ndu, nau]

Cases like ZF mung, 3 dzung, 5% t'iwong, L E‘ung, B nziwong which either
stand alone or serve as phonetic elements for identical finals are not here listed. We
can see at once that we have -jung forms mixed in only in three series and -uong forms

in six series. Inall the other series we do not have a single ‘case of -iung or -uong.

1) Exceptional forms are put in brackets.
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These -jung and -uony 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, -twong and -éng forms.

M ] -iwong: M,ﬂ,f:’é,%m,%ﬁ%»iﬁ»fﬁﬁ,ﬁ,ﬁﬁ,m,ﬂf’féﬁi&,ﬂf;ﬁ,%g»%m,mﬂﬁ,@,

-ung:
-ang:
[~uong:

T -ung:

-ang:
-gwong:
[~uong:
[-iung:
W -ung:
-1wong:

-ang:

[~uong:

1>

-ung:

-jwong:

-ang:
[~uong:
[-iung:

FE  -jwong:

-ang:
-ung:
[~wing:

[-iung:

#E (23)

B3 HEHEHE ()

LigE G

& ]

I,yl,a"l,%f»ﬂmE%I»fI,‘I{%,PE,‘EI’%?JR»M”E[,E,DMI,MI&E, EL R E AN
ﬂ’?ﬂﬂf,mI,iai»fi,'%‘,TE,ﬁ;’i’%fﬁi@@,ﬁ»%’@»i’ﬁ@é,%»%’}ﬁ,@,ﬁ,
P e, e (49)

#1,¥L,mL 5080810 8L AL 41 40 1L 7 T SR T s 10 W, B, 1, i,
Yo R R (29)

FT, 5, T0 A0 505 30400, 00 0 300 5 30 58 B R B B LI B BT,
(23)

gL (2]

& ]

T I PR DA VB 58 0000, R B A U B B B B B 3 B
g"hﬁ"@]}’lﬁb’%}nﬁ’ﬁ”%’%’%’ﬁ’ﬁ%’ﬁs’@7ﬂ§’%’?§’fﬁ’ﬁ’ﬁ (43)

A0, 11, 468,95 18, 38, VB B, 1@ 1808 I, 138, i, 0, 20, B8, B 407 1 960, 4
&, VI, 5%, THE i B8R TR i ) i, W 1O R B 1L (B9)

T 0o, 1 R T, L B (9)

W ()] _

(Z\\,ﬂlé,ﬁ,?%»%‘b%‘%»ﬁﬂ;@%#ﬁﬂ%@,ﬁéﬂﬁ,’%ﬂﬁjﬁfﬁ,% (19)

ﬂ’&’}’%»i‘:,%,ﬂ,iﬁ,ﬁ»@ A F&E,'IVZ.\’%,‘%}’ﬁﬁ»i’ﬁi,%,PA,M,HZ\,@’W&»TI‘&‘.,
%’ﬁ’g’%’ﬁ»ﬁ»%’%’%’%’%»%;%,%’%J@’tﬁ:’ (40)

B o

R$7 (2]

;i.;) l\’ﬁt{- (3)]

0555251 1%, 45, 4 80 141, 20 0 1 08 TR 85 B R0 48 1 B,
T2 W, 18, 1 B B 1L BB (33)

BEIE 0, B0, 215,808,500, 4 48, 40 (11)

T U5 45, 88 58, 8 V0 TR0 5 1L 8 (13)

FEEH Q)

2 T (D (8)]

1) Itis interesting to note that ¥ although it has = as its phonetic element, it never mixes
up again with the -ung, -1wong and -dng forms except once in an alternative reading (8 p'iwong,
p'iung). It is very likely as many scholars believe that # has not = as phonetic after all.
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B [uong:  BLBEGIRIE RN 860,12 (9)]

ung: BRJEAR ©)

-fwong: LR ZELBRGEL VEZRE ()

-ang: ﬁ%»“ﬁ’%’ﬂ%ﬁf ’Eé)g% (7)

[-du: RIE (2]

[-aw: WA (2)]
It is abundantly clear from the above six series that while -ung, -iwong and -ang do
frequently form one group of ‘“Hie-sheng’' -uong and -iung are rarely admitted. There
are about 170 forms of -iwong, 130 forms of -ung, 60 forms of -dng 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’’ §ystem has preserved the distinction
which we have found existing ifi Shi-king.

The archaic values of the finals -ung, -iwong, -dng 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, -dng to be archaic *-dang, but he is completely
off the mark when he reconstructed *-iong for -jung and *-uong for -uong, which, as we
shall see later, must have had a different vocalism. If Karlgren’s reconstructions were
correct, we shall see no reason why Sh‘i—king never has such rimes as ¥ *-ong: 2%
*-uong, and very reluctantly presents 3 *-ong: ¥t (=4%§) *-fong. His theory that
there is a greater similarity in syllable type between *kong: *g‘dng (both'k‘ai-k*ou) than
between *fuong and *g‘dng is equally unconvincing.)? We observe nowhere in Shi-king
a reluctance to rime k‘ai-k®ou with ho-kou words nor words of the I divison with
those of the III. The case here is plainly that 3§ -ung, §% -twong do not as a rule rime
with 2% -uong, 3 (=4%) -iung. They must have differed in their vocalic quality. As
-ung and -jwong represent Archaic *-ong and *-jong,? the problem is what are -uong
and -iung.

11

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

1) 1Ibid, p. 128. g

2) We need not operatec with an *—jwong as Karlgren did, once we can determine that -jung
is not *-jong. *-iong develops beautifully into -jwong as *kio > kiwo, although it is hard to ex-
clude the possibility that *jwong might have also existed.

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

B RE 2  t'iung, = Lkiung
|4 Fp 1,2,3 /B t'iung, = kiung (3 times)
B 2z g 1 b tiung, ' kiuig
KIt BeBE 3 Bl dung, #& tsiung

B BE 1 % dung, §5 tsiung, T ¢ ung, [[% Vang]

AJE HE b5 dtiung, £ téiung, TP ¢ ung, [ Vang] {h d ung, 7% néiung
M X 2 88 Kiung, W tiung

KIE HE 6 t'iung, [ Vwengl, §B kiung

B. -jung riming with uong:—

KK B 2 # diung, B kiung, 52 tsuong, [ liom] S8 Fkiung

W BE 6 X tuong, §F gtiung

Xt BE 4 ¥R tsiung, dzuong, [dz'ung), 5% tsuong, 5% tsuong, [M& ¥éng)
5% dztiung .

k18 Bk 2 fb d'tung, R suong, P ¢ jung

C. Exceptional rimes :(—

KRHE B 2 o Viung, [F Ving]
KA & 1 [FE dom), #& tSiung
K 28 4 (8K lem), 5% tsuong
= I 2 P Viung, BB tstdm]
W EH 8 b diung, [[& iom]

There are something very peculiar about this rime category. The first scholar
who singled out this category as distinct from ¥ -ung, && -iwong, and T -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 peculidr 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 Yimn, -uong and -iwong should be perfect rimes, but they are
strictly kept apart in Shi-king. 5

1) FEs .
2) HEEREE—s Recently [’&’}% repeats Hsia's arguments with some variation in $4&%&%
PEE (B, 1, 1).
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2) Inspite of the 5 cases of exceptional riming, -iung: -ung, -twong, 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 tiiore indicative of its special character as distinct from

-ung, -iwong (*-ong, *-iong).

3) -iung rimes 4 times with forms with final -m (*-iom, *-am), -uong once. It
is very significant that -ung, -iwong which occur far more frequently in Shi-kihg never
once come into conflict with *-{am, *-om. That these exceptions occur only in forms with
final -{ung, -uong needs explanation. : I thitik that the explanation most probably lies
in the dialectical condition of that time.D It is perfectly reasonable that in some dialects
*_iom, *-om on account of the following labial nasal -m have their *5 labialized 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 corruptidns, but these corruptions have a regularity
of their own, i. e. always -jung, -uong: -tom, -@m, 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 -iom, -dm sometimes riming together with -iung,
-uong but never with “&ng, -jwong (¥-ong, *-iong) clearly mark them as different in

vocalism.

4) The most disturbing element is the character & »dng 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 Z& are also very complicated, we find,
2, & Vang: (% kang, Yuong, Yung; [ liung: ¥& luong: ¥ kin, kam, kung, etc.

So, besides words with final -ang, -uong, -ung and -iung, there 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 ¥dng. I prefer to leave this word
aside, merely noting its peculiar behavior in the Shi-rimes.

& 3

1) Cf. F#Pin's theory in BNRIHP, pp. 403-416.
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'5) 1If the rimes in Shi-king manifest the ‘tendency to keep -fung, -uong apart
from -ung and -uong, we may be interested to examine the “Hie-sheng” system to see

how the matter stands there:—

2 tuong: & tSiung

% d'ung: B8, B duong

= kiung: 8, §E Vuong

A suong

H t'iung (only forms with -jung)

Fe t$ung: i tuong

. ntiung: [ nziwong]

o5 tsuong: 2% dziung: £ dzuong, [dz'dng), 15 dz‘uong, [dzangl: [ d2tdng]:
(5 tsung]

AR ngiom ?): R tSiung: YR tSiung, dztuong [dztung]

There are six series in which no -ung or -jwong or -dng forms even 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 Tstie-yiin there are dialectical con-
fusions of these groups and many double readings may indicate dialectical variants.

I think that I have produced sufficient evidence for the maintenance of Kung’s
special category. With the exception of the word [, the Shi-king rimes as well as
the “Hie-sheng” system keep -iung and -uong apart from -ung, -iwong, -dng forms., We
have already determined the archaic values of -ung, -iwong and -ang, i.e. *-ong, *-jong,
*-dng, 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 Why Shi-king rarely rimes B *-ong, ¢f *-iong, 3 (=%) *-tung, 2% *-ung toge-
ther. Karlgren has very cleverly solved the problem of why Shi-king' rimes one kind
of -iu (< *-jo *-jwo after a labialV and < *jwo after a guttural and laryngal) with -a,
-uo etc. (K *-d, *-o, etc.) and another kind of -1 (< *-ju) with -ou (< *-u) and never
mixes them up. Our case here is also analogous. Shi-king rimes B -ung, $& -iwong
and {L -dng together, because they are Archaic Chinese *-ong, *-iong and *-4ng and
rimes 3 (=) -iung and %% -uong together because they represent Archaic Chinese
*-jung and *-ung, and as a rule does not mix them up.

1) Final -jwo hasno words with labial initials, in other words, both *-ig and #-jp, if there
is any, pass on to ~ju.
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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 u and the
final -ng, thus giving -uong. *-iung and *-jong develop as they should into -iung and
-iwong. It would be now extremely interesting to see how the corresponding A%
appear in Shi-king and see if they confirm our theory. As we shall see later, they do
agree beautifully with our system.

* %

I shall now turn to Karlgren's rejection of my reconstruction, such as & kiung
< *Lijuong. He thinks that /} kiung 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 *-ong, *-iong are felt sufficiently
similar to be rimes. Such an assumption is unfounded. We have seen that there is a
whole group of *-jung and *-ung kept distinct from this -iung which rimes with -iang,
-ong. In the second place, in order to steer his course clear from this -iung, he has
reconstructed en bloc -ung, -iung, -uong, -iwonmg to be *-ong, *-iong, *-uong, *-iwong.
This is plainly not allowable. From his reconstructions we see no reason why *-ong,
*_jwong never rime with *-uong and very exceptionally with *-iong. His theory that
*_4ng? (ktai-kou), *-uong, *-ijwong (ho-k‘ou) have an open o and *-ong, *iong a close
fails at once to explain why ¥-uong: *-iwong—both ho-k‘ou and having an open o/—
never appear as rimes, and *-ong: *-jwong—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! Tt
is clear that a distinction of *-ong *-iong, on the one hand, and *-ung, *-jung, on the
other, has to be reckoned with in the groups where Karlgren has indiscriminately
supposed an o. This being cleared up, we can at once see that i kiung cannot be
*iung, but *kiuong. |

Furthermore this *-juong is by no means artificial. We find only -jung forms
riming with -iong, -ang but not -ung forms. Karlgren has pointed out the double read-
ing of £ mgung, mung, but this is plainly exceptional. A study of ‘“Hie-sheng” of this
category: -ong, -iang, -iung reveals at once that -ung does not really existi—

X piong: i biong, biung

R bleng: H)) bteng bong, [b'vngl: )} piong

X% tong: F& d'teng: FF tsiong: P d'‘iong [d*vng] :
& diong: Ji§ Siong: [§3.diem]: [#& diuong, d'ung]: Jik d'ok: J&& d*di

1) This parasitic -0- 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,
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R déiong: Wi dong

TRy R tiong

& t84ong

Tt Siong

B tsong, d2ong: BY tsiong: 4B dzieng: [MB sung]
B2 lieng: % long

H kong

ktong

ktiong

Sl

kwong: 7 Vweng: [Z= kwongl: Jf jiung

I -dong

B wgong

115 néiong: J5 nai

B mong: 25 miung, [mungl: E& meng: 2 awong: ZE zweng: [BE ming)
Among hundreds of forms there are only 3 series which presents forms in -ung, 7 all
told. Forms like Ji§ d*uong, d*ung ¥ sung (3 all told) are very suspicious and are
probably spurious words. Only in the series % we have four forms of -ung. These
forms can be explained thus: either the labial initial influences the follow'ing
*-wa- into u (no such forms as puong, mwong in Ts'ie-yiin), or there is a tendency
to lose this -i- after the labials (notice the double reading 2 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. Our system
of *-iuang for the type 5 and *-jung for the type rb is far more satisfactory.

One more condition in favor of our theory is that there is no -jwang (or-quong)
forms in Ts‘ie-yiin although there are -wang forms. It is quite natural that *-uws-
is retained in -wang but monophthongized after -i- into -u- (-dung), and so the develop-
ment of *-juong? into -iung 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:

ktai-k*ou ho-k‘ou
-3ng: -wong, ——
1ong: ——, -lung

This clearly shows an Archaic relation of *-ong: *-wong and *-jang: *-juong.

1) Cf.Karlgren, ibid, p. 147, note 1.
2) It is immaterial to write the form either as *-juong or *-jwong.
3) 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 -ang:and -ung can
serve as rimes. As a matter of principle it is dangerous to suppose 2 and » are accousti-
cally alike, while we have, on the one hand, Shi-king rimes like # *kek: 5 *jwok: 4
*d*iok; 2§ *mwek: § *g'iok, etc., and on the other hand, a host of ¢Hie-sheng” words
like ~jong, -ang: -<ng (see list above). To put in one category three different vowels o,
¢, and u 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 () *-jong > -wwong (%)

*_ung > -uong (%%) *-jung > -fung  (3R)

*.dng > -dmg ({I) *wong > -iung  (3R)
111

Corresponding to the distinction B *-ong, §f *-iong and 2% *-ung, 3§ (=&§) *-jung
we expect a similar distinction in the ‘““ju-sheng” rimes: J& -uk, ¥ -iwok, Ik -uok, &
(Z&5) -juk. Let us first examine the category -uk, -iwok corresponding to our B

-ung (£ *-ong), & -iwong (L *-iong):

A. -uk riming with -uk:

Je BE 1 & kuk, wwok, A muk
AIE IRAR 1 B kuk, gwok, K muk
ANIE e 6 K muk, 4y kuk, wok
- KA T 9 JE luk, B buk, B kuk, jwok
Wi LR 7 B cuk % kuk
A EER 3 ik Wk, fE buk, [btuok), ik luk, B ‘uk
KHe PEER T ik Wk, € buk, [buok]

B. -iwok riming with -uk: .

A BE] 4 A uk, 3 éiwok, E ngiwok

I KR 2 R Tuk, itk uk, & tsiwok

AHE ENS 2 B kuk, E nguwok

A B 1 kuk, 3 siwok, B kuk, i dz‘uk

FiaEEE 2 t) suk, & luk, 3R siwok, E ngiwok

W wil#dn 3 Hy Kiwok, B ziwok, T ngiwok, E ngiwok, i dz'uk
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AHE B 1 IR siwok, 1B diuk
B BEZR 3 R siwok 5§ diuk, 3 duk, FF niiwok
C. Bk riming with «uk, swok:

NIE xE 5 BE siwok, Bk ngdk, ngiwok, b puk, FE kuk

B 4T 2 A kak, B uk, Bk ngdk, ngiwok, Bk ngdk, ngiwok, SE tsiwok
AJE R 13 B .uk, 5 kuk, ik Wk, B tak, 15 duk

NIEEFEI 2 & muk, B Bk, JE tsiwok, 55 Tuk

ANHE PABE 5 U dtdk, B kuk

FEBEZl 3 f8 kdk, i datuk

FisE R : A kak, §§ zivok

D. -u, -ju riming with -uk, -jwok, -dk:

KiE L 12 7 kuk, jwok, B kuk, 35 kou

e AEZR 6 8 tsou, ik luk

%= A3 1 BB kv, §§ ziwok, § kuk, §R tsiu, T ngiwok, [l kiwok
Bl BEE gk ngdk, J§ You ()

MIE e 6 K mauk, P b, Bk jou, JB éiwok

E. -:juk riming with -uk, -jwok:

AHE Rk 1 Fk Lok, [ kiuk,), J5 g'iwok, P muk

BA I 1 3 Rwok, [15 siuk]
Leaving temporarily aside those -au, -ju which Karlgren has considered as exceptions,
we see that the parallelism with our group: B *-ong: §f *-iong: {I. *-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, -jwok, not a single case with-d%, we find
equally no -wok! 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 -iwok which
rimes frequently with -4k. We can determine at once that -uk and -jwok have an o
vowel, namely *-ok and *-iok? but -iuk and -uok are different.

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

tendency:—

b puk: {1 p'ow, piu, [piou], [b%0k]: b ptiu: b pak
T dz*uk: 88 dztak: W ts'ou

1) Except the word f which has two readings. Karlgren has arbitrarily taken f to be
b*uok, and neglected the double reading b%yk. This is not permissible. Shi-king rimes clearly
indicates that it reads rather b*uk than b*yok.

2) Here agaia we need not operate with an Archaic *jwol as Karlgren did.
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5 Biwok: 1 d™*Gk: J8 dtuk: J§f tou

Zx ¢ iwok: BR t'ak: WK t'ak, tuk

JE luk: iR ciwok

B siwok: FE suk: $X sdk: Uk suk, sbk, sou; Pk siu: 8 sou, [spou]

&5 Tule: B ktak: 2% Klou

4 kak: 4F t5twok: fi}t Vuk,

2 kuk: ¥ 1wok: #5 1w

5k ngiwok, ngdk: $3 ngdlk

B uk: & ok

I ttuk

[# duk]: 3 d%uk: 58 ziwok

& nbiwok: ¢ ngiwok, [nuok]: i #dk, [nuok]

ik luk: $ liwok: # pdk: [V biuk]

% ngiwok, siwok [siuk]: [IE ngivk]

2 bul [piuk]: 4% b uk, [buok]: & b'iwok: BE puk, buk p'ak, [b'uo]: Bt ptdk:

[£E pak]

I tsiwok, tsiu: Y tstiwok, ts‘iak, L tsak: [FL tstiuk]: [IE tsik]
In the 19 series of phometic compounds which present -uk, -iwok forms only in six
series we meet forms in -uok, -iuk, 19 cases all told against hundreds of forms in -uk
and -jwok. We have to conclude that [k -uok and j2 (=%) -iuk are different in
vocalism from -ul, -iwok which are archaic *-ok and *-iok, and are forced to reject

Karlgren’s reconstructions that they came from *-uok and *-jok.
v

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

A. -iuk riming with -juk:

NI ZEEE 4 B hiuk, B cwk, Bk, B bk, I piuk
K AR U Bl swk, F uk, [B swk]
JEsg e o EY siuk, B2 miuk
INETRITHEF 2 $E twk, 15 siuk, & wiuk, 17 btk
B LB 3 BE Liuk, 48 biuk, 15 swuk
B LR 6 B wk f ek
B A 2 5N Luk, 8 gk, .du

1) Those -juk forms like i@ piuk which belo gs to the -19k, -2k group are not here included .
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B. -uok riming with -iuk:

El1} DR 6 B kiuk, B plivk, B iuk, 3F duok

B OB 2 B kiuk, 5 tuok

% W 3 4 kuok, kiu, ¥ kiuk

5 B 3 BE luk, §if d™iuk, 15 siuk, 2 kuok, kiu
K A PE BE 3 HR tsSiuk, & kuok, kiu

B T 8 i tsiuk, )N livk, & kuok, kiu

KMEZ Z 11 Gh dtiek, B2 btiuk, 35 d'uok
C. -iek riming with -iuk:

KHE F & 11 3 dek, 17 boiuk, 5 duok
ADREN B 3 BL duk, BE tstiuk, 5 Siuk, B, tstiek, 18 siuk, 35 ptiuk

D. -iou, -4u, -iew, riming with -iuk:

E BRAHE 2 I siu, B sieu, fik sieu, Bt Ziuk
18 WA 3 il d™uk, Py didu, H tou, AT xdu
K % 3 il tiuk, %% kiow

Leaving temporarily aside those -jow, -iex, and -du forms, we find that -suk, -uok
and less frequently -iek rime together freely, and except the two exceptions listed
in Sec. ITI we find no instance of -uok, -iuk riming with -uk, -iwok.» Karlgren’s
reconstructions which suppose an -o- vowel alike in these finals, i.e. IR *-uok, J&
(=55) *-iok, & *-ok and Jij *-iwok, 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 Ei *-ong, §ii *-iong; & *-ung, 3 (=4%)
*-qung studied above. These finals -uok, -iuk, are kept apart from & *-ok, { *-iok,
44 *-ak in Shi-king because they represent Archaic Chinese *-uk, *-juk.? The principle
that Shi-king does not as a rule confuse ¢, o on one hand and « on the other is here

firmly established, thus:—

1) There are, however, a few instances where -gok rimes with -Gk, -Gk etc. ‘‘Hic-sheng’’
shows clearly they are of a different origin and are not to be confused with the -yok here. We shall.
have chance to discuss them later.

2) I shall discuss the -fek forms in a later chapter.
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Group: o, & Group: w

B Jik yigy: (73 Bt

A ) L —— —_——
%0, *wo; b, *-ih; %o, *-juwo *eu -

xR & iL % HES®)
*-ong, *-jong, *-a4ng %-ung, *-jung

EE beA] 5% X B (=%)
*-ok, *-jol, *_dfe *oul, Foqul

#¢ % #

I shall now turn to consider Karlgren’s rejection of my reconstructions stuch as

BB b%uk < *b%usk. According to him, as in the case of & kiung, he thought that iz
b*iuk was simply *b%uk and that it rimed with *-jok, *-ok etc. because *-uk and *-ok
were considered similar enough to rime. This is impossible, for the same reasons
I have given above for -jung.” We know that this -juk cannot be *-juk because it is
distinct from the -iuk and uwok forms just analysed which are Archaic Chinese *-juk
and *-wk. Here again in proposing this, Karlgren has left us no *-uk in Archaic
Chinese; a study of the **Hie-sheng” words of this type: fji b%uk at once reveals this:

R bliou, btiuk: K bliuk: HK bok

fig btwi: Yy bwai: i buk, [buc]

Bl b%iuk: BB btiuk, bok

e miuk

B btiuk piok: T piou: 7 b%ok: [ bk

1 n%, i #éiuk, 1@ hiuk, nik

B Ywok, 4% jiwok: B} “iuk, jiwok, ziwok, B awek: §% kudi

A dow: [ jiuk: I xudi: 7 jwi

B mou: 45 mudi: Hi miuk: fif§ miow
This is all the more unlikely as Karlgren has reconstructed™ff 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%iuok.
There are in Kuang-yiin such readings as 5 jiwak, which seems to indicate that *-iuok
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is retained rather than develops into -juk. This, of course, has been duly seized upon:
: by Karlgren, and ﬁas been used as the main argument against my theory. At the
first blush, it does seem that Karlgren was right and that *-juok 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, b7 S
-uok, Y -iwok, J& (=%§) ~iuk an o vowel, neglecting a foundamental difference of o: u.
Let us examine those -jwok forms carefully.

a. BROUL] piok: &, 18 V81858, V666 BE B, 2
b. FBYI  ptiok or ptiwak: 15,18 BB A 1R 5 L B = RE) B BRER
c. FPEYI  b'ivk or biwok: 5 IR NGB 56 EE ;
d. Wi@Ell Jiwok: iﬂé,ﬁlﬁ,ﬁi»’@i»ﬁ»%’ﬁﬁ,iﬁi»%ﬁ%ﬁ-@?-@dﬁﬁ:ﬁ
e. DLBYI wiwak: BR,HE 251805, 8k B (= ), 3R fift, it AL, W2
1. Except those dubious forms like .[B],H, 2, i, -, 55,08 all words have
either ‘g';"ar BY, as their phonetic element. Two cases have 4.

2. Those that have W,|fff as phonetic elements are clearly exceptional, because
&, Ifil all have a final -4, It would not interest us how they are listed here, but they
are likely to be due to dialectical mixtures.

3. It is doubtful whether to consider series b and ¢ as k'ai-k*ou or ho-kou,
Chen Li [ 1%,V for instance, considers them to be k‘ai-k*ou because in the first place
38 which serves as T*sie is k'ai-k*ou and in the second place there are no other k‘ai-
kou words with p°, b*. This doubtful character of these groups is still secondary.

4. Many of these words have double r:ading in sk, B piok (piwak?), biuk, 18
piok, piuk, ¥ piok, piuk, §§ piok, piuk, i bick (biwok?), p'iuk, 55 b%iok (6%wak?), ptiok
(p*twok?), piuk, Bl p'iok (piwok?), ptiuk, piow, Bk xiwok, ‘juk, 5 Jiwak, xiwak, *suk. 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 &, {8, 88.58,5l,84,8% 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 % ‘iuk, 1§ piuk etc. have also forms in -j (w) ok, because
a host of words like 8%, 2% Ywok, B kwok, 3B piok, 7 b'ok, etc. cause an analogical -a-
to be reinstituted where -iuk is phonetically expected. More interesting is the double

1) REENE.
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reading Fj bi (w) ok, b'iuk. There we have in 8 b%uk and original *b%uk, the o there
is plainly analogical, after such forms as 7j b*ok, 38 piok: jii piuk. Inthe other -jwok
forms which show no double'reading, it is the analogical reading which has survived.
It is of course impossible to exclude a possibility that certain dialects have preserved
the archaic *-iuok and others have simplified it to *-juk, but in the face of the fact
that no -jwong forms exist in Kuang-yiin, I am rather inclined tojthe view that these
-swaok forms are analogical. The reverse that -juk is analogical is impossible. Thus:

k*ai-k*ou ho-kou
ok -wok, [no -uwk]
-19k: [-iwok analogical], -iul

Cf. the exact parallel with -iang: -tung.

The law I wish to establish here is this: Archaic *-wang, *-wok are preserved
as such, but after a medial -i- they became -iung, -iuk. Kuang-yiin -jwok is analogi-
cal.

Let us sum up briefly our results:—

*ok > -uk  (B) *jok > -qwok (1)
*uk > -uok (R) -k > -iwk (B)
ik > Bk (5) gk 2 ok ()

Karlgren’s reconstructions, I believe, fail, because

(1) They cannot explain why Shi-king and the *‘Hie-sheng” system keep 2
-uk, W -iwok apart from IR -uok, BB (Z&) -wuk.

(2) His type fg *b%uk is based :)n 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.

A

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 % pisu A jiou which rime with *-iok, *-iag, *-ok, *-a9, 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 Yi-t%ang.) This agrees beautifully with juk (< *-juok),

1) #RiEE: KR 2=, BNRIHP, vol, 11, part 2,
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-iung (< *mong), -wok, -womg which also have only either Iabial, guttural or
lé,ryngal initials. It is hardly yet time to surmise how the labial element in
this group which has 2 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 u head vowel to them, =5 *piug, /5 *giug. This is evidently
impossible, because it would then rime with the type & *b%uk, 18 *siuk which are
kept distinct as we have already seen. I think we have here really to do with Archaic
*piuog, *giuog.

To this, however, there is one objection. We have such forms as 4 Ljwi for
which we have to suppose equally such a development: *kjusg > * kiwoi > kjwi. Then
we are unable to explain why in one case *-g becomes - 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, #fi kjwi: [ff] %iow differently, at least in a manner different from
Karlgren’s conception. To my mind, it is not #f kjwi: Bl Kiow, Bl kjwi: Ju kiou that
are interesting but rather their double readings:

ki) kjwi, kiow
7 pjwi, piou
B pwi, pivu
% pwi, bjwi, piou 4
JE B 95 wi, g*iou
Bl kjur, g*iou
According to Karlgren’s reconstruction, they would go back to two different forms,
namely 4 *kiuog, *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 -2- is accented, thus *kyudg > *kiwai > kjwi, in the other
case, the -u- (or -w-) is accentuated, thus slightly, labializing the -o- and consequently
the final guttural -¢, giving *Lifieg > *kjuu > kiou. This may 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]. = We have
hardly yet enough data about the earlier dialect conditions, but it is beyond the slight-

1) In Karlgren’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 3 *piug, H *giug,
because they do not satisfactorily explain the Shi-king rimes, (*-iug: *-fog, *-ag, *-iak,
*_ok would not do) and because they do not as a rule rime with & *b%uk, 18 *siuk
which we have just established to be genuine *-juk. I believe that *piuag, *giudg. are
much more satisfactory, thus, leaving the question of different lines of development
open,

Similarly Karlgren’s reconstruction for the type B} mou < *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 45 muai which goes
back also to *muag. = How can we explain then that *muag, in one case, gives Ancient
Chinese mou 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 *-ok, *-ag, *-iag, *-usg, etc. have labial
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-
yiin. They practically all occur in four series of Hie-sheng :

F, B 5% btou® , BB, F ptou® , 3% bou®, bludi®, L ptou® , bu® ,
beudi® , B2 plou®@ , blou® , I btou (L28), & blewld, F biu,

R btoul®) , 5, & bou®@ , # plou® bu®@ , $f bou® , B, i, ¥k ptou®
B 43 (=10 Wb . 55 B B mou® , o} mou® , i, FE mou®

3 omou®

X (=) moul)

There are altogether 7 forms. of-ou in pfing-sheng, three of which are alterna-
tive readings, 6 forms in k'iu-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)ﬂ More interesting are such words as 3%, # which have the form;b‘ou, p‘au in
shang-sheng but b*wés 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 ~ugé. We may assume then that in shang-sheng words

the *-u- is accented and in other tones the -2- is accented, thus

1) 1shall denote the three tones, pting, shang, kfiu, by numerical figures 1, 2, 3 respectively.

— 394 —



Ancient

Shang-sheng: *milog < *muu < mou

Other Tones: *mudg < *muor < mudi

4) Another 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 are a
few words, but such words like 3Jf, $E b*wdi apparently do not belong to our Archaic
category here, and have to be eliminated. There are only two words left, i.e. 4§, #
muds. These extremely limited occurrences appear at once to be exceptional if we
consider hosts of forms, like mudi, puds etc. in other tones. We can then on the
whole consider the 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
analogical forms, particularly as 4§ mudi occurs also in k‘iu-sheng. We can easily
imagine that 4§ *muog (shang-sheng) which should give us mou is influenced both by
the k*iu-sheng 4§ *muog 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 i mou < *muag, we can see why B, §ji rime
more than ten times with *-ieg, *¥-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 licentia poetica 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 ¢ -Gu, 7 -au, &5 -idu, j§j -ieu, J; -iou. Karlgren has proposed
a whole set of values for these finals, they are:—

Archaic: *-og *-d4g *-iag *-idk *-iog
Ancient : -du F-au -jdu -tew  -iu

I readily agree with him in assigning some sort of an -o- vocalism to them, all
the more willingly because I have already suggested a labial 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 and 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¢ -au artificial, and combines them together. His theory is that in Shang-
sheng -du somehow tends to rime with -jou, but he noticed too there are 12 cases
where words with tones other than shang-sheng rime with -ou.) Further more there
are 3 cases of -dw in shang-sheng, words which are kept clear from -jou, -au 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 -du is on the whole kept separate from the other. Only five times does
-6u (B, 7], #) confuse with -du, -tou of the other group, and seven times forms like
-idu, -iew 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, 3 du, I§ siou, H t'iou,
92 kiou sometimes rime with -juk (see sec. IV), which is an Archaic *-juk; on the other
hand, words like ZE, & mdu, 3] tdu, ¥, tSidu, ¥ tSidu, B¢ -au often rimes with -jak
(£ *-14k),? -&k, and -k (< *-ak?).» They do not mix. This is very important, be-
cause it clearly points out that we have to do here with an opener and a 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 Yii-Tsai.

I. Tuan’s second category:

i pidu : By plau
W] pdk : 3 pao : § ptidu

5 W tiek: 45 tiew: % tiek, -iiu, ‘iak: 72 t'iak Ziak, ts%iak: %5 ‘iak, ‘ak: & 4k, ‘au
W mau, mak : G mdk, midu

1) I might add two more: ¥§ A 3 @il d’quk, W ddu, i ¢’%iou, IF xdu and 4 J & B
3 I k‘du, piag xdu, [ ;’;.l:eu, In the last case, Karlgren considers the rime to be ¥, #&, #F, B5. This is
not allowed from the manner of riming in the two preceding stanzas :
1. 3 | &k om, 28
2. 8 | & & A
. W Il B 45 M
2) Accepting temporarily Karlgren’s reconstructions.
3) Notice that not even Archaic *-ok is allowed.
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ZE dYiek, d"*ak : §B d'Gu, dtiek : Y@ iak : 3B d'%k : YR tieu : ¥B d%au : IR jdu

by B sidu : B siew 3 saw : §) siak : 8 sak

B tsiak : B tsidu : I} dak

B t'ak : fl t$%iak : B tau : P ddu, B dtiew

7 tiek, tiew : F tsidu

55 ntiak : 5 niek : 5 tok. #sk : 45 nieu

5 ldw 2 3 liew : 25 1ok : W ¢ au

B kiek, iok, kiew : ¥ 1k, kel : % ¥ ok, kiew : 3% cidu : 5 Kau

B aw : [ kiew : §F kak, kau : §F Kiek : ER -du

T midu : $f mau

A bidu PP tstau : [P sal

B tsdu : @R tstidu ¢ TE tstieu: [J§: sou, siu)

H detou : B tsidu : i tsdu

J] taw : B t'aw : 74 d'%du : =] tien

Ik d"ldu : gE diew : Pl ddu : Bk t'au

o B Liaw : R ew : Y ldu : §5% ldu, t'au

BE cjau : B cieu

B Viu : #2 zidu /

& kau : §f Bou : & g%du : 85 ¢*idu, k'idu, gidu, gtiak, kiak : 2 x4k, Vik,

[Yuok] : & xik, [xuk, xuok]

BE ngiew : ] g*idw : EF bk, Kliew : B2 nau, xiu [BE kou, *ou]

3% kdu : 8 xieu, ki : F& tsiak, [kuok]

# ngdu : & ngaw, ngiu : B ngau, ngiu, [ngiou]

B mdu : ZB mék, [muk] : 3 pidu

B dak 2 i ddu : [ du)

#& tsidu : 1€ siew : JE tsau : W tsiak, tsidu : B tsak : (3 tsiou]

B ngak, ngaw, lak : Y& iak : ¥ liek : # p'ak, Lok, liek, [p uk, luok, luk] : &

Ligw : $E Liek, [146]

B Vak : 8 -ak, [uok] : B2 L4k [Vuok, Vuk, ngek] : [ Vuk] : B kik, kau

# bdu, [b'uk] : 8 pik, [puok] : 7R pik,, [puok] : ¥ pdk, pik, pau

[#8 Vuok] : fift k'ak : %8 Vak : [ cuk] : BZ [iuk] Vik)

(4% iou) : # idu

HE ptidu, blaw : [P biou]

R -Gu, “iau : BR ‘au : IR [‘uok] : [ff ‘iwo]

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

-k, -iak, -iek, -Gu, -au, -iiu, -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
-iuk, and 12 cases of -jou against hundreds of forms in -du, -fiu, -k, -iak 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 -iow 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
R ‘uok, }5 vuok (alt.) an origin different from that discussed in Section IV. Shi-king

rimes also manifest it, for instance,
=13 B2k 1 B d2tak, %} pdk, IR uok, 3% lak, ngak
NIE PEE 2 IR ‘uok, ¥ lik, ngdk,

K AR 4 B ngiok, JE xiak, 35 gtiak, kYiiu: ZE mdu: |5 xdk, xuok,
[ruk], ¥ iak

This -wok, then, must have an opener -o-, perhaps *-uéak,) different from the
other -uok (*-uk) which rimes frequently with *-iuk.

II. Tuan’s third category: We have to eliminate from this category those
ju-sheng words like 7+ 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 -Gu, -iou here and have to be included.

B wiuk, ' “iuk, t'jou

Ji tatow: [ tdu, ddu: G dieu: 9§ ¢'¢iow, t'au: ] t'ick
B tsau: 35 tsau: FE siou: G is'iek

P iou: By stuk

B cdu: 8 duk, ~du: [T8 iu]

b, cdeu: 2 jow: W au: Gk ik, ‘ieu

1) This is tentative,

2) This word belongs, according to Kuang-yiin, to rime B and should be written, according
to Karlgren, 49u, with a vocalic ¢. This reconstruction of the rime {4 should be seriously question-
ed. In the Tables of Rimes it is traditional to consider this rime as belonging to the fourth division
(79 %45), and Karlgren, without further question, believes that it is of his type ¥ (Phonologie chinoise
p. 676). This is not true. The fan-ts‘ie in Kuang-yiin consistently gives f&, i, &, J1, B, E, IE etc
as tstie, all mouillé initials which appear dhly in the III division, i.e. before a consonantal --, All
the more fatal is the appearance of g°- as initial which occurs only before a consonantal -j-; before a
vocalic -3-, ¥ - should regularly appear. The number of words of this rime is very small, but we
find no case of a non-mouillé initial We cannot explain all the mouillé initials by the phenomenon
of 47i F; and the appearance of ¢°- in this rime is decidedly opposed to the reconstruction of a vocalic
medial -3-, Karlgren's reconstructions such as % Zi2u for this rime have to be revised. The differ-
ence of Ji and Wi does not 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 detect any difference in the
modern dialects which is conclusive enough to determine their difference. I shall in this paper write
-ijou temporarily for Ji and ¥ alike, thus leaving this question open for further inquiry.
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Ml liou: G law, liou: B lieu

# ldu: 3% liew

B Siow: 38 dldu

<y Siou: 5f t'du

B tieu: B tdu

a7 tétou: T sdu

E k'du: 75 Eaw: §%5 xiou

K xiou: £k wiou, xau: B vdu

% ldu: 25 xau

H dou: Hilj d"tiuk: ’&’3“ diek

&K d'uk: & dtiek, d'uk

Wt iule: B tuok

I t"ou: M nivk: B xdu

(8 soul: 98 siou: 48 sdu: fsieu: 58 siuk: 4% sau: (i siu]

& ik, t*ou: F sjou

B dzfiou: B tsiuk

B siuk: JB suok

18 siuk, siou

55 clow: 35 d'dw: 3§ diou, Ziuk: [§5 teiu]: [55 1660 (7))

i siuk: Wi sieu: i siou

F3 kjuk, [kiwok]

Bl paw: 3y b'dw: }y paw, blou, [b%u]: Jy blaw, [6°4%]: Bt bau, [b%ak, ptuk]

Y miu, [mok]: 3 mdu, muok: §§ muok, [mok], [muk]: B muok, miuk

A Squk: B tuok: 57 datiek: (Y sek]: (3 te'ok]: AR toitus): W tsdp]: (78} ts%iwo]
W dou: % tdu: (65 siew, siuk: 14 dieu: Y dtiek: [} idu]

3 duok: Tig d*uok, d'*juk, [d*uk]: 3 d*du

& liow, liew: 2% Liuk: T8 livk [luk]: 18 liew, [ligu]: 2 liek, lieu: 1B ldu: JB kau
% kdu, kuok: Bk kuok, [k*uk]: 4% [kak], kuok: 22 kau: $& t5*1ou: [ sou]: [ kip)
Ju kiou: J§ g'iou, k*du: §ify kjwi: [ xiwok]: B kiuk ‘
R kiuk: fif kiuk, [kiwok]

At tsiou: fI§ t'aw, [taidw]: [ ¢'iaul: [} Vak (?)]

(57 ptiu]: 13 biou: [ plin, bYwi, b*idu]: £ btau: 13 b%au, [bPou]

B téiou: Bk dz2"tou [ts¥iaul: UK tsiou, tsau: ik isiou, tsieu

5 cdou: [$B niigu)

B dztdu: Jif dz*du, [dz*iau]: 18 Ziou, [dztuong]

K tsau: 25 iov, [iu]
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F: ngiou: B ndu, niou: [£F nzidu]

Y kiou: [ kidu]

& gYou: B kdu: [k bdul: U} Kiew: Jii kau

5 miow: Z mau: [ moul: [ mou, mung, muong]: [§& miu]: [BE muk]: [
madk, mou]: [ muo]

From the above list, we find only 9 series in which -jwok, -ak, and -uk forms
are mixed in and 11 series in which -idw forms are found; in the other 26 series no
such forms are admitted. Altogether there are ‘about 3 -iwok, 11 -dk, and 11 -uk
forms and 18 -iéu forms, against hundreds of forms in -du, -au, -iou, -uok, -iuk. 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. -Gu, jou series B. -du, -idu series
Without Medial -i- : -Gu,  =uok: -du;  -dk, -uok
-au -au -ak
- With Medial -3 , iou,  -juk —idu ; -0k
With Medial g -teu ; -iek -tew ;  -iek

In forms without a final consonant it is only the forms with a medial - that
manifest a difference; all the other groups havé completely coalesced. But, in forms
with a final -k, quite a good deal of distinction is still clear, thus -uok (L *-uk): -dk
(£ *-8k?), -uok (L *-udk); -iuk (K *-juk): -iak (£ #*-idk); only the -iek forms become
identical. This clearly indicates that in the -4u, -jou series we have to do with a

closer variety of labial vowel, but in the -du, -idu series an opener variety of labial

1) of LR FHEEE T.
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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 -4k, -uok, -4k, -iak, -ick of series B. Karlgren’s reconstruc-~
tions are *-ak (after I-, is-, etc.),!) *-uok, *-dk, *-iak, *-iik 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 -k, 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 -dk, -iak, -iek, go back to Archaic *-dk, *-14k, *-iak, we can not explain
why they never rime with & *-ok, 1 ‘*-giok, as *-4k (of ffj kak) apparently does rather
freely. We suspect then that the -d- in the above finals are not to be identified with
the -d- in, for example, ffj *kak which rimes often with *-ok, *-jok.

(2) Karlgren assumes that after I-, fs-, *-a4k becomes -4k. But there are forms
like lak (4%, 2%, W) in Kuang-yiin, He has to explain why *lak in one case become
ldk and remains lék in the other. He cannot explain also such forms as B pir,
puok: 1 b'ak, puok, nor such forms as Bf xdk, Ydu, B Vik: Tk Kk, 32 xak, Vik.

Karlgren’s law here must be wrong, we have to look elsewhere for explanation.
Let us begin by examing the final -#k. The role played by *-4% in these groups is
interesting. It rimes, on one hand, with *-ok, *-jok and, on the other hand, with -dk,
-iak, -iek, but *-ok, *-iok do not rime with -dk, -iak, -iek. It serves then, as it were, as

a bridge between two series of finals, thus:

Anciént: -uok, -iuk -uk, -1wok<—— -dk<— -Gk, -uok, -iak, -ick || -4k, -k
Archaic: *ulk, *-guk || *-ok, *-iok<—>*-dk«—> x, X, x, X, gk, *-1ak

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, d-series 4, @, and part of c-series . What is the main vowel
of the other part of the c-series? It is not hard to answer. It is a vowel more close
to @, but with a certain amount of liprounding, I shall designate it by e. With this
revision we have a new scale of rounded vowels for the Archaic Chinese: —

u ‘a high back rounded vowel”
o ‘“a mid-high back rounded vowel”
&  “a mid-low back rounded vowel’’?

1} But after p, Karlgren cannot account for the form -@k (p. 168).
2) @ has in Archaic Chinese a slightly different value from that in Ts'ie yiin,
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®@  ‘“a low back rounded?) vowel”
The finals of the c-series, then, will be:—
Archaic: *wf ; *uok ¥4k ; *qef
Ancient: -k ; -uok ; -iak ; -iek.

To these reconstructions, one may raise one objection that all these finals shall
have a rath r unusual vowel @, leaving us no *-igk, etc. I think, however, that this
is not without a parallel in Archaic Chinese. If we recall those forms with an “a”
head-vowel, we have to maintain there a difference in vocalic quality between words
of the I division (namely & *-d), and those of the II division (namely Jj *-a), but for
the III and IV division (namely Jj *-i¢ and 3% *-ia) we need not assume two different
shades of a. It is entirely analogous here. It is necessary that *-@k,)? -k must be
clearly distinguished, but it is immaterial to reconstruct -iak, -iek as *-iek *~ik or as
*-gak, *-iak; if we choose the latter forms, we have to understand thereby that the -a-
there is already on the point of becoming an “a”, thus its affinity with *-dk but not
with *-ok. It still keeps a certain amount of lip-rounding which keeps it apart from
*_4k, *-jak. With such revisions, I believe, these reconstructions can be said to be
put on solid ground.

We shall now turn to the -du, -au -idu, -ieu 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,
*-qu, *-jau, *-iew for the Shi-king period, but I am now inclined to believe a final
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, *-4g would not do, similarly Karlgren’s *-og 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:—

*wg > Fou > *du > -du (ZF)
*dg > Fdu > Fau > -au (F)P
*lwg > *iwu > F-au > -idu ()

*oiwg > F-igu > Fau > -ieu (Gff)

1) Probably not so rounded as the above 3 vowels.

2) Karlgren’s *-@k has to be rejected for reasons mentioned above in 2.

3) Karlgren’s idea of the evolution of this final *kag > baag > kag > Ts'ie-yiin kaw as given
on p. 153 is not allowable. We have in Ts'ie-yun -ang, and -@k. This & is preserved before -1
and -Fand we can hardly expect that *G will be delabialized to a before -g. It is much more
feasible to consider the vocalization of -g as occuring before the change of 4 to @.
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So 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 -du,
-iou, -ieu, 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, *-guk. What is then, this -ek? I have merely suggested in my previous paper
(p. 11, note) that this -iek may go back to *-iok. But this is impossible in view of the
fact that it does not belong to Archaic *-ok, *tok series which has been discussed in
Sec. III. It belongs, on the contrary, to the *-uk, *-juk series.).. We have no
other possibility but to reconstruct it as *-juk. This form must have undergone the
effect of i-umlaut quite early, first giving us such forms like *-ijj%;, which becomes,
through a slight lowering of the tongue position, *-i§%, and finally delabialized to -iek.

Corresponding to the -iek forms, we have -izu. There are quite a few cases of
alternative readings in Kuang-yiin of such a type as -iew: -ick, -iuk. For instance "
tieu, dick, ZX lieu, lick, {55 sieu, siul, 3 W, Ik, &%, Wl siew, sjuk, 22, A liew, liuk, etc.
We have the right then to reconstruct this as *-tug. The development of this fina) is
also analogous, thus *-iug > *iig > *-iou > *-ieu.

Now let us turn to -4u, -ju of this category. In my article about the sources
of the Ancient Chinese vowel d, I have assumed on account of the striking vocalic
alternation d: o that they go back to *-owyg, #-jowg. 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 o in the development 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: ¥g, #8, #f mdu, muok, %, & kdu, kuok & d‘Guw duok, e tdu,

“ buok, f5 siou, siuk, R, Bf) Liou, liuk, 8 miou, miuk J} dz‘iou, ts* ik, tsiuk etc. We have
already shown that -uok, -iuk come from *-uk, *iulk, we can hardly doubt that the

double readings here indicate an archaic relation of *ug: Y-ukd F-jug: ¥-juk.

1) The close relation of -i¢k to -iuk, -uok can be seen from such series of Hie-sheng as Y
siuk: g dztiek: 4 tuok (Many forms with -#uk, -iek, with but one form fix tsidu); i 1ou: i L Gu:
i sieu, siulk: s d’ien: ik dtiek (many forms with -25u, ~iew, -k, ek, except one single form #f
wu); iy dou: gy d'uk: & dtiek (many forms with ~#0u, -iuk, -tek without a single form of -EGu),
etc.

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

3) Karlgren’s reconstructions of the double readings of 4% as *kok) and *kuok are
decidedly unsatisfactory. Our forms, *kug and *%uk, are much better. As to the final consonant,
I believe that Karlgren has still not yet produced sufficient evidence for the the distinction of -k' and
-g. What he considers to be in favor of his theory 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 u, the main vowel % has begun
to delabialize slightly, finally yielding *-ou, *-jou when the final consonant completely:
disappears. These *-su, *-jou having an o identical to the origi'nal 9, similarly develops
into -du, -fou in Ts'ie-yiin, thus forming a complete parallel with such alternations as

*-om: ¥-jom > *-Gm: ¥iom, etc.—

g > Fdug > Feu > -Gu”

Fogdug > F-idug > F-eu > -ww

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:—

*oog > Fooug > Fou > F-au.

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, *-iulk 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 this 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 an w. 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, *-jug. 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.?

I shall now revert to one more point which Karlgren has not taken into consi-
deration. We find in Section ITI certain examples of -ou, ~iu (< *-u,*-iu) 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
*ug, *-jug (Karlgren’s type: BF, 75, my type 4:;) or -uk, -k (Karlgren’s type: i,
my type: 3%, %5). This is curious, and seriously questions the correctness of our

reconstructions, if we do not explain away this phenomenon, exceptional as it may

1) It seems to me that the very few cases of confusion in riming between *-yk, *-iuk and
#_ok, %-jok, but, on the other hand, the rather commoner confusions of *-gg, *-dg, *-iwg, and
*-yug 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 *- gug *-dug, *-tug etc. It

is for this reason that confusions arise;
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be. I shall advance a theory of certain influence of open and close syllables in
Archaic chinese. In open syllables rounded vowels like -0, -u are more open and in
syllables ended in a guttural, they are more close. For this reason *-u, *-iu of the
dpen-syllable 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 vne series of phonetic compounds. It is a contrast of this sort:

Open syllable: o (open): wu (open)
Closed syllable: o (close): u (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 *-ok 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 w, and long u is compelled to break into a
diphthong, thus V

U————> au

A
!

We have here in Archaic Chinese, a similar tendency:

uok €———— uk, -ug > -ou >, -Gu

A

-ok

On the other hand the -u of the open-syllable type, because of its open quality,
develops mucli later into -au, missing the chance of falling together with the original

2 which later gives 4.

1) Ci. O. Jespersen’s diagram in his Modern English grammar vol. I, p. 232. Curiously
ennugh it is belicved that the development of % into 2% and later a% took place before 0 was shifted
to%. 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 Tsie-yiin finals
-a, -ia, -uo, -iwo, - (op. cit. p. 131 ff). First of all about the final guttural. Karlgren
thinks that his type 7 % has an implosive -k 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, a -k, and a -k (falling tone) and later, added a -g (other
toncs). He has here again introduced, on account of certain difficulties of riming, a
-x (implosive), and, in a foot note (p. 131-132), further suggested something like -ux,
o (dialectically ?) in order to explain some other difficulty of riming. If -uw, -uwg
(with a velar “Nachschlag”) can rime, through a poetical license, with Arch. *-ok
*.jok,) we can see no reason why we have never such rimes as *-o0p, : -0k (B : 4%)
which are phonetically more similar. All these -, -k', -g, -1, and -wg 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 *-0;,, has two serious objections. First, it
rimes frequently with *-o, *-uo, *-io, *-iwo which have no Archaic final consonant
and, secondly, it never rimes with *-ok, *-jok which have an Archaic final consonant.
This strongly speaks for a final *-0. The only difficulty we have to explain is its
‘hie-sheng” with *dk.

I have advanced a theory that the Hie-sheng system represents probably an
older stage, so that *-4g (karlgren’s *-ik') was already in Shi-king’s time *-0. It may
have been, of course, dialectically preservéd as *-dg or in some other slightly different
form. This agrees with both the Shi-rimes and the “hie-sheng,’”” and explains why
*-ok and *-jok (R, F etc.) are never mixed with this type, which they certainly
would do if % were *lo;, cf. such rimes as Jfj *-iwo: B *muag; A *mok: ff *biu:
BR-*ziug : I *d’gok ; = *sw : jik 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 -k and -, would be sufficient to seperate two finals with an identical vowel in
riming. Granted that a certain amount of accoustic difference exists between -k and
-z, the muscular movements and the muscular feeling involved in pronouncing these

finals would be so extremely alike that they cannot help but to appear, if not too

1) +Cf: Sec. ATTI.

2) There is, further, no evidence to assume that Archaic explosive -k develops into Ts'i -yiin
implosive -k Could it not 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 con'siderations.

Karlgren objects to this theory of mine because he finds that -k' was preserved
as late as in middle Han epoch. The rimes of Han literature are very intricate and
treacherous,” but even if -k* were preserved in other finals, does it necessarily affirm
that -k in -a&' etc. was not lost long ago? Different vowels ay 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 B ¢*wo : ¥ luo :
45 tok prove nothing ; there are a large number of rimes such as J& ‘uk: J2 kiwo; H
Yuo: JE ts'qwok; J& kiwo: 4% tok where an Arch. *-o, or *-io rimes with a final -%.
We have no adequate reason to think that % has still'an implosive final consonant.

Because 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 Tuan yii
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 P& luo and 4% kdk together becausc
they pronounce them *gldk' and *Edk, but this still does not explains why shi-king
does not rime ¢ *glo, with K *mok, F *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%. 7¥, 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, *-jo etc. The plain
answer is that the final guttural has dropped in words like %, &, 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 ‘“‘hie-sheng” system
could have arisen and the final consonant in words like %, 4%, Hg, 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 more 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 Ch¥ang-ptei 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, -two, 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 a 5%
*Ia rimes frequently with type B # *ko but rarely with type ¥ & *lo (Karlgren’s *loy, )
(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:—

%-4g > *-o (shi-king; dialectically also *-dg) > -uo (%)

*-{ag > *-io (shi-king; dialectically also *~jag) > -fwo (JHg)
*-pg > *- (shi-king; dialectically also *-ng) > ~a (|f)

*_jwg > *-gb (shi-king; dialectically also *-ipg)? > -ia (&)
*-udg > *-uo (shi-king; dialectically also *udg) > -uo (F#£)
*-fwag > *-jwo (shi-king; dialectically also *-jwag) > -iu (38)
*-wng > *-wa (shi-king; dialectically also *-wwg) > -wa ()

Karlgren has reconstructed J& as sjwak'. This is not allowed by a study of the ‘“hie-
sheng,” J&, B, %, #E, (-isk < *-iak) are all k*ai-k‘ou not ho-kou words. JE siwo
goes back then to *siag, as T have done above. If -uo, -iwo (Arch. *-0, ¥-uo, *-io, *-iwo)
go back to *-dg *-udg and *-jag *-iwag, it is plain that Ts'ie-yiin -a, -ia cannot go back
to the same sources. The interesting relation of {fj pwk: 3 p‘e, i vk and -a leads
us to reconstruct fjj as *p*vg and i as *'vk and *wg. Similarly §& ia has to go back

to a final *ipg not *-iak* as given by Karlgren.?

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

2) Karlgren observes (p. 140) that type % never rimes with the type % *-fd and therefore
cannot be ¥-4d, but *-jo; . This observation is inexact. We can handly deny that 3 ¢'jwo (also
(t'iak, d'iak) has had originally a final guttural, ¢f such forms as ¥, 7%, # t'1ak, but it rimes in
Shi-king with 3% suo (< ¥so0) and # Ywa (< *gwd) (F # 1). Similarly # tSia (< *t'ia
< *t'ipg) rimes with % *ma, B *dio (% %6 57 1, 2, 8, 4), ;R tuo (< *o < *idg) rimes with 5
*bd (F§ 4€ IE 1) etc. We can safely assume that *-pg, *-ipg have become Shi-king *d@ and *-ia,

8) Karlgren’s curious conclusion that the Ts'ie-yiin language derives from an Archaic dialect
that has not suffered the evolution *-jaf' > *-io; is most unconvincing. This implies that all Ts'ie-
yiin -jwo, in so far as they can be traced baclk to a final guttural, must go back to the ho-k*ou *-iwag,
not the kai-k®ou *-fag, thus his reconstruction it *siwak’ .‘ This is not allowable. Words such as
B $iwo, 3 t'wwo, & d'iwo, ¥ kiwo, 3 gtiwo must have been all k*ai-k*ou words, namely *-iag;
their “hie-sheng”’ words or alternative readings such as ¥ ¢'iak, Bl ¢‘ink, ¥ t§iak 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 *-dk, *-jak, *-vk, etc. Are we to consider the double - |
readings, o and zak, of 4 to be Arch. *-fng: *-jpk or *-jvg: *-jak? In other words,
can we determine that one part of the -wik forms may go back to *-ivk, while the
other part goes back to *-jak as previously determined by me (op. cit. pp 10 ff.)? This
is highly probably because the final -ivk in Kuang-yiin has only forms with guttural
initials and one form with a labial initial, we may reasonably suspect that Arch. ¥k
after other initials have coalesced with *1ak in becoming Ts‘ie-yiin -4ik:

*-wk (after gutturals and labials) > -k (B, i)
*-iwk (after other initials) > -zik (5, 18

On the other hand, -ik" forms in Kuang-yiin have no guttural, palatal explo-
sive (¢, ¢'%, d’%), nasal, and [ initials, they are substituted by forms in -iak, such as Jj
kiak, |2 g‘iak, 35 ¢’ ak, d’‘iak, I, 35 t' ik, 5 fiak, 3 hiiak W% liak etc., so that we
have two different representatives, -idk and -iak, of Archaic *-iak, differentiated on
account of their initials.? Similarly there are no ho-k*ou words, such as -jwik, they
are again substituted by forms in -jwak LR kjwalé, P ktiwak, 1 g iwak, Y&, & -jwak,
#% b*iwak etc. Thus:

-i6lk
*eloh ——— > _jok
*qwolk ——————— > _jualk
*

&
*®

As a summary to what we have touched upon 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 4 *-jag which gives Shi-king *-jo and latter -jwo
and a *-jpg which gives Shi-king *-i4 and latter -ie. Karlgren fails-to observe that the ho-k‘ou
element exists in words of this category only after llabial, guttural and laryngal initials.
For this reason we have only B ngiu, % miw, 5 g i, % p*iu which go back to Shi-king *-juo
but no such forms as £'ju, tsju, etc. This is exactly parallel with such finals as *-uayg, *-iuag,
*.wak, 1uak, etc, which have also only labial, guttural and laryngal initials. Karlgren’s explanation
that FE ;fg'wo has not become g% on account of the final implosive -, is altogether untenable (p. 145
note). Archaic Chinese has no such forms as *Siwak'. :

1) I am only concerned with thosé -iGk forms which belong to the category in question.
There are -i(if forms with various initials, such as & t'idk, ¥ d'* ik which belong to Tuan’s 16th
category and go back to altogether different finals. Similarly with ho-k®ou words such as 1%, &
wik, W ziwdk. :

2) A few forms such as 3%, B isiak W tsiak etc., seem to have escaped from the umlaut.
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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 an attempt will, at least, present clearly our arguments

in a condensed form and will help to grasp the situation at a glance.

Archaic Ancient
g s S s R L Pt L -4 (18)
R A e o e e B e S e e e L e -k (5
A g FUU e TR A R R AT s S ou ()Y
A e S A L R SR R e -uat  (R)
YT e s e LR el e T M R e -wok  (4)
i R R A o L et e S SO R LA -i )
Ly R e S R A Ao S e S R e s e e s S S -k (FR)
A= Va0 N Fquug ... ... B e e O 77 A -tow ()
i A SR SN e AR L Tt S -wi ()
T el SRl A R s kg g -k ()
oy o s e e e B e P e ol N O s & A 30 g (5R)
S T Lo o RN e e e e S e e -wang (FF)
T e h A e e 6 B O R BT B A Bt S Ah Cs R DA BB D -tong  (FR)
LM e A L T Tl e P A SR O St i o -tung (ER)
o e R S e G R B R S S S i vy il -ung (HE)
FoLONGE e e T *-jwong. ." -iwong (§E)
T G i Bt v G T o O P s G T D o ) D X O G O S -ang  ({L)
T T S D A B BB DO SON DO U AT i s *-uong .. -uong (%%)
T AR G Pt Pt s i DR S Ui B s -tung (ER)
*-69g (or *-0Ug) ...cvunn.. o e T -du  (ZF)
K G Lat o e sl et S LR e e S aie L -k (88)
T A e s R R A a R S e e e R e ST SR ~uok  (IR)
*-gg (or *-4UF) < eveeen... T S B Ko QB i e au  (F)
G R S S T I S iR e R -ak ()
*-369g (or *-iGUQG) ¢ v uu... Rojoon L L o T A -idw ()
L S R o T N e e e e e e -tak ()
*_jcog (or *-10ouUg) v.e..... ¥y ..., e T T T A S . -tew ()
T e St i Sl XAkt it -iek  (85)
*u e TR o S e S aenest el e s T O e 2w (fE)

1) After a labial initial and in shang-sheng.
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T A S T I R i S B R e SR
AT S e R S s L N e S T 7] L
STy s S g I S TR RS T e T
Edugi o g R Eitow Al e
AT e e T e i O I I S e Y e e
Feogi(onteoug) et Tl Koo . o DR R g S
*-ok S T s s el R SR i i S e s

A B S B A e o P SR AR B Rk X 117 LA Tl e

£ "k
wa. s B AR
*ial
{274 3 6 elare dinke alie dilstaliota o 4 oLehstl s eseta slsitorte o b et Blos tololatbiodore o« ot v
e B Y M S P ([
ST e e e R o B e S RN S i

-vk BT b s SR TR SR ST ey e e :

Ehopplpesnaeint U oEa it il DU e ey T St SR

oDl R e e e R e R T e e o

b e R T G R e G B S :

Ancient

Ancient

~au

-wa

-ia

()
(K)
)
(2)
(i)
@)
(&)
(&)
()
(&)
(%)
(B
)V
€9
(ka)
(k@)
€9
(Fa)®
6:9)
(k)
€29)
(B
(f0)
(ﬁ)-ﬂ
)
(i)
€]

guttural.
4)

After a guttural, palatal explosive, nasal or ! initial.
After a guttural or a labial initial.
This and the following finals are identical with those which have

After a guttural and a labial initial.

originally no final
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RS JE REE R R S EATA - 3 —umng, § —iwong RETF—IM » A
PR —wong, H (=% ) —ung MAlR o HBN - FHFEFIL -ang 1 BIDARAY
MDSEERBIRME kA *—ong, FELRMEEE “Hong Y5 X SRR (=8 ) R
SRR Bk — A AERDINRER ) - » BRI DBEE AL ks 1 *—ung,
*jung ZKfo  RMAELE o TEIR u LB ARKEAKRAANE o  BAILL
IABEAEA o SEE M » 3 *—ong % "—uong, §§ *-iwong, (=4 ) —iong%
SR BRI B A B TR T » i DRI G S5 o

FIBLE —uk, M —iwok B -8k 5 MIMBIMEGE —wok, J (=4) Huk
ZB > ILRGTLBAED  MRNTRE RS ok, *Hok A MKH - &2
(S2) B4t b5 *—uk, *Huk Zefo  FATEHE MBI T RBEMSSK o

BARURHRIRBESHE (Z5) BFHER e MUAE Kug HE
b *iung, SERARR N - BARMAEMEARAR LRI RNE - HESD)
*_ung, *_iung BIAGRIPRIMAERE - B B RMBAT SRR RME LE FREERSEA —m -
& (HBEES TSR ) o ung [ —eng WBEPHAHER LR
SERERME > B kiung B4 L4 *kiveng A5 5 BIFSRERIIA & HRAM
*_juong 3 —iung KUEEL : — ‘

BO - A0
% -ong: B -wong, (J -ung MBI )

% Jong: 5 () - (=45 ) ung
SEAARIIETE g 4% ivong A o .

IR AT SRR Z IR (4 ) Bermsito I ERRpmmS:
RIEHROER 5 PR bick B4E L& *biuok TR AR *biuk o fik
e RS BRI R BRI A N - i fiwok o RICH
RS R R — FA T - ARAREM TR WIS EPNEERET
TR :
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LE#H «-Wong, *-wok FELIHIFCERAE » HEAWEEREANME 1T MR
f BB —iung, —iuk. EFRBIAE O R IFHEARAIRT o
BAELEERSPNBZHMELPFHER o MDBT pleu,  jlou Ky
*plug, *gilug ZRM o SERMAMEEZ » FBREGSRIEN R DA BRIV o
RRIRDBMMRER O - SERM 5 MEADS » MEZ » MMESRE L5
*plueg, *glueg, [HIRIE SR ATHS A RMIELITE T WEE : —
*teg > uu > Jeu ()
*~luég > iwei > -wi  ([Ji§)
RARXBERNRBIPHEPFIERL . YR mou FEER LEWH
*mug o BRUAFEESR » RUBMER L *musg ZKAje  LER *~ueg £)E
BHRE - FARFANBGREVRERHREE : —
e i¥-fiog > —uu > —eu (%)
BIROBERH © —uég > -uei > —uAi (JK)
BIEEER ( LR ) BB RARA S » LEEEN » MM RS
BIjEHEAE ) o B REIRAZITAS BHE LA - ICREE » B HmER |k
B » ZREEATR » SRR B BRI IR GBE R o
T A B AN LA M R » M LSS R I 21 > T LM e
R *og, J; *-iog, 7 *-bg, F *lag j *-idg, P *-iak, gHr-iak, B -ak,
o fHAYERAREEHA  EENE o HREHARS - BRIMA TR ( BhEA
) » RIVESCRAER ML EF BT : —
MR i

5 —u < *-ug : R *-uok < *-uk 5 -tu < *-wg )

E uok < *uwk
o —ieu < *ing ¢ B (ZM)-uk <*-uk 7 -au < *-ig : -8k < *-ik
7 —leu < *-iug : g —iek < *-juk %: -fiu < *-lwg : g -lak < *-iwk
& -au < *-og : i ~ieu < *-lwg : g —iek < *-iwk

L ERBERMA T AHERETE : —
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B #i =

W B
o oo dk”
B RSB
@ CUE AR

BAREREFNREIME . ERUFERE - RARRIERF AT
B Lo, RAERESIARAA *mok E *ngiok S » RUBHHTFHHELME
BT > REPBEER ¢

*ag S*-o (FHE; FERBERETAg) >-wo ()

*_whg >*-w0 (FEEE 3 5 S LBLAEE-wag) >-uo ()

*ag  >*-io (PR FE RWHE*-lag) >-iwo ()

*oiwag>*~iwo ( 7K 5 5 S LML AER -iwag ) >-iu (#)

*—vg >*-§  (FHE S EBFR-eg) > (M)

*_weg S*wh (3 S LB -weg ) S-wa ()

v >*A (K H S EMER vg) S-b (B)
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