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having no Morphology whatever seems to have been adopted by some of
the_ most eminent Chinese scholars working in the field of the theory of
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To my mind such opinions are due to serious misunderstandings, involving
both a misconception of what is to be understood under Morphology in general,
and also an over-simplified analysis of the

. linguistic structure of Chinese.
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l‘mportant implications this viewpoint has for historical Grammar of Chinese —
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known, the distinction between these two domains of the science of language
reflects the corresponding distinction between two kinds of linguistic phenb—
mena, viz., on the one hand, phenomena connected with the combining of
words in larger linguistic units, word groups and sentences, i.e., phenomena
concerning the internal structure of word groups and sentences, and on the
other hand phenomena concerning the internal structure of single words.
The former belong to Syntax, the latter to Morphology. It must be stressed
in this connection that not all combining of structural speech units belongs
to Syntax: Syntax, as we have said, is only the combining of words to
make word groups or sentences, while any combining of structural speech
units smaller than a word to make words belongs to Morphology. The above
may also be formulated as follows: Syntax is that part of Grammar principally
concerned with speech units larger than a single word, i.e., word groups and
sentences, which are analysed into single words as their component elements,
while Morphology is that part of Grammar principally dealing with single
words which, in their turn, are analysed into their component elements,
i.e., morphemes and alternations. This of course is not to say that there is no
internal connection between Syntax and Morphology. On the contrary, these
two domains of Grammar are closely dependent on each other, as in many
languages the morphological form of single words in a given word group
or sentence is generally determined not only by the exigencies of the semantic
contents of the idea to be expressed by the word in question, but also by
the exigencies of the syntactic relations connecting the words and binding
them up in a syntactic whole. It goes without saying that the latter point
is particularly important with regard to languages having an amply developed
inflectional system, but it must be borne in mind that it cannot be entirely
disregarded even in Chinese, which, as we know, lacks Inflection. On the
other hand — and this holds good for Chinese as well as for Indo-European
languages — the very fact that both Syntax and Morphology are concerned
with words as the speech units with which syntactic analysis stops and
with which morphological analysis starts — gives evidence of the specific
nterdependence of Syntax and Morphology and makes clear the role of the
notion of ‘word’ as the main point of contact between them. The problem
of defining the term ‘word’ is of special importance in Chinese linguistics,
where because of specific conditions of language and script in their historical
interrelations there has long been confusion between ‘words’ and ‘monosyl-
lables represented in script by single characters’. As is perfectly well known,
we lack a generally accepted and generally - valid definition of that term
and I shall not be so bold as to venture on a resolution of this question from
the standpoint of general linguistics, nor shall T even undertake to give
a definition of ‘word’ that will be valid for Chinese alone. Instead of this I
think it useful to formulate here the main criteria I have been using in
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It must, however, be mentioned in this place since among the '{n‘lﬁy Causes
of confusion in works and papers on Chinesce an in.lporta‘nt. oni xsTt} e failure
to distinguish between Archaic Chinese and “classical (,hmesc’ ’d 1€flf0rmer
is represented in the literary monuments of the Chou era and reflects t.o
a considerable extent the living linguistic usage of the _txme; Fhe latter is
represented in innumerable literary or semi-literary }3T()f1LlCthl]S o# §ubsequent
epochs but with its artificiality and syncretism it reflects no living speech
of any epoch.

Now, after all that has just been said, e
tion of the problem of Syntax and Morphology n }.\rchalc Ch.mese shoulld
start with an attempt to give an answer to the prelimma?y question: What is
to be considered as a word in the Chinese language of the Archaic epoch?
It must be said in advance that among the many traditional statements
concerning the structure of Chinese which are to be considered as' erroneous
and due to misunderstandings the following one holds good: in Archaic
Chinese words were as a rule monosyllabic, and vice versa, in that epoch of
the Chinese language monosyllabic units of speech represented in Chinese
script by single characters were as a rule real words. This may be ascertained
in spite of the fact that it is impossible directly to apply here the criterion
of intelligibility I spoke of in the preceding, i.e., criterion (1) mentioned above,
as we neither know for sure what the Archaic monosyllables sounded like,
nor are we able to judge on personal experience whether they were intelligible
to the hearer if spoken outside any context; there are, none the less, indirect
proofs that they were. First, the very Chinese script itself shows that definite
semantic values were associated with single monosyllables — which, then,
must have been understood by those who invented and used characters
as written symbols of the monosyllabic speech units. Second, there is the
yrlcleniablc fact that Archaic monosyllables were as a rule much richer
in their phonetic garb, much more differentiated in sound and much less ho-
mo'phonic than they are in Modern Chinese, and consequently could
be l’n.telligible to the ear of the hearer if pronounced in isolation. But the most
positive proof is furnished by eriterion (2), for it is perfectly well known by
anybody dealing with Archaic Chinese texts that the overwhelming majority

it seems evident that an investiga-
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monosyllables, considered in the light of the reconstructed phonetic system
of Archaic Chinese, were by no means isolated speech units morphologically
independent of each other; on the contrary, they formed families of mutually
related monosyllabic words, direct or indirect derivates of one and the same
monosyllabic root-word, word-formative modifications being carried out
inside the monosyllables mostly by means of phonematical alternations. It
is perfectly true that we are largely handicapped in investigating this Archaic
system of Word-formation by the very fact that it has been entirely obliterated
by the subsequent evolution of Chinese and that but slight and practically
insignificant traces of it survive in the Modern language. On the other hand,
with regard to the written monuments of the Chou era as reflecting the
living Archaic language characterised by the morphological (word-formative)
system we are speaking of — we are handicapped by the peculiar nature of
the Chinese script, the characters having hidden the nature and the very
existence as well — of morphological relations between monosyllables cognate
to each other. Having only the reconstructed Archaic word forms at our dispo-
sal — which after all are charged with all the uncertainties involved in any
reconstructional procedure — we are often unable to give a satisfactory answer
to many a question of importance and, consequently, there are considerable
lacunae in our knowledge of the Archaic Chinese system of Word-formation.
In this connection let it be sufficient to say that even the very important
question whether the word-formative processes in Archaic Chinese were
exclusively carried out by means of alternations (phonematical and tonal,
the reconstruction of the latter, however, being entirely beyond our reach)
inside the monosyllabic words or also by means of asyllabic affixes attached
to the monosyllabic root-words cannot be definitively answered as yet,
although comparison with other Indo-Sinic languages — Tibetan in the first
place — seems to indicate that there must have been asyllabic affixation in
Chinese too. It is evident that all the difficulties involved in the problem
f’f Word-formation in Archaic Chinese do not mean that the problem itself
1s non-existent.

To sum up: contrary to what has been maintained by many, Archaic Chinese
possessed not only Syntax, but also Morphology, the latter being confined
to Word-formation. Word-formative modifications resulting in forming deri-
vates were mostly carried out by means of alternations inside monosyllabic
words, but the rules governing the mass of alternations unveiled through
reconstructional research are hardly clear to us as yet. It is an extremely
important, and at the same time extremely difficult, task of the scientific
grammar of Archaic Chinese — as distinguished from the traditional grammar
of ‘classical Chinese’ which is one of characters, not one of the
Archaic language — to penetrate the veil of characters concealing
the true nature of the Archaic Chinese language and to master as far as possible
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as a language having no Morphology whatever, and a language whose Grammar
is reduced to Syntax alone, are sure to consider the dissyllabic complex in
question mut-k'i* as a syntactic word group composed of two monosyllabic
words mut ‘wood’ and k’i* ‘implements’, the syntactic relation between these
words being that of determination. But except for the last statement con-
cerning the relation of determination between mut and k’* which holds
good — although not without some reservation of which we shall have to speak
later — all this is to my mind plainly erroneous. First of all it is necessary
in the discussion of our problem to avoid drawing any deductions from the
fact that the English equivalent of the Chinese expression in question happens
to be a syntactic word group. It is perfectly well known in linguistics that
semantic equivalence is far from being the same as structural equivalence
and that, consequently, the semantic equivalent of what is a word (i.e.,
morphological formation) in one language may well be a word group (i.e.,
syntactic formation) in another, and vice versa; moreover, even in one and
the same language there frequently occur parallel formations, morphological
and syntactic, having precisely the same semantic content. The above
requirement of the exclusion of any external suggestion in the linguistic analysis
of Chinese expressions is so evident that it may have seemed unnecessary to
formulate it here; it seems, however, that among the many factors hindering
the proper interpretation of the linguistic structure of Chinese we must also
include the influence exercised by European languages upon some Sinologists,
at least as far as Western scholars are concerned. Secondly, it must be empha-
sised that our problem concerns the synchronic system of contemporary Chinese
and, consequently, it belongs to the synchronic plane of linguistic research;
hence not only are suggestions derived from other languages to be excluded
from the discussion, but also all suggestions likely to come from the diachrony
of the Chinese language itself. In other words: linguistic phenomena in con-
temporary Chinese — in spite of having their origin in some phenomena of
the remote past of the Chinese language and in those of Archaic Chinese
in particular — belong, after all, to the synchronic system of contemporary
Chinese and from the descriptive point of view they are to be interpreted
in the light of this system, not in the light of the linguistic system of Archaic
Chinese. In spite of the evident necessity for all these requirements they
have not been respected by many scholars, and the confusion of the two aspects,
synchronic and diachronic, is certainly one of the main reasons for the traditional
statements about Modern Chinese which must be considered as erroneous.
One remark more is to be added in this connection: it is to be borne in
mind that what T protest against is only the confusion of synchrony and dia-
chrony with regard to Modern Chinese, and not the recognition of the
very important fact that Syntax and Morphology in Chinese are diachronically
(historically) interrelated in a specific way — a problem to which I shall have
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to revert later on. In anticipation let it be said at once that I consider strict
observance of the distinction between synchrony and diachroyy with regard
to the contemporary Chinese language not only as a necessyy prerequisite
for the proper interpretation of the linguistic structure of Modern Chinese
from the descriptive point of view, but also as a necessary jrerequisite for
the proper understanding of the diachronic aspect of the problem of Syntax
and Morphology in Chinese in general. Thirdly, it is to be remarked that in
analysing the linguistic structure of Modern Chinese we must be free from
all suggestions arising from the Chinese script, for — let it be said once
more — language and script, and quite especially Chinese languige and Chinese
script, are two different things. Strange as it may seem, as fir as Chinese is
concerned it has long been customary in linguistic practice to ronfound words
with characters and characters with words. With regard to Archaic Chinese,
as we have seen, the confusion of words and characters is larzely responsible
for the wrong conception of the Archaic words as isolatec monosyllables
unrelated to each other. In the grammatical theory of Modern Chinese it
is the same confusion which — seconded by that between the synchronic
and the diachronic aspects of the problem — accounts for th: equally wrong
conception of the monosyllabic speech units written with ¢ngle characters
as words, whereas in Modern Chinese the units in questior as a rule have
become something less than words: simple morphologically indecomposable
component parts of words, i.e., morphemes. After all these remarks, which
constitute as many warnings to the linguist interested in the structural analysis
of Modern Chinese, we are now ready to return to our ezample, the dis-
syllabic complex mul-k'i' ‘wooden furniture’, and ask what its linguistic
status in the structural system of contemporary Chinese i like.

It goes without saying that if the dissyllabic complex n question Were
a syntactic word group — as will probably be maintained by many — its
component parts, i.e., mu'- and -k’7%, should be real words of the contemporary
Chinese language, that is, speech units having semantic and syntactic autonomy
in accordance with the criteria (1) and (2) formulated above; but this proves
contrary to the facts. It is'clear to anybody acquainted with the contemporary
Chinese language — to say nothing of Chinese themselves — that if mut
or kit is pronounced alone (without any spoken context) and is heard by
somebody knowing Chinese as perfectly as possible, it is not associated
in the mind of the hearer with any definite sense. Or — to state it more cor-
rectly — the monosyllabic speech units in question, if Leard outside any
spoken context, may be associated with so many different senses that in praCtiCe
they are associated with none at all and, consequently, are not intelligible
to the hearer. It may be objected by somebody that homophony is not an
obstacle against qualifying speech units as words; it is a phenomenon to be
met with in all languages, and it will not be difficult to find in any language
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examples of homophonic words which, none the less, are considered as words.
It is to be remembered, however, that these are only exceptional cases, and
with contemporary Chinese the situation is just the reverse: as far as mono-
syllabic speech units of the Modern Chinese language are concerned homopho-
ny is not an exceptional, but a regular phenomenon to which the overwhelming
majority of monosyllabic units are subject — the number of monosyllables
semantically different in a homophonic series amounting in some cases to
twenty odd. Thus it must be clear to any unbiassed linguist who is fully aware
of the communicative function of language that the very numerical proportions
of the instances of homophony in Modern Chinese prevent us from qualifying
the bulk of monosyllabic speech units of that language as words. This
statement holds good in spite of the fact that the monosyllabic units in
question have, after all, some semantic value and play a specific role in
the structural system of the language; it equally holds good in spite of the
fact that the monosyllabic units of speech by themselves practically unintelli-
gible to the ear become as a rule intelligible to the eye if they are written
with Chinese characters. Indeed, it is the Chinese script which creates the
misleading impression that all Modern Chinese monosyllables are as many
words. But from the linguistic point of view it does not matter that the
script unit A — corresponding to the speech unit mu* here in question —
is by itself understandable to the eye of anybody acquainted with the Chinese
script; it is only the fact that the speech unit mut is by itself practically
unintelligible to the ear which is important to the linguist and which according
to our criterion (1) decides against qualifying the speech unit in question as
a word. The above is corroborated in a decisive manner by the test of
criterion (2): as is perfectly well known, the speech unit mu* is n ot capable
of being used by itself as a subject or an object in a sentence about ‘wood,
timber’. If, e.g., I want to say to a Chinese that “There is wood’ I cannot
say *yu® mut * 5 A, but only yu® mut-t'ou 45 ) #8, and it is only the dis-
syllabic complex mu-t'ou A 8 — not mu* A alone — which is a real word
in the contemporary Chinese language. In the light of criteria (1) and (2) just
the same must be said of the second monosyllable of our complex mu'-E’*,
i.e,, K'{* which is neither intelligible to the ear if pronounced alone nor ca-
pable of performing by itself any syntactic function in a sentence and which,
consequently, — just like mu* and the overwhelming majority of monosyllabic
units — is not a word of the contemporary Chinese language. We must
not be afraid of drawing the necessary conclusions from all this: if both mu?
and k’4' are not words in the contemporary Chinese language — and I hope
to have demonstrated that they are not — it must be clear to anybody that
the dissyllabic complex mui-k'i* is not a syntactic word group. Strange
as it may seem, from the point of view of the structural system of Modern
Chinese mus-k’i* *wooden furniture’ is but a single word — although not a simple
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in the word mut-K'#* cannot be considered as identical wit - I
words mut-fou Kk 3§ and K'i'-kii Z%EL in the word group{ Wk '-th iy
‘wooden implements’ ; it is true that in both cases we have to do wi o
nation, but in the first case the relation belongs merely to the morp o
gical plane (being realised between morphemes composing a word), w 1"31
in the second case it does belong to the syntactic plane of‘ the structurfl
system of the language (being realised between words composing a syntactic
word group). Let it be remarked that the very existence of words morpholo-
gically analysable into morphemes clearly implies the existence of Morphology
in Modern Chinese, although only one confined to Word-formation. .
One more notional distinction proves useful in this connection and will
put us a step further along in the discussion of our problem. .This is the
well-known distinction of root-morphemes or semantemes which are the
principal bearers of meaning in words, and formal morphemes or simply
morphemes (in the narrow sense of the term) which are but some sort of
formal modifiers limiting or specifying in some way the principal meaning
of the semantemes. Now, if we apply the above distinction of semantemes
and (formal) morphemes to the previously analysed Modern Chinese word
mul-K'i*, we shall see that it is purely bisemantemic as it is composed
of two semantemes without any additional formal morpheme. I should like
to emphasise that I consider the bisemantemic structure of words as a charac-
teristic feature of Modern Chinese Morphology (Word-formation), a feature
strictly connected with the diachronic aspect of the problem of Syntax and
Morphology in Chinese — of which I shall have to speak later on. Mo-
nosemantemic suffixal formations, i.e., formations composed of one semanteme
and one formal morpheme affixed to the semanteme

, are to be named next
6 Rocznik Orientalistyczny, t. XXI
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as equally typical of Modern Chinese Word-formation. Moreover, various
combinations of the two main types, bisemantemic and suffixal, occur quite
frequently and it would not be difficult to quote numerous examples of bise-
mantemic word forms having an additional suffixal morpheme as well as
examples of monosemantemic and bisemantemic word forms with two suffixal
morphemes forming together what may be called a ‘compound suffix’. The
careful analysis of all these formations is the principal task of the descriptive
Morphology of Modern Chinese and it is clear that I cannot enter upon
particulars here. Let it be recalled that the suffixal character of the mono-
syllables -¢si 7~ -fou R and the like has long been recognised, and it may
seem strange that even those scholars who admitted the existence of the syl-
labic suffixes in Modern Chinese were not fully aware of the fact that they had
to do with a purely morphological (word-formative) phenomenon and endea-
voured to put it forcibly into the frames of Syntax. Finally let it be stressed
that Morphology in Modern Chinese — in contradistinction to Archaic Chine-
B e is a syllabic one. This means that morphological (word-formative) varia-
tions in Modern Chinese are carried out by means of interchanging syllabic
units (syllabic semantemes and morphemes), whereas in Archaic Chinese
Morphology consisted in internal modifications within monosyllabic words.

To sum up: in both Archaic Chinese and Modern Chinese there is not only
Syntax, but also Morphology, although it is one confined to Word-formation.
Furthermore, there is a very important difference between Archaic Chinese
'fmd Modern Chinese as far as their morphological systems are concerned:
in 'the former Morphology was an asyllabic one, word-formative modifi-
cations having been carried out by means of phonematical and tonal alternations
within monosyllabic words, in the latter it is a syllabic one, word-formative
processes here consisting in grouping and interchanging monosyllabic morphem-
es (or, strictly speaking, semantemes and morphemes). It seems to me
that the viewpoint just spoken of puts in the proper light many important
problems of the descriptive Grammar of Chinese, both Archaic and Modern,
which hitherto have often been misinterpreted. What I specially have in
view is the problem of Parts of speech in Chinese. According to many
scholars Parts of speech mneither did nor do exist in Chinese at all, and
according to others they may be spoken of in reference to Chinese only
as far as the semantic content of the words is concerned (words denoting
‘things’ are nouns, words denoting ‘actions’ are verbs, etc.). The existence
of purely morphological marks connected with definite word classes (Parts
of speech) in Chinese has been denied by many, and it must have been denied
by those who deny the very existence of Morphology in Chinese as well. If
we admit, however, the existence of Morphology — and precisely of Word-
formation -— in Chinese, than it should be clear to anybody concerning
himself with the problem of Parts of speech in either Archaic or Modern
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Chinese that there must be some purely morphological marks of word classes
too. As, however, I have tried to discuss this problem at some length elsewhere,
I am not going to dilate further on it here, the more so as considerations of time
prevent me from entering upon particulars.

A few words more must be added concerning the diachronic, i.e., histori-
cal, aspect of the main problem. Indeed, I think that the importance of the
viewpoint discussed above is not confined to the proper interpretation of the
synchronic systems of Archaic Chinese and Modern Chinese. I.am also
convinced that it is only in the light of what has been said in the preceding
remarks that the proper interpretation of the main line of the linguistic
evolution of Chinese is possible. Let us first draw deductions from what
has already been said. If we admit — on the one hand — that in Archaic
Chinese words were monosyllabic and that dissyllabic complexes were as
a rule syntactic word groups, while admitting — on the other hand — that
in Modern Chinese we have to do with syllabic Morphology and with mono-
syllabic speech units reduced to semantemes and morphemes, it follows from
this that the syllabic Morphology of the Modern Chinese language has
grown up on the ground of the Archaic Syntax. In other words: phenomena
which are to be considered as morphological from the point of view of the
synchronic system of contemporary Chinese are historically syntactic, that
is to say they are syntactic from the point of view of the synchronic system
of Archaic Chinese. It is precisely this specific historical interrelation of
Syntax and Morphology in Chinese which may easily lead one astray in the
investigation of the structural system of Modern Chinese. If one is not careful
enough in distinguishing the synchronic plane of Modern Chinese from
the diachronic one, he is sure to misinterpret as syntactic those linguistic
phenomena of Modern Chinese which were syntactic in the remote past
of the Chinese language (viz. in Archaic Chinese) but have long become
morphological. Let us revert. to our example mut-k'i* g% which we have
qualified from the point of view of the structural system of Modern Chinese
as a bisemantemic word. Now, according to Karlgren’s reconstructions
which T follow here the two monosyllables must have sounded in Archaic
Chinese something like ##muk and **kied, and we have direct proofs according
to our criterion (2) that they were real words of the Archaic .Chines? lar}guage
as they frequently appear in Archaic texts as syntactic units performing by
themselves the functions of subject and object in sentences; cf. e.g. Tan
Rung: **muk pwat diong tik F A JRE W (S. Couvreur: ‘lignea non perfecte
sculpta’) — where **muk A is subject and Siin-tsi, chapter XXIIT: **tik
muk t#isg dieng Kied B A M%7 (H. Dubs: “.hews a picce of wood
and makes a vessel’) — where both **muk 4 and **Ried #¥ are objects.
What is more, the very dissyllabic complex **muk kizd ;}:\23. is attested in
Siin-tsi, chapter XIX, in the passage wtypuk kied pwat dieng tik K A

ik
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)jkﬁ‘:-j‘[ (H. Dubs: “The wooden articles should not be completely carved
out’) which, of course, is an allusion to the T’an kung passage just quoted.
It goes without saying that in Archaic Chinese the dissyllabic complex **muk
Ried K $% attested in Sin-tsi was a syntactic word group, but this does
not by any means invalidate the statement that in Modern Chinese the
corresponding complex mut-Ri* (< Arch. **muk k’ied) is no more a syntactic
word group but only a bisemantemic word, i.e., morphological formation.
The conclusion to be drawn is this: from the diachronic point of view the
formation mut-k’i* used in Modern Chinese is an Archaic syntactic word group
**muk Ried subsequently morphologised into a bisemantemic word. This
phenomenon which I call morphologisation of primary syntactic word groups
is to be considered as one of prime importance in historical Chinese Grammar
and I think that much of the historical evolution of the linguistic structure
of Chinese should be interpreted in this light. It is evident that morphologi-
sation of primary syntactic groups composed of two words — which, as we
have said, is the very basis of the syllabic Morphology (Word-formation)
of Modern Chinese — must have resulted in bisemantemic formations
which, in fact, are very common; on the other hand, the linguistic deve-
lopment has led in some cases to suffixal formations which, in their turn,
owing to the well-known process of analogical assimilation have become
equally common in the Modern Chinese language. It is one of the major
tasks of historical Chinese Grammar to elucidate the nature of these formations
as far as possible, and it is to be remarked that in many cases — just like
in the one discussed above — the origin of word forms, both bisemantemic
and suffixal, common in Modern Chinese may be traced directly back to
the early epochs of the Chinese language when they were but syntactic
word groups. On the other hand, the very phenomenon of progressive
morphologisation of primary word groups as well as that of morphemisation
of primary monosyllabic words may be traced to some extent in Chinese texts
of the post-Archaic period, especially in the early postclassical commentaries
and literary productions written in a language not far removed from the
colloquial. 'This, however, is a topic which deserves to be dealt with in
a special paper and it must be left out of consideration in this place.



