A CASE O SANDHI?
by L. G. PULLEYBLANK

The equation ven ¥ == yii chih }* 72 made by Professor George A:
Kennedy in A0S 60 (1940) 1-22, 193-207, has been widely accepted g4
explaining the grammatical functioning of the character and had indeeq
been anticipated to some degree by Wang Yin-chih's explanation of yen a4
frequently equal to yii-shik * £:.* Professor Kennedy’s further hypothesig
that it represents a fusion of yii and another pronominal element * an,
which occurs also in jan #] (R0 ju 4 an) seems very plausible but deubts haye
been expressed on the grounds that no such pronominal element * an can
be found on its own. There is, however, another case, not previously noted,
which seems precisely parallel to the series yii: ven, ju: jan, and which seemsg
to give strong support to the fusion theory,

The binome jo-kan 25 F “s0 many” *such and such a number” ig
well known and its meaning is clear. Its formation has, however, never, so
far as I know, been satisfactorily explained. Two early commentators are
commonly quoted. One of the sub-commentaries of the Li-chi says, “The
ancients in speaking of number said jo-kan . . . . Jo is “like” (ju), kan is
“seek” {ch'iu ). The meaning is that if the thing is in itself not fixed, one
must always seek it like this”.? This is not very convincing. Ku Yen-wu’s

commentary to Han-shu 24B. is better. He says, *“Yo-kan is a word which
postulates (ch'ieh-she HL 3%) a number. Kan is like ko ($%). The meaning is
simply that it should be a number like this many % %0 Jb & Bt B3
(Note that both commentators find it necessary to introduce “like this”
#n & into their explanations of the meaning.) The equation of kan with
ko (arch. kdr) is not altogether unreasonable since the words are phoneti-
cally not very far apart. The alternative form of the character -} has indeed
a reading kdn; but this is only in the sense of “sides of a target””, not “piece”.
Kan is not known in the sense of ko in any other context and to accept Yen
Shih-ku’s explanation would still leave the problem virtually unresolved.
! Wang Yin-chih E 81 & Ching-chuan shih-tz'd, p. 51, Chung-hua shu-chii,
Peking, 1956,

® Li-chi chu-shu 5.18a {Ch'i-li T), edition of Shik-san chti-shu, 1939—46.

* Han-shu pu-chu 24B.52. Two later commentators, Sung Ch'i of Sung and Hu
Kuang of Ming, both gave their suppert to the view that kan means “seek’. The
Ch'ing scholar Wang Ming-Sheng remarked that the word was still in ordinary use to
express an unknown ot approximate nurnber.
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pp 4, See HYAS 16 (1953), p. 229- N

¢ [nrerrogative ar ocours once in Lun-yii X1, 25.

®» Hsian-kung 12, Legge, The Chinese Classies, V, 1, p. 320-
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of all contexts might perhaps be able to distinguish some differencey
of usage. j

An is a rather vague interrogative pronoun translatable according t6€
the context as “where?”, “how?”". Yii is an equally vague and generalized
LY N
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prepositional word, “in at’’,

therefore that the combination yen — yii/an should have much the same’
meaning as an alone and should replace it altogether in some varietieg of
Chinese. "

Whether or not the enclitic -an can be identified with 4 it seemsg to
me that its presence in jo-kan can be asserted on both phonetic and aernanticﬂ
grounds, The distinction between fan “like this™ and jo-kan “like this” {or
better “suppose this”) is an interesting illustration of a distinction iy
meaning between ju and jo, but that is a subject on which I do not propose’

to embark here. ‘

o, “by”, “from”, etc. It is not susprising
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