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Idiomatic Acceptability and Graphic Identification
in Bronze Inscriptions of the Spring and Autumn Period

Chrystelle Maréchal

Centre de Recherches Linguistiques sur I'Asie Orientale
Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales
Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, France

Abstract:

According to theReport on the Springnd Autimn bonze inscriptions di®vered in1983 in
Henan prowice, thecharacterbao & ‘treasure; precious’ is found nitten consecutivelyafter the
adverb yong 7k ‘always’, giving ze yong bao baoHI7kE%. The presnce of this unusual
juxtaposition of twobao# is puzzling because such a phrasaicture has nevdrseen encountered in
any other bonze inscriptionsThe Report did nodeal with thisdubious structuregr justify the
identification of the twocharacters abao bao& & (hereafter referretb as X and Y), not tomention
any verification ofits idiomatic acceptability. After a thorougthneck of retvant bronzeubbings, it
became clear that thieport's graphic iddification of Xand Y is not valid and that neither ¢fem
has anything to do with theharactetbao . The new eading proposed here is based oapbic
identifications and €mantic analyses, titessed with edence from sme similar idiomatic
expressions found in Chinese bronze inscriptions of the same period.

1 .Introduction

While doing research il998 on varianpaleographdor the charactebao &
‘treasure; precious’, | learnt d the existence ofinscriptions onbronze vessels
excavated irHenan in 1983 from the tombs of the Lord Meng of Huafgs(Z:) and
his consort,Meng Ji#fz." Archaeologists estimate that these two tombs were built
shortly before the fall of the Huang state in 648 BTBese bronze inscriptions tersely
describe dedicationsomprised of aecurrentphrase of good wishege yong RI[7K,
followed by two controversial character , occasionally written with slight
graphicdifferences. To fdlitate thediscussion, hereafterdabel thesetwo characters
as Xand Y. The authors of the 1984 excavation Rejderitified them a®ao baos

! The tombs were located at the Baoxiang TentédSs) in the Guangshait:[1] county in Henan
7, about 20 km from the ancient sibé the Huang state; seéd¢enan 1984). For refances of the
inscriptions from these tombs, see Appendix 1.

? This date is uncertain (see Falkenhausen, 1999: 509). | would also like to thank Prof. Lothar von
Falkenhausen, as well as an anonymousewesi, for their comments on the initial version of this

paper.
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‘2 and renderethe entirephrase agze yong baobao R 7k &, without specifying
the meaning of the expression. However, | noticeshelt a duplication of bagf has
hitherto never been docunted in bronzeinscriptions. The singularity of this
duplication, together with some other graphipeculiarities relatedo thesetwo
characters, casts serious doubts on the validity of the Report’s identification.

According to traditional practice in bronze inscriptions, the duplication of a character
is indicated bytwo short hazontal strokes,probably a deformedr . ‘two’, at the
right lower corner of the character to theplicated. For examplej zi sun surf-+-f
4 ‘sonsandgrandsons’ is written am], and this isexactlywhat is observed in
Lord Meng’s bronze inscriptiamwhere all occurrences of zi zi sun sA-fA# are
abridgedby means otthe diacriticsign E].3 So it is strange that this duplication rule
was appkd to one casef{f%) but notto the case irhand (&) within the same
inscription. Graphicallyspeaking the Report’sidentification ofboth X and Y a$ao
# or asits variants isalso questlonable 'EHlv ost characteristic variants of bao
#7 which | have so far encountereﬁﬂl, [ [] . ({81, do not contain the
graphic component shr ‘altar’, and onlythe foIIowmg elementare foundmian+
‘shelter’, bei H ‘shell’, yu & ‘jade’, together with théhree graphs representing three
different kinds of wine-vessel&u 7, fu & andyou 74.*

These abnormalities the Report’s analysisalerted me of gossible error in its
identification of X and Y, and | felt that a thorough review of the case was imperative.

2 .Initial observation: the graph X is not the character bao &
In view of astrongconsistency irthe repeatedse of theexpressiori|zk X Y in
the bronze inscriptions in honour of the LarfdHuang and his consort, | have decided
to use those lier preservedorms of X and Y on thewo hu &% vasesbelonging to
the latter for my analyses tavoid any distraction obome insignitant graphic
variations (for comparison see Appendix 2).
Unlike Y , X [ is written without the component ‘shelter’ on its top. What
is even more noticeable is the contrast between the components to the right of X and Y:

*Moreover the authors of the Report had no comment on the syntactic relationship between X and Y,
nor on the eventual interpretation of such a duplication. As for this diacritic sign, | shall discuss it in
more detail in another article in preparation.

* See Yin Zhou jinwen jicherflgereafter abbreviated dsheng vol. 7, #3994 ﬁ%, early Zhou
period); 16, #10008 4, Spring and Autumn period), #100588(E & fii#%, early Zhou period)
and#10218 [& £ [&, late Zhou period); 1, #42%/\ % $#, middle Zhou period). See also Maréchal
(2001: 233).
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in X, the component is the grapgiu & ‘ancient’, i.e., witha cross on top, whereas in
Y, itis the grapHou 7 ‘ceramic vase’, i.e., witan arrow-like form instead.

With X identified ashu ## andclearly distinguished from Y a duplication ofbao
‘2 in the expression is out of questfoBonsequently, it should be readf#isikfd Y,
with the graph Y yet to be deciphered.

Following the chronologicadevelopment of mygtudy, | nowintroduce thetwo
articles by Li Xueqin (1985) and Liu Xiang (1988) respectivélgnention them at this
juncture because Was onlyat this stage of mystudy on X and Y that | &nt of the
existence of theipapers whichhave direct bearing on thetopic. However, my
unawareness aheir work did nothandicap thdirst stage of mystudy, butrather
provided me with an occasion to develop my own line of thought.

3.Two other paleographers’ identification of X and Y in the bronze
inscriptions dealing with Meng and his consort

Li (1985) already expressedexactly the samedoubts about the Report's
identification of X and Y; he did notonsider thermas twoidenticalgraphs inall the
bronze inscriptions othe Mengcouple. Moreover, he too, rexdon Meng’s consort
hu &% vases a$wu fii. However, ourcommonality in interpretatiostops there. For
me, the expression¥/7k X Y in the husband’s inscriptions and those in the consort’s
are identicalfor Li, on the contrary, they are differeit. (1985: 49) identified X Y in
the husband’snscriptions asbao yongE H]. It has to benoted thatthere areonly
three inscriptions belonging to Lord Meng of Huang where X and Y are legible. As far
as X is concerned, in two tiiese threeases, the uppgart ofthe component on the
left under the element ‘sheltedi¢hengl6, #9963, #10104) is in the form of an arrow
with a little horizontal stroke , giving fou []. Apparently Li used the
presence of thifou {I; asa phonological argumerfor justifying his reading of X as
bao & and yethis analysiscannot be applied to the third caskclieng4, #2497)

® Seelichengl5, #9663,#9664. It is a pity that many of these inscriptions are not quite legible.
However, under careful scrutinypree of them do present suchdes of distiction between Xand Y
(seedicheng4, #2497; 15#9445; 16 #10 254).

® Before | engaged in this study, | had already expressed my doubt in a paper (Maréchal, 1998) in which
| proposed todentify X ashu ## rather thanbao 2. The meaning ofiu #5 will be discussed later in
this paper.

"It was on reading Luo (1997: 27) that | learnt of the existence of these two articles. But it was not an
easy task to locate them because Luo did not provide either date or place paitieation.See also
note 9 further down.
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where this componeibu 117 is replaced bgu 5. As for Y, Li considered that there is
a graphic component in thisrm of two chong H ‘worm’, with one on top othe
other, %]. He then argued that this form of Y shared some strong phonological
resemblancevith rong fl, and sinceong Flt andyong H ‘to use’, too, blnged to
related rhyming categories, heventually interpreted Y agong A ‘to use’.
Unfortunately Ifail to identify in the inscriptionsthe graph with the two ‘worms’
superimposed, and thus | feel there is a missing link in his analysis.

As for the X andY in the consort’s inscriptions, L(1985: 49)identified them
respectively aiu 4t andbao , resulting in thereading ofze yong hu badil[7ik #i%
‘5. Being conscious of the odyiof the presence dfiu 1 in the resuing expression,
Li felt obliged tojustify his identification of thatcharacter. He first stated tha 1
should beae-read agu /& ‘to inhabit, to lodge’and then rendered the meaning of this
secondreadingju & ascangis; ‘to hide’. Theaim of thesetwo successivahifts in
the reading of X was tallow him to assert that teeaningof the expression is close,
or even equivalent, to that of agiomatic expressioryong bao yongk ] ‘forever
treasure andise (thisobject inbronze)’ (“tf' 784 ‘&', AR, GEJ5S KE
F'#8[E]"). Unfortunately he did notlaboratethis chain of interpretations ophono-
semantic grounds. As far as this paper is concerned|@as that the initial relng of
X is hu %, but otherinterpretative diff erences between us surface in the final phase of
the identification of X and Y in the entire expression.

Meanwhile Liu Xiang (1988) was also working on the samesubject Liu

®Here | only summarize Li's idea as expounded in his article. His original statement is as follows:
“TFAERAR, B FRE R, BEEANE B FRIRW R, AR AR o %
(HISC) B F0e by A, SXRIERSARET B o RHEEEE, $#oUlT i
FoER e tElRI R EEAERE], BAEA . RIS, SR o Wik, $SUSETE A
T, KE YRR R AR R R o

° In spite of the fact that his article was published three years after Li's paper, Liu might have been
working on the inscriptions at the same time as Li, if not earlier, becau4885: (562) acknowledged
Liu for providing him with general informatioabout the excavation site. It ghit be the case that it
was out of respedor his master that Liu deliberatelywoided mertioning Li's article so as not to
make their disagreement explicit.

| would like to hank Prof. Yau Shun-chiu for his precious comments on the early draft of this
paper, his help imendering it intoEnglish and locating Li’s article. | am also very grateful to Prof.
Ken-ichi Takashima for his overall remaréisd siggestions whictenable me to pduce this final
version.

As for Liu’s article, it was Prof. Dong Kun of the Chinese Linguistic Rese2ecitre inBeijing
who, in March 2001, provided me a copy together wittote, telling me the sad news of the author’'s
death in 1999.
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consideredthat theexpressionfl|7k X Y is identical ininscriptions respectively in
honour of the couple, aviewpoint which| share withhim, but with which Li
disagreed’ Liu first arrived at the conclusion that X and Y in all the inscriptions
should be identified dsu bao%iigf, an identification which both Liu and Li agreed on
as far as thanscriptions inhonour of the husbanare concerned. Liu (1988: 9@)as
also conscious of the fact that such an expression had not been documented elsewhere,
and forjustification, hesuggestedhiat if read asyong hu baosk g, its meaning
would find echo in arexistent sephraseyong hu fuk s (‘—Fr AFHETGE, =&
TR, Although Liu's identification doeshot soundmore convincinghan Li's,
his semantic interpretation of thexpression seenmorereasonabl€. The remaining
issue now isthe identification of Ywhich Li, Liu andthe authors ofthe Reportall
agreed to bbao &.

4 .Arguments for my identifications of X and Y as#} and f&

As in the case of X, Y is written eithenith or withoutthe componentshelter’
[, [[&]], and only the presence of the componémtst: andshi 7Tx is consistent.
In generalshi 71z asa semantic componersiuggests aitual or supernaturatolour or
has aconnotation ofcertain traditionabeliefs, as stilwitnessed insuchpresent-day
characters al & ‘rite’, zhu i ‘to pray’, ji %% ‘sacrifice’, shent# ‘spirit’ or sui &
‘evil spirit’. If Y is avariant ofbao Z as proposed in tHeeport, it wouldimply that
the componenshi 7Tx is a newgraphicaddition. However fronBhang througiZhou
down to the Springnd Autumn periodshi 77~ rarely functions as alistinctive feature

1 ju (1988: 93) was heedful to the slight graphic variations among the X in the inscriptions in
honour of the husandand arrived at theonclusion that there was a graphic error in X, thatvith
fou 757 as phonetic indicator irstd ofgu 7, the correct one, as written in two of the X itemsj(*&f
RS F R EE, BAFEORITERER"). On rereading his ricle, | am
convinced that he was close to obtaining a full and correct explanation.

" However, their interpretations of these two characters have been adopted in several recent

pubicdions, for example Zeng (1997) and Liu (2001). | haveoatoticed that the two bronzes from

the Huang couple’s tombs exhibited in Hong Kong (2002) carried the following captions:
EFEEH (R) AfT#, RAMEmRAL () W8 “Huang Zi made thisvessel for
Huangfuren to ake on her jourey. This will emain a preciousnd sjritual item for
etemity” [sic] and = F{EEF (R) AL{TE:, BT “Huang Zi made thisvessel
for Huangfuen, MengJi, to ke on her journeyand this vill remain a precious item for
eternity” [sic].

The former is an interpretation close to that ofahd Liu, and the latter is amdaptation of the

Report's identificationgee Catalgue of the exhibitiorOrigins of Chinese Civilizatior-Cultural

Relics from Henan Proving@002: 224, 226).
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in variant forms of characters thave a supernatural significance. $ar | have only
encountered two graphs where the composkents was added in bronze inscriptions:
hu & ‘to appeal to spirits'Jf§] (% <> J7#%, early Zhou periodJicheng16, #9901)
andling & ‘spirit’ [[&] (5<#%, Late Spring and Autumn periodichengl5, #9733)?
AsY is composed o$hi 7T, its identification adao# is therefore very doubtful as it
does not share the kimdl supernatural connotation necessargdguire this particular
element.

As a counteproposal, | suggeshat Y is a varianform of fu & ‘blessings’.The
presence ofhe componenshi 7= marks asignificant stepn the identificationprocess
of Y. Originally, fu f& was a ritual terf and its lexical background sheds light on the
rationale ofshi 71z asits semantidasis, andgrovides an interestinigint in identifying
Y asfu . From then onthetwo apparentlyunusual components in Ynian
‘shelter’ and fou 1 have yet to be clarified. The compaent ‘shelter’ does not
constitute an obstacle in nigentification ofY because dew vaiants offu f& with
‘shelter’ have already been located in bronze inscriptions of the middle Zhou
period (seexf E1, Jichengl0, #5411). The last problem to address is the component
fou 75 in Y, as compared witfu &, its usual corresponding elemenfurys. In fact,
in termsof referent-objectfou 7, asa component in Yf( {&), belongsto the same
kind of recipientsas those dfi & or youH, as they are all pictographs representing
wine-vessels foritual ceremonies. In additiorthe lattertwo, fu & andyou P, are
already found as alternatiedements in the composition fof #& in bronze inscriptions
of the late Spring and Autumn peiod: @] and Eff] (see %+ JZ £, Jicheng9,

2 By the time of the Warring Stateshi 71x then often functions as a distinctive feature in variant
forms of characters that have a supernatural significance. For example, the ¢ temiposed of
shi77x andgui #, is consilered in theShuoweniezi as the ‘ancient script formgQwents 32) of gui

F, and Sun (1992: 382)dentified two cases of this compound forin oracle-bone riscriptions.
However Ye 1966: 4. 25rontended that the graphs identified 3yn might not be used in the sense
of gui #, but rather inthe sens of zhu#t ‘to pray, and Xu @993: 30) listed it as an item with
“unknown meaning” i bu mingzz-~8H). This variantform surfaces again in bronze inscriptions
during the WarringStates period (sep4RyE 25, Jicheng8, #4190) and Zhang (2001) approved its
reading agui 7.

¥ Paleographers are not unanimous in the identificatida £ in JGW (see Yu, 1996: t. 2, pp.
1072-1078). My eading offu & hereis basd on a later source as foundZhou li E1& and its many
annotationgquoted in Yu, 1996: t. 2, p. 1072) which indicates that the ritual aspici@is related
to meat offering.
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#4528. 1-2). It seems likely that this referent-objéati 1I; was used both for its
symbolicvalue as an alternatite the othetwo component$u & andyou P in the
course ofthe graphicevolution offu f&. Thefou 17 in Y thereforecan be regarded as
a replacement fahe other two correspondimpmponents ithe more usudiorms of
fu & [],[].15 It has to be noted théit /&, you P andfou 1t as alternative
components ifu %3 is not an isolated case becatise same alternatives avbserved
among the variants &0 2 as quoted at the beginning of this paper.

So far my dentification of Xand Y are sictly based orgraphic groundswithout
resorting to any prior knowledge @f possible correspondence. Sualprocedure
avoids the risk of prejudicially forcing unjustified readings ofcharacters into an
existentexpression. By nowny findingsare ready to bsubject to checking against
tao yu E3E ‘traditional formulae’, averifying step considered adeterminant by
Chinese scholars in paleographic identificatibns.

In the final analysis, my identification &f and Y renders the expressionzasyong

¥ Others variants diu f& composed witlyou? are also attested on other bronzesn‘s‘iﬂﬁi\ﬁ
and{H/ASE: Jicheng9, #4446and #4628. Some of these variants areasionally written with
‘shelter’ on top, seg4 {2z #%: Jicheng16, #10138.

In documents written on bamboo in later period, in particular those belonging to the Chu state, the
graphfu & is always written with the componeydu &5 [] (see Teng, 1995: 20).

** The phonetic indicator ifu 48 can be eithefu & (#%F) or you s andfou 7 (H#4%7). From a
phonological viewpoint,hiese graphic alternatives et that the two rhyming cagorieszhi % and
you i were indirectly related, according to the miéng duizhuan=s ¥t proposed byang (1982:
14); see also Shi (1984).

Onthe other hand, Yang Shuda (1997: tipsidered that “graph can besed asn alternative if
its pronunciation is close to that of the usual phonetic indicat@f 7= {TE). In my case,
however, the alternativg®uPt, fou 75 andfu & in & are basically justified in terms of their forms
and undions as receptaclesyhereas theiphonological aspects only seras supporting arguments.
This graphicapproach has proved to be efficient for analysirgain characters in their ancient forms
where phonological hints are less evident (see Yau, 2001).

'* At a recent conference in Paris, Prof. Hu Pingsheng provided us with a similar case happened to a
Han mural document written iiishu style 32 discovered in the @0n the province of Gansu. Three
characters in the texdamaged during thexcavation werdirst rewritten asshun jian xiallg B &,
despite the fact that the components on the left sidleedfirst character and thewer part othe third

one are illegibleand that the resultant @tse remaingncomprehensible. Thanks to the gmes of a
recurent expression dund within the ame textand also elwhere, the phrase&as reconstructed
successfully asgi R ‘(impatant decrees) be dwn in prominent places’. See also Zhongguo
wenwu yanjiusuo, et al. (2001: 37).
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hu fu HIl7k #5148 ‘let blessings be everlasty andgreat."” This is supported by several
instances othe phrase 7k fiif& from other bronzenscriptions around Meng'sme
listed in theQingtongqgi mingwen jiansu@hou, et al., 1995: 1.24; see also Appendix
3). Apparently theexpression igeculiar to thaperiod in regionsnear the border
betweenHenan and Hub&j and its limited appearance with only seven examples
documented in bronze inscriptions is much less frequent than y@gbao yongi
g H, for example? Interestingly, five out of these seven examples are found on
bronzes fromthe Zeng staté?[s], a nearby polity ofHuang. Inview of their good
neighbourliness, it is revealing for the pressily to compare the bronze inscriptions
from Zeng and HuangBronze inscriptions from that region indicate that the two
states were on good terms, and their ties were strengthened by intermarriage, and some
bronzes wereffered reciprocally adowries (see Li, 1984t42). Confirmatiorof the
usage of this expression ibeng’s bronze inscriptions lendsctra weight to my
identification®

As early asl947, Yang Shuda discussettie phrasee yong hu fulll7k & in a

¥ Ze yong hu fllll 7k #4518 can be considered as a set phrase expressing a wish, comparable to ‘God
bless you'’ in English. For a detailed analysis of this set phrase, see further down in this paper.

® A similiar kind of peculiarity around this has been noted by Mattos (1997: 120) in the states of Chu
and Qin. His explanation is that “It was the house of Zhou, after all, that seted@nt for formulaic
writing of this sort; and it seems likethat as the feudal states dedtaway from the influence of their
Zhou eachers, ey nonetheless fallved suit by creating theiown schools of composition which

also prized formulaic writing, especially in the case of inscribed texts.”

¥ The references of the seven inscriptions of the Spring and Autumn period mentioned BE&r¢ are:
1522 15, Jichengd, #2450;{538 8 Jicheng9, #4526 F 28 Jicheng9, #4528.1 and 2, #4529.1
and Z;ﬂ@lﬂJ AL EEF Jicheng9, #4544. In three of these seven inscriptions, the pyoasehu fuk 1

1& is not preceeded Bef] (for the gloss of this character, see the last paragraph of this section).

®The Huang state is located to the west of the Huan district in today’s Henan province, whereas the
Zeng state is somewhere between Henan and Hubei, see Li (1984: 135).

®t Zhang Yachu in hitndex of Jichengublished in July 2001 also redtlik XY as Rl 7k 451 in

most of the cases quoted. Naturally he could not provide us weithlanations for hiseadings in a
referencebook of this kind. | should thank Prof. Zhao Cheng for informing ementlyabout this
monumental publication.
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noticeregarding a Zeng bronze inscigt** He argued on phonological grounds that
ze Hi| should beread asai #. For him itis clear batze HI is not a functional item,
otherwise he could havendered it agu % ‘then'—a gloss normally provided fae
HIl in dictionaries(see Cui,1994:35). As forhu %, his interpretation ismbiguous.
He first claimed thatthe charactecould be read afil f& and more preciselin the
sense ofla fu K4 ‘great blessingsaccording to Jia Y& :H (201-169 B.C.)author
of the Xinshu ¥7&. However, he immediatelyadded that according to some other
sourceshu i could besemanticallyand phonetically identifiedwith a later graphic
form hu ## as inyong shou hu fuzsk=tH#% ‘forever receive greablessings.'But
functionally speaking,this hu written either in theform %% or #f], is an adjective,
meaning‘great’, and ighereforenot synonymousvith the nominalfu #2 ‘blessings’.
This is based onhe fact thatfu % in bronzeinscriptions is oftenpreceded by
adjectives of similameaning, forexampleda fu K&, neng fugEtg, duo fu Z4E,
hou fu/E1&, wan fu#&, pin fu #EfE or fengfu 245, all expressing @ommon
idea of'many blessings’ or ‘great blessings’. Consequently, | translate#egiption
as: ‘let blessings be everlasting and great.’

Epilogue

| would like to add a final remark on the componfent 17 in Y, a question already
raised in this papét.Out of the fourteen legiblee yongX Y from the bronze
inscriptions inhonour ofthe Mengcouple,twelve of their X andY are eitherboth
written with their most visible or salient component ‘shelter’ on top fen
inscriptions) or both withoufin two of them)?* With such a high percentage (about
86%) ofthe case$eingthis way, it isdifficult to exdain awaythe partial similarities
between theirgraphicforms as amere coincidence, and buspect that they were
deliberatelyused forcalligraphic or aesthetic asons. Inthe samavay, the choice of

?? Here is Yang's original text:
“avizoh RIS E, AR EOKAE ot A, tiERIEES, FHE
e REFHEERD M, KREWR R EEEREN o SE L EE I o &
O EEEE, KRIE IR RAE N o FE R R Rt L, R
oo HEEEEAE e, AR, #OCZ R AE, EMEE 2 AR W o BRE
TEE T AR, D, R o EERSFIVEL, MBI, TUES &
83248, LRI Stz (Yang, 1997: 130).

»Though X and Y are now identified hs fufi g, for the convenience of the discussion, | continue
to refer to them as X and Y.

*In the two remaining cases, contrary to Y, X is written without the roof-top.
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fou 77 in Y was alsorelated to thegoresence ofu 15 in the immediatelypreceding
graph hu 5 and thetwo componentamight haveprovided the scribes with an
opportunityfor anexercise in aesthetics calligraphicinnovation? It is well-known

that while the Zhoudynasty was waningyariousstates felt free to develop th@wn
cultural creativitieswith stronglocal features,including theirstyles ofwriting. It is
therefore notsurprising tofind scribeswould oc@asionallytake the liberty tanodify

the composition ofcertain characters tsatisfy their artisticdesire.The fact that the
First Emperor of Qin strted standardizinghe writing systemsoonafter unification
clearly demonstratedhe impact ofimportantdiversification in graphi¢dorms. It is in

this perspetve that | venture to propdbkat thetwo consecutive charactersatd Y,

i.e., hu fu {if& in theinscriptions,constitute one ahe earliest exampke of graphic
modifications involvingtwo successiveecharacterswith an aesthetic intentiorand
appeal. Moreoverthe scribes’creativenessnight be furtler encouraged by recent
tendency ofhaving the inscriptions more directly exposed tahe viewers, that is,
instead of deep in the bottom or on the curved surface inside a vessel, they are made on
the externaburface ofthe bronzes, deature that became more and more prominent
during the Spring and Autumn peridio drive home this point, | would like to draw
the readers’attention totwo other variants ofu %% on two brozeswith unknown

®The idea here is supported by remarks scattered in related literature, for example in Gu, et al. (2001
408), we read:
“During the Spring and Autumn period, the @f Chinese calligraphy began to develop. At
that time, writing was no long purely a means of communication, beadgiconsciously
regarded as arrta with its decorative @inction on relief.” (BEKEH 2T HEEBITEH
FEAE, 2 R FENRTERN I, BREEMIESCAEA B, 2BH
HIRAE").

% Mattos (1997: 121) writes:
“..during the late Spring and Auumn and Waring Sttes periods we find inscriptions
increasingly being placed on the exterior sades of bronze vedse During the Western
Zhou period, inscriptions normallgadbeen placed rathenc¢onspicuously on the interior
surfaces of vessels, suggesting that they were not intended for others’ casual perusal. It would
appearhowever, that as time passeddriptions wereneant more fohuman than spiritual
consumption.”

My hypothesis therefore offers a specific case in support of his general observation.
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provenance, having been excavated before the advent of modern archdeology.

The first variantof this fu & u%] is inscribed at the bottom left ofgai &, dated
back to theend of Western Zhou (see Appendix Jixhieng7, #3925;see also Gin,
1989: 87). Underthe componentshelter’, the two elementsshi 7= andbei H are
written on theleft, andyu -k on the right, plus ahardly legible elementinderneath.
However, the resemblance between this variafit ¢f and the charactéao Z at the
bottom right in thesame inscription istriking. Thepresence othe two unexpected
components ‘shell’ and ‘jade’ in thfsl & variantcuriously reminds usf the graphic
composition obao & to its right.

The samekind of graphicresemblance isbserved iran inscription where another
variant form of fu & @h is inscribed side by side witunZt [ﬁ] on ading it
dated to thaniddle of WesternZhou QJicheng4, #2280;Chou, 1974:1.76) (see
Apperdix 5). This variant is composed tife element ‘shelter’ otop withyu =&, you
P5 andshi 7= below. Its componenyou P seems toechothe charactezun 2L
containing the samgou 15, inscribed just by its side. | hatle feeling that the choice
of a common component might not beancidence, but perhapsggaaphic play, or at
least out of some sort of calligraphic consideration.

In the light of these two preceding variantswfg [@] [ , it is not impossible
that a similar prenomenon is being reproduced thre varlantform of Y in the
inscription from the tombs dhe Lord Meng oHuang and higonsort. Thechoice of

| would like to thank Prof. Li Xuegin for his prompt reply soon after reading the preliminary version
of this paper presented at the Vancouver Conference. In his letter, he draws my attention to the absence
in Jinwen zhul jianmu (Sun, 1981) of the first inscription whichguoted fromJicheng7, #3925.

His remark gems to imply that it is insufficient to remind theader that the inscription is of
“unknown provengpce.” In this inscription, hads the forms of the charactexeng A [Eg], ming iy
andshou= [% strange. Though | agree with him that the forms of these three characters are
peCuliar, | am rather reluctant to affirm that these forms are mogable in othemscriptions. For
example, | can at least confirm that this same foryoofj / is attested in others bronze inscriptions
(see Rong, 1994). In sum, Prof. Li'ssmark bds down to a highly éarned dispute beeen the
compilers of the two authoritative works of reflece. | thereforelecide to éave the question of this
insaiption's authenticity to other schola@nd maintain for the time being the inclusion of this
inscription in my paper. Moreover, | do not think that my argumetitshw weakenedeven if this
inscription eventually turns out to be fake.

% Both Prof. Yau Shun-chiu and Prof. Lothar von Falkenhausen advise me to conduct a follow-up
study on this graphic aesthetic dimension of Chinese writing. Yau has the impression that this kind of
calligraphic hnovation, ifconfirmed, resembles the use of interrfglmes in poetry. Some similar
cagsin other bronze inscriptions reinforce my corigo that these graphic peculiarities should not

be dismissed without further investigation.
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fou 44 in the followingtwo variantforms of fu %z [], [FF3] can be explained by its

raphic resemblance to the comporgnty ‘ancient’ in the preceding character
?ﬂ]), [ in the inscriptions. It is for this reason that | think there is a certain
relationship between the choice of a less familiarptfcompletly new component, to
replace thausual one andhe intentionto creategraphic similarities. Howear, such
calligraphic or aestheticonsiderationsare effected at the pg&nse of graphic
consistency. Theesulting vaiants mightcreate difficulties or evenonfusion intheir
identification as experienced by the authors of the Report.
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Appendix 1:

The following referencenumbers forthe bronzeinscriptions inhonour of Huang
Jun Mengzi# & arefrom the Jicheng®ikk. According to theReport,there are 11
inscriptions belonging to him, but only 8 of them are found iRlitigeng

Jichengd, #2497 & &)

Jicheng9, #4686 =7 # ; editors’ remark:two identicalinscriptions ortwo dou
were found irthe samaomb. Only one of them isegistered hereff§i+ : [a] & H A
TR B )

Jichengl5, #9636 £ F & i)

Jichengl6, #9963 # & & i ); #10104 EF & ); #10230 & F & 1)
Jichengl7, #11199 #&# &%)

The following referencenumbers forthe bronze inscriptions inhonour of the
consort of Huanglun Meng(Meng JiZ4[) arefrom the Jicheng According to the
Report, there are 14nscriptions belonging thver. Howeverthe Jichengnotes that
there are two more whose inscriptions have not yet been catalagtigd C 7).

Jicheng3, #624 51 &); #687 (i)

Jichengb, #2566 t5-15l); #2567 51 5Y)

Jicheng9, #4687 &+ & editors’ remark: two identical inscriptions on tdouwere
found in the same tomb. Only one of them is registered &r& “ [F]%EH [E4% 5
- BifEgn H—")

Jichengl5, #9445 tF1); #9663 (5 T5%); #9664 &5+ 7%) [k ]

Jichengl16, #9966 t5 1 i ); #9987 g T-fif); #10122 &5 11%); #10254 &5 1)
[k R, #10355 5 14=/%)
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Appendix 2:

ﬁﬂ@”‘*ﬂmﬁ"‘d

Jichengl5s, #9663 & %) Jicheng15, #9664 &%)

Jichengl16, #10230 #&# 7 [f) Jichengl6, #10254 & +[t)
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Appendix 3:

Jicheng9, #4528 ¢+ £ &)

Appendix 4: Appendix 5:

Jicheng7, #3925 (426 E2) Jichengd, #2280 % 1)



