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Abstract. Ji % in the Chiuin/Chyou &% (CC) can be a verb “overtake, go as far
as” or a coverb linking one noun with another noun. The Glngyang Jwan /3 2 {&
(GYJ) and Gulyang Jwan % # {& (GLJ)* commentaries ascribe to coverb ji the
meaning “and” or a nuance of secondary involvement (1&1 £).2 Legge (Ch’un 5) calls
the latter meaning “recondite;” Dobson, Schuessler, and Wang Li do not mention it.
| find that ji is a secondary, specifically a distancing, “and.”® | ascribe that nuance,
when present, not to any retrospective Confucian “praise and blame” coding in the CC,
a theory still widely accepted, but to the protocol sensibilities of the LU court itself.
There are implications for the authorship, and indeed the nature, of the CC text.

Options. What words for “and” were available to a CC scribe? GYJ at Yin 1:2
says & % E s g4l “hwe, ji, and ji are all “and” (yW £2).” YW* and ji° are rare in the
CC; hwer and ji are common (ji % occurs 95 times, 94 times as a coverb).®But it is
also possible, in the CC, to list things with no connecting coverb whatever. Since ji is
not grammatically required to be present, we may properly ask: when it does occur,
what meaning does it convey?

'Several Dzwd Jwan 7 2 (DJ) suggestions will be taken up below.
% egge Ch’un 895a “and also;” Dobson Studies 250 “accompanying agent.”

3| am grateful to Christoph Harbsmeier for comments on this paper at WSWG 17, including
a suggestion that | avoid calling this nuance “disjunctive,” my original choice.

*Apart from a proper-name use, yw g occurs twice in CC. (1) Hwén 18:1 (/3 Bk A 2 %
% 075 “the [LU] Prince and his lady Jyang-shf then went to Chi”) is rejected by Dobson
(Studies 224, following Dwan Yw-tséi) as an interpolation. | find no ground other than rarity
for doubting it. Dobson construes Jau 13:5 /A A B B as a verb “take part in.” | concur, since
coverbal “with [them]” would require a preposed 2, contracted with 7~ to give 8§, as in the
parallel Wvn 16:1 /g & B “the Prince [of Chi] did not covenant with him [the LU envoy].”
This attests verbal yw “associate with” in the CC language. Suitably to that meaning, coverb
YW seems to be a conjunction of equal status. | attribute its rarity in CC usage to the rarity of
social equality itself in the situations reported by the CC.

°Ji & occurs in Jau 7:1 (& 2~F “made peace with Chi”) and Ding 10:12 (RAZ 35 »
E(ih{r » /& “The Prince of Sling’s brother Chvn, together with Jing Twd and Shf Kau”).
Legge remarks, of the former case, that 8 = % . The parallel extends to the counterpart verb
j1E& “go as far as” (not attested in CC). Dobson Studies 230 plausibly makes ji % a holdover
from an earlier phase of the language. Its rarity in CC is then not due to any social factors, but
rather to its status as an almost obsolete word.

The verb instance is Sy126:2 (\EZEET » 288 » 35 & “pursued the Chi host to Sy1, but
did not overtake it”). The 94 coverb instances occur in 91 different CC passages. (Here and
below, | follow Yang Bwé-jywn’s numbering for CC and DJ passages).
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Lists

There are three content categories in which coverb ji appears. | will form my
hypothesis of its meaning on examples from the first category, which includes lists of
objects, towns, or persons involved in civil disorders in other states. The first point to
establish is that ji is not mandatory in these lists:

BEEE T » K= “athief stole the Precious Jade [and] Great Bow.” (Ding 8:16)

These were items of the LU regalia, presumably of equally great symbolic value. They
are simply juxtaposed, without any linking “and” word. By contrast:

MR RIER K “. . . the Pheasant Gate % the two towers were destroyed by fire.”
(Ding 2:2)’
In line with the verbal meaning of ji, “go as far as,” we might construe this as “the fire
in the gate later spread to the side towers also.” But since coverb ji recurs in the Ding
2:4 entry, when the gate and towers were rebuilt, surely at the same time, ji must here
convey, not a time sequence, but more generally a priority difference. We have also:

KREFE DA » B FEAFF “Shi-chi of JU came as a refugee, bringing with him Ch1
[and] Lw-chyou.” (Syang 21:2)
where “and” is implied simply by the juxtaposition of the town names, and is not
separately signaled by any word in the sentence. Compare:
EAEDABE NS » ®ARF “. .. Mou-yi of JyWw came as a refugee, bringing with
him Mou-l6u % Fang [and] DZ.” (Jau 5:4)
where ji occurs in the list of towns the refugee brought with him. The names suggest
that the town Mou-l6u was closely associated with the person Mou-yi, leaving his
association with the others to be less close. Again, ji seems to divide the list into two
parts, of which the second is less primary than the first. This function, not exactly the
GLJ le1 & function, but an indicator of secondarity, is my hypothesis.

I will now test that hypothesis on other material from this content category, which
includes killings of important persons, revolts, and flights from a state.

Killings. The killing of a ruler by a subject has its own verb in CC (shi £); the
killing of an officer or other non-ruler is rather sha 2. Rulers and non-rulers regularly
appear together in CC lists of covenant participants, but in cases of inflicted death, the
mind of the time seems to have recognized a major difference. When a CC entry
includes both types of killing, the higher-status verb proper to the ruler is used, the
ruler is mentioned first, and a ji always separates the two names, thus:

RBEREFHSE KHAKXFLAR “Di of Sing put to death his ruler YW-yi & his
great officer Kuing-fu.” (Hwéan 2:1)8

The effect is to restore the missing ruler/non-ruler distinction (missing because only
the higher-status verb is used) by subordinating the second object as the “less primary”
of the two.

"In this and all CC quotations, introductory time expressions have been omitted.
®The parallel cases are Jwang 12:3 and Sy1 10:3.
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When two persons said to be killed in one CC entry are both are non-rulers, the
previous rule does not obtain. Normally, no ji occurs.® Here is an exception:

= \BE AT R EASC “Aman of Jin killed the great officer Shf HU & J1
Jung-fi.” (Wvn 9:6)
The rank difference may imply a responsibility difference. GLJ indeed asserts that Shr
H{ was the chief agent, and J1 Jvng-fi was merely involved (& ). There is no reason
to suppose that the GLJ statement is anything but an inference from the CC entry, but
the entry does invite that inference.

RE % HE A o BB R X B8 8 “Chvn killed its great officer Ching HU % Ching Yin.”
(Syang 23:5)
DU YW 1 78 sees this as refuting the GLJ idea that ji signals lesser involvement of the
second figure.° But the CC tells us that Ching HU was of higher rank than Ching Yin.
As above, it is natural to suppose that he was the leading figure in any joint enterprise,
and thus logically the chief target of any reprisal.
FRERRITIEEATFE “. .. We killed its great officer Ywén Sywa&n &
Prince Sya.” (Sy1 30:3)
The status of the second figure here is higher; this rules out the possibility that ji is a
high/low status separator.* Two years earlier, the Wex ruler had fled to Chti and later
returned. On his return, Ywé&n Sywa&n had fled to Jin and later returned. All this
suggests that Ywa&n was trying to put Prince Sya on the throne of Wei. The Prince
would have been the beneficiary of the plot, but Ywén may have been its leader.*
The hypothesis of ji as a secondarity marker thus seems to hold here.

Revolts (pan 4% ) may be led by several people. When this is the case, the CC
usually lists them without connectives.™® An exception is the following:

RAZHREMIE > BR > A FHEBRAFEH > LR “The Sing Prince’s
younger brother Chun [} ] Juing Twd, Shf Kou, and Prince D1 entered Syau from
Chvn and held it in revolt.” (Ding 11:1)

The violation of rank order is obvious, and the implication (see again note 11) is that
the Prince’s younger brother, who is listed before the ji, is the ringleader.

Sywen 15:5, Chvng 8:6 and 17:13, Syang 10:8, AT 4:5.

10'pJ 23:3 speaks collectively of “the Two Ching” and so perhaps invites DU’s comment.
DJ tells a story of a popular revolt against the usurping Two Ching. Nothing in CC suggests
this. DJ regularly, but incorrectly, takes the term X A, which in CC means “an [unnamed]
officer of X,” to mean “the people of X.”

1Compare Ding 10:12, where the younger brother of the Prince of Siing and [%&] several
named persons flee to Chvn. In Ding 11:1, the same group plus [} ] Prince Di /A F#t, who
is listed last, enters Syau and holds it in rebellion. As in Sy1 30:3, it seems that a conspiracy,
headed by the Sting ruler’s younger brother, had picked up a plausible ruler in Chvn and then
activated their plot. Despite his high status, Prince Di is still listed last. He is not in all
likelihood the leader of the plot; rather, a necessary accessory.

12D} claims (though some commentators deny) that Ywzn Sywan had earlier made Syé
ruler of Wer. | here intentionally avoid DJ stories, and infer from CC evidence alone.

Bnstances are Jau 21:3 and Ding 13:6.
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Here and above, it may seem that the CC is concerned to identify the person chiefly
responsible for a revolt, or the chief target among several victims. This easily leads to
the thought that these distinctions are guilt judgements, and this in turn can lead to the
“praise and blame” theory of the CC. The following examples implicitly argue against
that inference.

Flight. Fleeing from State A to State B is common in Spring and Autumn. We
know of no punishments in B for crimes committed in A. On the contrary, refugees
often did well in their new setting. The Tyén family, who became the ruling house of
Chi, had been refugees from Chvn; the Kuings of LU were refugees from Sung. In most
CC instances where more than one person flees from one state to another, no ji
appears.* An exception is:

EHEE R EERSE “Gwd Syd K Gau Jang fled to us.” (A1 6:4)
There is no rank difference. Both men are of important Chi families. But we can infer

from the CC evidence that Gwb Sya is the more important figure of the two: he is
mentioned in four previous CC passages;*® Gau Jang in only two.*®

It will be useful to repeat here an earlier example:

EAEDABERE > WAKSA . .. MOu-yi of Jyw came as a refugee, bringing with

him Mou-16u & Fang [and] DZ.” (Jau 5:4)
It is likely that LU, which was not a large state, welcomed both men in the previous
example, and all three towns here. In effect, they increased the strength of LU by
deserting to it as they did. No disparagement of items listed after ji seems intended.
We see rather an interest in priority: who is the big fish; which are the ancillary towns.
It is hard to imagine a later moralist focusing on such matters!” But the LU officers in
charge of new arrivals would have found it convenient to know.

Wallings. Most entries record the walling of only one town. When two towns are
involved, the form is always 5 A & B; simple juxtaposition (3% A B) never occurs.
No CC evidence suggests a special situation in any of these cases, and we may assume
that the towns are here listed in order of priority, the sense of ji being “A and then B.”
Those in charge of the walling expedition would have known to attend to “A” first.
The idea of a secondarity marker seems to apply here unproblematically.*®

41nstances are Jau 20:4, 22:2, and 26:7.

®Ding 4:2, 7:7, and 8:6; A1 3:1. On three occasions, he leads the Chi army; two of them
(Ding 7:7 and 8:6) against L.
18Jau 29:1 and 32:4.

Y"GY]J says that the /% in Jau 5:4 distinguishes the refugee’s “own” city from others. GLJ
sees the distinction as one of size, the later named cities being smaller. | doubt that there is
independent evidence of this, but both suggestions are along the lines here proposed.

8w allings of two towns with ji occur at Jwang 29:5, Wvn 12:8, and Ding 14:15. The case
of two captured cities or land areas is analogous; see A1 2:1, 8:3, and 8:7. A1 8:7 records the
restoration of two LU towns whose loss was recorded in A1 8:3. Their loss was undoubtedly
regretted, and their restoration was undoubtedly welcome, but both entries have } . The
secondarity rule here proposed seems to apply in both cases.
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Diplomacy

In the first or Lists category above, ji marked secondary involvement or lesser
prominence. In the diplomatic area, ji also separates. But instead of separating items
in a list, it seems to distance LU politically from the action described, for such reasons
as protocol irregularity, conflicting alliance obligations, or external compulsion.

Meetings. Formal meetings of rulers or their delegates are called hwer €. With
meetings of states which do not include LU, we have the following patterns:

=6 #{EE T8 “N [Name] / N met in P [Place].” (Hwén 2:6)

HEEERE » KA &5 &ET2 “N metwith N/ Nin P.” (Jwang 14:4)
The first form is normal for non-LU meetings; hwe1 (at the end) is intransitive. The
second, with hweéi following the first name and thus transitive, is unique in non-LU
reports. Earlier, Chi, Chun, and Tsau had attacked Sting; Shan-bwo (acting for Jou)
later joined in the attack. Between that event and this, a drastic redirection of policy
had occurred. The new line was to drop local enmities and unite the northern states
(including Jvng, which had not attacked Suing) against the Chu threat. It is reasonable
to think that this policy initiative came from Jou, and that Shan-bwo‘s “transitive”
grammatical position reflects that initiative.*

When LU is involved, it is regularly mentioned first, and the form of the entry is the
second one given above, thus:

NETEE > BiETH e “[LU] metwith N/ NinP.” (Yin 10:1)
The form &/ never appears, being always reduced to /3. The exceptions to LU-first
order are cases where the LU prince is outside his territory, and where the local ruler
is thus naturally the host or initiator:

#HEEAF 2 “N metwith [LU] in P.” (WUn 13:6)
Coverbs occur with main verb hwer in three odd situations. One of them is:

NEZFRE RO o o o T “[LU] with the Lord of Jin, the Prince of Sung,
[and others] met with W at Ja.” (Syang 10:1)
The second hwér must be the main verb, so the first can only be a coverb.® W{ was
a new and non-Sinitic member of the Spring and Autumn community of states. As
such, it may not have been wholly welcome; it is thus notable that the state name alone
appears here, with no ruler title. One gets a sense of solidarity among the first group,
but the overall situation still seems sufficiently amicable.?

The DJ claims that at this meeting Jou conferred the ba mandate on the Lord of Chi. |
believe that this overreads and politically reinterprets the situation; see Brooks Hegemon.

2This example establishes the existence of a coverb hwér. It cannot mean “met with” since
the meeting proper is the one with WU, denoted by the final hwei. The meaning of coverb hwer,
in contrast to ji, is apparently conjunctive: “with, together with.” It was noted above that coverb
jioccurs 94 times in the CC. The figure for coverb hweéi is 87 times.

W at this time was apparently not organized along Sinitic lines. Other cases of coverb
hweéi in the same entry as verbal hwéi also involve Wi: Chvng 15:12, Syang 14:1. | infer that
the Sinitic states as a group were culturally uncomfortable with this situation.
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Sentences with 2 “the Prince [of LU]” as first in a list of names need a following
coverb.?? That coverb may be hwer g, which seems to preserve the amicable sense of
verbal hwer; or ji &, which overrides that implication by suggesting reluctance on
LU’s part. Hwei (85 times) is the more common usage; ji (2 times) is very rare. One
of the two instances of ji is:

INBTERE s RN o o o FFHF T &1k “[LU] & the Lord of Chi, the Prince of
Sung, [and others] met with the King’s Heir in P.” (Sy1 5:4)
Presumably a Jou succession dispute is involved. The parties covenant in the next CC
entry. The entry after that notes that the Jvng ruler had left without joining the
covenant; his reluctance is overt. LU, with its special relation to Jou, probably disliked
meddling in Jou politics, however urgent the situation. Hence, | suggest, its joining the
other states, but with reservations. The other instance is:

ARFEANZEERGEETFEE “The [LU] Prince X his Lady Jyang-shf met with the
Lord of Chi in P.” (Sy1 11:2)
We know nothing about this meeting.?® It may have been ordered by the Lady’s father,
the Lord of Chi in question; Yang-gu is in Chi.?* In the absence of other information,
a nuance of reluctance, carried by ji, seems at least not implausible.

A case of ji separating an object series is relevant to this point:

NEEFEFKBTFFE “The [LU] Prince met with the Lord of Jin % the Master

of Wi in P.” (A1 13:3)
Ji in this entry seems to be more than a secondarity marker. This occasion is the first
time that the CC gives to the ruler of W a title on the model of those used by rulers
of the older Sinitic states. In previous meetings it was called simply “W{,” a usage
normally reserved for unorganized tribes like the Rlng . The implication is that W{
had now, in some sense, been taken into the Jou system and its leader recognized as
a ruler by the Jou King; perhaps it was at this time that W( was also granted the royal
surname Ji 4§, the surname to which LU itself had a genuine hereditary right. A LU
objection to meeting with W on this new basis of fictive kinship may provide the best
explanation for the use of coverb ji here.?

22perhaps for metrical reasons; monosyllabic 4% is somewhat awkward in a list which
otherwise consists of polysyllabic names.

ZAnd DJ, for once, does not invent a story about it.

D0 YW sees impropriety in the lady traveling, but Spring and Autumn wives often visited
their parents in other states. The irregularity is not for the wife to travel, but for the husband to
accompany her. Something more than a parental visit is probably involved.

%Compare n19, above. W was not of Jou lineage; it did not even speak a Sinitic language.
\on Falkenhausen Waning 538f notes “gradual convergence” of lower Yangdz practices with
Sinitic ones; political assimilation was “not yet complete at the end of the Spring and Autumn
period.” A Chvn officer in LY *7:31 is made to accuse LU Jau-ging of marrying a wife from
consanguineous WA. It may be that in Jau-gang’s time (two reigns before this CC passage) WU
was not yet even nominally consanguineous. This fact might easily have been forgotten by the
time LY *7:31 was written (c0342; see Brooks Analects 86).
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Informal Meetings. In contrast to the formal hwei &, there are less formal, even
casual, encounters: yw ;&.% The CC attests awkward circumstances for some of them,
but the informality itself seems to have been objectionable, and such meetings vanish
altogether from the latter part of the CC.# An example:

NTRANBTFE “The [LU] Prince X the Prince of Sting met informally in P.”
(Yin 4:3)
Ching 75 was in Wei, and the previous CC entry notes the murder of the Wer ruler.
The next CC entry records a joint attack on Jvng in which Sting, but not LU, took part;
later, a LU army did join in the attack. Haste and/or reluctance are implied.?

Covenants, mvng 2, are the core of CC diplomacy; its most formal feature.
Juxtaposition of members in a list is possible in certain sentence forms, but when a list
begins with 4%, a coverb, either hwéi or ji, must follow. Of 105 covenants, 32 use the
jioption. Here is a normal example, with hwer1 rather than ji:

NEER{HEETF 2 4C “The [LU] Prince covenanted with the Elder of Jung in P”
(Hwan 12:7).
This followed fruitless meetings (no final covenant) with Sung. Next month, LU and
Jvng together attacked Sung. Of the two neighbors, LU had sided with Jvng. The
covenant with Jvng is thus amicable, hence coverb hwéi. When ji appears, the CC
often suggests a context of difficult or strained relations. Two examples:

N KPR T 22 “The [LU] Prince % the Lord of Chi covenanted in P.” (Wvn
17:3)
This directly follows a Chi attack “on our northern border.” The covenant was
presumably forced on LU by Chi. Ji here could well be called an enmity marker.
BEMN ML > MR B A A F 5T/ #8 “Shistin Jou-chydu and Jungstin HY-ji [of
LU] % the Master of Ju covenanted in P.” (A1 2:1)
Here, ji is an enmity marker in the other direction. These two LU officers had led an
attack on Ju and taken land from it; the covenant was to ratify this seizure. LU at this
time was in a state of expansionist hostility toward its smaller neighbor.

Suppressed Subject. Parallel with the hwei/ji option, and overlapping with it, is
this separate device: an initial giing 4+ is sometimes omitted and left implicit.* The
effect of this verbal gesture is something like abstention: the LU Prince is present, and
thus accepts the covenant, but he does not acknowledge his presence, and thus puts on
record a degree of personal discomfort with the proceedings.

% egge (at Y1in 4:2) argues that yw & are as formal as hwé1 €. | cannot agree.

Z"There are in all 8 such meetings; the last is at Sy1 14:2 (from the year 0646). Syi-ging’s
reign was a time of profound change for LU, and for all the northern states, which were brought
together under the leadership of Jin to resist the territorial incursions of Cht.

%The other yw meetings, all with coverb ji, are Jwang 23:6 and 30:6, and Syt 14:2. In
Hwan 10:3 yw seems to contrast with hwéi as “in person” or “privately.”

ZThus also Jau Kwang # £ (contra GYJ, which believes that an officer is sometimes
implied when no subject is given), quoted with approval at Legge 104.
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Of 9 covenants in which the subject 4 is suppressed;® 5 follow a visit pin B by
an officer sent to LU.* Pin are ostensibly good-will missions, and doing other business
in connection with them may have been against protocol, and thus a ground for LU
discomfort, even if the covenant itself was acceptable to LU.

Covenants were usually made at locations between the respective capitals. LU had
joined in many such multilateral covenants which included Jin. But a group of
bilateral covenants with Jin, made in the Jin capital, imply irregularities. In the first
(Wwn 2:3), the Jin ruler is a minor, and Chu-fu represents Jin. The LU ruler’s trip to
Jin is not recorded, and 4% is suppressed in the covenant entry. These denials of
presence may be seen as implying resentment of protocol irregularity.

CC protects the honor of its ruler. This is part of a larger practice: defeats of armies
led by the ruler of any state are not attributed to the ruler of that state. A LU example:

B Am BoiE “Our host was disgracefully defeated.” (Jwang 9:5)
The entry for the battle itself, immediately preceding, also omits the ruler’s title:
K IR ER B T2 s “[The Prince] fought with the Chi host at P.” (Jwang 9:5)%

These omitted 4y are subsumed in that convention. It may help to separate the
omission of /% from the occurrence of % . The chronologically first instance is:
BERE > RO BRE > &> 88 FB > BE BT FHETH “[TheLl
Prince] together with the Lord of Chi . . . and the Master of T¥ng made a covenant
of common cause in You.” (Jwang 16:4)

The purpose was to unite against Chl, which had invaded border state Tsai and
attacked northern Jvng. The danger was obvious, and the lack of ji implies policy
agreement. But the Chi ruler was Hwan-gting, and LU had earlier supported a rival for
the Chi throne. Some personal embarrassment might thus have lingered.*

The sense of suppressed 4+ in these examples, | would suggest, is not a dissent
about power politics; that was the world into which the Sinitic states were moving, but
one at which they had not arrived. It is rather a scruple arising from an older code,
including the ideal of keeping faith, of being reliable whether as friend or as foe.

That code was undoubtedly fading, but it could still exert pressure. Here are two
examples of its presence, both from the reign of Syi-gung:

Syt 19:6 (no 4) is the first covenant to include LU’s old enemy Chu; this might
have been personally awkward for a ruler not yet accustomed to shifting alliances.

¥GYJ and/or GLJ supply 43 in some of them. | reject these as normalizing variants.

31Chvng 3:14, 3:15, and 11:2; Syang 7:7 and 15:1.

2| partly coincide with the DJ view (Legge 233), that the Lii ruler’s treatment in Jin was
humiliating. In the other bilateral covenants with Jin (Wvn 3:6 and 13:8; Syang 3:3), the trip
to Jin is recorded, the subject 4y is mentioned, and the other party is the Jin ruler. All four of
these entries use coverb ji, presumably to indicate discontent with Jin policy.

33For this cluster of conventions in the CC, see Brooks Defeat.

*There is a check on this interpretation. Eleven years later, after Chi and LU had gotten on
more normal terms, the same major participants make a covenant of common cause in the same
place; this time the subject 7\ appears in the CC entry (Jwang 27:2).
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Syt 29:3 (no 4) largely duplicates the roster of a previous covenant (Sy1 28:8),
but here the Jou King is also represented and Jvng is absent; the other parties are
officers, not rulers as before. A diminution of ceremony is manifest.* The LU ruler
may also have felt awkward about a pact which excluded previous member Jvng, LU’s
sometime ally, and which seems indeed to have been aimed at Jvng.*

War and Peace

In this third category, we reach the strongest version of the ji nuance: outright
antagonism. Here, ji does not link members of a team, but divides allies from enemies.

Battles. The sentence verb is the intransitive jan &;. Battles are rare in the CC,
accounting for only 4% of all military actions. In battle reports, ji normally separates
the allied combatants from their enemies, and in effect means “against;” thus:

ZRIT  BERET o o cHIME AT » BMRREK o o o NBERERE T

“Jistin Hangfli, Dzangstin Syw . . . led the host and with [g& ] Sy1 Kv of Jin, Stn

Lyang-fu of Wer . . . fought against [% ] the Lord of Chi at Ah.” (Chvung 2:3)
Here the LU leaders are plural, and their allies (marked by coverb hwei) are also plural;
only the opponent (separated from the preceding by coverb ji) is singular. Other
examples, such as Hwan 13:1, show that the enemy list may be plural also.

Entries for battles fought between non-LU parties also normally*” mark the enemy
side with ji. Here, We1 takes on a Chi army which had invaded it:

# AR N “A Wer officer fought against [& ] a Chi officer.” (Jwang 28:1)
It may well be that the sympathies of LU were with Wgr.*®

Joint Expeditions. It is not until halfway through the CC text that the DJ proposes
a rule about the use of coverbs ji and hwei. This is in connection with:

NEEFEMEZE “The [LU] Prince together with the Lord of Chi attacked Lé&1.”
(Syw&n 7:2)

% egge 214 stigmatizes as “ridiculous” HG AfR-gwd’s suggestion that the L ruler “is
omitted in the text to conceal the disgrace of [his] meeting with his inferiors.” It is not
ridiculous; it is a rather tempting hypothesis. In the end, it fails because it cannot be extended
to all cases where the other covenanting parties are officers (A ).

%0f the northern states, Jung was the most friendly to Chui. In Sy1 30:4, it is attacked by
Jin and Chin. Lti may not have denied the need, but will have regretted the duplicity.

3"The sole exception is Z A » 2= A B T dl (Wvn 12:7). In a slightly earlier entry (Wvn
7:6) the same adversaries fight, this time with ji. Legge reports the Kang-sy1 editors as finding
“the simple A condemnatory of both the hostile states, especially as there is no }; between the
parties.” This is to read the presence of % in precisely the opposite sense to the one | here
propose. | do not think that the CC evidence will bear this reading. The A indicates armies not
led by their rulers. I can only suggest that in this particular case, Lu found itself indifferent
about the outcome of an admittedly distant battle.

*®Notwithstanding the DJ theory that Chi was acting under orders from the Jou King, and
that LU naturally supported that mandate. This is part of the DJ idea of a ba system, which, as
I have shown elsewhere (Brooks Hegemon), is largely an invention of the DJ.
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The DJ claims that the term “hwe1” implies that LU had not been a party in
planning the expedition. In its view, the marker for planning is &%, and for its absence,
& . Legge says the Kang-sy1 editors *“accept this canon with minor reservations.” But
the tendency early in the CC is for enterprises to be planned at a separate meeting
(hwei) before the actual excursion. In later times, as here, that meeting is often waived,
and the parties simply gather for the attack. Second, as noted above, in sentences
beginning with 4%, some coverb is required, and & and & are the only options. The
DJ rule makes & the “marked” member of this pair. CC evidence suggests the
opposite: that & is the default option, whereas }, when used, has a special nuance.

Peace. Peacemaking (ping %) is sometimes a transaction imposed on previously
hostile parties, and it is not surprising to find that these cases also use ji:

KA K2 AE “An officer of Sing made peace with an officer of Chil.” (Syw&n
15:2)%
These ji too seem to be enmity markers, a usage which we have encountered in the
diplomatic category, but which is also common in entries reporting war or peace.

Change Over Time

The conclusions reached above may be summarized thus: coverb ji is a secondarity
marker intensified by context, acquiring a nuance of reluctance verging on enmity in
diplomatic contexts, and of open enmity in military and peace-making contexts.

There is a certain development over the course of the CC, not in the behavior of
ji, but in the relative frequency of the categories displaying it. In the last two CC
reigns, diplomacy largely breaks down, war is more common, the personal honor ethos
reflected in the CC treatment of the LU ruler weakens, and the CC entries give more
non-personal detail. These changes lead to a higher proportion of instances in the basic
first category, where ji has its mildest nuance, and in the military third, where its
nuance is strongest, but where the presence of ji is virtually mandatory, so that the
nuance can be attributed to the sentence rather than the word. If we had data only from
those last two reigns, it would be very difficult to reach the above conclusions about
coverb ji. It would seem in that case rather to be at most a mild secondarity marker,
which added little to the implications of the order of listing.

Further evolution of usage along these lines will bring us eventually to a point
where coverb ji does not contrast strongly with the other “and” words. From that point,
the GYJ statement listing ji as a synonym for “and” becomes increasingly reasonable,
and differences of opinion about the nuances of ji become increasingly intelligible.
The world of CC protocol sensibilities has been lost.

¥0ther cases are Ding 10:1 and 11:4, A1 15:7. A special case is the abortive peace effort
in Sywan 4.1 (A R EBEEEE AL » B AL &), where we must interpret “LU together with
Chi [reluctantly, since three years earlier Chi had taken land from LU, hence the first % ]
attempted to make peace between Jyw and Tan [these being at odds, hence the second % ], but
Jyw was unwilling.” The refusal was punished by LU, which attacked Jyw and took Syang. LU
sided with Tan since a LU daughter had married into Tan.



Distancing Ji in the Chan/Chyadu 37

Envoi

I conclude that ji % in the CC does carry a distinctive nuance of distancing, a
nuance which has sometimes been sensed by commentaries, and which in many cases
can be supported from information in the CC itself.*° If this solution holds, it may
supplement the events recorded in the CC by giving some hints as to the LU court’s
feelings about those events, and thus LU’s policy preferences, even if those preferences
could not be implemented at the time. It may also clarify the nature of the personalistic
state, and suggest how far, in CC times, it had been replaced by the more complex and
powerful state which was to fight the battles leading to the Empire.

Appendix: Data Set

All 95 instances of coverbal and verbal ji & and the 2 instances of coverbal ji &
are here divided by context (joint military actions, implying agreed effort, are in
Diplomatic). Asterisked* items do not involve LU. The Comment column gives
the nuance | ascribe to ji & (S = secondarity, R = reluctance, E = enmity), and a
brief description of the situation. Items in bold are discussed in the paper.

Year Basic Diplomatic =~ War/Peace Comment

0722 Yin1:2 [no information]

0722 Yin 1.5 [no information]

0721 Yin2:4 R covenant w/ Rlng 7%

0719 Yin 4:3 R protocol irregularity

0715 Yin 8:7 R covenant w/ non-Sinitic Jyw &
0712 Yin 11:3 R atinitiative of allies

0711 Hwaén 1:3 R atinitiative of allies

0710 Hwén 2:1* S murder of ruler and officer
0710 Hwan 2:8 R covenant w/ Rlng 7%

0700 Hwan 12:9 R failed diplomacy

0699 Hwén 13:1 E opponents in battle &

0695 Hwan 17:3 E opponent in battle &

0695 Hwan 17:7 R breaking an earlier covenant
0690 Jwang 4:7 R after father was killed in Chi
0686 Jwang 8:3 R atinitiative of ally

0685 Jwang 9:2 R Chi succession problem
0685 Jwang 9:5 E opponent in battle &

0682  Jwang 12:3* S murder of ruler and officer
0675 Jwang 19:3 R protocol irregularity

0672 Jwang 22:5 R grudging reconciliation
0671 Jwang 23:6 R protocol irregularity

0666 Jwang 28:1* E opponent in battle &

0665  Jwang 29:5 S walling a second town

0664 Jwang 30:6 R protocol irregularity

“0As Carine Defoort has pointed out, the information in the CC is limited. But what
information the CC does contain consistently supports the inference, not incompatible with her
conclusion, that valuational words do exist in the CC, but that the values in question are those
of the LU court of the time, not those of Confucius or any other later moralist.
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Year

0661
0656
0655
0650
0649
0646
0645
0645
0642
0638
0638
0634
0632
0630
0628
0627
0625
0625
0624
0620
0618
0617
0615
0614
0611
0611
0610
0607
0605
0605
0604
0597
0594
0593
0590
0589
0589
0589
0589
0588
0588
0580
0575
0575
0570
0570
0570
0566
0558

A Taeko Brooks
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Comment

succession turmoil
initiative of allies
succession problem
murder of ruler and officer
protocol irregularity
protocol irregularity
initiative of allies
opponent in battle &
opponent in battle &
opponent in battle &
opponent in battle &

opponent in battle &
execution of second officer
covenant after attack
military alliance w/ Rlng z&%
opponent in battle &
protocol irregularity
protocol irregularity
opponent in battle &
execution of second officer
[information uncertain]
walling a second town
protocol irregularity
protocol: refusal to covenant
protocol: earlier refused
previously attacked
opponent in battle &
previously attacked

refusal of peace

protocol irregularity
opponent in battle &
enforced peace
extinguished a second tribe
forthcoming attack?
opponent in battle &
opponent in battle &
covenant with defeated
covenant with former enemy
protocol irregularity
protocol irregularity
protocol irregularity
opponent in battle &

after seizure of officer
protocol irregularity
initiative of allies

covenant with turncoat

Basic Diplomatic ~ War/Peace
Min 1:4
Sy1 4:5
Syi 5:4
Sy1 10:3*
Sy111:2
Sy1 14:2
Syt 15:3
Sy1 15:12*
Syt 18:3*
Sy1 22:3
Sy1 22:4*
[Sy1 26:2 - sole instance of verbal % ]
Sy1 28:5*
Sy1 30:3*
Syt 32:3*
Sy1 33:3*
Wvn 2:1*
Wvn 2:3
Wvn 3:6
Wvn 7:6*
Wvn 9:6*
Wvn 10:5
Wvn 12:8
Wvn 13:8
Wvn 16:1
Wvn 16:1
Wvn 17:3
Sywén 2:1*
Sywén 4:1
Sywén 4:1*
Syw&n 5:5
Sywén 12:3*
Sywén 15:2*
Sywén 16:1*
Chvng 1:5
Chvng 2:2*
Chving 2:3
Chvng 2:4
Chvng 2:10
Chvng 3:14
Chving 3:15
Chvng 11:2
Chvng 16:6*
Chvng 16:4
Syang 3:3
Syang 3:7
Syang 3:7
Syang 7:7

Syang 15:1

VDV VDOVDOVDOMIOUVODOVDOVDIOMMIOOMMZDODMDOTMMZAOZXDOIOON

protocol irregularity
protocol irregularity
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Year Basic Diplomatic ~ War/Peace Comment

0550  Syang 23:5* execution of second officer
0546 Syang 27:5 initiative of allies

0537  Jaub5:4 flees with additional towns
0535 Jau 7:1* [8#] peace after attack
0525 Jau 17:6* opponent in battle &,

0508  Ding2:2
0508  Ding 2:4

fire in gate and towers
rebuild gate and towers

S

R

S

E

E

S

S
0507 Ding 3:5 R father just buried (3:4)
0506 Ding 4:4 R policy disagreement
0506 Ding 4:14* E opponent in battle &
0500 Ding 10:1 E enforced peace
0500 Ding 10:12* S [2&] flight with other officers
0499 Ding 11:1* S revolt with other officers
0499 Ding 11:4 E enforced peace
0496  Ding 14:15 S walling of second city
0493 Ai2:la S another tract of land
0493 A1 2:1b E enforced covenant
0493 A1 2:5* E opponent in battle &
0489  A16:4* S flight of second officer
0487  A18:3 S taking of second town
0487  A18:7 S return of second town
0484 A1 11:3* E opponent in battle &
0482 A113:3 R non-Sinitic state
0480 A1 157 E enforced peace

Totals by Category
Tot % 18 (19%) 51 (54%) 25 (27%) = 94 (100%)
Totg 1 0 1 = 2
Both 19 51 26 = 96
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