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模 9。因而如若研究涉及像「鄭」這種比較複雜的政治體，就有必要

對「諸侯國」制度作一些必要的梳理，而針對鄭國歷史的考察也能

更好地探究「鄭」在兩周之際締結婚姻關係時的一些現實考慮 10。

於是相較於本書在材料收集和整理方面的貢獻，《兩周時期諸

侯國婚姻關係研究》似未能就「諸侯國婚姻關係」這一研究主題提

出理論上的清晰主張，事實上圍繞這項研究整理而出的豐沛史料，

針對標題中的關鍵字—不管是「諸侯國」還是「婚姻」—還是

可以提出不少值得進一步探索的問題。正如在本文開頭已經提到的

那樣，先秦婚姻研究絕非一項新開拓的議題，縱觀二十一世紀以來

對先秦婚姻史的研究，還是可以注意到這項傳統研究當中罕見的新

議題，然而如何就大宗材料或具體案例提出新問題、新思考和新解

釋，對於今時今日研究先秦婚姻乃至先秦社會都更為重要。筆者以

為，關於先秦社會和女性問題的研究應當圍繞「問題意識」展開，

或許是近幾十年來出土新材料仍層出不窮的緣故，這些研究至今仍

期待著在問題意識層面上有新的突破和轉向，筆者也一直期待著從

大量新見先秦史料中拓展出一條觀察古代社會的新路徑。

9 顧炎武曾經根據《詩經．國風》的邦國座次特為指出「鄭」從王室中分立時代較晚，
參見顧炎武著、陳垣校注：《日知錄校注》（合肥：安徽大學出版社，2007 年），頁
128。而現存史料將「鄭」視作諸侯可能代表了春秋時期的一種認識，關於這一點
可詳參李峰：〈論「五等爵」的起源〉，載於李宗焜主編，《古文字與古代史》第三

輯，頁 173–174。
10 對於這一問題筆者曾撰文有過探討，可參見金方廷，〈兩周之際的諸侯國通婚狀
況—以齊、晉、鄭為典型案例〉，收錄於余佳韻主編：《「繼承與創新：中國語

言、文學與文化研究的省思」第二屆青年學者會議集》（南京：鳳凰出版社，2018
年），頁 1–25。
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Sino-Tibetan was first recognized as a language family more than one 
century ago, and great progress in the field has been made in the interim. 
The reconstruction of Proto-Sino-Tibetan, however, has only seen sporadic 
attempts — without much consensus — and the phylogenetic relations between 
different languages within the family remains controversial. Nathan W. 
Hill’s new book, The Historical Phonology of Tibetan, Burmese and Chinese 
represents a new attempt at exploring early stages of Sino-Tibetan languages, 
or Trans-Himalayan languages, as it is named in the book, and here, for the 
sake of consistency.

The book addresses a key area hitherto inadequately researched in 
the historical phonology of Trans-Himalayan languages, which is the 
establishment of robust sound laws describing the phonological development 
of these languages. Establishing sound laws has been crucial to the study of 
Indo-Europeans languages. The forms of a certain cognates in modern Indo-
Europeans languages as diverse as English, French, Persian, and Bengali 
can each be deduced through the application of a corresponding series of 
sound laws, applied to their common ancestor, Proto-Indo-European (with 
other factors such as analogical levelling taken into consideration, in some 
cases). Moreover, the chronological sequence of sound laws has important 
implications for establishing the Stammbaum of the language family. Grimm’s 
Law, for example, which delineates Germanic languages from other Indo-
Europeans languages, precedes the High German consonant shift, which 
affected a subset of dialects observing Grimm’s law, the High German dialects. 
The numerous exceptions to Grimm’s Law are elegantly accounted for by 
Verner’s Law, making the sound laws extremely regular.

In contrast, while much progress has been made in the study of Trans-
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Himalayan languages using comparative linguistics,1 this progress has long 
lacked systematic regularity. A purpose of the book, as Hill sets out in the 
introduction, is to establish Indo-European style sound laws for Trans-
Himalayan and the subsequent sections of the books certainly fulfil this 
ultimate goal quite well.

Hill focuses on the three most prominent members of the family, namely 
Tibetan, Burmese and Chinese — also the languages with the longest writing 
tradition. It is a logical choice, as in such a pioneering study it is prudent to 
build the scaffold using languages with the most data available. Hill starts from 
the earliest attested stage of the languages and works back beyond the earliest 
written stage of each of the three languages, all the way to Trans-Himalayan, 
the hypothetical ancestor to all members of the family.

To combine evidence from progress made in each of the languages 
and reach a coherent system is no easy feat, considering that the historical 
phonology of any of the three languages contain numerous questions remaining 
to be answered. In addition, the traditional dichotomy between Sinitic and 
Tibeto-Burman languages and the consequential division between the field 
of Sinology and Tibeto-Burman studies has presented difficulties. From 
the perspective of gaining a holistic picture of Trans-Himalayan historical 
phonology, the opposition between Sinologists and Tibeto-Burmanists has 
not been conducive to research progress on the family as a whole, especially 
considering that the primacy of the Sinitic versus Non-Sinitic division within 
the Trans-Himalayan family is not undisputed.2

Taking Chinese historical phonology as an example, while it is certainly 
true that recent progress in is much indebted to comparison with Tibetan, many 
studies have resorted to using Written Tibetan as the Tibetan language beyond 
this remain quite elusive to them.

As Chinese and Tibetan diverged from their common ancestor thousands 
of years before the first appearance of any material written in the Tibetan 
language. The sound correspondences between the two languages had become 
murky. Cognates are often identified on an ad hoc basis, and therefore they are 

1 Zhengzhang Shangfang 鄭張尚芳 , Shanggu Yinxi 上古音系 (Shanghai: Shanghai jiaoyu 
chubanshe, 2013).

2 Laurent Sagart, Guillaume Jacques, Yunfan Lai, Robin J. Ryder, Valentin 
Thouzeau, Simon J. Greenhill, and Johann-Mattis List, “Dated language phylog-
enies shed light on the ancestry of Sino-Tibetan,” Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 116(21) (2019): 10317–
322.

frequently less than rigorous and their selection criteria can be obscure, posing 
problems for reconstructing the proto-language.

The intrinsic logic of using Written Tibetan, rather than modern Lhasa 
dialect is that it is the oldest stage of the Tibetan language commonly accessible. 
Theoretically, it is also the closest to the ancestral form from which Tibetan 
and Chinese diverged. Using the same logic, an even earlier stage of Tibetan 
of course would be more helpful and the book’s section on Tibetan historical 
phonology is much needed.

The section on Tibetan first introduces the earliest written form of Tibetan, 
Old Tibetan, and its relatives such as the Bodish languages. Sound changes 
are then outlined one by one in a reverse chronological order, establishing any 
possible conditions for the change using both internal and external evidence, 
down to Proto-Bodish. Then a brief recount in chronological order from 
Proto-Bodish to Old Tibetan is given to validate the sound laws and their 
chronological order. The same process is then repeated to go yet further from 
Proto-Bodish to Trans-Himalayan, after which a final section reviews mysteries 
as-yet unsolved.

The same format is followed by sections on Burmese and Chinese. In 
general, this format makes for a logical, concise and highly readable account 
of what would otherwise seem to be the daunting task of explaining a complex 
and messy set of processes, in which different sound changes operated at 
different stages, amid a number of intervening factors. In addition, just as 
we are familiar with Grimm’s law proposed by Jacob Grimm, Hill assembles 
previous discoveries on sound laws and names them after their discoverers. 

A good example illustrating the methodology of the study can be found in 
the sections dealing with Dempsey’s Law: Merger of *e and *i before Velars, 
and Benedict’s Law: *l y > ź (pp.12–15). Hill first uses Chinese evidence and 
the general lack of e before velars in Old Tibetan to illustrate Dempsey’s law. 
And then to illustrate Benedict’s Law, Hill uses the correspondence of Tibetan 
ź with laterals in Chinese and Burmese, together with the internal evidence 
from Tibetan that the insertion of a palatal infix y after a lateral l results in ź 
(e.g. Tibetan བཞེང་ bźeṅ < *blyeṅ ‘rise’: Tibetan ལང་ laṅ ‘rise’). The presence 
of words maintaining l- before the vowel -i- is attributed to the chronological 
order of the two laws, i.e. Benedict’s law precedes Dempsey’s law and those 
words still had the vowel -e- when Benedict’s law was in operation. 

The absence of Dempsey’s law in Kurtöp, a less known Bodish language 
spoken in Bhutan, is used as evidence to reinforce the argument that 
Dempsey’s law is a Tibetan innovation which post-dates the separation of 
Tibetan and Kurtöp. A similar phenomenon is actually found in Burmese as 


