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Abstract

The current ethno-linguistic landscape of
mainland Southeast Asia is a result of the
spread of Tai speakers from southern
China. This study examines Chinese
loanwords in Proto-Southwestern Tai, the
hypothetical ancestor of all modern
Southwestern Tai varieties and proposes a
dating of the spread of Southwestern Tai
languages. By comparing the reconstructed
Proto-Southwestern — Tai  forms  with
corresponding Chinese forms, four layers of
Chinese loanwords existed in Proto-
Southwestern Tai, namely Pre-Later Han,
Later Han Chinese, Early Middle Chinese,
and Late Middle Chinese layers. These
layers indicate that Proto-Southwestern
Tai was in contact with Chinese at least
until the Tang era. In collaboration with
non-linguistic ~ evidence, this  paper
therefore proposes that Southwestern Tai
languages began to spread southward
sometime during the eighth and the tenth
centuries CE.

Introduction

Inspiration is perhaps the most precious
gift a teacher can offer her students. Back
in the year 2000, one assignment in my

! Lecturer, Department of Linguistics, Faculty
of Arts, Chulalongkorn University, Bangkok,
Thailand

first course in historical linguistics was to
read a paper discussing the different layers
of Chinese loanwords in Thai. Fascinated,
I stood in front of the classroom and
reported on what I had read. At the end of
the  presentation, Professor Pranee
Kullavanijaya plainly asked me a short but
penetrating question: “How do we know
which layers each of the loanwords belong
to?” That was one of the defining
moments in my life, one which led me
onto this journey as a historical linguist.
This humble paper is an attestation of
Professor Pranee’s dedication to inspiring
and illuminating her students.

The ethno-linguistic make-up of mainland
Southeast Asia observed today is a product
of successive migrations, ethno-linguistic
shifts, and hybridization that started a few
millennia ago. It might not be amiss to say
that the most critical period of the
transformation that gave rise to the current
ethno-linguistic landscape was when the
Tai, the Burmese, and the Vietnamese
came to dominate the peninsula through an
ethnic and political succession rooted in a
southward spread of agricultural practices
(O’Connor 1995). However, it is unclear
when the transformation occurred.
O’Connor places the Tai migration into
Southeast Asia in the first millennium CE.
Diller (2000) more specifically suggests
that the southwestward migration of Tai
speakers started in the 10" century. In
contrast, Saraya (2002:24) believes that,
due to population growth, Tai speakers
began to spread south in the 12" century at
the latest. Similarly, Diskul (1996)
suggests that the migration probably
started before Kublai Khan’s southern
campaign in the 13" century. The earliest
date proposed is perhaps that by Wongthes
(1994:22-24; 2005:180-184) who speculates
that Tai speakers started their movement
around the first century BCE. Because
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historical records only take us so far back
in time, a picture of when the ethno-
linguistic expansion occurred must come
from other types of evidence.

From a linguistic point of view, the ethno-
linguistic transformation resulted in a vast
Tai-speaking territory stretching from
Northern Vietnam to Northeast India, and
from Southern China down to Malaysia.
Among the branches of the Tai language
family, according to Li (1960, 1977), an
overwhelming majority of Tai varieties
now spoken in mainland Southeast Asia
all belong to one branch, namely
Southwestern Tai (SWT). Better-known
SWT languages include Thai’, Lao, Yuan
or Northern Thai, Lue, Shan, Black Tai,
and White Tai. Therefore, dating the
spread of SWT languages from southern
China in present-day Guangxi or eastern
Yunnan may facilitate a more precise
identification of when the ethno-linguistic
transformation took place. To this end,
Chinese loanwords may be used as
powerful evidence for situating the
expansion of SWT languages in
prehistorical chronology. This paper thus
examines layers of Chinese loanwords in
Proto-Southwestern Tai (PSWT), the
hypothetical ancestor of all modern SWT
varieties, as evidence for the spread of
SWT into mainland Southeast Asia.

Loanwords as evidence for Sino-Tai
contact

Loanwords are words adopted into one
language from other languages. For
example, English has borrowed a large
number of words from Spanish, including
cargo, mosquito, plaza, salsa, ranch,

> While ‘Thai’ refers specifically to the Tai
language of Thailand, ‘Tai’ is used for the
entire language family.
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rodeo, etc. These loanwords are clear
attestations of the linguistic contact
between English and Spanish, which in
turn testifies to historical contact between
speakers of the two languages. Not only
can they provide a picture of how the
contact occurred, but they can also, in
many cases, reveal when it took place. For
example, Dahl (1951) identifies Malagasy
etyma of Sanskrit origin and proposes that
its speakers left Borneo after the arrival of
Indian influence in the Indonesian
archipelago in the fifth century CE.
Likewise, Chinese loanwords in PSWT
can be used as evidence for Sino-Tai
contact, particularly in speculating as to
when SWT languages began to spread
from their Sinospheric homeland into
mainland Southeast Asia.

Although Tai and Chinese are nowadays
classified in two distinct language
families, their historical connection has
long been a topic of great interest. While
Tai is a branch of the Kra-Dai language
family, also known as Tai-Kadai, Chinese
belongs to the Sino-Tibetan family.
Nonetheless, the fact that they share a
number of typological characteristics
including tonality and monosyllabicity, as
well as a large set of common vocabulary,
led many to view them as genetically
related (Conrady 1896; Grierson 1903; Li
1976; Luo 1997; Manomaivibool 1976b;
Nishida 1975; Schmidt 1926; Wulff 1934).
According to this view, the shared etyma
include cognates as well as a large set of
loanwords  from  different  periods.
However, an alternative view that the
similarities between Tai and Chinese are
results of extensive and prolonged
language contact (Benedict 1942, 1975,
1997; Haudricourt 1954; Ostapirat 2005;
Sagart 2004, 2005; Wulff 1942) has been
gaining acceptance in the past few
decades. If the two language groups are
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indeed genetically unrelated, all the shared
Sino-Tai vocabulary must be considered
loanwords. Without denying the possibility
of the Sino-Tai hypothesis, this paper, in
accordance with the latter view, assumes
that all etyma shared by Tai and Chinese are
due to borrowing.

With respect to Chinese vocabulary in Tai
languages, a number of studies (Li 1976;
Nishida 1975; Wang 1966) have clearly
shown  that regular  phonological
correspondences exist among the Tai and
Chinese forms. Extremely important is the
work by Wulff (1934) who identifies a
great number of shared Sino-Tai etyma.
Most crucially, he establishes tonal
correspondences between Chinese and Tai.
Specifically, etyma that had *A in Proto-
Tai (PT) regularly showed Even tone (-
i) in Middle Chinese. Similarly, etyma
that show *B and *C in PT had Departing
tone (. E}) and Rising tone ( FF#) in
Middle Chinese, respectively. Lastly,
etyma that had *D in PT had Entering tone
( * #) in Middle Chinese. The tonal
correspondences are illustrated in Table 1.
Note that, on the Chinese side, Departing
and Rising tones are annotated as *C and
*B, respectively. In contrast, Even and
Entering tones are left unmarked.

Table 1 Correspondences between Proto-
Tai and Middle Chinese tones

PT Middle Chinese
A *50:0" ‘two’ &5 saiwn) Even
*owi:* “fat’ 4°1 buj )
B *ha:n® ‘goose’ &z ain® | Departing
#ye:n® “shin’ T yein®c A
*C *ha:© “five’ T Rising
*ma:© ‘horse’ & mai® i
pe:t ‘eight et Enterin
*D *puok - p«;{ 4 &
‘crocodile’ s 1)
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Most relevant to the issue at hand is the
investigation ~ of  Sino-Thai  lexical
correspondences by Manomanivibool (1975,
1976a). Not only does this excellent study
propose Chinese etymological sources for
many words in Thai, but also shows that the
language contains at least four different
layers of Chinese-related vocabulary
including Pre-Middle Chinese, Middle
Chinese, and Post-Middle Chinese’. Tt uses
phonological changes as criteria for placing
the etyma in one of the layers. For example,
Thai t"a: ‘wharf” from { duo must have
been borrowed before Middle Chinese
because it does not reflect the rounding of
a to o* Similarly, Thai fun ‘dust’ from
fén is analyzed as a Late Middle Chinese
loan because the initial f- indicates that it
was borrowed after the process of
labiodentalization had taken place in
Chinese. While this study successfully
uncovered the multiple layers of Chinese
loanwords, it cannot be used directly to
infer the date of the spread of SWT. This
is because it does not aim to determine
which etyma were borrowed separately by
Thai or which ones already existed in
Proto-Southwestern Tai (PSWT), the
reconstructed ancestor of SWT.

In summary, a sizeable body of literature
demonstrates clearly that Chinese loanwords
abound in Tai. These loanwords are clear
attestations of Sino-Tai contact, for which
historical documents only provide a very
blurred picture. However, the present
knowledge of Chinese loanwords in Tai
still cannot provide a specific date of the
spread of SWT into mainland Southeast

? Monomaivibool (1976a) calls this layer
“loanwords from certain Chinese dialects.”

* Manomaivibool (1976a) adopts Li’s (1971)
Old Chinese reconstruction and describes this
change as a change from Old Chinese *ag to
Middle Chinese uo.
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Asia. Therefore, this paper specifically
addresses layers of Chinese etyma in
PSWT.

Method and Data

The dating of Chinese loanwords in SWT
involves three major steps. The first one is
positing etyma of Chinese origins that are
reconstructible for PSWT. Lexical data from
28 languages from Gedney’s Comparative
Tai Source Book (Hudak 2008) as well as
the author’s field notes (Pittayaporn 2005)
and other published wordlists and
dictionaries (e.g. Harris 1975; Hudak 1994,
1996, 2001; Kullavanijaya 2001; Luo 1999;
Xing 2000) were systematically compared.
Using the Comparative Method, only those
that show  regular  correspondences
established in Li (1977), Jonsson (1991),
Sarawit (1973), and Pittayaporn (2009b) are
considered to have existed in PSWT. The
PSWT forms are based on the phonological
reconstruction proposed by Pittayaporn
(2009b). From among the 1159 etyma in
Gedney’s wordlist, 91 were identified with
high level of confidence as PSWT etyma of
Chinese origin. Most etymologies are based
on Manomaivibool (1975) as well as earlier
works, especially those by Haudricourt
(1954) and Wulff (1934, 1942).

The next step involves classifying the
loanwords reconstructed in the first step
according to the stages of Chinese during
which they were borrowed. Following
Manomaivibool ~ (1976a),  phonological
changes in Chinese are used as criteria in
placing PSWT etyma of different origins in
their respective layers. In the current study,
five stages of Chinese are used as reference
points: Old Chinese (OC), Late Han Chinese
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(LH), Early Middle Chinese (EMC)S, Late
Middle Chinese (LMC), and Early Mandarin
(EM). However, it adopts different
phonological reconstructions from
Manomaivibool, who bases her analysis on
Li’s (1971) Old Chinese and Karlgren’s (1957)
Middle Chinese. Table 2 summarizes the
sources of Chinese reconstructed forms used in
this paper.

The last step is to infer, based on the
loanword data, the date of the spread of
SWT languages into mainland Southeast
Asia. Crucially, the latest layer of Chinese
loanwords is taken as evidence for the
dating. As a proto-language is by definition
the language ancestral to modern varieties,
etyma that are not reconstructible to PSWT
must have been innovations introduced after
the proto-language diversified into daughter
languages. If the diversification is a
consequence of language spread, the date of
the diversification and the date of the SWT
expansion should be quite close. Therefore,
the date of the spread of SWT into mainland
Southeast Asia can be estimated on the basis
of the date given to the stage of Chinese
from which the latest layer of loanwords
came.

> For ease of comparison, EMC Rising and
Departing tones, transcribed in Pulleyblank
(1991) as * and *, are re-transcribed here as ?
and € respectively.
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Table 2 Reconstructions adopted for different stages of Chinese®

Stages Time periods Sources
Old Chinese (OC) 7"-11" centuries BCE Baxter and Sagart (n.d.)’
Later Han Chinese (LH) 1"-2™ centuries CE Schuessler (2007)
and Schuessler (2009)
Early Middle Chinese (EMC) | 6"-7" centuries CE Pulleyblank (1991)
Late Middle Chinese (LMC) 7"-11" centuries CE Pulleyblank (1991)
Early Mandarin (EM) 13"-14™ centuries CE Pulleyblank (1991)
Table 3 Pre-LH loanwords with initial clusters
Gloss PSWT OC LH EMC LMC EM
shelf *Kkbra:” ka® kai/ kja:© kja B jia
ke:©
rice seedling *Kkla:© *Kkra-s ka®© kai®/ kja:© kja  jia
ke:©
conical hat *Kklup *Kk.rop lip lip lip li Bt
fish scale *Klet” *K'rep-s kes koij/ kja;j© kjaj i jié
ke;j°
lazy *gra:n® *N-ko.rfan? lan® lan® lan Y 1an
indigo *gram” | *N-k.rfam lam lam lam lam | Frlan

® Retroflex and palatal consonants in Pulleyblank (1991), Schuessler (2007), and Schuessler (2009) are
re-transcribed using IPA symbols.
7 Note the following notations for OC reconstructed forms: () the segment may or may not have been

there; [ ] either that sound/string of sounds, or another sound/string of sounds that gives the same result

in Middle Chinese; < > infix
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Pre-Later Han layer

The oldest layer of Chinese loanwords in
PSWT goes back earlier than the LH
period. A number of Chinese loanwords in
PSWT show phonological characteristics
that had been lost by the first century CE.
These etyma are identifiable by their
conservative onsets intermediate between
LH and OC, which is the language of the
earliest written documents in Chinese. The
first group includes those etyma that show
onset clusters. According to Schuessler
(2009: 29), LH did not have initial
consonant clusters. Chinese loanwords in
Table 3 are reconstructed with *-/- and
*pr- in PSWT and must have been
borrowed before the LH period. Note that
PSWT *kla:“ ‘rice seedling’ has tone *C
rather than the expected tone *B.

The second group consists of Chinese
loanwords that begin with voiceless
sonorants in PSWT. According to Baxter
(1992: 188-220), OC voiceless sonorants
had turned into other sounds such as #"-
and /- by the time of LH. These etyma are
given in Table 4. Note that ‘gill’, ‘central
root’, and ‘soot’ are not found in the list of
reconstructed OC etyma but show initial
voiceless sonorants, which suggests pre-
LH origin. Also included in this set are
PSWT  etyma  with initial *h-
corresponding to Chinese *x-. These must
have been borrowed relatively early
because they show voicelesss onset
pointing to the archaic initial voiceless
sonorants.

The third group comprises a few etyma
with initial uvular *¢- in PSWT. Baxter
and Sagart (2007) propose that OC had
uvular stop *g- and *g- but neither
survived into LH as reconstructed by
Schuessler (2007, 2009).  Chinese
loanwords in PSWT beginning with uvular
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stops in Table 5 must have been borrowed
quite early on. However, it is puzzling that
two out of the three etyma starting with
*q- in PSWT are actually reconstructed
with *%- in OC.

The fourth group consists of a number of
etyma with very conservative initial
consonants, as shown in Table 6. The
PSWT forms *u2® ‘to leak’, *rak”
‘armpit’ and *rom” all show initial *r-,
reflecting medial *-7- in OC. These must
have been borrowed before LH because
OC *-r- had changed to /- by LH time
(Baxter 1992; Schuessler 2009)%. Note that
the reconstruction of medial -7- in the OC
forms of ‘armpit’ and ‘shadow’ are not
certain, but the liquid is attested in
Vietnamese rdm ‘shade’, most likely an
ancient Chinese loan’. In addition, PSWT
*lioy® ‘to nourish’ suggests OC *g(r)an?,
which Baxter (1992) reconstructs as
*(l)jan?. The initial */- in PSWT indicates
that the etymon was borrowed into Tai
before the LH period. Also included in this
set are *uo" and *twa:’. The Chinese
sources of these two etyma had changed
their onsets to d- and w- by the LH period.
Note that the PSWT form of ‘right’ has
tone *A rather than the expected *C tone.

# Manomaivibool (1976a) claims that the
etyma were borrowed from a non-standard
dialect during Han times.

% Chinese has two similar etyma differing in
tone: % yin ‘shade’ from OC *q(r)am-s and [&
yin ‘dark’ from *OC *q(r)um. Vietnamese ram
is more likely from the former but with an
unexpected tone.
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Table 4 Pre-LH loanwords with initial voiceless sonorants

Gloss PSWT 0oC LH EMC LMC EM
fog *mo:k” *ko.m(r)[o]k-s muo” mu3" vj yécL ou FFwl
vud
Six *hrok *Kk.ruk liuk luwk liwk liw = lin
thread *hmaj” *maj hui XUj Xyj XUj % hut
gill ok nak e
central root | *maw" now now w #i du
soot i mo moj muaj muyj 5 méi
shaman *hmy: *C.m(r)[o] mua mud 0jysd/ ol Twi
vud
pus *ingmt *C.n'up nouy nawg nown nly T nong
iron *h]ek” *]vik thet thet thiat thjé 585 tie
crossbow *hna; *C.n‘a? na” no° nua" nu # nu
five *ha:“ *C.pfa? na” no° nud” u “rwi
goose *han” *C.[g]'rar-s nan” nain” pjam jan & yan
pem
Table 5 Pre-LH with uvular onsets
Gloss PSWT 0oC LH EMC LMC EM
needle *gqem” *t [k]om kim teim tsim tsim & zhén
arm ”‘qs:nA *[k]'e[n] ken ken kjian kjen *ﬂ jian
soul *qwan” *[m].q“*a[n] yuon ywon xfun xin Rk hiin
narrow *Ge:p" gep yaip/ xfja:p Xja He xia
YEp
Table 6 Pre-LH loanwords with conservative onsets
Gloss PSWT 0oC LH EMC LMC EM
to leak *rug” *[No-r]‘ok-s lo© low® low® Iaw Y&t 1ou
armpit *rak” *m-q(r)ak jak jiajk jiajk ji P yi
shadow *rom” *q(r)[o]m-s %m- 2im" 2im" jim [ yin
to nourish *lion" *[c](r)an? jan® jian® jian® jan & ying
to exchange | *le:k” *lek jek jiajk jlaik ji bbyi
classified for | *tuo™ *m-t'o do dow thow thaw BIFT tou
animals
right *xwa: *m-q¥o?-s wua”C | wuw” iw® jiw T1you
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One expected but very important
generalization  about these  pre-LH
loanwords is that they are all

reconstructible to Proto-Tai (Li 1977;
Pittayaporn 2009a). This means that they
were borrowed during the PT period and
then passed down to PSWT. Moreover, the
reconstructed PSWT forms seem to be
more evolved than OC but still
recognizably older than LH. The only
exceptions are ‘classifier for animal’ and
‘right’ for which modern Tai languages
disagree on what the PT onsets might have
been (Gedney 1989a; Pittayaporn 2009a;
Thurgood 2002). This observation suggests
that they were borrowed sometime between
OC and LH. If OC was spoken in the first
half of the first century BCE and LH
started around the the first century CE
(Schuessler 2009: 29), then these pre-LH
loans were possibly borrowed by Tai in the
later half of the first millenium BCE.

Note that Li (1976) and Nishida (1975)
consider a number of the etyma analyzed
here as Pre-LH loans, e.g. ‘fog’, ‘to leak’,
‘six’, ‘lung’ etc., to be Sino-Tai cognates,
evidence for a genetic relationship
between Tai languages and Chinese.
However, comparison between Tai and
Chinese alone is not sufficient to ascertain
the status of these items. Data from other
branches of Kra-Dai must also be
systematically compared to know whether
they are reconstructible to a deeper level
than PT.

Later Han Chinese layer

The second oldest layer corresponds to the
LH period of Chinese, which was spoken
around the first and second centuries. The
reconstruction of LH is based on data from
modern dialects including Min as well as
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transcription of Sanskrit Buddhist texts
from the Han period. Although LH is
about 500 years earlier and clearly more
conservative than EMC (Schuessler 2009:
29), loanwords borrowed during these two
periods are extremely difficult to tell apart.
The most reliable clues for distinguishing
LH from EMC loanwords are in the rimes.
Many Chinese loanwords in PSWT, given
in Table 7, show conservative rimes that
had been modified before the time of EMC.
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Table 7 LH loanwords with conservative rimes

Gloss PSWT oC LH EMC LMC EM

to smear #da: A *]%a da do thud tha %t

wharf *da;® da® do® thu3® t0 ¥ du

ivory *pa:’ *m-g'<r>a na nat pja: ja 7 ya
ne:

sand *za. jA *[s]'raj sai sai sa. sa b sha
se!

left ”‘za:jC *tsa[j]? tsai® tsa® tsa® tsd 1= 7ud

lady *na:p™ niarg nian njan IE nidng

to peel *po:k” *pfrok pok paiwk/ pa:wk paw #]] bo
poe:wk

two *soipt *[s]'ron 8on saiwn/ swa:wi) swarn £ shuang
SeIWI)

mustard green | *ka:t” *Krle][t]-s kes kaij®/ Kja;j© kjaj I jie
kej°

lung *po:t” *pho[t]-s phuas phuaj© flyaj fi fiti fei

fji

name * *mo-dza(?)-s dzio® dzi© tsfizC tsz =
dzi®

Table 8 LH loanwords with conservative onsets

Gloss PSWT oC LH EMC LMC EM

price ga:® *C.q'«a>ar-s ka® kai® kja: kja |§]‘ jia
ke:©

salty gemA *Ca.[g]‘r[o]m gem yoim/ xfja:m xjam [{{d& xian
yerm

to pinch gip” *m-k'ep gep Yep x"jiap Xjé PR xié

seven cet” #[tsh]i[t] tshit tshit tshit tshi = qi

duck pet” phit I pi
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The PSWT etyma *da ‘to smear’ and
*da® ‘landing’ are clearly LH loans as
they have *a: pointing to LH rime a rather
than EMC ». Similarly, the rimes of *ya*
‘ivory’, za.‘jA ‘sand’, and *za.jc ‘left’
resemble LH a and ai more than EMC
ai/e:. Note that the initial consonants in
‘sand” and ‘left’ in PSWT were
unexpectedly voiced. For *na:p* ‘lady’, its
Chinese correspondence was not attested
before EMC but its vowel *a: suggests a
pre-EMC source'’. In addition, the vowel
of PSWT *po:k” “to peel’” and *so:5" ‘two’
points to LH o rather than EMC a#w. Most
revealing is PSWT *ka.t” ‘mustard green’
whose back vowel a: resembles EMC ai
but whose final coronal stop suggests LH
final -s. Similarly, PSWT *po:t° ‘lung’
also shows a final consonant *-f which
points to -s and must have been an LH
loan. Although the PSWT form of this
etymon is similar to both the OC and LH
forms, the PT reconstruction for this
etymon is *pwyt”, which favors viewing it
as a LH loan. The most likely scenario is
that it was borrowed before -s developed
into the Departing tone but after the vowel
had lost its front quality. Furthermore, the
monophthongal rime in PSWT *uu®
‘name’ from PT *x:® points to OC *mo-
dza(?)-s.

In addition to rimes, a few etyma given in
Table 8 can also be identified as LH loans
from their onset. More specifically, OC
*g- had become y- by the time of EMC. A
few loanwords still retain the velar stop,
which reveals their LH origin. Note that
the PSWT *ga. ‘to trade’ unexpectedly

10 Vietnamese has borrowed this Chinese
etymon as nang ‘princess, lady’, pointing to
the same sources as PSWT *na:yA. In contrast,
the Sino-Vietnamese reading for the character
I is nudng, showing closer resemblance to
the EMC and LMC forms.
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shows the voiced *g- instead of the
expected voiceless *k- as in LH. Also
included are *cer” ‘seven’ and *per”
‘duck’ whose onsets and rimes are quite
stable from OC, LH, EMC, and even
LMC. However, Pittayaporn (2009a: 100-
101) argues that these two etyma and the
word for ‘lung’ discussed above were
borrowed extremely early as they predated
the emergence of contrastive aspiration in
Thai. If this is true, ‘seven’ and ‘duck’
might have been borrowed around the
same time as ‘lung’ in the LH period.

Like their pre-LH counterparts, LH
loanwords are also reconstructible at the
PT level, indicating that they were
borrowed in the PT period. The only
possible exceptions are ‘salty’, ‘sand’, and
‘left’, which show dubious vowel reflexes
in modern languages (Pittayaporn 2009a).
Because the first century CE is thought to
be the onset of the LH period (Schuessler
2009: 29), the borrowing must have taken
place sometime in the first half of the first
millennium CE. By the PSWT period, they
were fully integrated as part of the native
lexicon. In addition to the etyma discussed
in this section, a number of others might
have also been borrowed in this period.
However, they are  unfortunately
indistinguishable from EMC loanwords.

Early Middle Chinese layer

A number of Chinese loanwords in PSWT
belong to the third layer, which
corresponds to the EMC period around the
sixth  to seventh centuries. The
reconstruction of EMC is based mainly on
the rhyming dictionary Qieyun (=)
compiled in 601 CE during the Sui
dynasty (Baxter 1992:35-41; Pulleyblank
1970; 1984:2-3; 1991:1-3). Because EMC
is very similar to LH, except for a few
innovations, it is difficult to distinguish
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loans from the two periods. However, a
few etyma, given in Table 9, display
innovative initials or rimes characteristic
of EMC.

The PSWT forms *ye:® ‘shin’ and *yo.”
‘throat’ reflect the change from *g- to
EMC *y- that occurred sometime after LH,
indicating that they were borrowed from
EMC. For *kez ‘soup’, *ke:w” “Vietnamese’,
and *kie:k” ‘guest’, the vowel *e: clearly goes
back to EMC & or ¢ rather than LH a''.
Similarly, the monophthongal *a: in *»'a®
‘to split’ indicates that it was borrowed after
LH ai changed to EMC a.

In addition to etyma that are clearly EMC
loans, there are items that can be placed in
either layer with equal plausibility.
However, these loanwords are clearly
older than LMC as they still preserve the
EMC voiced stops that had been lost by
the LMC period. Although the etyma in
this group, provided in Table 10, are
tentatively grouped with EMC loans, they
could have been borrowed from LH as
well. Note that a few items in this group
also show conservative rimes that predate
LMC. For example, PSWT *he A “raft’
points to LH ¢ or EMC ¢ rather than
LMC aj.

Moreover, there are a few etyma, provided
in Table 11, that could be from either LH
or EMC, but do not go back to voiced
obstruents in Chinese. It is difficult to say
whether they were borrowed from LH or
EMC, but their rimes indicate clearly that
they must have been borrowed before
LMC. The front vowel *e: in PSWT *ke:“
‘to untie’, *Pe:k” ‘yoke’, *2e:n® ‘swallow”,
*le:w “to finish’, and *pe:f” ‘eight’ points
to LH or EMC ¢, ¢, and e rather than

" These forms very closely resemble Vietnamese
canh ‘soup’ and khdch ‘guest’.
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their LMC counterparts. Lastly, the palatal
nasal in PSWT *1i® ‘two’ and *no:m© “to
dye’ points to the palatal nasal - in EMC
rather than the liquid - in LMC. Note,

though, that the vowel of ‘to dye’
resembles more closely nhuom, the
corresponding Chinese loan in
Vietnamese.

Unlike the LH layer, a sizeable number of
EMC etyma are not old enough to have
been part of PT. Although all of them are
commonly found among modern Tai
languages, a few are possibly not
reconstructible back to the PT level, e.g.
‘to split’, ‘level’, ‘copper’ ‘soup’ and
‘ox’'?. This observation suggests that PT
began to diverge sometime during the
EMC period so that only etyma borrowed
before the diversification became part of
PT, while those that were not incorporated
early enough can only be reconstructed to
intermediate daughter languages.

"2 The status of *jua” ‘0x’ is unclear because it
is found only in SWT varieties (Gedney
1989b). However, it is possible that it is a PT
etymon that was lost elsewhere outside of
SWT.
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Table 9 EMC loanwords with innovative initials or rimes

Gloss PSWT OC LH EMC LMC EM

shin *yen® *m-kien-s | gen® yejn™’c xhjiajn® xin I xing

throat *yo:t *[g](r)o go yow xfiaw XdW Mz hou

soup *ke® *KSrarn kar koijn/ kja:jn kin  géng
ke:jn

Vietnamese | *ke:w” *[K]‘raw kau kaiw/ kja:w kjaw A2 jiao
ke:w

guest *khe k" *khrak khak khaijk/ khja:jk khjaj/ K ke
khe:jk khjé

to split *pha:® *phiaj-s phai® pha® phua® phd fil po

Table 10 Loanwords with initial voiced obstruents either from LH or EMC

Gloss PSWT oC LH EMC LMC EM

to defeat *ba:j® *N-p‘ra[t]-s | bas baij“/ pha;j© paj W bai
be:j“

raft *be: A be baij/ pfa;j phaj %T paii
bej

level *bion™ *bren bien biajy phiajy phin - ping

fat *pi:? *[b][o]r bui buj fijyi/ fi JIE féi

fhji

ground *di:® *#[1]%;j-s di¢ di¢ tﬁgc ti Hir di

path *dam® *[N-]rfan dan dan thany than ¥ tang

lump, piece | *don” *N-t‘o[n]?-s | duan® dwan” thuan® ton B duan

copper *do™ doy down thown thiig i tong

plier *gizm® *C.[glkvem | giam giam kfiam khjém | §ff qian

artisan *}aII]B *s.[blan-s dzi(u]C dzialjc tsﬁieujC tsjan [~ jiang

elephant *}a:gc *s-[d]an? Zi(ll]B zialjB sﬁiagB sjan 4 xiang
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Table 11 Loanwords with conservative rimes either from LH or EMC
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Gloss PSWT oC LH EMC LMC EM
to untie *ke:© *KSre? ke® kai:j®/ kja;j® Kjaj i ji&
ke;j®
yoke *e:k” *qfa[ilk ek 0ijk/ Yasjk jaj 05 &
2e;jk
swallow *em” *?e[n]-s ?2en” ?2en” ?jian” jén 3« yan
to finish *le:w” lew” liaw® ljgw 7 liao
eight *pe:t” *piret pet poit/ pa:t pa I* ba
pe:t
0x *nuo *n]¥a nu nuw niw Jiw 4 nia
< gWua
two iz *ni[j]-s Jlig/ i€ ri 1T ~oer
ni
to dye *norm"” *C.n[a]m? nam®© niam® riam® rém ¥ rdn

Late Middle Chinese layer

The last layer of Chinese loanwords in
SWT consists of forms from the LMC
period. LMC is thought to have been
spoken in the latter half of the first
millennium from the end of the seventh
century. The reconstruction of LMC
phonology is based primarily on the
Yunjing (E“ﬁfﬁ\%), the earliest attested rhyme
table, dating from 1161 CE in the
Northern Song dynasty. It is, however,
believed to reflect the standard language
of the late Tang period (Baxter 1992: 41-
43; Pulleyblank 1970; 1984: 3-4; 1991: 3)

The first set of etyma, given in Table 12,
comprises those that show voiceless
aspirated stops corresponding to EMC
voiced stops. According to Pulleyblank
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(Pulleyblank 1970; 1984: 67-68), EMC
voiced obstruents had become partially
devoiced consonants with accompanying
murmur by the time of the Yunjing. LMC
loanwords beginning with these devoiced
stops were thus borrowed into Tai as
voiceless aspirated rather than voiced
stops. Note that the Chinese character [
has two readings g7 ‘to ride’ from LMC ki
and ji ‘horsemen’ from LMC k%, While
the meaning of PSWT *k/wi.” agree with
the former, its form is more similar to the
latter.
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Table 12 Loanwords with PSWT aspirated stops corresponding to LMC breathy voiced stops

Gloss PSWT oC LH EMC LMC EM
eggplant *khro™ gia kfia khjé il qié
to ride *khwi® | *[C.g](r)aj | giai gi/ ki khi B qi
gid

young male | *thyk” *[d]*ok dok dok thodk tdj ’-1?? te
animal

bean *thyg® *N.th0-s do® dow" thiow" tow 11 dou
bowl *thugj© | *[d]fok-s | do/ §1 dou

doh

Table 13 Loanwords with PSWT voiceless onsets corresponding to LMC breathy voiced

fricatives
Gloss PSWT 0oC LH EMC LMC EM

to close *hap” gap yap xhap X3 & hé

turbid *kbun” guon” ywan" xfun® xun N2 huln

horizontal *xwan™ | *C.g%rap yuar ywaijn/ | xiwa:jp xwarn/ ﬁﬁ héng

YWE]]) xurn
ten *sip" *t.[g]op dzip dzip ship si - shi
< gip
cooked, ripe | *suk” *[d]uk dzuk dzuwk shiwk siw/ 5 shi
sy
enemy *syk” *k.dz'ok dzok dzok tsfiodk tsdj i zé1
Table 14 LMC loanwords showing traces of labiodentalization
Gloss PSWT 0oC LH EMC LMC EM

person *phy:© *p(r)a? pua® pud® fjya"/ fu H fu
fu3”

husband *phuo™ *p(r)a pua pud fjya/ fu K fu
fud

bee, beewax | *phyn© *ph(r)on phuon pPuawn fjyawn/ fuy % feng
fown

to float Fyut *m.b(r)u bu buw fijyw/ fa = fa
fluw
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Similarly, a number of Chinese etyma in
PSWT, given in Table 13, show voiceless
onsets corresponding to EMC voiced
fricatives. This correspondence also
reflects the LMC devoicing that affected
all EMC voiced obstruents. Curiously, the
LMC initial x*- is reflected differently in
PSWT *hap” ‘to close’, *k'un® ‘turbid’,
and *xwa:yA ‘horizontal’. However, this
variability in adaptation is understandable
as PSWT *h-, *k- and *x- are all equally
similar to x-. Also note that the PSWT
form for *kmun® ‘turbid’ has *B tone,
which also points clearly to LMC.

The next group of Chinese loanwords in
PSWT, given in Table 14, consists of a
few etyma with onsets that suggest LMC
labial fricatives, which developed from
EMC labial stops followed by palatal and
labial glides (Baxter 1992; Karlgren 1957;
Li 1971; Pulleyblank 1984). The PSWT
forms  *pu.C  ‘person’ and  *phuo’
‘husband’ had initial p”- which suggests
that an intermediate stage between EMC
p- and LMC f-. As for PSWT *p'y© ‘bee,
beeswax’, the aspirated onset *p’- itself
could have come directly from EMC p’-
but the rime *»» points to LMC awy rather
than EMC uawyp. More interesting is the
voiced fricative *v- in PSWT *wu? ‘to
float’. The form must have been borrowed
after the labiodentalization but before the
obstruent devoicing.

Also included in this layer are a few
etyma, provided in Table 15, that could
have been from either EMC or LMC with
equal probability. Because neither their
onsets nor their rimes are useful in
precisely placing them in one of the two
layers, they are tentatively put together
with the clear LMC etyma.
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Unlike loanwords in earlier layers, an
overwhelming majority of PSWT forms of
LMC origin cannot be reconstructed to PT.
Those that are possibly reconstructible are
‘insect’, “first (month)’, and ‘to transcend’,
but they are all etyma that could be placed
in either the EMC, or the LMC layers.
This observation suggests that PSWT was
contemporaneous to LMC.

Other common SWT etyma

In addition to etyma belonging to the four
layers, there are a number of forms, given
in Table 16, whose periods of borrowing
are unclear. Their rimes and consonants
resemble forms from multiple stages of
Chinese, including LMC and even EM.
The most plausible hypothesis is that these
words were borrowed at different periods.
For example, the low numbers *sa:m’
‘three’ and *si® ‘four’ are certainly
reconstructible all the way to PT, and
might thus have been borrowed in the Pre-
LH or LH period. In contrast, the high
number *kaw® ‘nine’ shows semi-regular
sound correspondences among its modern
reflexes, and might thus have been
borrowed in the LMC or EM period. It is
also interesting to note that the low
numerals were borrowed in earlier periods
than higher numerals. This is contradictory
to the cross-linguistic observation that
lower numerals are more resistent to
borrowing (Matras 2007).
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Table 15 Ambiguous loanwords either from EMC or LMC

Gloss PSWT oC LH EMC LMC EM

first (month) *cion” | *C.tep tSep teiajn tsiajy tsin 1—zhéng

to dig #khut” | *¥kbout Kkhuot Khwot khut khii Bl ki

to transcend *kwa:® | *k"aj-s kuai® kwa“ kua© kwd il guo

insect *mle:n® men-len | mejy-lejy mjiajy- | mip-lip | a5

ljiajy ming-ling
sound *sion™ | *[l]en cen eiajn siajn sin ## shéng
to remove *tho:t | *I%ot thuat/ thwat thuat thd I tud
duat
Table 16 Loanwords that cannot be dated with certainty
Gloss PSWT oC LH EMC LMC EM

to mend *fu:p® | #(mo-)[bl(on | buoy buawn | fijyawn/ | fin nd féng
fiown

dust *fun® | *mo.pon? pun® | pun® | fjyn®/ fiin ¥ fén
fun®

stem *kan® kan® kan® kan® kan % gan

to open *Khajt *[k]Mgj khoi khgj khaj khaj ] kai

saw *u:© *Kk(r)a-s kia“ ki3© ki3© ky #ju
ky3“ f

wide *kwan© | *kvan? kuan® | kwan® | kuan® kwdp | ¥ guing

melon *kwa:* | *k"ra kua kwai/ | kwa: kwa T gua

kwe:

to embroider *gerwb *[s]iw(k)-s siu© suw® siw® Siw #t xiw

charcoal *tha:n® | *[th]%a[n]-s than® than® than® than FK tan

waist New’ | Few Piaw Pjiaw ?jiaw JEW T yao

nine *kau® *[k]u? ku® kuw” kiw® kiw Jujin

three *sam™ | *sr[ulm sam sam sam sam = san

four *sir° *s.1i[j]-s si¢ si¢ sz° Sz P4 si

to deliver *son° *[s]on-s son” sownC | sown® sup 1= song

book *Suu: *s-ta ca c1d 53/ sy ?; shii
sy3

stool *tan® ton© todn© ton X1 déng

saddle *9amn” *[?]°an ?an ?an ?an an ¥ an

basin *Pam 2an” ?an” ?an an 4 ang
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Table 17 Common etyma of Chinese origin not reconstructible to PSWT
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Gloss BT oC LH EMC LMC EM
silver n¥n™ *pra[n] nin nin pin jin &#lyin
ink muwk”” | *C.mfok maok maok mudk muj £l mo
work vio?PH *gvek wek jwiajk | jyajk ji & yi
to fry cen’! tsian tsian tsian tsjen fll| jian

Last but not least, a few etyma of Chinese
origin, given in Table 17, are commonly
found in modern SWT languages but they
cannot be reconstructed for PSWT. This
indicates that they were borrowed into
daughter languages after the
diversification of PT. All of these forms
appear to have Mandarin-like features.
Since these post-PSWT loans do not have
reconstructed PSWT forms, Black Tai (BT)
forms are given as representatives.
Interestingly, they resemble very closely
their corresponding forms in Vietnamese,
i.e. ngan ‘silver’, myc ‘ink’, viéc ‘work’,
and chién ‘to fry’. It is very likely that
they are in fact not direct loans from

Chinese but were borrowed through
Vietnamese.
Dating SWT migration

From the chronological classification of
Chinese loanwords in PSWT, a clearer
picture of the contact history between
Chinese and Tai has emerged. The
multiple layers of Chinese loanwords in
PSWT clearly demonstrate that Tai was in
close contact with Chinese for at least one
thousand years before the spread of its
SWT branch. As the earliest layer displays
archaic features intermediate between OC
and LH, the Sino-Tai contact must have
started at least in the Western Han time
toward the end of the first millennium
BCE. This contact persisted through the
Later Han, Sui, and Tang periods as
testified by the LH, EMC, and LMC layers
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respectively. However, the fact that the
latest layer of Chinese etyma in PSWT
corresponds to LMC suggests that the
dating of LMC itself is key to dating the
spread of SWT.

According to Pulleyblank (1970; 1984: 3-
4; 1991: 3), LMC was the standard
language of the Tang Empire. Its
reconstruction is based mainly on the
Yunjing compiled sometime between 742
and 756 CE. Although this rhyme
dictionary is not attested in its original
form, it served as the basis for the sound
glosses in Yigie Jingyingyi (— = J%’;f} )
compiled by Hui Lin (£24F) who died in
810 CE. However, the earliest evidence
for LMC phonological features is from
sound glosses in Ydn Shigi’s (?f;ﬁﬂﬂ?[)
commentary to the Hanshii (J%3) as well
as Tang Buddhist transcriptions from the
latter half of the seventh century.
Therefore, the LMC layer indicates that
PSWT, the ancestor of modern SWT
languages, was still in contact with
Chinese in the late seventh century. If one
assumes that the diversification of PSWT
into its daughter languages is due to the
movement of its speakers out of the
homeland, the spread of SWT into
mainland Southeast Asia must have started
after the LMC period. This suggests the
eighth century as the upper bound of the
period of SWT expansion.
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To estimate the lower bound is harder and
thus needs collaboration from non-
linguistic evidence. First considering the
linguistic evidence, it is significant that
none of the Chinese loanwords in PSWT
can be analyzed with confidence as
coming from EM. This means that PSWT
had developed into daughter languages
before the time EM supplanted LMC as
the lingua franca of the Chinese empire.
Because the first attestation of EM is the
Yuan rhyme dictionary Ménggii Ziyin (5¢
?[ F Iﬁﬁ ) compiled in 1308 CE
(Pulleyblank 1984: 3-4; 1991: 3-4), PSWT
must have developed into daughter
languages by the end of the thirteenth
century. However, the history of SWT-
speaking kingdoms indicates that this date
is probably too late as the early Tai-
speaking kingdoms had already emerged
by the time (Gosling 1998: 11-36; Hall
1968: 170-172; Sai Aung Tun 2009: 14-
20; Wyatt 1984: 5-6, 33-49). Moreover,
the word syam, an ethnonym for various
SWT-speaking groups, is first attested in
Cham and Pagan inscriptions from the
eleventh and twelfth centuries. (Ferlus
2006; Luce 1958, 1959; Phumisak 1976).
Therefore, the tenth century is the most
plausible lower bound for the period of
SWT expansion.

In summary, the LMC layer of Chinese
loanwords in PSWT indicates that SWT
began to spread into mainland Southeast
Asia after the seventh century. On the
other hand, non-linguistic evidence
suggests that the linguistic expansion must
have started before the eleventh century.
Therefore, this paper proposes that SWT
speakers began to spread southwestward
from Guangxi sometime between the
eighth and the tenth centuries.
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Conclusion

The current ethno-linguistic landscape of
mainland Southeast Asia is due in large
part to the spread of SWT speakers from
southern China. A lack of historical record
makes the dating of the SWT expansion a
difficult task. As this study has shown,
linguistic evidence can help shed light on
this important prehistorical event. More
specifically, Chinese loanwords in PSWT,
the hypothetical ancestor of all SWT
languages, are important evidence for the
dating of the spread of SWT languages.
Altogether four layers of Chinese
loanwords existed in PSWT, namely Pre-
Later Han Chinese (Pre-LH), Later Han
Chinese (LH), Early Middle Chinese
(EMC), and Late Middle Chinese (LMC).
Crucially, the LMC layer indicates that the
SWT spread must have started after the
EMC period. In collaboration with non-
linguistic evidence, the loanword evidence
suggests that SWT began to spread
southwestward in the last quarter of the
first millennium CE.
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