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Acehnese: The dating of Into-Sumatra migration

The debate on the dating of the Acehnese-Chamic subgrouping has been inactive for nearly
twenty years. However, new data on the Acehnese sub-lects and the interior mainland
Chamic languages, and the historical studies of the Champa kingdom provide more clues
about the Acehnese ancestors’ time of migration into Sumatra. Using an etymological analysis
approach, this study shows that despite being the first to leave the Chamic groups, Acehnese
shares more innovation with the mainland Chamic languages than previously thought. This
suggests that Acehnese might have left the group within a close time frame to the highland
Chamic languages, which subgrouped in the 10th century CE. Based on the 8th century CE
Javanese raids to the southern area of the Southeast Asia mainland, recorded in a Chamic in-
scription, the disappearance of the Linyi name from the Chinese records around the same
date, the appearance of the Lamuri kingdom with its Austroasiatic toponymy, and the his-
torical findings on Srivijaya power across Southeast Asia, all suggests that the Acehnese’ In-
dochina-Sumatra migration is likely to have occurred around the middle of the 8th century
CE. The final location of this first Chamic migration to Sumatra indicates that it was an inten-
tional relocation rather than an emergency refuge. Furthermore, post-Proto-Chamic-breakup
(PC) innovations and borrowings on the mainland are also found in higher numbers than
previously reported. This finding proves the post-PC-breakup Chamic dispersal into Aceh-
Sumatra, as Thurgood once claimed, to occur in the 15" century AD. Yet, the variants across
dialects for these post-PC-breakup words reported in the present study open a probability of
an earlier date of this second wave of Chamic-speaking migrants’ arrival in Sumatra®.

Keywords: Acehnese language; Chamic languages; languages of Southeast Asia; language
change.

Introduction

It is now widely accepted that the Acehnese are indeed immigrants from the Indochina of to-
day’s Vietnam (Blust 1994, 2000; Thurgood 1999, 2007b). Durie’s (1990) Proto-Acehnese and
Thurgood’s (1999) Proto-Chamic works that included the Acehnese in the reconstruction have
provided strong evidence that the Acehnese and mainland Chamic languages were once a sin-
gle community sharing several innovations. Yet, a significantly low number of Austroasiatic
loans in Acehnese when compared with the other Chamic languages serves as a strong indica-
tor that Acehnese missed many centuries of linguistic innovations in the Chamic language
(Sidwell 2005, 2006), and is believed to be the first to leave the Chamic language family. Thur-
good (1999: 29) argued that the Acehnese ancestors were the most northerly Chamic speakers
who populated the northern part of the Champa kingdom with its capital Indrapura. Accord-
ing to Thurgood, other than Acehnese, the Tsat and Northern Roglai speakers are also the de-
scendants of that northern Champa area who ran away from the Vietnamese raid in 982.
Meanwhile, historical records suggest that Acehnese might have existed in Sumatra in the
9t CE. The existence of what seems to be a Hindu-Buddha civilisation called the Lamuri king-

1T am deeply indebted to Paul Sidwell for his useful comments and guidance and also for answering all my
inquiries related to this topic.
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dom, located in today’s Banda Aceh and Great Aceh (Daly et al. 2019; McKinnon 1988) areas
was reported by some Arabic travellers as early as 9% CE. An Arab geographer Ibn Khurdad-
hbih mentioned the place as Ram(n)i (), Lawri, Lamuri and other variants (Cowan 1933).

The lam- as in Lamuri seems to come from Proto South-Bahnaric’s *¢lam or Proto North-
Bahnaric *lam, which means ‘inside’. The distribution of this lam-, along with the morpheme
cot- meaning ‘hill’, and krueng ‘river’ in many other place names within Aceh, particularly
within the Banda Aceh and Great Aceh areas strongly indicates the presence of a Chamic-
speaking community in this northern tip of Sumatra as early as the 9t CE. This historical re-
cord of Lamuri thus predates the Champa’s northern capital fall (in the 10" CE) that triggered
the subgroupings of Tsat and Highland Chamic of Roglai and Rade. This leads me to conclude
that Acehnese left Champa at least one century before the event.

Durie (1990) and Sidwell (2005, 2006) suggest that the Acehnese-Chamic split may have
occurred much earlier. Sidwell (2005) proposed the split date a few centuries before the com-
mon era, citing the percentage of AA loans in Acehnese and their unspecific AA language
source(s). However, he later changed his stance to a more recent date, around the 5% century
CE, suggesting the Chinese raids to subjugate Champa as a historical event (2006). Durie (cited
in Sidwell 2005) also believes that Acehnese left at a much earlier date than the split of Tsat
proposed by Thurgood (1999). Durie also once proposed that Acehnese was a sister of Proto-
Chamic (PC) spoken geographically closer to the Malay peninsula and was probably part of
Funan power in the first millennium, as cited in Sidwell (2005). Despite my agreement with
Sidwell’s (2006) statement about Champa instability within the first part of the first millen-
nium, his 5% century date hypothesis is merely a statistical linguistic argument, thus lacking
objective support. Considering the strategic position of North Sumatra in between the India
and China trade route, more consistent records about Lamuri from much earlier centuries
should also have been attested. Yet, none of the records about this Lamuri toponymy older
than from the 9t CE are available. Furthermore, in the first millennium, from the Chinese re-
port of Linyi (or read as Lim Ap in Vietnamese) until their first recognition of Champa in 859
AD, the Vietnam coasts were always a battlefield (Schweyer 2010). All the raids thus presented
opportunities for population migration, but which ones most probably drove off the Acehnese
ancestors from the mainland so that they ended up in Sumatra is a question the answer to
which should include proper historical support.

A recent study of the ancient Chinese court documents by Suzuki (2019) led to the
speculation that Linyi in the north was attacked by the Srivijaya Group? sometime in the 8t
century CE, and the Linyi fleet was destroyed, preventing them from sending tribute to China.
Therefore, Suzuki argues, from 757 until 859, i.e. for about 100 years, the Linyi name
disappeared from Chinese records due to the impact of this sacking. The Acehnese ancestors’
migration to Sumatra could occur around this time. This timing is a more logical proposal
because the attackers’ origin was the SEA islands (Sumatra, Java and the Malay peninsula).
This timing explains the situation with the presence of Mainland-origin Chamic speakers in
Sumatra (Modern Acehnese speakers), about which modern linguists have been wondering.
At the very least, this timing provides a logical explanation for why the Chamic people should
have chosen such a direction.

A possible scenario might be as follows: some Chamic people who believed in Mahayana
Buddhism might have decided to submit to the Srivijaya group. Mahayana Buddhism was the

2 Suzuki believed that Srivijaya was not merely a centralized kingdom in Palembang (Southern Sumatra), but
rather a group of kingdoms across the mainland and islands around the peninsula. The Sailendra dynasty of Java,
Funan and Chela were believed to be parts of this group.
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Srivijaya’s official religion at that time, while Linyi was Hindu and praised Siva. The
archaeological evidence confirms this religion-rivalry hypothesis as the Shiva statue in Linyi’s
temple was thrown into the sea by the attackers during the raid (Majumdar 1927). It is
unknown which Chamic kingdom hosted the Acehnese ancestors in the Linyi era, but I
speculate that they lived in the one in the southern part close to Chenla (Funan, as Durie
suggested in Sidwell 2005). From there, the journey might have been taken through the trans-
peninsular of Thai-Malay as these areas were protected under the influence of the Srivijaya
group around that period (Kelley 2023)3. From 9 AD onward, Chamic small kingdoms united
into Champa, with a more unified local consciousness and a single Cham ethnicity (Schweyer
2010), whilst in Sumatra, Acehnese ancestors founded Lamuri as one of Srivijaya trade ports,
perhaps to accommodate Barus, the camphor producer, in the west coast of Sumatra. Two
heads of the avalokitesvara were discovered in Banda Aceh and Great Aceh areas, dated
between the 8 and 10t centuries. The fortresses of Indrapatra and Indrapurwa, as well as the
old mosque of Indrapuri which was built atop a ruined Hindu-Buddha temple are all found
dated between the 8™ and 12t centuries. Therefore, I propose the 8t century CE as the correct
timing of the Acehnese ancestors’ arrival in Sumatra.

Other than this Acehnese subgroup dating from the Chamic family, the debate on the
Acehnese language’s historical place is made more complex by the open possibilities of other
Chamic migrations into the island driven by continuous war on the mainland. Thurgood pro-
poses 15 AD as the logical time and argues that the rise of the Aceh kingdom in the early 16t
century CE and the information in the Malay Annals about the Champa prince who fled
Champa after the sack of Vijaya in 1470 are two strong pieces of evidence for this second
Chamic migration into the SEA islands. Unfortunately, Thurgood does not provide any strong
linguistic evidence for this dating proposal.

Consequently, the present article offers linguistic arguments for two important proposals;
(a) that Acehnese split from Chamic around the 8" century AD, and (b) that sometime after the
break-up of PC on the mainland, another Chamic-speaking group entered the Aceh region and
mixed with the already present Chamic-speaking inhabitants.

The data

The present study consults a set of databases both from websites and printed publications as
listed in Table 1. In addition to these, a set of Acehnese data was gained from informants
speaking various Acehnese lects. They are:

1. A 70-year-old male from Tantuha, Great Aceh
. A 43-year-old female from Seulimeum, Great Aceh
. A 67-year-old female from Blang Galang, Pidie
. A 62-year-old female from Meureudu, Pidie Jaya
. A 40-year-old female from Seunuddon, North Aceh
. A 32-year-old female from Langsa, East Aceh
. A 51-year-old female from Lamno, Aceh Jaya

All the informants above were contacted individually by the author via Whatsapp text,
call and/or voice note. Each informant was given a specific gloss (in Bahasa Indonesia) to be
translated into Acehnese according to their respective dialect.

N OO = W N

3 Kelley (2023) even suggested that “Shilifoshi” (a Chinese toponym that many historians believe to be a tran-
scription of Srivijaya) was located around today Trang, Thailand during the 8 century.
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Table 1. Language Databases Used in the Present Study

Language Database Source
: The Austronesian Comparative Dictionary https://acd.clld.org/
Austronesian I .
Online (ACD) (Blust, Trussel & Smith 2023)
https://lpan.eva.mpg.de/

Austronesian II

Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Database

(Greenhill, Blust & Gray 2008)

Austroasiatic

The SEALANG Mon-Khmer Languages Project

http://sealang.net/monkhmer/index.htm

Proto-Chamic

Thurgood’s PC Reconstruction

Thurgood 1999

Proto-Malayic

Adelaar’s PM Reconstruction

Adelaar 1992

Acehnese | Acehnese-Indonesian-English Thesaurus Daud & Durie 1999
Wordlist on the sub-lects of Great Aceh, Pidie, R
Acehnese II Pidie Jaya, North Aceh and Aceh Jaya Author’s own data
Malayic Dialects Pusat Rujukan Persuratan Melayu (PRPM) Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka

https://prpm.dbp.gov.my/

Javanese Dialects | SEAIANG Library Javanese Dictionary Corpus http://sealang.net/java/dictionary.htm

Results & discussion
1. The Birth of Chamic Language

The Proto-Chamic (PC) language — as reconstructed by Thurgood (1999) — was presumed to
have developed a few centuries before the common era in the area of the Mekong River of
modern-day southern Cambodia. PC is the result of a mix between a Western Malayo-
Polynesian (WMP) language with an Austroasiatic language of mainland southeast Asia,
probably a proto-variety of Bahnaric (Grant 2005; Thurgood 1999). The exact geographical
situation in which the language was born is unknown, nor is the precise period. Yet, the emer-
gence of what was believed a Chamic kingdom around the 274 century CE in central Vietnam
could be the marking point of the Chamic-speaking community’s first political recognition. Be-
fore that, they may have simply existed as a scattered minority group of Austronesian, being
relatives of Proto-Malayic-speaking seafarers who, just like them, were also fighting for domi-
nance in the ancient trade routes of Southeast Asia.

Blust (1981) proposed that Chamic was the grand-niece of the Moken/Moklen language,
the language of the sea nomad minority which has existed since at least 2000 years ago, and in
the past was believed to have mediated the trade of goods between the trans-national traders
(e.g. Indian, Arab and Roman) and the inlanders* around the Isthmus of Kra (Bellina, Blench
& Galipaud 2021). Moken/Moklen left the family of WMP before Chamic-Malayic was formed
as a single language community. Larish (1999), who reconstructed Proto-Moken/Moklenic,
suggested that Chamic speakers were similar to the Moken/Moklenic before settling in. Fur-
ther research is needed to prove the sea-nomadic life of early Chamic speakers as claimed by
Larish, yet I suppose that their activities as mediators between the inland ethnic groups and
transnational traders were highly probable and could explain the source of small dialectal
variations that existed before the break-up of PC as envisioned by Thurgood (1999), Durie
(1990) or Brunelle (2019).

4 Aslian people (thus in Bellina, Blench & Galipaud 2021); however, for the mainland Chamic inhabitants, the
inlanders must have been the Bahnaric groups of Austroasiatic speakers.
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Although the Linyi kingdom of the 24 century AD mentioned in the Chinese source
seems indeed to be a Chamic kingdom, no evidence proves that the kingdom represented all
the Chamic speakers living in that period. Thus, parallel to the suggestion by Schweyer (2010)
and Suzuki (2019), I also regard Linyi as merely a fraction of the overall Chamic-speaking
group, probably the first group that adopted Hinduism and flourished into a recognised king-
dom. So, during the Linyi era, or before the 9™ century CE, the mainland Chamic communities
were scattered along the coast of Vietnam from the south to the north, speaking a mutually in-
telligible variant of PC with few linguistic differences.

2.The First Dispersal of Acehnese

Although the date is debated, all linguists have agreed that Acehnese left the Chamic family
first, as demonstrated by the significantly minimal presence of AA loanwords, the abundance
of Malay loanwords, distinct phonological and lexical innovations not shared with the other
Chamic, and some other arguments. Thurgood (1999) implies that the date of split of Acehnese
should be around the same period as that of Tsat in the 10t century. He states:

“The Chamic dialect chain extended north at least as far as Quang-Tri, where they undoubtedly
encountered Katuic speakers..... Under pressure from the north, these Chamic speakers left, proba-
bly to become the modern Acehnese of northern Sumatra.”

(Thurgood 1999: 20)

Pressure from the north did not start before Vietnamese independence from China, which
occurred in 938 AD (Fall 1971). Therefore, the quotation from Thurgood might suggest that the
Acehnese left the mainland between 9t and 10t centuries AD.

In another part where he discusses the pre-syllabic clusters of post-PC, he states that:

“The under-representation in Acehnese and Tsat along with the strongest representation in the
highlands languages combines to suggest that many of these forms were borrowed after the
Acehnese had left the mainland on the journey that would eventually take them to Sumatra and af-
ter the Tsat had broken from the Roglai and gone to Hainan, fleeing the Vietnamese push to the
south.”

(Thurgood 1999: 98)

In this second statement, Thurgood proposes that Acehnese and Tsat left at two different
points in time. Since he believes that the Tsat left in the 10 century, the Acehnese must have
left earlier than that. Considering Thurgood’s view that the Vietnamese’s "push to the south"
(which started in the 9% century) was the motive, Acehnese should have left sometime around
that same period. In short, the linguistic evidence provided by Thurgood leads him to the con-
clusion that Acehnese has been in Sumatra for at least 1000 years, i.e. since the 10t century or
earlier. Given that Thurgood does not restrict the relevant factors to Champa’s conflict with
the Vietnamese, a date of the 8t century AD would still fit his linguistic arguments for the date
of the separation of the Acehnese subgroup.

Regardless of the reasons, for being the first to leave the family, Acehnese was thought to
have missed many linguistic changes in the Chamic family. In terms of shared innovations
across the Chamic language, Acehnese was thought to share none with any Chamic languages,
thus it could not be subgrouped with any of them. For example, the Acehnese final accretion
of velar nasal -# in such words as ‘five’, ‘flower’, and ‘woman’ was thought to be an innova-
tion developed in SEA islands, until Lee (1998) finally demonstrated that an understudied
Chamic language also had this feature. The Cat Gia Roglai (CGR; the first word is sometimes
written as Cac) is a Chamic language spoken in Cat Hai, north of Phan Rang city, in the south-
ern part of Vietnam (Lee 1998). Lee successfully shows two interesting phonological innova-
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tions shared between Acehnese and CGR — the accretion of final nasals and the raising of
PC’s central nasal vowels. We should now discuss the two shared innovations of the Acehnese
and the mainland Chamic of CGR according to Lee in more detail.

2.1. The raising of PC’s main syllable vowels
Both Acehnese and CGR raised the low back unrounded vowel of PC to central high un-
rounded in CGR and central or back rounded and unrounded vowels in Acehnese, as shown

in Table 2.

Table 2. The main syllable vowels of PC in Acehnese and CGR

PC Ac CGR NR PRC
Gloss PAN | (Thurgood (Dgud & (Lee 1998) (Thurgood 1999; | (Thurgood Malay
1999) Durie 1999) Lee 1998) 1999)
five lima *lima liman lamin luma lami lima
betelnut - *pina:y pinuiy pinin pindn paniy pinay
gold - “Pama:s muth mih mah mih mas
to nurse - - mom mim mam - -
land *tanaq *tanah tanoh tanih tandh tanth tanah
enter *tama *tama tamay tamin tama tami *tama?

To illustrate, the PC low back unrounded long vowel *-a:- which is preceded by a nasal
consonant (as in ‘betel nut’ and ‘gold’) became the high back unrounded vowel -u- in
Acehnese, and a high central unrounded vowel -i- in Cac Gia Roglai (CGR) and Phan Rang
Cham (PRC). Meanwhile, despite its geographical closeness to CGR, Northern Roglai (NR) re-
tained the low back unrounded vowel, but nasalised it into -d-. This leaves NR as the only
Chamic language in the table to retain the low unrounded long vowel of PC. CGR, Acehnese,
and PRC also treat similarly the PC final short vowel *-a(h), either raising it to /i/ in CGR and
PRC, or to /a/ or /5/ in Acehnese (see glosses ‘five’, ‘land’ and ‘enter’ in Table 2).

The abovementioned shared innovations give us the impression that Acehnese, PRC, and
CGR were close in the Chamic dialectal chain before the Vietnamese ‘push to the south’ or be-
fore the 9™ century, in which Acehnese and CGR formed one group while PRC belonged to
another. Meanwhile, as Thurgood once suggested, NR was a lect spoken in northern Champa
and grouped with Tsat. Thus, Acehnese-CGR and PRC were the southern lects of the Chamic
dialectal chain in the first millennium. This fits the hypothesis proposed in the present study:
the Chamic cities attacked by the Srivijaya in the 8" century were Kauthara and Panduranga,
both located in the southern coastal area of modern Vietnam. When Srivijaya attacked Kau-
thara and Panduranga, the Acehnese-CGR population which dwelled in the area split up: the
Acehnese left for Sumatra where they further developed the innovations they once shared
only with CGR, whereas CGR joined the more northern Chamic speakers which were pushed
to the south, and stopped resembling the Acehnese relatives who had fled the mainland.

2.2. The accretion of final nasals
Acehnese and CGR share the accretion of final nasal velar - which suggests a common stage

of development for both languages for a few centuries after PC. This innovation in both lan-
guages cannot be a coincidence because they occur in a similar environment and within the
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same basic vocabularies. Not only do they both develop a final -# in the PC open syllable end-
ing in *-a, but Acehnese and CGR also raise the PC short vowel that preceded the sound; to /#/
in CGR and PRC, and /4/ or /2/ or /ui/ in Acehnese.

The nasal velar coda -7 after the PMP final vowel -a or -au occurs when the final vowel is
preceded by the nasal consonant *-m[n/y]. Similar change patterns took place in some other
WMP languages, such as Malayic and Old Javanese, or languages nearby, such as Batak and
Sundaness (see Table 3), indicating that the Acehnese velar nasal accretion did not originate
already after the Acehnese migration to the SEA islands; however, this innovation seems to
have further spread on Sumatra, postdating the exodus of the ancestors of Acehnese. The
presence of similar forms in Javanese can be taken as evidence of contacts between Acehnese-
CGR with an unknown dominant language which carried this phonological characteristic to
the mainland. Studying the distribution of this PMP velar nasal accretion within Chamic and
some other WMP languages, which occurs only when the main initial consonant of the syllable
is a nasal sound, I suspect that this pattern was borrowed from an unknown AN language of
Borneo during the early first millennium. This language lent out the PMP-descended words
for ‘women’, ‘flower’, and ‘tiger’, all of them with a final -#, to the ancestral states of Javanese,
Sundanese, and Malayic in the islands, as well as to the Acehnese-CGR in southern Vietnam.
Specifically, in Chamic the contact with this AN language must have occurred sometime be-
tween the 1t and 7t centuries AD in the southern area of Vietnam or during the rise of the Fu-
nan kingdom in today’s Cambodia.

Let us take a look at PAN *buna ‘tlower’ (Table 3, gloss 6), which is also reconstructible as
PMP *bunan in Blust’s ACD. Both Acehnese and CGR treat the etymon similarly by raising the
vowel that preceded it (Acehnese bunoy vs. CGR puwin). Notice that in other WMP languages
the vowel that precedes -# remains low. PRC also shows a change that is consistent with
Acehnese and CGR, raising the main syllable vowel so that the form becomes piyu, except it
does not get affected by the accretion of velar 7, indicating that the shared raising of the vowel
in this Acehnese-CGR-PRC cluster predates the velar accretion in Acehnese-CGR. Further-
more, the same innovation which occurred in both Acehnese and CGR items ‘five’, ‘ricefield’
and ‘enter’ suggests that it took place on the mainland when Acehnese and CGR were still a
single group.

The PMP etymon for ‘tiger’, *rimau (Table 3, gloss 2), is also found with final nasal velar
reflexes in all modern varieties of Chamic and in some WMP languages of Java, Bali and Bor-
neo. In Borneo, both variants, with and without the velar nasal final and the diphthong -au, are
found in the languages of interior hunter-gatherers, pointing to the island of Borneo as the
origin of this word. However, no historical records have ever reported the existence of tigers
on Borneo island; probably, the Borneo PWMP speakers use the word to refer to the smaller-
than-tiger leopard species that lives on their home island. This may be why, in Old Javanese
and Old Balinese, the word mong specifically refers to a baby tiger, not an adult one. For adult
tigers, which in the past were found in abundance in Java and Bali islands, people have their
own term macan. A phonologically similar pattern is even found in the Khmer-speaking com-
munity inland? Thurgood lists this word as a post-PC-breakup borrowing from an unclear
source (1999: 361). However, its -au diphthong retained in Written Cham rimaun confirms its
AN origin. The diphthong is also retained in Acehnese rimuay which shows that the Acehnese
left when the borrowing had just occurred or when the monophthongisation to /o/ or /o/ + -7 in
Rade, Jarai and Chru had not yet taken place in this word. Therefore, as a post-PC-breakup

5 The form taa mouny #N1ENA is a word for ‘tiger’ in certain Montagnard languages of Cambodia (Khmer)
(Headley et al. 1997).



Septhia Irnanda

item, this word should have been borrowed into Chamic sometime after the common era.
I suggest that this word was brought onto the mainland by the Shailendra’s SEA-island colo-
nists/traders who invaded Chenla. They probably spoke a WMP language which could be
closer to either Old Javanese or Proto-Malayic. The connection between the mainland and SEA
island power (Java-Malay Srivijaya) is proven by the Sdok Kak Thom inscription which men-
tioned that Jayavarman II, the king of Chenla, declared its independence from Java (Coedes 1975).

On the other hand, in Javanese the final velar nasal accretion seems to be morphological
rather than phonological. Old Javanese has lima for ‘five’, telu for ‘three’, but lima-n puluh for
‘fifty’ and telu-n puluh for ‘thirty’. Meanwhile, Acehnese and CGR do not change any other
numbers except for ‘five’; thus, even if the final -7 in these languages was borrowed from the
ancestors of an AN-speaking community who settled in the mainland in the pre-Chenla era,
the influence was phonological rather than morphological. Perhaps this contact occurred only

through trading.

Table 3. The Acehnese accretion of final velar /-y/ before PMP final /-a/ and /-au/

Proto-Chamic
No Acehnese | (and other Chamic) Proto-Malay PMP Other
o *inay *inay; *ina ina-y ‘mother,
1 ] femgle’ *?ina ‘mother, mother’s | ‘mother, mother’s elderly woman’
sister’ (ACD) sister’ (Old Javanese)
2 mmfn.' mfma’j *rimo:n *harimau *rimau moy (Old Javanese)
tiger
3 limay, limon *lima *lima *ima lima-y puluh
‘five’ lamin (CGR) ‘fifty’ (Old Javanese)
ka-tama-n
4 tamay, tam tamon *tama a *tama (Old Javanese)
‘get in, enter’ tamin (CGR) ‘ka-tama-n’
(Tae’ — North Sulawesi)
umar, umoy *huma .
2 icefield himiy (CGR) huma (Malay) quma
*buna *buna’
6 bu’zg’g"s::m puwiny (Cac Gia Roglai) *buna *bunar?
pinu (PRC) ‘flower’ (ACD)
tanay, tano *tana kutatna
7 s ‘Z,sk’ﬂ U - Q sfll<’ *kutaria ‘ask for or about’
(Makassarese)
g| /' uw:ny, T ?wg’] *jawa *nawa *NiSawa (PAN)
soul
lwnay, lwnyoy,
9 lupo *lana *lena
‘sesame’
lanoy, layay
10 | ‘insect: green - *beRnaw
bottle fly’
kwinoy, kwnan kena (Malay) .
1 ‘touch, meet, hit’ B *menena (PWMP) keNa (PAN)

10
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Thus, Acehnese and CGR were formerly a single Chamic lect in southern Vietnam that
some time between 2" and 8t centuries underwent contact with a seafarer community speak-
ing an Austronesian language that was characterised by the accretion of final velar /-1/ in PMP
tinal open syllables of the type n[m/n/w]alau]. This innovation took place in the southernmost
lects of the Chamic dialectal chain and did not have time to spread to the more northern ones,
since most of those southern speakers were displaced by the Shailendras of Srivijaya to their
region in Sumatra. The number of Chamic immigrants that arrived in Sumatra after Srivijaya’s
raid on Kauthara in the 8t century must have been significantly high, considering the Shailen-
dra dynasty’s famous strength and dominance. With such a high number of people, it must
have been quick and easy to significantly reduce the presence of the local language(s) of Su-
matra, while the Sumatran Chamic speakers that became the Acehnese, in contrast, multiplied
over a relatively short time.

3. Post-PC-breakup Phonological Innovation & Borrowing:
Another into-Sumatra Chamic Migration?

Based on the rise of the Aceh kingdom in the 16t century, the story of the runaway prince
from Champa told in the Malay Annals, and the Chinese bell kept in Aceh museum that is
dated around the same period as the historical and archaeological evidence, Thurgood (1999)
proposes that another migration must have occurred around the end of the 15t century CE as
a result of the Vietnamese attack on Vijaya, the southern capital of Champa. In a book review,
Brunelle (2007) also presents an overview of Thurgood’s stand on the split dates of Acehnese.
In a later paper, Thurgood further clarifies his stance on Acehnese’s out-of-the-mainland dates
of migration: the precise date for the first journey remains unknown, while the second journey
must have taken place in the 15 century — the only date that Thurgood is certain of (Thur-
good 2007a). He also re-emphasizes the important role played by the Aceh Kingdom that
flourished between the 16" and 19t centuries in shifting the other languages in northern Su-
matra to Acehnese, which explains the Acehnese’s relatively great number of speakers com-
pared to the other Chamic languages.

In this section of the paper, I conduct an analysis of the post-PC break-up wordlist from
Thurgood (1999), presenting linguistic evidence for a different Chamic-speaking arrival in
Aceh. However, instead of agreeing with the 15% century hypothesis, I suspect an earlier date.
The reasons are discussed below.

The phonological innovations and lexical borrowings that occurred after the breakup of
PC are believed to be missing or severely limited in Acehnese, thus confirming its relatively
early split from PC. Surprisingly, however, several post-PC breakup innovations were spotted
in certain understudied sublects of Acehnese, such as those of the Seulimuem and Tantuha
villages of Great Aceh; Blang Galang and Garot of Pidie; Meureudu of Pidie Jaya; Seuneddon
of North Aceh; and Langsa of East Aceh. Figure 1 shows the Acehnese districts of the old
kingdom which once existed around those areas. Furthermore, some omission of sounds in the
initial position observed in certain lects of Pidie and Great Aceh could have happened as the
result of a situation where the newly arrived Chamic speakers tried to curb their ‘odd’
dialectal characteristics as the impact of this language mix. Furthermore, many words
borrowed after the breakup of PC, which were missing in most Acehnese lects (Thurgood
1999: 346-364), were also found within these specific lects. All of this could be evidence of
another wave of Chamic-speaking people migrating to Sumatra after this innovation had
taken place on the mainland.
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Aceh Jaya Pedir pigie 1y,

Figure 1. Modern Districts and Old Kingdoms in Aceh
3.1. The post-PC change of /*c-/ to /t-/

A mainland Chamic linguistic innovation proposed by Thurgood (1999: 79), namely, the shift
of /*c-/ to /t-/ in word-initial position if the main (second) syllable shares the same initial, turns
out to be present in some of the Acehnese sublects. Thurgood (1999: 27) shows that, since this
pattern is found only in Jarai, Northern Roglai, Phan Rang Cham and Written Cham, this
should reflect the effects of post-PC borrowing. He states:

“..the apparent failure of Acehnese to participate in this change, with the exception of the word
'lizard', suggests that Acehnese left before much of this occurred” (Thurgood 1999: 78).

Due to Thurgood’s limited data, he had only one relevant word (‘lizard’), and concluded
that the Acehnese left before the pattern of borrowing could become extensive. Yet, in addition
to ‘lizard’, my data from the Acehnese speakers around Seulimuem and Indrapuri of Great
Aceh, as well as some villages in Pidie and Pidie Jaya, demonstrate at least three more words
that follow this change. With these new data, I revise the table of the relevant changes pre-
sented in Thurgood 1999 (see Table 4).

Table 4. The change of PC /*c-/ to Acehnese /t-/ in the initial syllable

g}:;):r?i_c Ac. Ac. Jarai NR PR Cham | Wr. Cham
Gloss Malay (Thurgood (Dau?l & (Seulimu.er.n (Thurgood | (Thurgood | (Thurgood | (Thurgood
1999) Durie) |& some Pidie)| 1999) 1999) 1999) 1999)
grandchild cucu *cuco cuco tuco taco tico taco ticauv
chop - *cacoh cicah ticah técoh ticoh tacoh ticauh
greatgrandchild | cicit *cicét cot cot tace? ticé? tacg? tiéai?
home lizard cicak *cicak cica? tica? kanka? taci? kaca? -
bird - *cim cicem ticem cim cip cim cim
spoon camca - canca tanca - - - -
rinse cucur - cuco tuco - - - -
to taste cicip - cicap ticap - - - -
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In Seulimeum, this change of /*c-/ to /t-/ occurs in the same environment as in the other
Chamic languages; initial c- only shifts to - when the second syllable of the word starts with
the same initial. The Acehnese example of ‘spoon’, which was borrowed from Hindi camcai or
Persian ¢amca, with a bilabial nasal sound in the middle, also follows this change, indicating
that it was still in effect when this word was borrowed (probably between the 12* and
15t centuries AD), or after the Chola raid, which was followed by the occupation of the area
by Tamil Nadu traders who later intermarried with the royal natives and founded smaller in-
dependent kingdoms along the northern coastal area. Meanwhile, most other Acehnese lects
retain the older form with /c-/.

3.2. PC /*c-/ to Acehnese /j-/

In Thurgood 1999: 70, Durie explains that PC initial /*c-/ is voiced in Acehnese only when the
main syllable also contains a voiceless stop. He demonstrates this with two examples:
PC *cupat ‘to squeeze’, which becomes jupat in Acehnese, and PC *champa ‘Champa’, which
becomes juimpa in Acehnese. Indeed, in some Acehnese lects, certain PC words with initial
[*c-/ changed it to /j-/; however, in the majority of lects the older form with /*c-/ is still retained.
This is particularly true for the gloss ‘to squeeze’, for which the variant jupat was preferred by
speakers in the Great Aceh area, while cupat characterized other areas from Pidie to East Aceh.
The gloss ‘Champa’ is indeed found only as juimpa in all attested Acehnese lects.

However, not all Acehnese words which satisfy the condition proposed by Durie have the
initial consonant voiced to /j-/. Some items, such as cukeh ‘to poke’, cuta? ‘to peck’, and cutist ‘to
pinch’ have no variants with /j-/ in any lects. Hence, this c- > j- sound change is likely an
unstable phenomenon that lasted over a relatively short time in the past and thus affected only
a small region.

It is perhaps useful to analyse the two identity-related terms to find further clues, namely,
the Champa and Cham. We know that the previous Chamic migration was hinted at by the
name of its speakers as a mutation from the toponyms ‘Champa’ or ‘Cham’. In particular, the
name of ‘Utsat’ or ‘Tsat’ in Hainan comes from the word ‘Cham’, while the ‘Kampong Cepa’
in Kelantan comes from the word ‘Champa’. Given that the name ‘Champa’ (as a kingdom)
does not appear until the 9% century AD (Schweyer 2010), the existence of the word ‘Jeumpa’,
which probably represents the Champa kingdom, could indicate another Chamic group of
migrants in Sumatra after the 9t century. Judging by the incomplete spread of this c- > j-
pattern, this second Chamic group in Aceh must have been small in numbers and was quickly
absorbed by the more dominant Chamic language.

Furthermore, the name Jeumpa /juumpa/ has long been known as the name of Aceh’s iconic
flower, the Magnolia champaca, as well as place names in Bireuen and Pidie areas, before
historians proposed that the word could mean a place or kingdom located in today’s Vietnam.
In Malaysia, cempa could mean two things as well: a flower species and a place®. This suggests
that the word was once a shared term between Acehnese and Malaysian Malay for this sacred
plant (compare it to the terms used in Indonesian Malay — campaka or kamboja ‘magnolia
flower’). The cempa which became juumpa in Acehnese could also refer to a place — not the
Champa kingdom in Vietnam, but merely any small town nearby where many Chamic immi-
grants used to reside. From this we may conclude that the Acehnese word Jeumpa is a term

¢ The word is given as cempaka, ‘Magnolia flower’ in Kamus Bahasa Melayu, Malaysia. The other definition
for cempa in the same Malaysian dictionary is a place or town, supported by examples from poems. However, it is
not defined where the actual location of Cempa is situated.
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related to Champa kingdom immigrants and their famous iconic flower. Considering its
shared form and meaning with Malaysian Malay, I hypothesize that its presence was also
dominant in the Malay peninsula until it was finally absorbed into Malay.

Meanwhile, the other term, Cham, seems to evolve into the modern word Aceh, the name
of the region and its people who speak Acehnese. Unlike the word Champa which had its
initial sound changed to j- due to its plosive initial in the main syllable, the word Cham in
Acehnese retains its initial consonant, transformed into Achim, Achin and finally Aceh. The
form Achim, still retaining the nasal consonant -m, is attested in the early 16% century
Portuguese documents referring to the area of today’s Banda Aceh. Although it appeared for
the first time in the 16 century, this does not mean that the term did not exist before that or
only existed in that time period. Was the Aceh toponym introduced by Chamic newcomers
who migrated there as latecomers? Or could it have existed for centuries before or since the
first Chamic dispersal to Sumatra? Without more historical and archaeological evidence, the
issue remains problematic. However, in general, the ethnic name Cham is older than the
kingdom name Champa; the name of Aceh or Achin or Achim could have been present in
Sumatra as early as the first Chamic migration in the 8t century”.

On the other hand, the younger word Champa, or Jeumpa in Acehnese, appears much
later. The two places named after this word could give additional clues: the Jeumpa sub-
district in the Bireuen area was an area between the kingdoms of Pasai and Pedir, and the
Jeumpa town in the Pidie area was only 6 km into the interior of Batee, the old port of
Pedir. These two locations, up to the eastern part of Banda Aceh, are also areas where the j-
variants are common, cf. such examples as cupa? > jupa? ‘measurement tool’, cupat > jupat ‘to
squeeze’, cinu? > jinui? ‘to peep, to keep an eye’ and ciyklet > jinklet ‘to stand on one’s toes’,
which all have corresponding forms in Malaysian Malay (cupa?, jepit, jenguk and jengket,
respectively meaning ‘measurement tool’, ‘to clasp’, ‘visit’ and ‘tiptoe’). A fuller study of
Pedir as an old kingdom in Aceh, and what seems to be its close connection with the Malay
peninsula, should be encouraged to find more clues about this second group of Chamic
immigrants.

3.3. The voicing of PC /*k-/ to /g-/ in Acehnese

The voicing of the initial presyllabic velar /k-/ to /g-/ in Acehnese occurs when the initial con-
sonant of the main (second) syllable is plosive (Durie in Thurgood 1999). This change seems to
have started early because the voiced variant is universally found in almost all lects across
Aceh, while the older unvoiced variant is not found in any lects. Therefore, I suggest that the
shift *k- > g- is one of the first independent innovations of the Acehnese as a Chamic language.
Additionally, I also observe that this specific voicing phenomenon extends to k- in the initial
consonant cluster k-, e.g. in PC *klina ‘ear’ which became glinun in Acehnese, and in Dutch klas
‘class” which became Acehnese glah (see Table 5).

Some assumptions may be drawn from this sound change pattern and its distribution
across Acehnese lects that follow the change. First, due to being widely attested in both the in-
terior and coastal lects, the change must have started early, or before the move inland had
started. This period must have been as early as the 8" to 11 centuries, during which the
changes in such basic words like ‘foot’ and ‘ear’ took place, and continued until as late as the
15t—17t centuries, as seen from such PM words as *kanciy, *kapur; the Javanese word for ‘pota-

7 The alternate names for Pasai found in Portuguese documents include Pachem and Pasem, which might also
be connected to the name Cham (see Pires & Rodrigues 1944).
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Table 5. The voicing of PC initial velar plosive /*k/ to /g/

Proto-Malayic
Gloss P&ﬁgl;//[vpefs‘i/fgp Proto-Chamic (Adelaar 1?92; Acehnese
ABVD Website) (Thurgood 1999) ACD Websfc'e +
ABVD Website)
‘foot/leg’ *qaqay *kakay *kaki gaki
‘head louse’ *kutow *kutu qute
‘nail’ *kukow *kuku quke
‘shirt button’ *kanciy gancey
‘chalk/limestone’ *kapur gapu
‘cotton’ *kapuk *kapa:s *kapo? gaputh
‘fart’ *quiut *kontut *kontut guintot
‘tree sp.’ *ketapay guitapay
‘we (incl.)’ *kita gata +nyoe
‘massage’ *kusuk gusu?
‘mountain name’ *kratau guiruite
‘ear’ *klina *telina glinun

toes’, kanthay, which entered Southeast Asia in the 16t century; and the Portuguese word classe
(or Dutch klas) which was borrowed around the 16%-17% centuries. I also suggest that the
name of a mountain which separates the Great Aceh and Aceh Jaya areas, Geureute /quiruite/,
was also the product of this change from the Gayoness word krato and its Malayic equivalent
kratau, denoting a species of mulberry plant whose leaves are used to feed the silkworm that
grows abundantly in the high mountainous area® (see Table 5). The spread of this change to
both basic terms and words with specifically narrow semantics suggests that Acehnese speak-
ers rely on this special phonological characteristic of the Acehnese language to make it distinct
from Malay, their other dominant language.

3.4. The loss or glottalization of the Acehnese plosive /g-/, /b-/
and affricate /j-/ initials

Within Pidie and Great Aceh, there are some Acehnese lects which drop the initial consonant
in items with PC *k-, or Acehnese g- as discussed in section 3. In these lects, the loss does not
only extend to the Acehnese initial voiced velar /g-/, but also to two other initial consonants:
the voiced plosive bilabial /b-/ and voiced affricative palatal /j-/ (see Table 7). The loss mainly
occurs in words with reduplication, such as PC *kakay and PAN *bagbaq; however, it also takes
place, quite exceptionally, in the word jaroa ‘finger, hand’. I suppose that it may have been due
to its close semantic relationship with ‘foot’, with the word altered to contain the same initial
sound for purposes of harmony (semantic attraction).

Given that another group of Chamic immigrants arrived in the north coastal area of Aceh
(today’s Pidie), the loss of initial voiced sounds in some words could result from the interac-
tion between two Chamic dialects. The Chamic speakers which arrived later may have ad-
justed the respective forms in their language to blend with the Chamic speakers already pre-
sent in the area.

8 Silkworm farming flourished in North Sumatra and silk was recorded to be one of the trade commodities of
the place in the 15%-16% centuries (see Pires & Rodrigues 1944).
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Table 6. The loss of initial plosives /k/, /¢/ and /b/

PAN/PMP/PWMP | Proto-Chamic | rotoMalayic s opoce Acehnese
. (Adelaar 1992; (Field data
Gloss (ACD Website + (Thurgood . (Daud & .
ABVD Websit 1999 ACD Website + Durie. 1999 from Pidie &
ebsite) ) ABVD Website) urie, 1999) | Great Aceh)
‘foot/leg’ *gaqay *kakay *kaki gaki aki
‘nail’ *kukow *kuku gukea ukea
‘tooth’ *gigey *gigi/qigoy gigoa igoa
‘mouth’ *bagbaq ‘opening, gate’ | *mabah ‘mouth’ - babah abah
‘lips’ *biRbiR - bibir bibi ibi
‘hand, finger’ jari jaroa araa

4. The post-PC-breakup borrowings

Given Thurgood’s implicit assumption that the Acehnese left around the 9t-10t centuries, the
PC words listed in Thurgood 1999 as borrowings after the split should be found in small to
moderate numbers in Acehnese. Indeed, Thurgood only lists 36 Acehnese words out of 201 as
borrowings that took place after the break-up of PC. The list of Acehnese borrowings includes 9
(out of total 20) words of Indian origin, 2 (out of total 3) of Arabic origin, and 25 (out of total
179) of unknown MK origin.

Thurgood’s list was rechecked in the present study with the help of Acehnese-speaking
informants from Tantuha, Seulimeum & Indrapuri (Great Aceh district), Simpang Tiga (Pidie
district), and Meureudu (Pidie Jaya district). The result shows that Acehnese contains more
post-PC lexical borrowings than reported by Thurgood. Compared to Thurgood’s 36 Acehnese
words (out of 201), the present study found 25 more (see Table 7), bringing the total up to
61/201. This means that Acehnese has a total of 30.3%, not 12.4% as previously thought, of
post-PC-breakup lexical borrowings in its vocabulary.

Furthermore, the presence of more than one variant for some of these words in Acehnese
suggests that they had existed long enough on the island to form a dialect chain. For instance,
in the first pattern, where the PC main syllable ending in *-#/n corresponds to Ac -/@ with a
back high vowel -u- in the main syllable, the three Acehnese variants stemming from the same
PC word hint at a subgrouping of Acehnese in the past. There are three sets of words with this
pattern found in the list: PC *bamo:y ‘banana stalk’, PC *jhuany ‘long-legged’, and PC *kun ‘bun-
dle’. The distribution of the first and second variants for these words in Acehnese dialects is
complicated. The first variant for the first item (mu) is distributed widely across almost all the
lects of Aceh. The second one (mu#) has so far been found in two minority lects — one in the
Tantuha village of Great Aceh, recorded from a 70-year old informant, and the other one in the
Aceh Jaya sublect of the Lamno area.

Meanwhile, the variants of PC *jhuan are observed as distributed from Pidie to the east
coast of Langsa, forming a dialect chain as jhuoy and phuay within the Pidie and Pidie Jaya
area, and phua in North Aceh and East Aceh area. Surprisingly, the variants yphua and phuar
are also found in Tantuha of Great Aceh, indicating a significant merge between the North
Aceh and Great Aceh communities sometime in the past. This could result from contact be-
tween the Pasai and the Aceh Sultanate in 1524 AD, when the latter conquered the first and
made it into a military base to attack Aru and Johor in the Malay Peninsula. Therefore, consid-
ering this Pasai-Aceh union in 1524 AD, the arrival of post-PC-breakup bamo:n, jhuan, and kun
lexical items into the island must predate the event. I hypothesize that they first started to
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Table 7. Additional post-PC borrowings into Acehnese (after Thurgood 1999).

PC ' Acehn?se
Gloss (Thurgood 1999) (Field da]t;afll;(c)lrzI 1;(1:111:1 ?9591‘)eat Aceh;
‘man; person’ *manus manuih
‘left (side)’ *idw wia
‘morning; dawn’ *Pom-agudih bana(o)h
‘banana blossom, stalk’ *bamo:y mu:y; mu
‘scoop up; ladle out’ *cho? co?
‘mark; draw line’ *creh creh
‘hide’ *dap pada?
‘small’ *dot dit
‘lie prone’ *erudl cruap, frup
‘long-legged’ *ihuarn jhuan; phuay, pua
‘scratch; claw’ *kuac kuoat
‘fold, bundle’ *kun kua
‘firm; solid’ *kajap jap
‘clay’ *lon +*kliat tanoh kliat
‘to swallow’ *luan taluam
‘rich’ *madar mada
‘to squirt, to spit out, to blow’ *prush/h pruh
‘a comb; hand of bananas’ *sisi(r) isi
‘pull out’ *suac suat
‘shake, tremble’ *tatuh tat.tat
‘barrel’ *thun thoy
‘mynah bird’ *tion tion
‘horn; antler’ *tuki lunke
‘turn aside, turn’ *weh weh, wet, wét
‘descend’ *yu:? yu?

appear between the 12t and 13t centuries. One other option could be the year 1470, right after
the fall of Vijaya on the mainland, as suggested by Thurgood (1999, 2007b); however, earlier
dates corresponding to other historical events seem more logical.

The third Acehnese item, kua ‘bundle’, the presence of which was reported only for the
Pidie and Pidie Jaya speakers (without any traces of the older variant kun), increase the prob-
ability that the Pidie area is the true origin of post-PC borrowings in Acehnese, being the pre-
cise location where the second wave of Chamic immigrants had first landed. Additionally, the
predominant usage of the Acehnese post-PC words such as dit ‘small, little’, cruap, frup ‘lie
prone’, tat.tat ‘tremble, shake’ and yu? ‘descend; reduce’ by the Acehnese speakers in Pidie and
Pidie Jaya area once again strongly confirms them as the initial destinations for this second wave.
This is strong evidence in favor of the second wave of Chamic migration to Aceh as suggested
by Thurgood (1999); however, precise dating of this event needs further investigation.

In Suma Oriental, a Portuguese traveller, Tomé Pires, who visited the area around 1515
AD, wrote interesting remarks about Pedir, the kingdom between Pasai and Achin (the Aceh
Kingdom centralised in the most northern tip of Sumatra). He states that:
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Pedir in the island of Sumatra, before 1510, used to be important and rich. It once held the mouth
of the channel, had all the trade and was visited by traders more than Pasai. The king of Pedir was
always at war with the king of Achin. The king of Pirada (which borders Pasai) was related to Pedir.
One of the Pedir King’s captains now reigns the kingdom and throws out one of the princes who
then runs away to Pasai (Pires & Rodrigues 1944: 139).

This information indicates that in the 16 century, Pedir was an important port that was at
war with Aceh which it bordered on the west, but had a more harmonious relationship with
kingdoms bordering it from the east (Pirada, Pasai). Therefore, I assume that Pedir and Pasai
should have been in a state of intense language contact during this time, which explains why
the dialect chain for the lexical item jhuar ~ puan ~ pua extends from Pidie to Pidie Jaya to North
Aceh respectively. Later (from 1524 and onward), the Pasai-Pedir-Achin union resulted in a
dialectal mix which blurred out the linguistic evidence of this second Chamic arrival to Sumatra.

In the meantime, phonological studies on the sublects of Great Aceh, Aceh Jaya and West
Aceh’, with the strong resemblance of their final diphthongs to the PC state, should be further
encouraged, as the Acehnese lects spoken in these areas could be the oldest Chamic dialects in
Sumatra.

Conclusion

The proposed historical explanation for the evidence discussed above is as follows. Around
the mid-8t century, a group of Chamic speakers, skilled in warfare and navigation but with-
out any traces of literacy, sailed from Vietnam to northern Sumatra. There they became sub-
jects to one of the Srivijaya kingdoms centralised in the Palembang area and became known as
the Modern Acehnese. The Acehnese left the Chamic community when the southern mainland
kingdoms came under attack from the Shailendra dynasty of Southeast Asian islands. The an-
cestral Acehnese lect during that time was probably spoken in the south of Vietnam, away
from Chinese influence and close to the Funan (probably bilingual in Old Javanese and Malay)
of today Cambodia. The study suggests that Acehnese, Chamic and Old Javanese relationships
should be studied to investigate whether the contact took place on the mainland. The combi-
nation of evidence from Chinese and Arabic records, the oldest Hindu-Buddhist archaeologi-
cal remnants found in Aceh, and the toponymy of Lamuri and other place names around the
Great Aceh and Pidie districts support the 8t century hypothesis. Additionally, in line with
Thurgood’s proposal, this study also suggests a second Chamic dispersal to Sumatra. Evi-
dence for this comes in the form of word variants with characteristics that are similar to post-
PC breakup innovations in various sublects within the districts of Great Aceh and Pidie. Statis-
tically, when data from several understudied dialects of Acehnese were included, a much
higher number of post-PC-breakup borrowings were found in Acehnese than previously
thought. This linguistic insight opens a discussion on the dating of the second Chamic migra-
tion into Sumatra, which probably started from the Pidie area. A more refined chronology of
contacts between old kingdoms and ports in the area should be produced to support the criti-
cal analysis of linguistic variation in Acehnese and ultimately uncover the dynamic of human
migration and contacts in the ancient islands and mainland of Southeast Asia.

o The reconstruction of the Proto-Acehnese dialect by Durie (1990) was carried out on the basis of only a
small fraction of the Acehnese lects, namely, those that spread from the northern coast to the tip of the land, or the
Banda Aceh area. The reconstruction thus missed the linguistic variations that exist in the interior lects of the
western coast. Recently, some of these understudied lects spoken in the Great Aceh, Aceh Jaya, Nagan Raya and
West Aceh districts were investigated anew (Yusuf et al. 2022; Yusuf, Fata, & Karwinda 2021; Masykar et al. 2021;
Masykar, Nurrahmi, & Al Mulhim 2021), providing data on Acehnese vowels with a stronger resemblance to PC.
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Cenmua Vpnanoda. K Boripocy o gatuposke Murpanun adex Ha Cymarpy

JUCKyccusi OTHOCUTENBHO JaTHPOBKU MCTOPUM auyeX-4aMCKOM ITOATPYIIILI He BO300HOBIIA-
Jlach y>Ke IIouTu ABaanarh jeT. OJHaKo HOBBlE JlaHHBIe, COOpaHHBIE IO JyajJekTaM adex I
MaTepUKOBLIM YaMCKUM SI3BIKaM, a TaK>Ke UCTOpHYecKue 1cc/ae0BaHus KopoJescTsa Yamrta
Jlal0T BO3MOXHOCTh C(POPMYIMPOBATh HOBbIe ITUIIOTE3B! O BpeMeH) MUTPaI[UM IIPeJKOB auex
Ha Cymartpy. DTUMOJIOrMYecKUil aHa/IM3 MaTepuasa IoKasblBaeT, 4TO, HeCMOTpP: Ha TO, YTO
auex OBLIM IIepBOJ BETBBIO, OT/IENMBIIENCS OT YaMCKOM I'PYIIIBI, OHU pas/essaioT OoJbIIe
OOILIMX MHHOBALIMII C MATEPUKOBLIMM YaMCKMMM SI3BIKAMY, YeM CUMUTAJIOCh paHee. DTO TOBO-
PUT O TOM, YTO OT/Je/IeHe auex MOIJIO IIPOU30MTU IIPUMEPHO B OJHO U TO Ke BpeMs C OT/ie-
JIeHVIeM TOPHO-YaMCKUX A3BIKOB (X Bek H..). YuutsiBas Habern sisannes B VIII Bexe H. . Ha
10>kHOe TIobepesxbe I0ro-Bocrounoit Asun, 3adpuKcupoBaHHBIE B YaMCKOI Ha/IINICH, 1CYe3-
HOBeHMe HasBaHM: AMHbY U3 KUTACKMUX JIeTONMCel IPUMEePHO B TO Ke BpeMsl, IOsBIeHNe
napcrsa /laMypu ¢ ero aBcTpoas3uaTcKoil TOIIOHMMMKOM U MCTOPpUYIEeCKUe HaXOJKM, OTHOCS-
muecst K rocygapcrsy Ilpusuaskast, JOTMIHO NpeAoNl0KNUTh, YTO MUrpanus adex us VMugo-
kntas Ha CymaTpy ckopee Bcero mmena mecto B cepejute VIII Bexa H. ». ['eorpadmueckoe
pacroJioxXeHne STUX IIePBBIX YaMcKux Murpanros Ha Cymarpe cBU/ETeILCTBYeT CKOpee
B I10JIb3Y IIpelHaMepPeHHOTO pacyeTa, 4eM DKCTpeHHoro 6ercrsa. [loMmumo »Toro, Ha MaTepu-
KOBBIX TePPUTOPIIX OOHAPY>KMBaeTCsi HAMHOTO 0OOJIbIIIe MHHOBAIMIA M 3aMIMCTBOBaHNIA, OT-
HOCAIIMXCST K IIepMoJy IIocIe pacraja YaMCKOIO eJVHCTBa, YeM CYMTasIoCh paHee. DTO CO-
IJ1acyeTcs ¢ TUIIOTe30li O TOM, YTO OCHOBHOE pacce/ieHre yaMcKoro THoca B Auex-Cymatpe,
Kak OpL10 panee npeanosoxeHo I. Teprynom, otHocutcesa k XV B. TeMm He MeHee, J11aleKTHEIE
BapMaHTHI DTUX CJIOB, IMOSABUBIINXCA II0CTIe paciiaja 4aMCKO OOIITHOCTHM, 3aHOBO CTaBsT BO-
IIpOC O BO3MOXKHOCTHM OoJlee paHHell JaThl penoKaiuy Ha CyMaTpy 5TO BTOPOI BOJIHBI MU-
IPaHTOB, TOBOPMBIINX Ha YAMCKOM SI3BLIKe.

KaroueBbie caoBa: s3bIK audex; yaMcKme a3bIky; s3bIku FOro-Bocrounoir A3wuim; sI3BIKOBBIE
M3MEeHEeHIsI.



