Vietic and Viét—-Muodng:
a new subgrouping in Mon-Khmer

La Vaughn H. HAYES

1. From Annam to Vietic: A Brief Onomastic History.

Since the mid 19t century, a succession of names has identified the group of
related South East Asian languages and dialects of which Vietnamese is by far the
most important and well known.! The first, Annam, originated as a neologism of a
Sino-Vietnamese term meaning ‘The Pacified South’. The Tang dynasty of China
had given this rather rude appellation to its protectorate in northern Vietnam in 679
AD, and it was subsequently used for almost 1,300 years as a common name for the
entire country of Vietnam.2 4

The first to use Annam in a linguistically taxonomic sense was apparently James
R. Logan, who proposed in 1856 the existence of a Mon—Annam language family,
which was soon rechristened Mon—-Khmer.3 At the time, the only known member
of the Annam group within Mon—Khmer was called Annamese or Annamite.* After
it became known around 1905 that the Muong (Muong) dialects of northern
Vietnam are related to Annamese, Annam was replaced as the group name by the
variants, Annam(ese)-Mudong, Mudong—Annam, and Annamuodng.

1 Also true of the country of Vietnam. Nguy&n Vin Théi and Nguy&n Vin Muong (N&N)
cite 18 names used by the Chinese and/or Vietnamese, from the mythical Xich Quy ‘[Land of the]
Red Devils’ (prior to 2879 BC) to Dai-Nam ‘Great [Land of the] South’ (1820-1945 AD).

According to Fall 1967, the full designation was “The Protectorate—General of the Pacified
South”; otherwise, an nam can be translated as ‘peaceful south’. Circa 866 AD, the Chinese
renamed this protectorate Tinh Hai ‘The Pacified Sea’ (N&N 1958:45). They continued, however,
to use the older designation, and in 1164 AD recognized the independent Vietnamese state as the
Kingdom of Annam. Certain Vietnamese rulers used this term (1164—-1428 AD), but most preferred
names which, though still composed of Sino-Vietnamese vocabulary, were indigenous
fabrications, the most enduring being Dai-Vi¢t ‘Great (Land of the) Viet’ (1054-1164, 1428-1802
AD). Under the French, Annam referred specifically to an administrative district encompassing
cast—central Vietnam, but was also used for the entire country. During this period, if not before,
the Vietnamese came to consider Annam and Annamite as terms of contempt (N&N 1958:300).

The referenced work is “Ethnology of the Indo-Pacific Islands. Part II, Chapter VI,
Appendix A: Comparative vocabulary of the numerals of the Mon—-Annam formation, Appendix B:
Comparative vocabulary of miscellancous words of the Mon—-Annam formation”, JIA, New Series

4 1n his 1651 Dictionarium Annammiticum, Lusitanum et Latinum, Father Alexandre de
Rhodes used ‘Annamite’ in one of the earliest Western references to the Vietnamese language.
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As the modern Vietnamese struggle for independence intensified just after
World War II, Vietnamese began to replace Annamese and Annamite around 19485
This name was derived from Viét Nam, another ancient term for the country even
older than Annam, which had been revived in 1802 by the Vietnamese emperor Gia
Long. It is the Vietnamese form of the Sino—Vietnamese name, Nam-Viét ‘The
South[ern Country of the] Viet’, which identified a state comprising most of
northern Vietnam and parts of the Chinese provinces of Kwangsi and Kwangtung
formed in 207 BC and crushed by the Han dynasty in 111 BC.6 As Vietnamese
gained currency after North and South Vietnam became indenpendent nations in
1954, Annam—Muong and the others were replaced by Vietnamuong and Viet—
Muong. Since its introduction in 1966 by David Thomas, Viet-Muong has become
the most widely used term, and the group it represents has been acknowledged as a
branch of the Mon—Khmer subfamily of the Austroasiatic language stock.

It has become increasingly clear, however, as our knowledge of this branch’s
composition and history has grown over the past 25 years, that Viet—-Muong is not
an entirely adequate name for the branch. In response to certain ambiguities (see
section 3), I introduced Vietic in 1982 as a new designation for it and limited Viet—
Muong to its subgroup composed of Vietnamese and Muong (Hayes 1982:83,
1982:101, 1983:91). This new name has thus far gained some measure of
acceptance among Mon—Khmerists, although the reasons for the change and choice
of terminology were not publicly stated. In this paper I shall correct that omission
and present some phonological and lexicostatistical evidence supporting the
proposed onomastic change and new subgrouping.

2. The Current Taxonomic Situation in Vietic.

At present, our knowledge of the Vietic branch’s composition is still imprecise,
and its intrabranch relation on the Vietic languages as a whole, especially
linguistically reliable glata, has never been copious or easily accessible — a refrain
that can be sung about Mon—Khmer, indeed Austroasiatic, languages in general.

Even today, adequate descriptions are generally available for only four, the
Khén dialect of Muwong, Ruc, Thavung [t’avim], and Vietnamese, of the 30
languages and dialects named by Michel Ferlus in his 1979 classification.
Comprehensive dictionaries have been published only for Vietnamese, but an
unedited Mudng Khén dictionary (Barkers 1976) is available on microfiche. The

5 The earliest usage of the term in a linguistic publication seems to be L& Véan Ly’s Le Parler
Vietnamien, Imprimerie-Editions Huang—Anh, Paris, 1948. Franklin E. Huffman’s citing (1986:
120) of Murray B. Emeneau’s 1947 “Homonyms and Puns in Vietnamese” is evidently erroneous,
for Annamese was used according to Thompson 1965:363, inter al.

61n214 BC, the Ch’in dynasty conquered Bach—Vigt [see note 11] and the ancient Viethamese
kingdom in northern Vietnam known as Au-lic, dividing their territories into three commanderies.
In 207 BC, Tri¢u-Da, governer of the Nam-H&i commandery (roughly Kwangtung province),
annexed Au-lidc and declared himself emperor of the new state of Nam-Viét. When the Han
conquered this state in 111 BC, it became Giao Chi province of China. In 544 AD, Ly B6n took
the dynastic name, Nam-Vi¢t-D€ ‘The Nam Viet Emperor’, but called his state Van Xuan. Circa
968 AD, the first emperor of the newly independent Vietnamese state of Dai—C3-Viét gave his son
the honorary title, King of Nam-Vigt. Much later, southern Vietnam became colloquially known
as Nam-Viét (as opposed to Bic Viét ‘northern Vietnam’). Cf. N&N 1958:10f., 33, 61.
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Thavung and Ryc data have been published in short lexica of around 770 words
(Ferlus 1979a) and 1,600 words (Nguy&n Phd Phong et al. 1988), respectively.
Otherwise, the vocabularies collected from many, but not all, of the remaining
Vietic idioms are typically brief and phonologically inconsistent; for those
published, see Thompson 1965, Ferlus 1974a and 1975, or Huffman 1986.

In 1974 and 1979 Ferlus presented classifications of the Vietic languages and
dialects which, although tentative, are the most comprehensive statements of the
branch’s composition to date.

In 1991, Robert J. Parkin listed 20 languages which he had concluded are the
members of the Vietic branch. He discusses internal relationships in some detail,
but does not attempt to organize the languages into subgroups.

Ferlus proposes an early parallel divarication into four subbranches, Archaic,
Pong—-Toum, Mudng-Ngudn, and Vietnamese. He has very clearly done an
admirable job in piecing together this subbranching scheme from bits and pieces of
lexical and phonetic coincidence. But since in most cases the available data were
neither abundant nor precise enough to substantiate the proposed developments in
any rigorous way, there is a certain degree of imprecjsion inherent to this
classification.

The forced imprecision of such a tentative organization can be taken to imply
two major eventualities. One is that the total number of languages is apt to change,
whether by discovery of unknown idioms or realization that certain ones are dialects
of a single language. This has, in fact, already happened. Parkin adds in his list
four languages, Dan Lai, Ly Ha, Nha Lang, and Nguoi Rung (Vietnamese ngudi
rirng ‘forest people’), not named by Ferlus, omits four others, Haut Annam
Vietnamese, Kha Tong Luong, Muong (Uy Lo), and Phon Soung, cited by Ferlus,
and subsumes 10 more under other languages.” But Parkin’s many changes are
hardly the last word on this matter. According to Nguy&n Phii Phong et al. (1988:
12), Vietnamese linguists in Vietnam consider Arem, Ma Liéng, May, Ruc, and
Séch to be dialects of a single language they call Chut (from Ryc /cit/ ‘mountain’),
thereby shrinking Parkin’s total from 20 to 16 languages.8

The other eventuality is that intrabranch subgrouping relationships will be found
to differ from those proposed by Ferlus, and the Chit unity has already required
combination of his 1974 subgroups 3 and 5. The analysis in section 4 will show
that additional modifications are necessary.

The current taxonomic situation in Vietic is consequently a fluid one, where
most of the proposed relationships are subject to change upon acquisition of new
and more reliable information, especially on the minor languages (those exclusive

7 As defined by Maspero 1912:1, the Haut-Annam dialects are local idioms spoken from the
northern part of Ngh¢—An province to the southern part of Thira-Thién province in upper central
Vietnam, which exhibit such archaic features as retention of certain undiphthonguized vowels and
initial clusters.

This word seems initially to be related to such Chamic forms as Western Cham chok /co:1/
‘mountain’, for *~¢ became —? in Chamic. But comparison with Proto—Austronesian *pu(N)cak
‘peak’ and *bukid ‘hill’ suggests that chok is a reflex of the former and Austroasiatic had a
correspondent to the latter, whence *[bujcit > Vietic *cit > Ruc /cit/.



214 Notes

of Vietnamese and Muong). This fluidity has, as will be shown more clearly
below, an impact on both onomastic and subgrouping decisions.

3. The Need for a New Terminology.

In its onomastic composition, Vi¢t—-Mudong reflects the time span during which
Vietnamese and Muong were the only acknowledged members of this language
grouping. This span probably began in 1905 when an article by Jean N. Chéon on
the Van Mong dialect of Muong was published.9 It ended in 1970 when Thomas
and Robert K. Headley, Jr., included Arem, May-Ruc, and Tay Poong under the
Vigt—-Muong branch in their classification of Mon—Khmer on the basis of short
word lists cited in Vuong 1963. Without question, French specialists were aware at
an earlier date that other languages belong to the branch, but from the literature
available to me it is not clear when this was. In Les Languages du Monde, Henri
Maspero (1952:581) mentions only Vietnamese and the Mudng dialects while in
1966 André-Georges Haudricourt seems to consider the larger membership a fait
accompli, for he identifies seven additional languages as members of the
Vietnamese—Muong group (map, page 135), but draws no attention to the
compositional change this implied.

The relatively tardy recognition of the branch’s multilanguage composition can
be attributed to several factors. Foremost among these are the general lack of
interest in minor areal languages that prevailed prior to the 1960’s, the longterm
political conditions that have prevented and still make difficult fieldwork in the areas
(northern Vietnam, eastern Laos) where the minor Vietic languages are situated, and
the resultant paucity of reliable linguistic data. The attitude of the dominant
ethnolinguistic group has undoubtedly also played a role. Due to the vast cultural
differences between the Vietnamese and the speakers of most other Vietic
languages, the former have tended to deny any kinship with the latter and to lump
them together as one group, often including non—Vietic—speaking peoples, as well.
Maspero (1912:5) believed Hung, Khong Kheng, and Ngudn to be Muong
dialects, Vuong Hoagg Tuyén regarded Arem, May, Ruc, and Tay Poong in the
same fashion, and linguists in Vietnam reportedly still use Muong as both a name
for the Muong language and a cover term for all the other minor Vietic languages
(Nguyén Phi Phong et al. 1988:7f.). Parkin (1991:91) explains that Muong is
actually a Thai word denoting a sort of fiefdom held by a local noble and the people
obedient to such a noble, and observes that the Vietnamese apply the word
indiscriminately to Muong and Thai groups. Dao Dang V§ glosses Muong as
‘mountain tribe of northern Vietnam’ and cites Vietic, Miao-Yao, and Thai groups
as examples.

As a consequence of such influences, most Vietic historical studies have been
focussed only on the Muong—Vietnamese relationship. Nevertheless, the
phonological and lexical reconstructions produced in those studies (Barker 1963,
1966, Barkers 1970, Hamp 1966, Thomas 1966, Thompson 1976) were labeled
with the branch ancestral name, Proto—Vietnamuong or Proto—Vi¢t—-Mudng. In
1975, Ferlus pointed out the ambiguity inherent to that terminological usage and
recommended that reconstructions based on Vietnamese and Mudng alone be
labeled common or pre—-Vi¢t-Mudong, while Proto—-Vigt—-Muong should be reserved

9 The referenced article is “Note sur les Muong de la province de Sontdy”, BEFEO, 5:328-68.
In various publications, the author’s name is given as A., M., or M.A. Chéon; I have used
Franklin E. Huffman’s citation, Jean N[icholas] Chéon (1986:70).
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for those based on the evidence of all languages of the branch. In 1979, Laurence
C. Thompson agreed that since Proto—Viét—-Mudng had been pre—empted for the
branch ancestor, a different name probably was needed for the predecessor of
Vietnamese and Muong. He proposed Proto-Mudng—Vietnamese as that new
name, should it indeed turn out to be a needed concept.

But that concept was not really needed, if (and so long as) Ferlus’ classification
accurately portrayed the branch’s internal relationships. As noted above, his branch
model implies a simultaneous split of the branch mother language into four proto—
dialects. Since Vietnamese and Muong each represent a primary subgroup in this
scheme, no separate term for the antecedent of these subgroups is necessary, Viét—
Muong can serve as an adequate branch name, and reconstruction of the branch
ancestor, Proto—Vi¢t—Muong, could be based on the sole evidence of Vietnamese
and Mudng Khén, provided that the proper caveats were issued. Changes to the
resultant proto—language indicated by the minor Vietic languages could be integrated
into it, as evidence from the latter became available in reliable form.

As fate would have it, Ferlus’ branch model does contain a serious flaw. In his
premier Thavung paper (1974b:322), Ferlus had distinguished a binary split in the
branch mother language on the basis of the treatment of %inal spirants. In one
subgroup (including Thavung), */-h/, for example, was retained; in another
(including Vietnamese and Muong), it had disappeared after allegedly conditioning
the appearance of *hoi—nga tone. Perhaps due to oversight, the intrabranch division
indicated by the different handling of those finals was not incorporated into Ferlus’
1974 or 1979 classification. In 1979, after reviewing the new information on the
Vietic languages introduced by Ferlus in 1974a, 1974b and 1975, Thompson also
concluded that certain shared innovations, including the treatment of final spirants,
set Vietnamese and Muong off from the rest of Vietic and clearly apart from
Thavung. Although Thompson does not seem to have been completely convinced
of it himself, his concept of a new name was needed after all.

One can now see that on the basis of the development of Proto—Vietic */-h/,
Ferlus’ proposed sub—branching, as depicted under (a) in Fig. 1, should have been
modified as under (b) to accord with the bipolarity he had discovered in 1974. As
will be shown in section 4, the recently available data from Ryc, which has also
retained /~h/, not only confirms this modification, but also necessitates additional
changes as under (c).10 How Ferlus’ Pong—Toum subbranch fits into this new
scenario will be discussed in section 4.

10 Figure I does not reflect tonal developments associated with final spirants because the
current Vietic tonogenesis hypothesis (Haudricourt 1954) does not satisfactorily account for certain
aspects of Ruc tonology, and clarification of this point is beyond this paper’s scope.
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(a) Ferlus 1975 (b) per Ferlus 1974 (c) adding Rué

PV *-h PV *-h PV *_h

PVMR *-h
PVM *—9o
PVM *-g

TV-h MU VN-g TV-h MU-@ VN-@TV-h RU-h MU VN-9

Figure 1. Sub-branching in Vietic

Abbreviations : MU — Mudng Khén, PV — Proto-Vietic, PVM — Proto-Viét— Muong,
PVMR — Proto—Viét—-Muong—Ruc, RU — Ruyc, TV — Thavung, VN — Vietmamese.

In 1977, Ferlus had quite graciously sent me a draft copy of his Thavung
lexicon, and in studying the interrelationships of Muong Khén, Thavung and
Vietnamese, I also came at some point to realize that a new name was needed for
either the branch or its subgroup comprising Vietnamese and Mudng. But rather
than use Viét—Mudng and Thompson’s Mudng—Vietnamese, an onomastic duo that
might create further ambiguity and/or confusion, it seemed more appropriate to
retain Viét—-Muong for the ancestor of Vietnamese and Muong and devise a new
name for the branch, preferably one that would also accomodate any future changes
arising from the taxonomic fluidity noted above and fit this group in more
homologously with its sibling Mon—Khmer branches. Since common practice in
Mon-Khmer linguistics has been to name branches after a particularly important
language, as in Bahnaric from Bahnar, the obvious choice was Vietic from Viét, the
Vietnamese name for themselves and their language. If it is indeed true that Viét has
been used in those senses since the third century BC (or even before), then its
precursor may even have been the actual term for the Proto—Vietic language, its
speakers, or the region they inhabited.!1

1 Viét is a Sino-Vietnamese form derived from Ancient Chinese *ywet, whence also modern
Mandarin yieh ‘Yueh, an area in southern China identified with the provinces of Kwantung,
Fukien, Chekiang and Kiangsi’ (Morris 1969:1428f.). The Chinese character for Yueh is in its
earliest form (found in the oracle bone inscriptions dating to the 11t century BC and earlier) a
pictograph of an axe (Michio 1973:15, Norman and Mei 1976:276f.). Since certain types of axes
are associated with early Austroasiatic and Austronesian peoples, *ywet probably referred to an
Austric population in southern China, presumably an Austroasiatic one due to the word’s
subsequent association with the Vietnamese. However, the name Yueh is also associated with
several states in southern China in the 6!"-2nd centuries BC, including Nam-Vigt (Nan Yueh in
Chinese) [see note 6], and it seems unlikely that all of these were Proto—Vietic. The Ch’in and
Han dynasties (249 BC to 220 AD) called the “barbarians” inhabiting southern China the ‘Hundred
Yueh’ (Norman and Mei 1976:277). Dao Diang Vy identifies the Sino—-Vietnamese equivalent,
Béch Viét ‘The Hundred Viets’, as the 100 tribes descended from Lac Long Quan, the mythical
king of Xich Quy ([see note 1] and the forefather of the Vietnamese people. Although it is difficult
to tell where fable ends and fact begins, it does appear likely that the term, Viét (and its precursors),
has been associated with the Vietic—speaking peoples (and their ancestors) for at least 3,000 years.
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4. Lexicostatistical Evidence for a New Subgrouping.

In preparing his tentative classification, Ferlus had to utilize much poorly
recorded data and base relationship decisions on visual inspection of lexical
correspondences. Other comparatists have determined through lexicostatistical
analysis the genetic relationship of Vietnamese to Muong Khén (Smith 1978) and
of both to other Mon—-Khmer languages (Thomas and Headley 1970, Huffman
1976, Smith 1978). The chronic data shortage has prevented determination of wider
relationships within Vietic via that method, but reliable data are now avilable from
four languages and it can be applied to them. The analysis and its results are
grantedly not quite as precise as one might like, but nevertheless they do shed
considerable new light on Vietic genealogical history and subgrouping.

In the vocabulary comparison in the Appendix, 207-item wordlists are
presented from Vietnamese and Mudong Khé&n. The Vietnamese data are from the
standard Hanoi dialéct, and were collected by the former Vietnam Branch of the
Summer Institute of Linguistics (SIL) according to the 207—word modification of
the Swadesh 200-item wordlist designed by Thomas for the Mon—Khmer
languages. The Khén data, although copied directly fromsThomas and Headley
1970, were collected by the SIL linguists, Milton E. and Muriel A. Barker. The
Thavung and Ryc data were extracted respectively from “Lexique thavung—
frangais” (Ferlus 1979a) and Lexique Vietnamien—-Ruc—Franc¢ais (Nguy&n Phi
Phong et al. 1988).12 This material was not collected pursuant to the Swadesh or
SIL lists, hence the differences in number of comparative items (198 from Ruc, 163
from Thavung). Since the Ryuc and Thavung entries could not be doublechecked
with informants, it is likely that some error exists in that a few of the cited items
may not be the most commonly used for the given gloss.

Preparatory to identification of cognates, suspected loanwords were identified
and labeled by source, e.g. C — Chinese, I — Indonesian (Chamic), N — Ngudn, T —
Thai, V — Vietnamese, so as to be excluded from the comparison.!3

12 Ferlus’ numeric markers for the Thavung tones, vl, v2, v3, v4, have been replaced by
Vietnamese—style tone accents, v, v, V, v, respectively, thereby eliminating most of the notation
work because v1 accounts for some 65% of the Thavung tones.

As elsewhere in South East Asia, loan identification in Vietic is problematic, with
direction of movement often suspect.

a. In the Appendix, the aberrant tones of Vietnamese and Khén thang ‘straight’ suggest
borrowing, but Dao Pang Vy does not identify the Vietnamese word as Chinese, and Proto-Tai
*'dig B ‘vertical, straight down’ is an unlikely source. In view of Thavung cdag ‘droit’,
presumably derived from *crag via *c/an/rag > *condrag > *ca}dag, and Chrau sén ‘straight’
perhgps from *crog > *srog > *$op, the Viet-Muong forms are assumed to reflect *crag > *$dg B
> thang with unexplained irregular tone, and are therefore not loans.

b. In another example, four items have possible cognates in Daic, ¢f. Ruc dciéng ‘elephant’,
Vietnamese cgp ‘tiger’, Ruc cak ‘rope’, Vietnamese khdc ‘different’ and Proto-Tai *jaag C
‘elephant’, *kuk ‘tiger’, *jiak ‘rope’, * haak ‘different’. I have not classified these items as Thai
loans because the phonetic differences suggest that neither Proto-Tai nor any of its descendants
was their source. Hence, it may be that (the ancestor of) Proto-Tai borrowed them from (the
ancestor of) Proto—Vietic, or vice versa, that both borrowed them from a third source, or that the
linkage is Austric, therefore genetic.

c. In still another case, Vietnamese ngd ‘elephant tusk, ivory’ is not identified as a Sino—
Vietnamese form, but has correspondents in both Chinese and Proto-Tai. Jerry Norman and Tsu—
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Incidentally, the number of loanwords identified, six in Vietnamese (four C,
two T), 11 in Khén (seven V, three C, one T), seven in Ruc (four V, one I, two N,
and 15 in Thavung (all T), reveals just how little influence extraneous borrowing
has had on the core vocabulary of these Vietic idioms. The massive borrowing from
Chinese and Thai ascribed to Vietnamese is thus put in its true context, that of
cultural, political and trade influences, with loan vocabulary superimposed on a
Mon-Khmer lexical base.

In most such studies, the reader is often amiss as to which items were
considered congeneric by the writer. Here, identifications are revealed in a cognate—
check column which permits the reader to discern precisely which pairs are
considered cognate and how the total cognate counts and percentages were
accumulated. The process is hardly a routine or troublefree matter.14

Items Total items Cognates Cognate

listed compared identified percentages
Vietnamese/Mudng 2071207 192 141 734 %
Vietnamese/Ruc 207/198 185 99 53.5 %
Vietnamese/Thavung 207/163 144 63 438 %
Mudng/Ruc 207/198 181 102 56.4 %
Mudng/Thavung 207/163 142 67 472 %
Ruc/Thavung 198/163 142 60 423 %

Figure 2. Vocabulary Comparison and Cognate Percentages.

The cognate percentages determined through the vocabulary comparison and
shown in Fig. 2 confirm the above—indicated division between Thavung and a
group comprising Mudong Khén, Ruc, and Vietnamese. On the basis of mean
percentage of 44.8%, ene may tentatively conclude that Proto—Thavung-Pakatan
and Proto-Viét-Muong-Ruyc separated circa 85 AD, plus or minus 335 years.!3

Lin Mei (1976:288) argue that Old Chinese *ngra ‘tooth, tusk, ivory’ was derived from as
Austroasiatic form similar to Proto-Mnong *ngola ‘tusk’.

The identification of certain sets as cognate will doubtlessly seem debatable, even
questionable, to some. Vietnamese bung and Khén trgng ‘abdomen’, for example, are not easily
relatable. I have checked them as such in the belief that the latter form is a reflex of *komp/l/up, an
infixed derivative of *kompug, whence the former. In absence of a formal Proto-Vietic
reconstruction, such supportive forms as Sora kompug ‘belly’ and Katu palung ‘stomach’ make it
probable that the bung / trgng pair is cognate, although a chance does exist that it is not.
Conversely, Ruc kdol and Thavung kha?al ‘abdomen’ have been rejected as cognate, although a
chance exists that they are reflexes of *kar?al, whence *kor?al > kha?al and *konr?al (or *konZrol
> *ko'dol > kdal (as well as Vietnamese ndy ‘belly’). In this case, Chrau candul ‘abdomen’ is
cognate to the Ryc word, Jeh kldl ék ‘buttock’ possibly to the Thavung form, but the missing link
that would tie all of these together and confirm the Ryc / Thavung pair’s cognacy remains to be
found.

15 The time depths and ranges of error were computed by the formula given in Gudschinsky
1956:200ff. The error ranges are calculated at the 9/10 confidence level, meaning that there is a
90% chance (probability) that the actual date of separation of Thavung—Pakatan and Viet-Mudng—
Chut, for example, occurred between 250 BC and 420 AD.
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The relevant percentages (42.3-47.2%) are considerably higher than those
determined by Smith 1978 to exist between certain Mon—-Khmer languages and
Vietnamese (18-33%) and Muong Khé&n (22-35%), and confirm the inclusion of
Thavung in the Vietic branch.

The percentages also reveal a clean break between Ruc and a Vietnamese/
Muong subgrouping. Based on a mean of 54.9%, one may tentatively conclude that
Proto—Vi¢t—Muong—Ruc split into Pre-Ruyc and Proto—Viét—-Muong around 570
AD, plus or minus 250 years. Proto—Chirt should probably replace Pre—Ruc.

And finally, Proto—Viét—-Muong split up into Proto—Vietnamese and Proto—
Mudng—Ngudn circa 1255 AD %165 years. This dating is about 140 years more
recent than the one computable on the basis of the 69% cognate relationship
ascertained by Smith.16

This analysis indicates that Ferlus’ 1979 classification must be modified by
combining his Eastern Archaic subgroup and Mudng-Ngudn and Vietnamese
subbranches and regrouping them as indicated under Fig. 1 (c). This finding that
the eastern archaic dialects are more closely related to Viét—Muong than to the
western archaic subgroup is surprising, but it emphasizes thg tentative nature of the
previous classification. Ferlus called those idioms “archaic” largely due to their
retention of disyllabic words, but as he and Thompson have already demonstrated,
it is quite clear that the Vi¢t—-Muong languages were also disyllabic to some degree
in the not too remote past.

The relative position of Ferlus’ Pong—Toum subbranch remains to be
determined. Haudricourt (1966:131-4) cites 100 words from a language captioned
“Toum or Phong”, which were collected by an unknown person at an unknown
date in central Laos, but final spirants were not recorded in this data and only 47 of
the glossses occur on the vocabulary list used in the Appendix. Comparison of
these 47 items indicates that Ruc and Toum are lexically closest (65%) and that as a
group, they are closer to Thavung (54%) than Vi¢t—-Muong is (44%), but never—
theless closer to Vigt—-Muong (57%) than they are to Thavung. Ruc is also closer to
Viét-Muong (61%) than Toum (53%).

This comparison suggests that Vietic may be divisible into two subbranches,
Thavung—Pakatan and Chirt-Pong-Toum—Vi¢t-Mudng, with the latter subdivisible
into Chttt—Pong-Toum and Viét—-Mudong. But it is equally possible that Toum
simply needs to be reassigned to the Chut subgroup. Consequently, I have chosen
to leave the Pong—Toum grouping intact as a separate subbranch. which may very
well be inaccurate, but this “Toum *“ comparison is just too imprecise to support any
firmer proposal at this time.

The above cited separation dates suggest some plausible connections between
Vietic linguistic developments and certain events in Vietnamese history.l?
Unexpectedly ancient, the Thavung split—off could have occurred as early as the

16 The cited separation date and range must be viewed with caution. Mudong Khén is
impressionistically more like Vietnamese than some of the other Mudng dialects; hence additional
Vietnamese loanwords may be concealed in the Khé&n data, which would distort the time—of—
separation computation and push their separation date forward in time.

In the histories of Vietnam available to me, one finds no events explicitly identifiable with
such linguistic developments.
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Ch’in conquest in 214 BC (or the Han conquest in 111 BC, see note 6).
Conceivably, the ancestors of Thavung fled to Laos to escape the Chinese
subjugation, but it is equally possible that they belonged to a Vietic population
already in Laos, which Chinese incursions cut off from the Vietic populace in
northern Vietnam. Ferlus (1979b:8ff.) argues, in fact, that the Proto—Viets were
located on the upper-middle Mekong River before entering Vietnam. The much
later division in Viét—-Mudng—Chit may have occurred when the ancestors of the
Ruc sought refuge in the Annamite Cordillera in the aftermath of the Ly Bon
rebellion in 5414 AD Ferlus (1979b:3) has suggested that the splitup of Viét—
Mudng was a consequence of the end of the Chinese occupation and the emergence
of an independent Vietnamese state circa 968 AD While those events probably were
a catalyst for it, the analysis here indicates that the actual separation did not occur
until some 200 years later.

5. Conclusion.

Due to an accident of history, Viét—-Mudng, the current and last in a succession
of names for the predominant Mon—-Khmer branch in Vietnam, is a less than perfect
descriptive for this multi-language grouping. The lexico—statistical and other
evidence presented above confirms that impression and supports the writer’s
contention that greater onomastic and taxonomic clarity (and perhaps historical
accuracy) will be obtained by renaming the branch Vietic and reserving Viet—
Muong for its most important subgroup.

That evidence also reveals that the internal relationships of the Vietic branch are
more complex than previously thought and still subject to future changes. In fact, it
suggests that an entirely new classification would not be inappropriate. As a
supplement to his 1979 classification, Ferlus presents a map showing the
geographic distribution of the Vietic languages in the northern Vietnam region.
Vietnamese, Mudng, Ngudn, and the Chut dialects all lie to the east of the
Annamite Cordillera in Vietnam, the western archaic languages (Thavung, etc.) to
the west of it in east—central Laos, and the Pong—Toum sub-branch is situated
astride the Laos/Vietrfam border about halfway between Muong and the western
archaic subgroup. To avoid further confusion and accomodate any new name or
subgrouping changes, it may be useful to adopt a new Vietic branch model based
on the geographic distribution.

1. West Vietic.
1.1. Thavung (Kha Tha Vung).
1.2. Kha To(o)ng Ludng, Phon Soung (Phon Xing).
1.3. Kha B3, Kha Muong Ben (Bén), Kha Ndm Om, Pakatan.
1.4. Haréme, Kha Phong.

2. Central Vietic.
2.1. Dan Lai, Katiam Pong Houk, Ly Ha, Ta P(o)ong.
2.2. Hung, Khong Khéng
2.3. Toum (Tay Tim, Ktum).
2.4. Cgi, Cudi, Tay Cham, Tay Pym.
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3. East Vietic.
3.1. Chut.
3.1.1. Arem, Ma Liéng, May, Ruc, S4ch.
3.1.2. Kha My Gia
3.2. Viet-Muong.
3.2.1. Muong-Ngudn.
3.2.1.1. Mudng dialects.
3.2.1.2. Nguén.
3.2.2. Vietnamese.
3.2.2.1. Centrolineal dialects (Hanoi, Hug,
Saigon, etc.)
3.2.2.2. Archaic dialects (Haut Annam).

Alternate names and variant spellings are given in parentheses; see Ferlus
1974a:70f., 1979b:2f., and Parkin 1991 for a more complete listing of such
variations. Kha is a general pejorative Lao term for highland groups. Thavung has
been separated from 1.2 on the basis of a brief lexical comparison with Kha Tong
Ludng (26 cognates / 44 comparisons = 55%), which indicates separate languages
are involved. Hung and Khong Khéng are combined under 2.2 as dialects of one
language per Haudricourt 1966:135. The new Central Vietic idioms added by
Ferlus have been placed in a new subgroup, 2.4, due to lack of basis for classifying
them with other subgroups. Two new idioms found in Ngh¢—An Province, Pan Lai
and Ly Ha, are to be grouped with Pong according to Pham Piéc Duwong (cf.
Ferlus and Nguy&n Phid Phong 1976-77:8). Muong Uy Lo is omitted because the
lexical data in Maspero 1912 suggest that it is only a very divergent dialect of
Muong. Parkin’s Nha Lang and Ngudi Ring are also omitted due to lack of basis
for grouping them with a specific subgroup. The total number of possible
languages and dialects remains at 30, with centrolineal Vietnamese counted as
single unit.
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