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Linguistic processes of Indianisation and Sinicisation are two areal phenomena visible across 
respective contact zones in Eastern Eurasia. They occurred from late prehistory onwards with 
major watersheds marked by the introduction of writing systems and vocabularies, giving 
expression to cosmopolitan modes of rulership, religion and trade. Linguistic Indianisation 
and Sinicisation have consequent correlation in the material record, which over the same 
period reflects multiple trajectories of state formation and subsequent transnational history. 
Processes of linguistic and cultural spread have been extensively studied for the individual 
regions (e.g. Smith 1999; Byington 2013; Carter et al. 2021; Huang & Kang 2022), but fewer 
transregional comparisons have been conducted (e.g. Lieberman 2003, 2009; Manguin et al. 
2011).  
Adapting principles of the Wave Theory (Schmidt 1872) to Güldemann’s (2008) model of 
linguistic area, our study delineates the spatially variegated degrees of Indianisation and 
Sinicisation as they extend into Southeast and Northeast Asia from first millennia BCE to CE. 
Combining evidence from linguistics, archaeology and history we examine whether the 
degrees of contact-induced outcomes decrease relative to geographical distance from their 
areal hotbeds as is the case for Western Lingnan Sprachbund (Szeto & Yurayong 2022). We 
predict geographic radiality being complicated by maritime polities. Our study is further 
informed by Watkins’ (2000: xxii) parallels between language as a cognitive nonmaterial 
culture, and artefacts as material culture. We hypothesize that certain categories, such as 
loanwords/Wanderwörter in language, and prestige items for trades in material culture, 
represent more superficial layers of their respective fields which travel further, while 
categories including typological profiles, toponyms and artefacts reflective of local 
subsistence patterns constitute deeper layers which travel less far. Such variegation will 
become complicated with the adoption of cosmopolitan signification systems by early states 
giving rise to multiple sub-areal hotbeds which together form larger core circles of contact.  
The data are visualised cartographically with ArcGIS programme by illustrating four 
categories of evidence: 1) ancient epigraphs in which historical discourse on contact events 
with the Indic and Sinitic civilisations were attested, 2) ancient Indic and Sinitic-styled 
architecture, 3) sites where traded goods as traces of the maritime silk road have been found, 
and 4) language communities reconstructed through historical records and their present-day 
distribution. The first three sets of data are interpreted as presence or absence of evidence, 
while the linguistic data can be further quantified by scores aggregated from degrees of Indic 
or Sinitic loanwords and typological convergence which each language datapoint shows.  
The anticipated results will show that toponyms, ancient epigraphs and architecture such as 
ancient commanderies can be used to draw boundaries of the areal hotbeds which falls under a 
direct contact with the source of influence, while shared typological tendencies lying in 
human cognition can extend further to the core circles with lower contact intensity. 
Meanwhile, loanwords/Wanderwörter and traded goods such as glass beads can spread 
beyond the core circles towards the peripheries where contact influence is not necessarily 
direct but transmitted through intermediators. For instance, traces of native Sinitic epigraphs 
and commanderies are located as far as to Liaodong Peninsula in the north and Northern 
Vietnam in the south, marking boundaries between the areal hotbeds and core circles in which 
the degree of linguistic Sinicisation observed in Koreanic and Vietic is high (Eom 2015; 
Alves 2022), while the degree of Sinicisation gradually decreases towards the peripheries as it 
was largely transmitted secondarily through Koreanic to Japonic (Yurayong & Szeto 2020) 
and through Vietic to Chamic (Thurgood 1999).  
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The current study puts Eastern Eurasia in the current trend of a cross-disciplinary approach to 
prehistoric contact and its outcomes by illustrating more quantifiable data illustration and 
analysis methods which can facilitate estimation of degrees of contact intensity in different 
times and spaces.  
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