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Abstract

In the 1830s, during the Annam-Siam war in Cambodia, some Chung people
were captured and sent to Thailand by Siamese troops, while others were still
left in their original home. For almost two centuries, the two groups of Chung
speakers have been isolated from each other. It is shown that each variety has
diverted due to the long period of separation and language contact. As
proposed in this study, Chung of Thailand are called Chung Yuy (CY) and of
Cambodia Chung Yul (CL) because of different pronunciations of the word
‘sky’, representing the correspondence between words ending with /-j/ in CY
and /-1/ in CL. The difference suggests that CY have undergone a merger of
Proto-Pearic *-1 and *-j, while CL still keeps the distinction. The loss of such
contrast is motivated by CY’s drift towards Thai. Though the change from *-
stops to -nasals after glottalized vowels in CL is salient, it 1s an independent
process and not found in CY and other Pearic languages. Lexically, there are
four patterns of borrowing: (1) CY borrowed Thai and CL borrowed Khmer
(2) CY borrowed Thai while CL kept old forms (3) CY and CL borrowed
Khmer (4) CY kept old forms while CL borrowed Khmer.

1. Chung or Saoch language

The Chung [t¢"u’y] language, hitherto known as Saoch?, belongs to the
Pearic branch of the Mon-Khmer (Thomas & Headley, 1970). The Pearic
branch also includes languages know as Chong, Kasong, Suoi, Pear, Samre, and
Somray, most of which are scattered along the Thai-Cambodian border (Fig. 1).
‘Saoch’ i1s a Khmer word which has a pejorative meaning in the minds of the
Chung, therefore they prefer to use the word ‘Chung’ as their autonym. For this
reason I will refer to the language as Chung instead of Saoch.

The original homeland of Chung is Kampong Som province in
Cambodia. In the 1830s, some of the Chung people were captured by Siamese
troops during the war between Siam and Annam. Chung prisoners of war were
sent to Siam. Fig. 2 shows the approximate distance between Chung of

'This paper is based on my Ph.D. thesis entitled “Investigating Contact-Induced

Language Change: Cases of Chung (Saoch) in Thailand and Cambodia, which was financially
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*Huffman & Proum (1996: 137) defines Saoch as 'a tribal group' without further
clarification.
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Thailand and Cambodia, the first variety is located in Kanchanaburi on the
Thailand-Myanmar frontier and the latter is located in Kampong Som on the
south-western coast of Cambodia. For further description of historical and
cultural background of the Chung people see Leclere (2002).

1.1 Chung of Thailand

Today the Chung community in Thailand lives in the small village of
Ban Thung Na, located by the reservoir of Si Nakharin Dam in Si Sawat
District of Kanchanaburi, a frontier province of Thailand (bordering
Myanmar). This location was assigned by the Electricity Generating Authority
of Thailand after the original Ban Thung Na was flooded as a consequence of
dam construction in 1975. This is the same fate suffered by all villages around
the reservoir, which had hitherto been located on both sides of the Khwae Yai
River. With relocation, the original village names were maintained. The ironic
effect on the life of Ban Thung Na villagers is that the name of the village
means ‘rice fields’ in Thai, yet today no one can grow rice in the present
Thung Na village because it is located on the hill slope, where the soil 1s mixed
with gravel. Nonetheless, the village name reminds us that the ancestors of
Thung Na villagers were rice cultivators.
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Figure 1. Geographic distribution of Pearic languages
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A drastic effect on the Chung resulted from the additional relocation
of other ethnic groups, including Karen, Lao, Khmu and Thai into the new Ban
Thung Na. The Chung were abruptly changed from a majority in their village,
to a minority. If these were the old days, say two or three generations ago, they
might have moved on to find a new settlement area far away from 'outsiders'
and maintained their social position. However, in the new Ban Thung Na they
are a very small ethnic group referred to by others as ‘Ut.” The language
barrier has disappeared; whereas earlier, Ut people used their own language
among themselves and only used Thai as a lingua franca, they are now
expected to use Thai in a wider range of situations. Since being moved to the
new location they have been comparatively stigmatized yet they accept their
fate and suffer the humiliation of becoming a lower social stratum in the
village where they had enjoyed the predominant status.
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Figure 2. Chung language areas

In addition to monetary compensation, relocatees were each given a
plot of land that is not big enough to sustain families of future generations. The
period of forest clearing to obtain more cultivation land had ended for good.
For the Chung people, this only meant cultural assimilation into Thai society.
They need to seek jobs in the city that require better Thai conversational
ability.

Ut is supposed to be etymologically related to Saoch. As final palatal stop -c is not
pronounceable in Thai, it is probable that Ut was derived from Saoch.
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Compulsory education based on Thai language and culture is another
factor that has accelerated the shift from Chung language to Thai. Use of the
Chung on school premises was prohibited until recently. Chung people had
also been made fun of by relocates of other ethnic groups. These factors
contribute to an intergenerational disruption of the Chung language. The
situation is most severe among the Chung of the school age generation. Most
of the Chung population consists of older and younger generations living in the
village whereas many of the Chung adults seek jobs in the city or work as hired
labors for local employers.

1.2 Chung of Cambodia

The recent history of the Chung people in Cambodia can be divided
into three stages: (1) Before the arrival of the Siamese army (1830s), (2) after
the Siamese conquest and before the Pol Pot regime, and (3) during and after
the Pol Pot regime.

Before the arrival of the Siamese army in 1830s, the Chung had been
known to enjoy a tribal territory in what is now Veal Renh district. According
to Chung oral history, they had a fort called Banteay Prey, which was not only
their fortified settlement, but it was the source of water supply for Chung
people who had settled along the sea coast. Chung people believed that their
ancestors used this fort to resist the Siamese assault.

After being defeated by the Siamese, the Chung population dropped
sharply. There was a Chung village called Long Leh on the seacoast of
Kampong Som. They had lived in isolation from the Khmer people where they
were able to maintain their language. Even the introduction of modern
education after independence from French colonization did not affect the
Chung language very much because Chung people could not enter the school
system because they were regarded by Khmer as having below average
intellectual ability. During the Khmer Rouge regime in the 1970s, Chung
villagers were relocated away from the coast and some were killed by
communist cadres. Now they have to live together with the Khmer who are
superior to them both in numbers and economic well-being.

After the fall of Pol Pot, the general situation of Chung improved.
However, there are few job opportunities in the city for Chung people. Thus,
there are adults in the village who can still use the Chung language. Among the
younger generation of Chung of school age, there is a language shift from
Chung to Khmer, quite similar to Chung children in Thailand.

2. Chung phonological inventories
2.1 Consonants
The Chung consonantal inventory consists of 21 phonemes: /p, p", b,

m, w, t,t", d,s,n, 1 1, c, c"n,j, k k" n, ?, h/. According to distinctions in
place of articulation, these consonants can be categorized as 5 Ilabial
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consonants /p, p", b, m, w/, 7 alveolar consonants /t, t*, d, s, n, 1, I/, 4 palatal
consonants /c, ¢, p, j/, 3 velar consonants /k, k", n/, and 2 glottal consonants /?,
h/. In terms of consonant classes or manner of articulation, the Chung
consonantal inventory includes 13 obstruents--11 stops and 2 fricatives--and 8
sonorants--4 nasals, 2 liquids and 2 glides. Table 1 shows the distinctions of
Chung consonantal phonemes in terms of place and manner of articulation.

Table 1. Chung consonantal phonemes

Manner and Place of Articulation
Manner Place
Labial | Alveolar | Palatal | Velar | Glottal
Obstruents Stops p t C k ?
ph th Ch kh
b d
Fricatives S h
Sonorants Nasals m n n n
Liquids 1
|
Glides W ]
2.2 Vowels

There are 9 short vowels and 9 long vowels in Chung. There are no
occurrences of short vowels in open stressed syllables. In other words, there is
no contrast of short and long vowels in open syllables. Diphthongs such as [is,
wo, ua] are rare and found only in some borrowings from Thai or Khmer. They
are not considered native to Chung phonology.

Table 2. Chung vowel phonemes

Tongue Height Tongue Position
Front Central Back
Close 111 w wua uuu
Mid e ee ¥ XY 0 00
Open € €€ a aa aJol)

2.3 Registers

Chung is a non-tonal language. However, there are 4 suprasegmental
phonemic contrasts based on the use of three “phonation types”, namely clear
(modal) voice, creaky voice, breathy voice, and the combination breathy-
creaky voice, which are similar to Chong, another Pearic language spoken in
Thailand (Isara 2002). These suprasegmentals are called 'registers' in this
study. They are:
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e R1 stands for clear voice
e R2 creaky voice
e R3 breathy voice
e R4 breathy-creaky voice.

The articulary-phonetic features, based on different glottal states for
each register are distinguished in Table 3, and exemplified in Table 4. The
description of laryngeal features as +Voice, £Spread Glottis and +Constricted
Glottis follows Gussenhoven & Jacobs (2005: 57).

Table 3. Phonetic features of Chung registers

Phonetic Features Clear(R1) | Creaky(R2) | Breathy(R3) | Breathy-
Creaky(R4)

+Voice + + + +

+Spread Glottis - - + +

+Constricted Glottis | - + - +

Table 4. Examples of Chung register contrasts
Clear(R1) Creaky(R1) Breathy(R3) Breathy-
Creaky(R4)

/tak/ ‘big’ - /tak/ ‘trap’ -

/taak/ ‘bean’ /taa’k/ ‘tongue’ | /taak/ ‘water’

/saap/ ‘bland’ /saa’p/ ‘dawn’ | - -

/monuul/ ‘knee’ - konuul ‘seven’ | -

- - /mluun/ ‘eel’ /mluu’n/ ‘salty’

3. Phonological correspondences

There are some significant phonetic/phonemic differences between
the Chung spoken in Cambodia and in Thailand. These include a
correspondence between words ending with /-j/ and /-I/. I suggest here that it is
convenient to call the two varieties “Chung Yuy” and “Chung Yul,” based on
different pronunciations of the word ‘sky’. The choice of this word is arbitrary,
since the etymology of ‘sky’ is not of greater importance than other words in
the same class.

This section shows how much Chung Yuy and Chung Yul differ from
each other in terms of phonology. The list of phonological correspondences
includes §3.1 Consonant Clusters, §3.2 Pre-syllables, and §3.3 Final
Consonants.

3.1 Consonant clusters
This subsection deals with differences between consonant clusters in

Chung Yuy and Chung Yul. It is observable that consonant clusters in Chung
Yul are more varied and complex than in Chung Yuy.
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It is also found that the clusters /ti- cl- c1-/ found in Chung Yul are
absent in Chung Yuy.

Table 5. Differences in Consonant Clusters

Chung Yuy Chung Yul Gloss

jan clag ‘cooked rice’
kian cian ‘stilt’

kiooc CI00C ‘horn’

kiok ciok ‘pig’

kiop t10p ‘eggplant’

However, the consonant clusters composed of labials and liquids are
similar in Chung Yuy and Chung Yul.

piak - piak ‘silver’.
mluu - mluu ‘betel’.
mleen - mleen ‘beautiful’.

3.2 Pre-syllables

This subsection deals with differences between pre-syllables in Chung
Yuy and Chung Yul. It can be seen that consonant clusters in Chung Yul are
more complex than in Chung Yuy. It is remarkable that in the case of Chung
Yul, pre-syllable structure is more complex and varied, while it is rather simple
in Chung Yuy, which has /ko-/ as pre-syllable in almost all cases.

Table 6. Differences in pre-syllables

Chung Yuy Chung Yul Gloss
tokaa cokaa ‘mouth’
kopook tropook ‘hole’
kotiit patiit ‘chili’
kaly¥n pialy¥n ‘ear’

3.3 Final consonants

This subsection deals with differences between final consonants in
Chung Yuy and Chung Yul. It covers the following differences:(1) /-j/ - /-1/
and (2) /-p, -t, -c, -k/ -- /-m, -n, -n, - n/.

3.3.1 /5j/ and /-l

As discussed above, there i1s a phonological correspondence between
words ending with /-j/ and /-1/ in Chung Yuy and Chung Yul respectively.
However, it is not a simple correspondence: there are words ending with /-j/
that are similar in Chung Yuy and Chung Yul. This means that there is a
distinction between /-j/ and /-1/ in Chung Yul while there is not in Chung Yuy.
This suggests a merger of /-j/ and /-1/ in Chung Yuy (for reconstruction of
Proto-Pearic see Headley 1985).
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Table 7. Correspondence between /-j/ - /-1/ in CY and CL

Chung Yuy Chung Yul Gloss

haaj haal ‘rice’

juuj juul ‘sky’
konuuj konuul ‘seven’
k¥ k¥l “sit’
manuuj monuul ‘knee’
c"00j c"ool ‘plant (v.)’

Table 8. Correspondence between /-j/ - /-j/ in CY and CL

Chung Yuy Chung Yul Gloss

Tuu’j Tuu’j ‘melon’

ko’ ko"j ‘long (time)’
c"00'] c"00’] ‘treetop’

3.3.2 /-p, -t, -c, -k/ and /-m, -n, -5, - y/

There is a distinctive pattern of phonological correspondence between
words ending with /-p, -t, -c, -k/ and /-m, -n, -n, - n/ in Chung Yuy and Chung
Yul after creaky vowels, such that in Chung Yul stops and nasals merge to all

nasals. Based on Headley's (1985) reconstruction, it could be generalized that
*.STOPS > -NASALS /V’  # in Chung Yul.

This pattern is exemplified in Tables 9 - 12.

Table 9. /-p/ v. /-m/ in creaky-voice and non-creaky-voice registers

Chung Yuy Chung Yul Gloss
saa’p saa’m ‘dawn’
caa’p caa’m ‘fishy’
kuu’p kuu‘m ‘frog’
k"aa’p k"aa‘m ‘scratchy’
ree’p ree'm ‘miss’
saap saap ‘bland’
tok™aap tok"aap ‘bamboo’
hoop hoop ‘eat’
see’m see’m ‘Siamese’
p"loo'm p"loo'm ‘wax’
kuum kuum ‘winnow’
naam naam ‘sweet’
pasom pasom ‘star’
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Table 10. /-t/ v./-n/ in creaky-voice and non-creaky-voice registers

Table 11.

Chung Yuy Chung Yul Gloss
caa’t caa’n ‘knife’
cee’t cee’n ‘deer’
coo’t coo’n ‘vomit’
kaa’t kaa’n ‘near’
sanee’t sanee’n ‘dark’

toot toot ‘head’
Tuut Tuut ‘wood’
pasiit pasiit ‘mushroom’
mat mat ‘eye’
komaat Tomaat ‘rhino’
21in ?1in ‘have’
k"een k"een ‘child’
p"oon p"oo’n ‘four’
cuu’n cuu’n ‘delicious’
tyn tyn ‘that’

/-¢/ v. /-n/ in creaky-voice and non-creaky-voice registers
Chung Yuy Chung Yul Gloss
kao’c koo’n ‘rice soup’
kmuu‘c kmuum ‘ghost’
k"100°c k"100n ‘lime’
suu’c suun ‘ant’
sa‘c sa’n ‘cold’
mosuuc masuuc ‘abscess’
?1c ?ic ‘feces’
cuuc cuuc ‘flesh; meat’
pic pic ‘sleep’
nac nac ‘“fall’

Zen ten ‘I
200N 200N ‘keep’
kiaan kiaan ‘alcohol’

77
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Table 12. /-k/ v. /-n/ in creaky-voice and non-creaky-voice registers

Chung Yuy Chung Yul Gloss
ploo’k ploo™ ‘mud’
kaa’k kaan ‘crow’
soo0’k s00'n ‘mango’
mluu’k mluu‘y ‘salty’
paak paak ‘ascend’
c"ak c"ak ‘seed’
tok tok ‘boat’
taak taak ‘water’
kloon kloon ‘bone’
t00'n t00'n ‘fear’
kun kun ‘belly’
ku'n ku'n “long’
cu'n cu'n “people’

4. Lexical comparisons

This section shows similarities and contrasts, with emphasis on the
contrasting aspect, in the vocabularies of Chung Yuy and Chung Yul. The
lexical inventory of Chung in both varieties can be divided into two situations,
the first where both Chung Yuy and Chung Yul keep old forms, and the second
is the situation where borrowing has occurred.

4.1 Chung Yuy and Chung Yul retaining old forms

The first situation is where one finds similar lexical correspondences
between Chung Yuy and Chung Yul. Given the phonological differences
between Chung Yuy and Chung Yul explained in the last section, it can be
easily seen that many words that are different in the two varieties simply
reflect different phonological changes. The following are samples of words
that illustrate these phonological changes. They are clearly not loans from Thai
or Khmer.

Table 13. CY and CL retain old forms

Gloss Chung Yuy Chung Yul Thai Khmer

‘six’ katoon katoon hok prammuay
‘seven’  konuuj konuul cet prampil
‘eight’ katii Totil peet prambay
‘nine’ koncaa koncaa kaw prambuan
‘ten’ raaj raaj sip dop

‘eye’ mat mat taa pneek
‘head’ taot taot htia kbaal
‘mouth’  tokaa cokaa paak moot

‘teeth’ k"00j k"00j fan tmeen
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4.2 Borrowings from Thai and Khmer

This subsection deals with linguistic features that are likely influences
from Thai and Khmer. First come lexical borrowings, which are frequently to
be found in both varieties of Chung. Varying patterns of borrowing are found
in the comparative lexicons. Those patterns are divided into four groups as
follows:

(1) Chung Yuy borrowed from Thai, while Chung Yul borrowed
from Khmer,

(2) Chung Yuy borrowed from Thai, while Chung Yul keeps old
forms,

(3) Both Chung Yuy and Chung Yul borrowed from Khmer, and

(4) Chung Yuy keeps old forms, Chung Yul borrowed from Khmer.

The most likely case is the first pattern, based on the assumption that
both varieties have been separated from each other for almost two centuries in
somewhat different environments. Chung Yuy has been overwhelmed by the
Thai language, and Chung Yul by Khmer. Given such a sociolinguistic
situation, it is the most likely that this borrowing pattern is the norm.

Table 14. Borrowings I: CY borrowed Thai, CL borrowed Khmer

Gloss Chung Yuy Chung Yul Thai Khmer
‘well’ boo taak ?ondoun boondm  ?ondoun
‘point to’ chii can?ool c"i can?aal
‘trousers’ kaankeen k"aw kaankeen khao

Table 15. Borrowings II: CY borrowed Thai, CL keeps old forms

Gloss Chung Yuy Chung Yul Thai Khmer
‘gold’ t"o:n maat t"oon mioh
‘hoe’ Coop swaak Coop caap

Table 16. Borrowings III: CY and CL borrowed & Khmer

Gloss Chung Yuy Chung Yul Thai Khmer

‘sing’ komuieen Com.IEEN 501 Comrian
p"leen

‘pillow’ k" onyyj k" omyy] m3on knaoj

‘custard tiip tiop ndojnaa  tiop

apple’
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Table 17. Borrowings IV: CY keeps old forms, CL borrowed Khmer

Gloss Chung Yuy Chung Yul Thai Khmer
‘bean’ kotaak sondaek "o sandaek
‘pus’ t"tum ktuh n3on ktuh
‘shoulder’ mliin smaa lai smaa
‘moustache’ komiin puk okaa nuot puk
moet
‘weave’ t"aan tbaan sdan tbaan

The first borrowing pattern shows the situation in which loans from
Thai and Khmer replaced the vocabulary in Chung Yuy and Chung Yul
respectively. The second borrowing pattern shows the situation in which loans
from Thai replaced the vocabulary in Chung Yuy, while Chung Yul did not
borrow from Khmer. The third borrowing pattern shows the situation in which
loans from Khmer are still preserved in the vocabulary of Chung Yuy and
Chung Yul respectively. The fourth borrowing pattern shows the situation in
which loans from Khmer replaced the vocabulary of Chung Yul, while Chung
Yuy still preserves old forms. This pattern on the side of Chung Yul should
illustrate recent borrowings from Khmer.

From the borrowing patterns analyzed above, it is hypothesized that
both Chung Yuy and Chung Yul had been able to maintain their languages
without much external influence until recently. Both varieties borrowed from
Thai and Khmer only lexically, in certain lexical domains.

4.3 Semantic differences between Chung and Khmer cognates

In this subsection I will discuss the semantic differences between
Chung and Khmer cognates. It is also concerned with the lexicon, yet it deals
with more subtle change in the language structure than measuring the amount
of loan words.

For the general case of borrowing, the task at hand is to find
phonological criteria to help distinguish Mon-Khmer cognates from Khmer
borrowings. Besides, it should be the case that Thai borrowings add to Khmer
borrowings in the Chung Yuy lexicon, yet it does not look apparently so. On
the contrary, it appears that Thai borrowings had replaced some of Khmer
loans. Therefore, one needs to supplement the phonological criteria for
distinguishing Thai and Khmer borrowings in Chung. One way to do this is to
take cognates in Chung and Khmer and study their semantic differences. This
is an appropriate method when we investigate long and intimate contact
relationship, as is the case for Khmer and Chung. The semantic differences
between Chung and Khmer cognates can be divided into two categories: (1)
Same Morphemes but Different Meanings, and (2) Same Meanings but
Different Morphemes. I do not find similar cases while investigating Thai
borrowings in Chung. If this is the case, I think that investigating 'semantic
differences' in shared cognates could be a way of identifying old and recent
lexical borrowings.
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4.3.1 Same Morphemes but Different Meanings

I present here six examples of semantic differences in Chung and
Khmer cognates found in similar morphemes, which have different meanings.

In the first example, the morpheme for ‘mouth’ in Chung is the
cognate of the morpheme for ‘chin’ in Khmer. But the reverse is not true. This
is in contrast with the second example in which the word for 'provision' in
Khmer became ‘husked rice’ in Chung. An interesting fact is that, Thai
borrowed this morpheme from Khmer but still keeps the original meaning.

In the third example, there is a word for ‘sea shrimp’ in Khmer which
corresponds to ‘shrimp paste’ in Chung. This is related to the word /kheej/ in
Thai, which could be used to mean both ‘shrimp paste’ and the tiny ‘sea
shrimp’ that is the raw material for making shrimp paste. However, only the
word /kheej/ ‘sea shrimp’ could be used to mean /kapi?/ ‘shrimp paste’ in Thai,
while the word /kapi?/ ‘shrimp paste’ could not be used to mean /kheej/ ‘sea
shrimp’. This could be similar to the case of Chung in which the word for ‘sea
shrimp’ in Khmer became ‘shrimp paste’ in Chung.

The fourth example is similar to the third one, not only for the shift of
meaning from Khmer ‘forceful’ to Chung ‘fast’, it is also linked to Thai
borrowing from Khmer that keeps more to the Khmer original meaning.

The fifth example shows a case of semantic ‘broadening’ as the
morphemes for ‘orange’ and ‘sour’ in Chung correspond to only one Khmer
morpheme for ‘sour’. This is similar to the sixth example in which the
morphemes for ‘rope’ and ‘rattan’ in Chung correspond to only one Khmer
morpheme for ‘rope’.

Table 18. Chung and Khmer cognates: Same morphemes but different

meanings
Gloss Chung Yuy Chung Yul Thai Khmer
‘mouth’ tokaa cokaa paak moet
‘chin’ tokyam tokyym k™Maan cankaa
‘husked rice’ sobeen sabeen k"aaw sian  ?apkaa
‘provision’ --- --- sabion sbion
‘shrimp paste” k"ii k"ii kapi? kaapi?
‘(tiny) sea shrimp’  --- -—- kheej kii
“fast’ k"lan k"lan rew lion
“forceful’ —-- —-- k"lan k"lan
‘orange’ cu’u --- som krouc
‘sour’ cu‘u cu‘u priow mcuu
‘rope’ kosaj kosaj c"uiok ksae

‘rattan’ kosaj kosaj waaj pdaw
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4.3.2 Same meanings but different morphemes

In a restricted sense, the following examples do not show semantic
differences, but similarities of meanings in different morphemes. Such
examples show the subtlety of semantic similarity between Chung and Khmer,
which is not found in a similar manner in Chung and Thai.

Table 19. Chung and Khmer cognates: Same meanings but different
morphemes

Gloss Chung Yuy Chung Yul Thai Khmer

‘major wife”  tok"on t"eem  tok"ont"eem  miolllang  prapiion daom
‘minor wife’  tok"on c"0o0’j cok"en c"0o0’j mionodj  prapiien con
‘thunderbolt”  kot"¢h cak kot"eh cak faap"aa  ruont&oh ban

These examples look like a case of loan translation (calque),
especially for the words for ‘major wife’ and ‘minor wife’ in Chung and
Khmer. All the Chung, Thai, and Khmer languages seem to have the concepts
for ‘major wife’ and ‘minor wife’. Yet they use different metaphors to present
such concepts. In Khmer and Chung, they use the same set of metaphors: tree
trunk for a major wife, and treetop for minor wife. In Thali, it is the distinction
between /liony/ ‘important; formal; big’ and /ndoj/ ‘minor; small’ that is used
for distinguishing between ‘major’ and ‘minor’ wives.

Another example is the concept of ‘thunderbolt’ or ‘thunderstrike,’
which is represented in Chung and Khmer as ‘shooting’ of firearms or canons
from the verbs /cak/ in Chung and /bap/ in Khmer. On the contrary, it is
represented in Thai as ‘splitting” or “cutting in two’ by the verb /p"aa/, which is
normally used with cutting instruments like an axe of a chopping knife. In fact,
it is semantically wrong to use the word /jin/ ‘shoot’ as part of ‘thunderbolt’ as
in Chung and Khmer.

5. Conclusion

In terms of phonological changes attested differently in Chung Yuy
and Chung Yul, there are three significant ones that can be summarized as
follows: (1) simplification of clusters and pre-syllables in Chung Yuy, (2)
merge of /-j/ and /-1/ in Chung Yuy, and (3) /-stops/ > /-nasals/ after Creaky
Vowels in Chung Yul. I propose that the first two are changes resulting from
contact with the Thai language, while the third one is interpreted as an
independent change triggered by system-internal tendency.

As observed in §3.1 and §3.2, there is a simpler pattern of consonant
clusters and pre-syllable in Chung Yuy than in Chung Yul. Such patterns also
are similar to Thai. On the contrary, the patterns of consonant clusters and pre-
syllables in Chung Yul are more varied and complex, which better represent
the historical forms of Chung language, which had inherited sesqui-syllabicity
as a Mon-Khmer feature. Therefore, I suggest that phonological simplification
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in Chung Yuy was motivated by contact with the Thai language. One might
also interpret Chung Yuy’s tendency to drop the pre-syllable altogether as a
move towards mono-syllabicity.

The most striking phonological contrast between Chung Yuy and
Chung Yul can be found in words with creaky-voice register. In this set of
words, one finds systematic correspondence between final /stops/ in Chung
Yuy and final /nasals/ in Chung Yul: /p, t, ¢, k/ versus /m, n, pn, n/. This change
in Chung Yul is unique because I have not found it at all in other Pearic
languages, including Chung Yuy. It must be a recent change after the
separation between Chung Yuy and Chung Yul less than two hundred years
ago. Because of this change, there is no contrast between stops and nasals in
final position in words with creaky voice. From a perceptual point of view, it is
easy to recognize the creaky voice combined with nasal release.

Since sound patterns in Chung and Khmer are more similar than
between both languages and Thai, it is rather more difficult to pinpoint which
areas in Chung phonology are influenced by Khmer. Some lexical borrowings
with Khmer pronunciation seem to be the norm. On the contrary, register
contrasts in Chung set the language apart from Khmer in terms of phonology.

Varying patterns of borrowing are found in the comparative lexicons.
Lexically, there are four patterns of borrowing: (1) CY borrowed Thai and CL
borrowed Khmer (2) CY borrowed Thai while CL kept old forms (3) CY and
CL borrowed Khmer (4) CY kept old forms while CL borrowed Khmer.

The apparent scenario is that the Chung language had retained Khmer
borrowings over a period of time before some speakers were captured and sent
to Thailand. Then, speakers on the Thai side started replacing the Khmer
borrowings with Thai, retaining their native lexicon. Back in Cambodia, Chung
speakers still borrowed from Khmer at the same rate.

From the data discussed in §4.3, it is the case that old borrowings
(Khmer), if not shared Mon-Khmer cognates, tend to be more susceptible to
semantic change---through semantic narrowing, broadening, and shift---than
recent borrowings. In the latter case, it seems that the relatively short period of
contact between Thai and Chung Yuy has not allowed for much semantic
change.

Based on such hypothesis, I submit that the study of semantic change
or differences could be a useful way of investigating the genetic and contact
relationship between Chung and Khmer. Even Thai borrowings could be
identified in such a manner. However, the application of this method has not
yet been tried for the comparative study of Mon-Khmer languages in terms of
semantic relationship between morphemes in particular semantic domains, as

in the case of Tibeto-Burman languages for which this method had been
utilized (Matisoff 1978).
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