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Abstracl. As have been known, the Austroasiatic and Austronesian languages phonetnically and
lexically have correspondence. However, whether this 15 borrowed ar mherited 1elationship has
lang heen an issue of controversy, because plausible evidence to these pamts of view s snll

unavailable

In 1his paper, equivalent data from basic vocabulary between the Viet Muong disyllablic
sesquisyllablic languages (e.p. Arem, Ma Lieng, Sach. Ruc, Ahcu) and the Chamic languapes are
carefully investigated. Despite 1he shared basic vocabulary, this kind of cquivalence lends further
weight 10 the view that preference is piven fa the borrowed relationship. For that reason, these
lexical resemblances arc of a restricted ranpe which supponis the relation of special borrowings

between the 1wa languages.

. P.K. Benedict. in his 1973 paper, argued
‘substratum’”  relationship belween
Anstronesian  (abbrehnated as  AN]  and
Austraasiaue {AA) languages when he oflfered a
further explanation of the so-called " Austro-
Thai® and 1s relatedness to  Ausiroasialic
languages [1]. In his terminalogy, “Austro-
Thai’ refers to the languages of Miao-Yao, Tai-
Kadai, and Austronesian.

for a

In the same year af 1973, the link between
these two languape families was also put
forward for consideration hy 8.1 Jakhontov.
Having supgested that Vietnamese 1s part of the
(Mon-Khmer, in his
language fannly and Tai 1s inheriance-related
n his

Ausitoasiatic words)

ta the Austranesian (or Indonesian,
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termunalogy) rather than to Sino languages, this
link 15 regarded as a borrowing relationship [2].

A year later. A G.ilaudicourt snared the
same line af analysis with P.K. Benedicl and
S.E. lakhontov [3.4] He further emphasized
that this 15 a special borrawing relationship
since the shared words of the two language
familics belong to the basic vocabulary and
regularly appear in different sub-groups. As he
pointed oul, there are some Mon-Khmer words
in the Malaysian language, which are
unavailable in the Cham languapes, far
instance: 'crab’ keram, Dahnar katam, Khmer
ktam, Mon gatam. Samre tham, Khasi tham,
Wa ram” [3, tr33] Also, the vocabulary of
some Mon-Khmer lanpuapes including Maa,
Mnang. Bahnar consists essentially of loans
made the Cham languages as a
conscquence ol the lonp-term donunance of the

{rom
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Cham people. Natewarthily, ‘the borrowed
lexicon anginated either from Sanskrit ... or
Indonesian languages’ [3, 1r.33 .

The 1ssue seems to be sorted out until lately
some ather propnsals of the classification of
Southeast Asian languages have been released.
Most recently, [rom sound carrespondences,
shared vacabulary and shared marphology, L.
Sagart (2004) has arpued that the Tai-Kada
languapes are a subgroup of Austronesian and
additionally, Austronesian and Chinese are
penetically related within a macrophylum
which  he called 'Proto-Sino-Tibetan-
Austroncsian” (PSTAN) {5]. Accordingly, in
the area of pre-literate Southecast Asia and
South China, Sino-Tibetan, Austronesian, and
l'ai-Kadai languages all belonged 10 a macro-
family, which excluding Austroasiatic.

Therefore, despite of different approaches,
previous schalars have shared the same idea
ihat the carrespondence between Austroasiatic
(particularly Mon-Khmer) and  Austranesian
languages is not as proaf of an inheritance
relationship, but as a result of borrowings.

2. On the other hand, Pham Duac Duong, in
his effort to build up a modcl of a mxed
language which arises through language
cantact, has been argued far a hypothesis of
‘ngt hé BDoéng Nam A’ (literally means:
Southeast Asian language-family) or Prato-
Austreasiatic as he lurther explained. In his
system, this language family cansists of the
languages of Austroasiatic, Austronesian and
Dong Tai (equivalent lo Tai-Kadai in other
systems) [6, tr30]. It mcans that Austroasiatic
and Austronesian initially ariginaled fram the
same family, which subsequently divided into
three  present-day  sub-groups, namely
Austraasiatic, Austroncsian and Dong Tai.

Pham Pic Duong, however, provided only

ethnolinguistic  argumcnis  ta  support  his-

positian. Strictly speaking, linguistic evidence
for a kin relationship belween Austroasiatic and

Austronesian has yet 1o be presented. Although
many aspects of this hypothesis remain unclear,
there 1s solid indication that the special
relatedness belween the two language families,
which was first naticed by A.G. Haudricourt, is
worthy of deeper consideration. This paper.
therefore. s concerned with empirical data from
different lanpuages in order 1a shed some light
an this unusual relationship.

3. Having investigated some languages that
still keep in existence characteristics of the
ancient Viet-Muong languages, which belong to
Mon-Khmer, a branch of the Austroasiatic
family [7], we rcalized that these languages
have much of care vocabulary copnate shared
with some ather Austranesian languages Taken
into account, the lexical equivalence is devated
to illuminatc the naturc of the relationship
between Viet-Mueng and Austronesian languapes,
ar more specifically, between nartheastern
Meaon-Khmer and mainland  Austronesian
languages af the Soulhcast Asia regian.

The languages investigated including Arem
(A1), Malieng (ML), Sach (8), Ruc (R) or Aheu
{Ah), Kha Phang (Kh), eic. are well known for
having a 'sesqui-syllabic pattem’, which 1s
suppartive of the fact that they well sustain the
linguistic peculiarities af the Proto-Viet Muang
{(PVM) period. Since Proto-VietMuong is the
most conservative member of the Mon-Khmer
branch, the lexieal comespondence bebween
Viet-Muong and Austronesian languages is of
preat significance.

Speakers of sesqui-syllabic Viet-Muong
languages are primarily located in the provinces
of Quang Binh, Ha Tinh, and south Nghe An,
where they live along mounlainous areas of the
Vietnam-Laos barder (see the map below). Due
to rugged terrain, tormentous weather and
limited transportation in this geographical
regien, these languapes consist of some well-
preserved phonetic patterns of the Proto-Viet
Muang language [8].
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Figure of the residential territory of the sesqui-syllabic Viet-Muong languages (red-lincd area).

interestingly, mast of the shared wards are

3.1 Presentarion of data
essential components of the vocabulary of the

Data ohservation reveals that the sesqui- two languages under camparison. Two sub-
sytlahic Viet-Muong and the Cham languages categories of lexicon are given with respect to

3. 1.1 Land-reilated words

Cham Vietnamese, Muong  Sesqui-syllabic VietMuong

chok {C) nii da (V), nii 1A (M) cit{R), laka:p fate? (Ar)

“rocky mountain™ “ rocky mountain” “rocky mouniain'

patiu (C) da (V), ta (M) lata (R. 8), fate? {Ar) “stone”

“stone” “stone”

haluk (C) dal (V), tht (M) ban (R, S), Patdk (Ar) “earth”

“wvarth” “earth”

haluk lon (C) dat sét (V) ban tlet (R), Jatik kupec (ML) “clgy”
“clay” “clay”

chuah {C) cat (V), kach (M) 1akdc (R), Yate? kit taka'c (Ar) “sand"

“sand' Ysand”
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3 1.2 Time-related woredy

Cham Vietnamese, Muong
haray {C) "~ dev”

ngdy (V), ngdy (M) “day”

Sesqui-syllabic VietMuong
pakuush (S, R), beh {Ar) paka: (Kh)
ndayn

pok page {(C) ‘early sing som (V) lang khom (M) “early [am (R, S), Jaram’ (Ar) “early

mornmg’ morning"

jala (C) “noon”

mudm (C) “right”

night”
bilan (C) “manth”
kilan (C) “maon”

thun {C) “year”

trira {V), tlua (M) “naca™

dém (V) tém (M) “"mighs”
mudam mudom (C) “fate  dém hdm (V), 16m (M) “late night”

thang {V), khang (M) “month”
Irdng {V), tlang (M) “moon™
ndm (V), ndm (M) “year”

morning”

pakuah (S, R, cilia (Ar) kalia (ML)

“naon’
lim (S, R), lam (Ar) “night”
hom (8, R), tanop (ML) “late night”

l"i:q' (S, RJ, lhr.lj‘(Ar] “month"”
palian (8, R}, Ymreah (A1) “moon™
nam {8, R}, i*un (Ar),

sanidm (Kh) “year”

Note: Cham dala follow Bii Khdnh Thé [9). Munng data follow [10]. Ruc data follow Nguyén Phi Phong [11]:
Ruc, Arem, Sach, Malieng. Kha Phong daia come from our fieldwork Cham and Muong transcriptions follow

the original texis, others are transcribed in IPA.

i2. Discussion of data

Apparently, the two wordlists are parts of
the core vocabulary. Following the treatments
of P.K. Benedict, S.E. lakhontov, A. G.
Haudricourt, and L. Sagart, these lexical
correspondences, al first glance, are more likely
indicative of inherited relationship. Thoroughly
considered. this is probably not the case.

321 In the first place, regarding land-
related terms, the Ruc words for “rocky
mountain” and “earth™ are quite similar to the
cquivalent Cham words. Regarding words
referring to time, the correspandence between
Cham and Viet-Muong is more varied. In
particular, Cham and Viet are equivalent in
terms of the word for ‘day’; Cham and Viet,
Muong, Arem, Malieng have the term for
while Cham and Viet,
Muong, Sach. Rue correspondingly share the

‘noon’ in common;

word for ‘meoan’, which is synonymous to
‘month” in Cham. On the other hand, the term
for ‘year’ is shared only hy Cham and Arem;

while the chosen word for “early marning’, to
some extent, is jointly employed by Cham,
Sach, Ruc, Kha Phong.

It is fairly easy 1o see the phonetic
regularity among these basic words, such as
Cham bilan, Viet trdng, Muong blang/tidng,
Sach va Ruc palian. Based on this kind of
equivalence between Cham and VietMuong
only, it seems to lend further weight to the view
that preference is pgiven 1o the genetic
relationship.

3.22. A careful examination of the data,
however, reveals different results. The Cham
and Viet-Muong forms do not truly correspond
regularly in the sense that some Viet-Muong
words are similar to Cham’s, but not to those of
other languages in the same Viet-Muong group.
For example, with regard to the words for
“year”, ('un in Arem is related 10 thun in Cham,
yet has no connection with ndm or sandm in
other Viet-Muong. Similarly, the Cham word
for “moon™ forms identifiable patterns of
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equivalence with those of Viet, Muong, Sach,
Ruc, hutl not with Anreah in Arem. The terms
for “noon™ are mostly shared by the languages
under comparison, except Sach, Ruc. In
parallel, the Cham wards for “rocky mountain™,
and probably for “earth™ exhibit pretty direct
correspondence with those of Sach, Ruc, but
not with those of other Viet-Muong.

The irregular similarities within  Viet-
Mucng languages show that Viei-Muong
languages only correspond individually with
Cham. Despite the fact that Cham and Viet-
Muong have the core vocabulary in common
(as shown in 3.2.1), this kind of equivalence 1s
hardly indicative of inherited phonetic

relationship.

This iregularity, hawever, can be explained
in the following way: some Cham words are
sustainable in some Viet-Muong languages, but
are lost in other languages of the same Viet-
Mucng group. Therefare, the individual
correspondence, by itself, would be insufficient
to cast grave douht on the kin link between

Cham and Viet-Muang.

3.2.3. A more thorough investigation of the
data, however, gives out an interesting point,
namely the consistency of each waordlist of the
Cham  and
languages under comparison. This is prohably
the mosl apparent evidence of the borrowing
relationship between the two proups.

sesqui-syllabic  Viet-Muong

In the Mirst list of land-related words, the
terminologies for “stone™, “rocky mountain”,
“earth”, “clay”, and “sand™ in the sesqui-
syllahic Viet-Muong languages uniformly have
the matching forms in Vietnamese and Muang.
Although the words far “rocky mountain” and
“earth” in Ruc are different in detail, they
cannot in principle be considered as a violation
of the consistency relation of the whole group.

The same holds 1true for the second list of
time-related words. Terminologies for “early

moming”, “noon”, “late night”, “month™, anc
“year” cxhibit a consistent patiern of bchavio
throughout the Viet-Muong pgroup. The
exceptional cases of the words for “day’ and
“moon” do not fundamentally fail to agree with
this paitern.

In summary, the consistent correspondence
within the Viet-Muong group provides strong
evidence to confirm that the Viet-Muong basic
words, which are quite similar to those of the
Cham languapes, are of barrowed origin. Due
to thc non-indigenous origin, they are preserved
in some, not all languapes of the entire Viet-
Muong group. In other wards, the Cham group
of Austronesian does share with the Viet-
Muang pgroup of Austroasiatic some core
vocabularies, and this similatity is best taken as
a solid indicator of spccial barrawings.

Consequently, Southeast Asia, in our poini
of view, is home to five language families,
namecly Austroasiatic, Austronesian, Tai -
Kadai, Sina — Tibetan and Miao-Yao; which is
also strongly held by other scholars. 1t is nat
incempatible with the view that the Southeast
Asia repion exhibits a consisient cultural-
linguistic resemblance. This cultural-linguistic
correspondence, haowever, should be sirictly
differentiated from the similarity of linguistic
origins.
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