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ISSUES IN THE MORPHOLOGICAL RECONSTRUCTION
OF PROTO-MON-KHMER

PAUL SIDWELL
Australian Nationgl University, and
Centre for Research in Computational Linguistics (Bangkok)

1. Introduction’

The honouree of this volume is famed for his passionate interest in morphology
morphological reconstruction and his championing of etymological methods in
recozflstruction. In this context, it gives me great satisfaction to honour Harold
by discussing some issues in the morphological reconstruction of Proto-Mon-
Khmer, and setting forth a reconstruction of various Proto-Mon-Khmer affixes,

The Mon-Khmer family belongs within the Austroasiatic phylum of South
and Southeast Asia. The morphological systems of these have been described to
greater and lesser extents, and comparative Mon-Khmer studies have been
conducted - with stops and starts - for more than century already. It is now ciear
that. l?roto—Mon-Khmer bound morphology was characterised (at least) by
prefixing and infixing, employed for purposes connected with derivation and
verbal semantics. There was also much creativity in the formation of expressive
lexicon, with much use of reduplication and assimilation. The latter are not
discussed here; instead, it is only affixes that will be examined.

_ ‘Approaches to Mon-Khmer morphological reconstruction have faced
various hurdles; one being that since the foundational studies of Schmidt
(especially 1905, 1906) the issues have tended to be seen through the lens of the
Aust;;ﬂic hypothesis. As formulated by Schmidt, Mon-Khmer and Austronesian
_are sisters within an Austric macro-phylum, and although many lexical parallels
h_ave been adduced, the most important evidence has always been seen to reside
~in 'the morphology, specifically in among a small subset prefixes and infixes (see
- Reid 2004, 1999, 2005 for recent views). Thus, much of the modest relevant
“research effort has effectively presumed that the Mon-Khmer-Austronesian
.__morphelogical parallels are archaic and reflect reconstructable morphemes
_._Such a top-down approach to reconstruction has its own merits, but in thé
--present case we are dealing with very old languages families whose affilitation is
not generally accepted, and may well be impossible to demonstrate. In this

;

| Nzgznaal,;tgog gratefully acknowledge's'the support of the Mon-Khmer Languages Project by the
éxp[‘essed['} ok\:{ment tfor the Humanities. Any views, findings, conclusions, or recommendations
o in this publ.icatl.no'n do not necessarily reflect these of the NEH. Thanks are also due to
the:Department of Linguistics, Max Plank Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology (Leipzig).
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paper | advocate a more bottom-up approach, emphasising the comiz_)arative
analysis of forms which occur within a well-established genetic grouping, and
which for formal and distributional reasons are likely to be archaic, and not
borrowed.”

2. Methodological preliminaries

Mon-Khmer languages have a distinctive morphological typology, characterised
by prefixation and infixation of mono- and sesquisyllabic stems. The preferred
phonological shape of unaffixed Proto-Mon-Khmer stems (based on Shorto
2006) included:

»  Monosyllabic: C(R)V(V)C, where R was an optional medial
consonant, one of the set /r,1,j, w, h/, and:

«  Sesquisyllabic: CCV{V)C, in which initial clusters of stops (oral a.md
nasal) were permitted, with a weak vowel epenthesis after the first
C, creating a light initial syllable or ‘presyllable’.

Initial sequences of two or more consenants could be built up by affixatiop,
with a likely preference for initial sequences of three consonants  in
morphologically complex words, affording presyllables a coda if the “st(.em was
light (CVC) {Anderson (2004) has a similar formulation he calls the “bimoraic
constraint™), Thus, some affixes had mono- and bi-consonantal allomorphs,
applied according to the weight and/or sonority contour of the stem.

Syntactically the languages are isolating, so that morpholog@al processes
are largely restricted to derivational functions, although one finds quite a;
variety of idiosyncratic developments - for example the case marking o
pronouns of (Katuic) Ta'oih (Solntseva 1996) and Pacoh (Alves 2006) are
transparently innovative,

Not withstanding the above, speakers of many Mon-Khmer language§ have
more or less abandoned affixation as a morphological strategy, typica'lly m‘the
context of phonological changes that have restructured the lexicon into
monosyllables. In these languages, such as Vietnamese, Nyah-eun, and oth'ers,
compounding has emerged as an important new woréAformat‘mnal mechani.sm
(probably for both internal structural reasons, plus contact with compounding
languages such as Chinese, Thai, Lao).

2 One of the reviewers of this paper suggested that | should consider the possibility that.various
items of Mon-Khmer bound morphelogy may be ancient borrowings from Austronesian. My
intuitive response is to dismiss the suggestion as unlikely and difficult to test, altho.ugh I m.ust
admit that it is not impossible. Probably such a hypthesis cannot be tested properly without first
conducting far more extensive bottom-up studies of Austroasiatic morphology.
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Some reconstructions of affixal forms have already been suggested. Relying

especially upon Nicobarese evidence, Reid (1994) offers the following Proto-
Austroasiatic affixes:

Causatives: *pa/-ap-, *ka-
Agentives: *-um-, *ma/-am-
Instrumental;  *-an-, *in-
Objective: *-a

The last of these, the Objective suffix, is especially doubtful. The form does not
occur elsewhere in Austroasiatic; the Nicobarese “suffixes” are analysed as
clitics by Braine (1970), and should be considered innovations. The other affixes
reconstructed by Reid do have cognates in other branches, and therefore do
represent ancient morphemes. However, placing weight on Nicobarese led Reid
to reconstruct these affixes with CV/VC structure, even specifying the quality of
the vowels. This may be correct for Nicobarese, but it is quite possible that they
were purely consonantal in Proto-Mon-Khmer, and may have been similarly so
in Proto-Austroasiatic. Compare with Anderson (2004) who, giving special
weight to Munda forms, reconstructs the Proto-Austroasiatic causative as a
prefix *'b- with CVC stems and as an infix *-'b- with CCVC stems.’ The uncertain
place of Nicobarese in the Austroasiatic family, and the lack of a well-developed
comparative reconstruction of Proto-Nicobar, means that the use of such
evidence for wider comparative analysis is extremely problematic. Clearly there
are issues of segmental and prosodic phonology that are far from solved at the
Proto-Austroasiatic level, and for now 1 prefer to focus on reconstruction at a
lower phylogenetic level.

Taking the bottom-up approach with the Mon-Khmer family, it is
convenient to begin by identifying at least two branches of the family that
maintain evidence of rich morphological systems, and yet are widely separated
geographically. Guided by these principles we would turn immediately to the
Aslian languages which, located on the Malay Peninsula, have escaped the areal
effects of contact with Thai/Lao that affected so much of the mainiand {(pointed
out by Diffloth 1979). Fortuitously, the Aslian languages show a morphological
complexity which has been well described, and in this study, I draw upon Jahai
(Burenhult 2005} and Semelai (Kruspe 2004).

At the geographical extreme from Aslian are the Northern Mon-Khmer
languages: Khasi, Palaungic and Khmuic. The first two are not promising;
Palungic languages have little morphology to offer, and “morphological
processes in Khasi are almost non-existent” (Rabel-Heymann 1976:981).
However, Khmuic is a promising candidate for morphological comparison, since
documented varieties show considerable morphelogical complexity (although
only modest morphological productivity). Thanks to apparently very

"l assume this notation represents *6-/-6-, since Anderson describes the sounds as “glottalised”.
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conservative phonology, extensive complex forms persist, which aid in the
historical analysis. For this study 1 draw upon the Kammu documented by
Svantesson (1983) and the Khmu of Suwilai {2002).”
Svantesson anticipates the selection of Aslian and Khmuic as criterion
branches for merphological reconstruction:
It s believed that Proto-Mon-Khmer {and Prote-Austreasiatic) had a rich system of
derivational affixes (Pinnow 1960, Difflath 1976), and some of the affixes found in
Kammu (e.g. causative /p-/ are widespread in different Austroasitic subgroups.
Aside Munda, the Austroasiatic subgroups having the most developed morphological
systems are probably Aslian (see e.g. Benjamin 1976a) and Nicobarese. In Vietnamese
there is almost no derivational morphology at all, and in most other groups, the

situation is similar to that in Kammu, i.e. affixation is common but not completely
productive. {Svantesson 1983:73)

There are also other factors, in addition to morphological complexity, that
point to both Khmu and Aslian being generally rather conservative as Mon-
Khmer languages go. Many Mon-Khmer languages that have been in contact
with Tai have undergone a distinctive type of phonological restructuring, in
which voiced stops devoiced, and the vocalism was restructured to double the
number of contrasts, either by acquiring tones, breathy phonation, a plethora of
diphthongs, or a combibation of two or three of these factors. Typically the
Proto-Mon-Khmer imploded stops continue as a distinct series, often losing
implosion to become the ‘new’ voiced series (as happened in Thai and Lao). This
did not occur in Aslian languages, which maintain the old voicing contrast (in
fact merging the Proto-Mon-Khmer imploded stops into the voiced series),
instead many of them lost the length contrast in the vowels, apparently under
the influence of Austronesian, Many of the Khumic languages, although spoken
in the zone of prolonged Tai contact, have retained the Proto-Mon-Khmer
voiced series (also merging the Proto-Mon-Khmer imploded stops into the
voiced series as did Aslian), and have resisted vowel restructuring. Suwilai
Premsrirat’s Khmu Chuang is such a conservative variety.

Svantesson (1983:83) lists some 27 distinct forms of “affixators” in Kammu.
several of these are transparently innovative forms or specifically related to
expressive formations, and these are removed from consideration for now. The
remaining forms are reorganised according to function and listed as follows
(prefixes indicated by x-, infixes indicated by -x-, allomorphs by /):

verb forming; gn-, kn-, km-

Resultative: tl-, sl-, hn-

Causative: p- pn, -m-

Reciprocal: tr-

Nominalising: m-, -m-/-r-/nfd)-, -n-, -mn-, sy-, sr-, tr-

4 Henceforth forms noted as ‘Kammuw’ are all from Svantesson (1983}, and those noted as ‘Khmu’
are from Premsrirat {2002).
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Prefixes are straightforwardly added to the left edge of stem, while infi
are msert'ec.l to the right of the leftmost consonant. Speakers cio not rea(?: TS
tolerate initial sequences of more than three consonants, so there it
consequent limits on the amount of affixation that may appliéd and in e
cases there is deletion of segments to accommodate affixation , e

A remarkable phonological concomitant of Kammu a'ffixatien is what
Svantesson calls “coda assimilation”. Affixation tends to creates presyﬂab}ei

and in certain cases, the rhymes of these
ert . presyllables (often underlying!
/r/) assimilate to the coda of the mainsyliable, e.g. (from Svantessog f9g8§g§)/ .

Nominalizing rn-:
ho‘ac. tocarve’ > re'hdaccarving’
wagj ‘toswim' > rjwdqj ‘fin’

Causative pn-:
k‘ak ‘bent’ > pkkdk ‘to bend’
roos ‘angry > péroos ‘to make somebody angry’

The situation in Aslian is more complex; in particular, there is a far more
giaborated version of coda assimilation, which Aslian specialists variously call
codfi copying”, “reduplicative infixation”, “incopyfixation” The diffez*er?cea'
that instead of a well-formed segment assimilating to the mainsyllable coda, it ;2
an ulnderspecified or epenthetic segment (or segments) that assimil%tes
Consider the imperfective aspect marker in Jehai (from Burenhult 2005:94-5): fOI’:

monosyllabic stems the prefix consists of a copy of i
th
copy of the mainsyllable coda, e.g.: > ¢ maineyllable onset plus a

sut ‘to sob’ > stsut ‘sobbing’
we? 'to exist’ > wiwe? ‘existing’

For sequisyllabic stems the allomorph s si '
. ph is simply a copy of th
inserted to create a minorsyllable rhyme, e.g.p Y@ copy o the mainsyllable coda

tfoc ‘to ask > tcfoc ‘asking’
rwis ‘to cut grass” > rswis ‘cutting grass’

In disyliabic stems® the minorsyllable rhyme gains a coda:

turch ‘to tap poison” >  tuhreh ‘tapping poison’
gulem ‘to carry’ > gulem ‘carrying’

; ThJS last'term coined by coined by Matisoff {2003:28) with charateristic wit.
Disyllabic stems are not a general feature of Mon-Khmer langu
assumed to have arisen under Austronesian

r A ages, and in Aslian can be
influence, Many in fact are obvious Malay loans,
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Note that the allomorphy maintains the (historically?) preferred word-
shape of morphologically complex forms. This allomorphy also. means that iglei
full set of Jehai affixes is difficuit to summarise abstractly. Here is table of verba
derivation from Burenhult (p.94):

i isyllabic Disyllabic
ivational Monosyllabic Sesquisy . !
Derlgi:rita feip/ /kien/ ‘to lister /eulem/ ‘to carry
mor
Aspect/aktionsart o

Imperfective cp-cip k<n=jen iti ;Taim

Progressive b-cpcip b-knjen 1 gulsm

lterative ip-cip I-kjen wlgllcm— .

Continuative cip-cip k;s,fg%qen g(im>l§m

Distributive cip-cip iqgﬂeg g

i -Ci <g=]er) -

Reciprocal ca-cip ,

Affix /m/ mp-Cip my-jen (7) mrrT—lsm ]
Causative pp-cip, pi-cip, pr-cip, tr-cip k<rijen g<::lllsl£nm
Nominalisation np-cip tmg:;eg g(reﬂsm "
Collective plural — <ra=jer
;zlr;ltliri:ahsa“w t-cip (7) t-kyen (1) t-gulem (7)

Figure 2: Paradign of verbal derivation in jahai (Burenhult 2005:94, Table 4.5)

5o what is the historical context of Aslian incopyfixation? Matisoff suggests
that it is not especially unique:

i i Nicobarese
re still apparently productive in Nancowry
?}gz:ghagﬁlfaszs19271’0'149ff}. A e;\]N Proto-Waic rtéco{nstftﬁlct];ons;gok Kllfg]th%)gllgfgs
ilized i ixes ‘ ind [Diffloth 1980, p. 148].
d incopylixes, e.g. *rmhom ‘heart, mind’ [Dilt 0, :
{?lffritziﬁction;); (1966) has forms like ryjut “horrible’ [pbaan ‘immense’. (fn.150,

p.30)

My theory is that the origin is phonological, 'ancl was lconnected t;) tltql‘;et
structure of sesquisyllables and associated phontactic constraints. ; expei that
the Kammu pattern is more-or-less indicative of the Proto—Mog-K me;r sta :
affairs; coda assimilation was not necessarily especially productlve, and many of
the forms still in use are fossils, the accumulgted detritus of cen‘curlest od
sporadic formations, On the other hand, the Aslian lan.guages, onct:)e separa .{zh
from other Mon-Khmer speakers, went on to regul'a%'lse and ela oratitwtlh
innovations such as the phonologically unde;spec;fled morphemes‘ : t‘e
earliest stage (at the Proto-Mon-Khmer level?’) spegkers mse.rted ePt?n t'i rllz
rhymes into consonant clusters, and with euphom?/f'axpr?sswe mo 1v:;1 :V s
began to rhyme these with the mainsyllable clodas‘ This is quite consisten it
the sorts of word game that are common in Southeast Asia (e.g. swapping

7 1 haven't (yet) found Aslian-type epenthetic coda copying described in respect of Munda
languages, although expressive reduplication is common to them,
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rhymes within couplets of monosyllables is popular in Vietnamese), and

expressive reduplication is described in detail for many Mon-Khmer languages.
in the following section, 1 will present evidence for the reconstruction of a

selection of Proto-Mon-Khmer affixes. The presentation is far from

comprehensive, dues to space considerations, and should be taken as illustrative
rather than authoritative.

3. Infixes

3.1 Mon-Khmer Infixes

infixation is an important word-formational process in Mon-Khmer languages.
Tt has been suggested that generally infixes can be analysed as a type of
prefixation, a position that Kruspe takes in her analysis of Semelai, arguing that
the infixes are effectively prefixed to the prosodic head (2004:65-6). Looking for
an historical explanation one may observe that among Mon-Khmer languages
the most common infixal segments are nasals, while nasal onsets in
sesquisyllabic stems are rare {or nonexistent). By contrast, nasal codas are
common in all types of mainsyllables - the proportion typicaily approaches 50%
(except in those languages in which hardening of finals is a regular
development). A similar but weaker tendency applies to liquids. This suggests
that during a specific historical stage of Mon-Khmer (pre-Proto-Mon-Khmer 7)
nasals and liquids were not permitted as leading onset segments of
sesquisyllables. Whatever the particulars of this constraint, it may have been
associated with a metathesis of sonorant initials, i.e. NC- > CN-. Perhaps we see

an echo of just such a process in the behaviour of Jehai affixes (see examples

under 3.3).

Another point to consider is whether there is an historical relation between

/n, m, r/ as the typically infixal segments, and the implosives /6, d/. There is a

remarkable symmetry in the fact that the implosives are only reconstructable

for Proto-Mon-Khmer as prevocalic segments, but never preconsonantally (in

contrast, say, to contemporary Bahnar, see Banker et al. 1979). A general

lenition of preconsonantal implosives, followed by metathesis (**pcvc »
FENCVC > *CNVC) would account for the existence and phoenological form of
Austroasiatic infixes. It this context it is intriguing that Anderson’s (2004)
reconstruction of the Munda causative suggests an implosive articulation.

3.2 Nominalising *-n-

The nominalising *-n- is distributed widely, although in some languages it is no
longer productive, or is restricted in its productivity (e.g. only weakly
productive in Khmuic). it appears that essentially any verb could be nominalised
with *-n-. It is not clear if its usage was originally restricted {to perhaps



258 PAUL SIDWELL

instrumentals or resultatives) and subsequently generalised, or the other way
around.

Kammu (instrumental}): ‘
kéh ‘to cut’ knéh ‘cutting board
keep ‘to fasten belt’ kntep  ‘quiver’

Khmu {resultative): . o
peer ‘to slice’ pneer ‘sliced pieces

There are vestiges in other Northern Mon-Khmer languages, such as Khasi
(data from Hendersen 1976):

Khasi: ' ?
shong  ‘to sit, dwell’ shnong  ‘place, village, town
sait ‘to wash (vegetables)’ snait ‘strainer’

In Aslian the affix is accompanied by a copy of the mainsyllable coda:

Jahai: .
CVC stem sam  ‘to hunt' nmsam  ‘act of hunting
CCVC stem thoh  ‘tobeat’ tnhboh  ‘act of beating
Semelal: o

CVC stem car ‘treatwith fire’  nrc’ar “firing

CCVC stem sman ‘Lo request’ snpmayt  ‘request for sth’

The infix shows considerable allomorphy in various other Mon-Khmer
languages, essentially relating to restrictions on the occurrence and collocations

of /n/.E.g.

Katu:

cha ‘to eat’ chana ‘food’
n-a/l pleh ‘to turn on road’  paleh ‘crossroads’
n»a/_r prung  ‘to blow fire’ paruung  ‘pipe to blow fire’

3.3 Nominalising Agentive *-m-

Aslian provides evidence of a labial nasal agentive affix, e.g.:

Jahai:

wi Teft’ mwi ‘left-handed person’
tem  ‘right’ mmtem  ‘right-handed person’
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Semelai:
kbac  ‘fish with pole’ kmbac  ‘fishing pole’
sdar  ‘to remember’ smrdar  ‘a good rememberer’

In Old Khmer we find a rare ‘agentive’ -m-, e.g.:

Old Khmer:
sm o C‘toreside, preside’  smy ‘in residence; to officiate’

A similar morpheme is found in Mon, and Diffloth (1984) reconstructs a Proto-
Monic *-m- agentive, However, the closest match in Kammu/Khmu is an
unpreductive complex infix -mn- with an instrumental function:

Kammuw:
tls  ‘to support’ thinis ‘support’
kées ‘tofencein’ kninées  ‘fence’
Khrmu:
keh ‘to chop’ kmnoh  ‘chopping block’

Perhaps the Khumic -mn- is a remnant of a combination of two infixes, the labial
reduced to a remnant of the Proto-Mon-Khmer agentive.

3.4 Expressive of repetitiveness/numerousness *-I-

Matisoff (2003:27) notes that;

Jah Hut has an -k infix that occurs in expressives to indicate intensity or great
numbers (eg. sefbywr ‘sight of dishevelled hair, sla?byur ‘long, abundant
dishevelled hair’}, and which also occurs fossilised in the form -7 in names of

animals characterised by rapid, jerky movements (ki?hak ‘butterfly, hl7de? ‘cockroach’,
kitieh kind of small bird").

One finds similar forms in Khmu

Khmu:
kibaa ‘wave'
kiia? ‘fluctuating movement’
klwa? ‘echo, reverberating sound’
kl7us kiZas ‘cluttered’
tlgaok ‘clf. for cluster of fruit’
tisual ‘cluttered (small things)'

And in other Mon-Khmer languages, e.g. compare Sre (South Bahnaric)
klfeep ‘centipede’ with Khmer k7aep ‘centipede’. This affix may also be the
source of the Khmer iterative infix -L-, which derives both nouns and verbs
(discussed by Jenner & Pou 1980-81 p.xlix), e.g.:
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Khmer:
tosm ‘to bear’ troam  ‘to support patiently’

kisk  ‘to hold against side or ~ kliak ~ ‘armpit’
under the arm’

3.5  Nominalising instrumental *-p-

This particutar infix is very archaic; it is no longer productive in most Mon-
Khmer languages, so discussions are absent from descriptive grammars, and
reconstruction is dependent on comparative and philological evidence (hence
the reliance on Mon and Khmer). Bauer (1988), comparing Old Mon and 0id
Khmer reconstructs Proto-Mon-Khmer -p- ‘nominaliser'.

Reflexes of *-p- are well attested in Khmer, e.g.:

Khmer:
dal  ‘to pound’ thal  ‘mortar bew!’

reey ‘o plait’ rbaey  ‘basketry’

Cognates of the infixed “mortar” etymon are widespread in Mon-Khmer,
e.g, {Shorto (2006) entry 1757): Prack {Wa) po, Rumai (Palaung) mpae, Katu tapal,
Nyaheun dwaw, Sre mpal, Semang pel ard others showing the effects of regular

historical sound changes.
old Mon {Shorto 1971:xxiv) also possessed the same infix, which by regular

sound change tock the form -w-, e.g.:

old Mon:
til  ‘toplant’ twil ‘cultivable land’

pa ‘todo’ puwa  ‘deed’

4. Prefixes

41  Mon-Khmer prefixes

Comparing prefixes across Mon-Khmer languages is extremely problematic, as
the published descriptions typically treat phonologically disparate forms as
allomorphs, without further analysis or explanation. In this short study, I will
focus on just a few in an attempt to tease out the historically underlying forms.

4.2 Causative *p-

This prefix has attracted the attention of various scholars, especially as it is well
attested in Munda, where it shows an infixal allomorph that is paralleld in Mon-
Khmer {see Anderson 2004 for a recent discussion). Within Mon-Khmer the most
unmarked reflexes have the form of a voiceless bilabial stop, hence the
reconstruction as *p-.
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In Kammu the affix is typically attached te intransitive and stative verbs. It
has several allomorphs with specific phonotactic distributions: p-, pn-, -m-. In
the following examples note that examples of pn- are subject to coda
assimilation:

Kammu:

p- hdan ‘to die’ phdan ‘to kill’

p- kaa ‘to climb’ pkda ‘to cause to go up’
pr- pdol ‘to hang {intr.}’  prpdol ‘to hang (tr.)’
pn-+ coda assim,  pdan ‘drunk’ pridan ‘to make drunk’
-m- skdr ‘straight’ snikdr ‘to straighten’
-m- Fkéy ‘stretched’ rmkén ‘to stretch’

In Jahai this prefix has an obligatory augment, either a presyllable coda
copied from the mainsyliable coda or a vowel /i/ or syllabic consonant /r/.
While it is applied to both transitive and intrasitive verbs, it appears from
Burenhult's data that intransitive bases predominate, and adding the preffix
does not especially increase transitivity, regardless of the base, but may simply
indicate “rather specific and restricted meanings” (2005:106).

Jahai:

p- + copy coda gej ‘to eat’ pigej  'to feed’

pi- muc  ‘toeat’ pimuc  ‘to feed’

pi- + restricted kap ‘to bite’ pikap  ‘to tear apart with teeth’
pr-: hit ‘tremble’ prhit  ‘cause smwn. to tremble’

For Semelai, Kruspe describes a causative prefix par- which has;

* various allomorphs due to dissimiation of the coda
= anallomorph -r- where the stem already has a full presyllable
* aninfrequent allomorph p- which Kruspe assumes is borrowed, since
it is difficult to suggest motivatior: for its distribution
The prefix is applied to transitive, intransitive and stative verbal bases. Kruspe
{her table 5.4) also lists it as occuring with nouns, but this is not exemplified in
her text.



262 PAUL SIDWELL

Semelai:

par- tut ‘to blow’ partut  ‘cause smth. to blow’
pan- ca ‘to eat’ panca  ‘tofeed’

pa- lem ‘pleasant’ palem  ‘to cheer up smwn.
I~ hampon  ‘lightweight’ harponp  ‘to lighten’

p- jji? ‘dirty’ pjlji? ‘to dirty smth.’

For Car Nicobarese, Braine {1970:162) describes a causative prefix ha-, with
allomorphs ?a- occurring with laryngeal initial CVC stems, and mi-, -um- with
CVCVC stems. Word initial /h/ goes back to *p by regular sound change in
Nicobarese, so it is straightforwardly identified with the Proto-Mon-Khmer *p-
prefix.

Car:

ha- rdc ‘hot’ hard-c ‘to heat’

mi- hurin ‘black’ mirin ‘to make black’
-m- sifépkt- ‘ashamed’ sumfénkd-  ‘to shame’

In Katu the prefix can be affixed to both transitive and intransitive verbs,
and to stative verbs or even nouns to create a causative verb with the meaning
“activity that results in state/creation of thing”. Examples:

Katu;

verb trans. cha ‘to eat’ pacha ‘cause to eat’
verb intrans, mut ‘to run’ pamut ‘cause fo rur’
noun atet ‘rust’ patet ‘to make to rust’

On the strength of the evidence presented here, one could suggest that the
pr/par- forms attested in Aslian have been influenced by the par- causative
prefix of Austronesian (via Malay?), so that reconstruction of the /r/ augment to
Proto-Mon-Khmer is not indicated. However, the augmented forms have near
parallels in Khmu, consistent with a prosodic preference for presyliables with
codas affixed to CVC roots.

4.3 Reciprocal *tr-

In Kammu the prefix tr-, with allomorph ty-, forms reciprocal verbs, e.g.:

Kammu:
pok ‘to bite’ tipok ‘to bite each other”
raac ‘to scratch’ tiraac ‘to scratch each other’

Costello (1966:70) documents a Katu ta- reciprocal prefix, e.g.:

-
e
o
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Katu:
kap ‘to bite’ takap ‘to bite each other’
leng ‘to kill’ taleng ‘to kil each other’

This prefix, with effectively the same meaning, form and distribution is also
attested in Bahnaric languages such as Jeh (Gradin 1976) and Bahnar (Banker
1964).

In various Aslian languages this affix appears to have been replaced by an
Austronesian borrowing, apparently Malay ber-, e.g.: Semelai b(r)- characterised
by Kruspe as marking middle voice (fn.6, p117) which includes reciprocity. For
Temiar, Benjamin (1976:179-80) describes an equivalent morpheme bar- with a
similar range of meanings. According to Burenhult reciprocal is marked in Jehai
by an -a- infixed to the verb.

5. Closing remarks

Presently the comparative-historical reconstruction of Proto-Mon-Khmer is still
grappling with important issues of phonology, lexicon, and classification.
Nenetheless, it is evident that much can be achieved in terms if comparative
reconstruction of affixes and morphological processes, and the time is right for
a comprehensive bottom-up tabulation and comparative analysis of Mon-Khmer
morphology.
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