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Abstract 

The following rapid appraisal survey of Kuy dialects in Cambodia took place 
during March 2002. This research was conducted in order to gain a broad 
overview of the dialects and basic sociolinguistic factors among the Kuy. The 
primary methods of assessment included the comparison of nine wordlists and the 
review of responses in selected locations to a sociolinguistic questionnaire. The 
wordlists were evaluated on the basis of lexicostatistic analysis to determine the 
outlines of different speech varieties, while the sociolinguistic data was assessed 
to determine salient attitudes held among the Cambodian Kuy. 

1.0 Introduction 

This survey focuses on Kuy speech varieties located in Cambodia.∗ The following subsections 
describe the geography, people, and language of the Cambodian Kuy, as well as a summary of 
the previous research relevant to this survey. 

1.1 Geography 

The Kuy are primarily located in Thailand, Laos, and Cambodia. Statistics for the population of 
Kuy in these three countries vary widely, but the total is approximately 380,000.1 The majority 
of Kuy live in Thailand, with a population of about 300,000 (Grimes 2000; estimates from other 
sources are lower, but often do not cover all of the provinces known to have Kuy). The 1995 Lao 
census lists 45,498 Kuy (Suay), while estimates from other sources range from 50,000 to 64,000 
Kuy in Southern Laos (Chazeé 1999; Johnstone 1993). Until recently, access to areas where Kuy 
live in Cambodia has been limited, so it has been difficult to obtain accurate population 
estimates. The 1989 government figures list 15,495 Kuy (Johnstone 1993), but other estimates 
suggest 23,000 or more (Lefebvre 2000; Newhouse, personal communication).2 Figure 1 shows 
the overall general area where Kuy people are living in Southeast Asia. 

 

 
Figure 1. General location of Kuy in Southeast Asia 

                                                 
∗ Survey research team: Ken Gregerson (ICC/SIL), Feikje Vander Haak (SIL), Ho Hunt (WV), Noel Mann (SIL), Linda Markowski (SIL), and 
Pailin Phomngam. 
1 However, Grimes (2000) notes that Worm and Hattori (1981) give a total of 650,000 Kuy in all countries. 
2 Johnstone and Mandryk (2001) list 212,000 Kuy in Cambodia, but this seems too high, and may be a misprint. 
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Kuy speakers are scattered in parts of northeast Thailand, southern Laos and northern 
Cambodia. In northeast Thailand, they are found in the southern area between the Mun River and 
the Dong Rek mountains (which form the border with Cambodia), mainly in the provinces of 
Surin, Sisaket, and Buriram, with a few villages also in Ubon Ratchathani, Mahasarakham, and 
Suphanburi (Wanna 1994). In Laos, there are Kuy speakers (called Suay) in the southern 
provinces of Salavan, Champassak, Savannakhet and Xekong (Chazeé 1999:84). 

In Cambodia, Kuy are mainly located in the north central provinces, in most districts of Preah 
Vihear, many areas of northern Kampong Thom, some parts of western Stung Treng, some small 
areas of Kratie province, and possibly eastern Siem Reap. The map in figure 2 shows these 
provinces shaded. These areas are tropical with monsoon rains. Preah Vihear is a combination of 
arid plains whose continuity is disrupted by rocky mountains. Kampong Thom and Siem Reap 
are mostly arid plains. Kratie and Stung Treng are plains with sandy soils divided by the Mekong 
River and its tributaries.  

 
Figure 2. Provinces (shaded) in Cambodia with Kuy speakers 

This survey focuses on Kuy speech varieties located in Preah Vihear, northern Kampong Thom, 
and Kratie provinces. There are also Kuy speakers in Stung Treng province and some sources 
suggest Kuy are found in Siem Reap province, but it was not feasible to visit these locations 
during the limited time available for the initial fieldwork. It is anticipated that these remaining 
areas will be visited on subsequent fieldwork.  

Lefebvre (2000) compiled population statistics on minorities in northeast Cambodia. The data on 
Kuy is summarized in figure 3. Note, however, that this research did not cover Kampong Thom, 
so the total number of Kuy is presumably higher than shown. The numbers in parentheses after 
district names give the number of communes in that district with Kuy speakers. 
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Location Kuy – estimated 
population 

Percent of Kuy in 
the area 

Preah Vihear Province    16,221 14% 

Chey Saen District (5) 5,531 36% 

Rovieng District (10) 5,322 20% 

Tbeng Meanchey District (4) 3,559 18% 

Choam Ksan District (1) 567 4% 

Chaeb District (2) 561 5% 

Kratie Province 5,216 2% 

Kratie District (2) 4,826 6% 

Sambour District (1) 390 1% 

Stung Treng Province   1,707 2% 

Thalabariwat District (4) 1,174 5% 

Siem Bouk District (1) 533 40% 

TOTAL (3 provinces) 23,144 5% 

Figure 3. Estimated populations of Kuy in Cambodia (Lefebvre 2000) 

1.2 People 

The Kuy have been a distinctive people for as long as recorded Khmer history extends. 

The Kuy of Cambodia were the traditional blacksmiths of the Khmer empire, excavating iron 
deposits located around Phnom Dek from the early 1500s to the mid-1900s. The Kuy today are 
predominately agrarian, relying almost entirely on wet rice production for sustenance. There is 
some raising of livestock, such as pigs and chickens, and limited hunting. People in Krala Peas 
reported that there was more wild game in the area in the past, but it is sparse today. Although 
the Kuy of Thailand were the traditional elephant trainers, there was no indication that the Kuy 
of Cambodia were ever skilled mahouts. The Kuy of Cambodia practice traditional religion with 
an overlay of Buddhism. 

The Kuy are known by different names, which generally vary with location. In the literature, 
they have been referred to by the following names or alternate spellings: Khamen-Boran, Kui, 
Kuy, Kuay, Kuoy, Soai, Soei, Suay, Suei, Sui, and Suoi (Grimes 2000). In Laos, they are most 
often referred to as Suay. The Thai refer to the Kuy by the name Suay, and the Kuy in Thailand 
will use this name when speaking with Thai people, but among themselves they prefer the 
autonym Kuy or Kuay, meaning ‘person’. The Kuy surveyed in Cambodia call themselves Kuy 
or Kuay, but also referred to subvarieties such as Kuy Mla, Kuy Ntua, Kuy Ntra, Kuy Auk, and 
Kuy O (or Auh) (see further discussion in section 4.1). As for Romanized spelling, the current 
literature (which primarily refers to Thai varieties) uses ‘Kui’ or ‘Kuy’ as a general term, and 
‘Kuay’ relating to a specific dialect under discussion. For the current report, we will use the 
spelling ‘Kuy’. 
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1.3 Language 

Kuy is an SVO (subject-verb-object word order) isolating language. The language is not tonal, 
but most dialects have two distinct vowel registers, these being normal (clear) and breathy. Kuy 
words are monosyllabic or sesquisyllabic. Sesquisyllabic forms are composed of a minor and a 
major syllable. The distribution of these syllable types in the data collected in this survey is 
roughly half monosyllabic and half sesquisyllabic.  

Kuy is classified as a Katuic language in the Mon-Khmer family of Austro-Asiatic stock. There 
are various discussions of how Katuic is 
divided up, but Miller and Miller (2001), 
summarizing other works, place Kuy in the 
West Katuic group (along with Kuai, Suai, 
and Nheu). Other Katuic languages bearing a 
close affinity to Kuy include Bru, So, Pacoh, 
and Katu. This report uses the classification 
from the Ethnologue (Grimes 2000) of Austro-
Asiatic, Mon-Khmer, Eastern Mon-Khmer, 
Katuic, West Katuic, Kuay-Yoe, as shown in 
figure 4. 

The Kuy have had significant contact with 
other languages, including Lao, Thai and 
Khmer. In Thailand, many Kuy have 
assimilated to Lao (Northeastern Thai) and 
Northern Khmer. In Cambodia, the Kuy use 
many terms in common with Khmer, which may either be related forms (since both are Mon-
Khmer languages) or may be borrowed from Khmer. 

The only known published Kuy literature in Cambodia is a bilingual storybook, printed by the 
Southeast Asia Development Program. This book is based on a story elicited in Prame village. 

1.4 Previous research 

This section is a review of previous research of Kuy, particularly as it bears upon the present 
study. The Kuy language in Thailand has been fairly well studied. However, in Cambodia, 
previous political instability has inhibited recent field research. Thus, most of the research on 
Cambodian Kuy is of pre-1970s vintage. 

1.4.1 Research on Kuy in Cambodia 

In Cambodia, the only published studies found on Kuy were quite old. The following three 
studies are primarily cultural descriptions, though two (written in French) also include 
vocabulary lists.  

   Austro-Asiatic   

           

    Mon-Khmer    

           

Northern    Eastern   

          

 Bahnaric    Katuic 

           

   West  East  

         

 Brou-So Kuay-Yoe Katu-Pacoh 

Figure 4. Linguistic classification of Kuy 
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In the earliest of these, entitled Monographie des peuplades Kouys du Cambodge (written in 
French), Dufossé (1934) describes his contact with the ‘Kouys’ while living in Stung Treng in 
1914 and later in Kampong Thom.3 He indicates that the ‘Kouys’ subdivided themselves into 
five groups, according to the word they used for ‘yes’: ‘Kouys Auk’, ‘Kouys Autor’, ‘Kouys 
Manik’, ‘Kouys Malor’, and ‘Kouys Mahay’.4 Dufossé notes that at this time, the people spoke 
Khmer with the French and the Khmer (though with a different accent, drawing out the end of 
the phrase), while speaking ‘Kouy’ among themselves. He went on to say they ‘ignored’ writing, 
relying on oral tradition for their knowledge. The author includes a French-‘Kouy’ lexicon of 
about 450 words from the ‘Kouy Auk’ dialect (collected in Rumchek and the areas surrounding 
Phnom Dek). 

Another early French work is Recherches prehistoriques dans la région de Mlu Prei 
(accompagnées de comparaisons archéologiques et suivies d’un vocabulaire Français-Kuy) by 
ethnologist Paul Lévy (1943).5 Lévy’s work focuses primarily on archaeological data (artifacts 
dug up in the region of Mlu Prei) and physical descriptions of the Kuy and their homes, with 
several photos (taken in the villages of Čĕp, Trun and Mlu Prei). He does not give statistics, but 
states that at the time of his research, the majority of the population in northern ‘Kompong-
Thom’ province was Kuy. (Note, however, that at that time, present-day Preah Vihear was within 
Kompong Thom and Stung Treng provinces.) 

Lévy includes several valuable maps. One is taken from the work of a Dr. Harmand in 1876, 
which lists the following ‘Kouys’ sub-groups (from north to south): ‘Kouys Mahai’, ‘Kouys 
Mnoh’, ‘Kouys Ntoh’, ‘Kouys Porrh’, and ‘Kouys Hah’ (or ‘Kouys Dek’). The locations of these 
groups correspond roughly to those presented by Dufossé (though with different names). On 
another map, Lévy gives his own idea of the sub-divisions of ‘Kŭy’: ‘Kŭy Damrei’, ‘Kŭy N’lur’, 
‘Kŭy Ọ’, ‘Kŭy N’tra’, and ‘Kŭy Kraol’. He then tried to reconcile these with the divisions of 
Harmand and Dufossé (1943:104). Lévy concludes with a list of 243 vocabulary items (some as 
phrases) from ‘Kŭy Ọ’ and ‘Kŭy N’tra’, though the author himself admits several problems with 
this list, including the fact that just one of his interpreters only passably knew ‘Kŭy’. 

Seidenfaden (1952), in The Kui people of Cambodia and Siam, includes a good English summary 
of much of Lévy’s article. He also states that the ‘Kui’ are ethnically and linguistically identical 
to the Samré or Pörr (Péarr).6 Seidenfaden found both sides of the entire Stüng Sen river valley 
to be occupied by ‘Kui’, with few Khmer settlements (1952:145). He believes, in view of the 
number of ruins of Khmer sanctuaries and other discoveries, that the area was much more 
densely populated in former times. Based on prehistoric artifacts dug up in the area, Seidenfaden 
presents many assumptions about the ‘Kui’ people of early times, particularly their skill as 
ironsmiths. The women reportedly wove large watertight baskets. 

In translating from Lévy, Seidenfaden summarizes the relation between ‘Kui’ groups as follows 
(1952:154): 

                                                 
3 Note that in section 1.4, when referring to research from authors who use spellings other than Kuy, the spelling will follow the convention used 
in that research, marked with single quotes. 
4 Dufossé gives a map with the general locations of these five sub-groups. 
5 NOTE: Mlu Prei is a village east of Tbeng Meanchey in Preah Vihear province, which was not accessible by car during the time of our survey 
trip. Lévy (1943) reports that in 1941, the region of Mlu Prei was attributed to Thailand. 
6 However, a Porr wordlist collected during our field research seemed quite different from Kuy. This is consistent with the classification (Grimes 
2000) of Samre and Pear (Por) in the Pearic group, as opposed to the Katuic with Kuy. 
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The Kui tribes, or clans, living in Cambodia along the bridle path leading from Kampong 
Thom northward to Chom Ksan and Phra Vihar are, according to M. Lévy’s modern map, the Kui 
N’tra, Kui Damrei and Kui Ô and again Kui Damrei and Kui N’lur… The tribal names given by 
the two doctor-explorers differ from M. Lévy’s whose Kui N’lur seem to be identical with their 
Mnoh and Malor, while the doctors’ Kui Hah or Dek, Ntoh, Auk and Autor should be the same as 
M. Lévy’s Kui Ô and N’tra. The name Manik is unknown to us but there are Kui Mahay or M’ai 
to the north of the Dong Rek range too. 

In comparing the vocabulary list of ‘Kui N’tra’ and ‘Ô’ to ‘Kui M’loa’ of Sisaket in Thailand, 
Seidenfaden notes that “the words therein contained differ only slightly from those in our list”. 
However, due to differing notations, it is difficult to compare either of these two lists with the 
current survey data. 

The second half of Seidenfaden’s paper focuses on his own research among the ‘Kui’ of ‘Siam’, 
or Thailand (as observed during the years 1908 to 1919, though the paper was not published until 
1952). One particularly interesting comment is that extensive intermingling between the ‘Kui’ 
and the Thai or Khmer (in Thailand), “has led very much to the denationalization of the ‘Kui’ 
who, in contrast to their countrymen in Cambodia, do not respect their own language or customs 
(1952:159),” and he predicted that ‘Kui’ would, in a generation or two, die out. At the time, he 
noted four main groups in Thailand: ‘Kui M’ai’, ‘Kui M’lô’, ‘Kui Yö’ and ‘Kui M’loa’. He did 
not comment about how these divisions compare to those in Cambodia, except for saying that the 
‘Kui Yö’ dialect “resembles that of the ‘Kui Ô’ and ‘N’tra’ at Mlu Prei but with some important 
differences” (1952:168). The author gives very detailed descriptions and population numbers for 
each amphö (district) in Thailand. 

In addition to these older ethnological studies, there is a brief recent survey of all minorities in 
northeast Cambodia, simply reporting populations by province, district and commune. This was 
compiled by Emmanuel Lefebvre (2000) of Adventist Frontier Missions. The numbers for Kuy 
(which Lefebvre notes are rough estimates) were presented in section 1.1. 

1.4.2 Research on Kuy in Thailand 

In Thailand, at least three linguistic surveys of Kuy have been completed and documented. The 
first, by William Smalley (1964), is an Ethnolinguistic survey of Northern Khmer speaking 
people in Northeast Thailand (with data on Kuy). The author presents detailed maps of the 
distribution of Kuy-speaking people among other groups in Thailand. When compared with 
those of Seidenfaden (1952), it is apparent that the Kuy borders had narrowed considerably by 
this time, with Kuy speakers having assimilated to Khmer and to Lao. Smalley suggests this is 
also evident in Cambodia and Laos, due to the isolated pockets of population found in various 
areas. 

The second major survey, Kui dialect survey in Surin and Sisaket, was carried out in 1987 and 
1988 by Feikje van der Haak and Brigitte Woykos (1990). This involved the collection of 
wordlists to delineate some of the phonological and lexical differences between the various 
dialects in Surin and Sisaket. The results (Vanderhaak and Woykos 1990:111) show two main 
dialects, designated Kuuy and Kuay, with many subdialects.  

The third survey was conducted by Wanna Tienmee and published (in Thai) as The distribution 
of Kuy dialects in Thailand (1994). This study builds on the 1990 survey previously described, 
but includes data from two additional provinces. The author compares the phonological 
characteristics of the two main dialects (Kuuy and Kuay), and shows the location of these 
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dialects by district (amphoe) in each of the four provinces studied, Surin, Sisaket, Ubon 
Ratchathani and Buriram. 

In Thailand, a number of other materials have been published on Kuy. A foundational work is 
the Kui (Suai)-Thai-English Dictionary, compiled by Prasert Sriwises (1978), produced by the 
Indigenous Languages of Thailand Research Project at Chulalongkorn University. The 
introduction gives background information on the location of ‘Kui’ speakers in Thailand, a 
detailed description of the phonological system of the ‘Kui’ variety used as a basis for the 
dictionary, and a section on dialectal variations. ‘Kui’ dictionary entries are written both 
phonetically and in Thai transcription, and definitions are given in Thai and English. 

Johnston (1976) gives a phonological description of Kuy, and presents a writing system for it 
based on Thai characters. Other studies of Kuy in Thailand are listed in the References section. 

2.0 Methodology 

This section describes the purpose and goals, research methods, and procedures that were the 
basis for this survey. The locations where the data was collected are also listed. 

2.1 Purpose and goals 

The purpose of this survey was to determine whether there is a need for vernacular literature 
development among the Kuy of Cambodia. The goals then were: (1) to determine the basic 
speech varieties of Kuy in Cambodia, (2) to investigate the sociolinguistic attitudes of Kuy 
speakers, and (3) to find out how closely related these Cambodian dialects appear to be with one 
another. 

2.2 Criteria 

General criteria for evaluating language survey data for the development of vernacular literature 
include the following three broad areas: comprehension, sociolinguistic attitudes and bilingual 
ability. 

2.2.1 Comprehension  

Comprehension testing seeks to measure how well people understand the different speech 
varieties in the group under study. In this case, how well do Kuy understand the different types 
of Kuy in Cambodia? If there is high comprehension of the different varieties, there is a potential 
for developing a single variety as a standard. Conversely, if there is low comprehension, there 
may need to be several varieties developed. Wordlist comparison and Recorded Text Testing 
(Casad 1974, Blair 1990) are basic tools used for assessing comprehension. If wordlists from 
different varieties are less than 70% similar, there is generally low comprehension between these 
varieties. If there is more than 70% similarity, comprehension needs to be assessed using 
Recorded Text Testing.7 Comprehension can also be informally tested by the impressions of 
native speakers as they visit other speech communities. While this method may prove insightful, 
it usually is no substitute for lexical comparison and Recorded Text Testing.  

                                                 
7 Blair (1990:24) applies a threshold of 60% lexical similarity, based on the similarity counting methods he describes. With the modified 
approach used in this survey, 70% seems to be a more valid threshold. 
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The present survey attempts to answer the question of comprehension by collecting wordlists 
for lexical comparison. Recorded Text Testing will follow, if the varieties collected have more 
than 70 percent lexical similarity. 

2.2.2 Sociolinguistic attitudes 

Sociolinguistic attitudes are the values that language speakers hold toward their speech variety 
and other speech varieties. These values are important as they enable language researchers to 
determine if there are positive or negative attitudes that could affect the potential for language 
development. If there are positive attitudes toward the vernacular language, there is a greater 
potential for success in developing the language than if there are negative attitudes. The basic 
tools for assessing sociolinguistic attitudes include questionnaires and observation. 

The current survey is not a systematic sampling of attitudes. Rather, it seeks to provide a very 
rough overview of some of the salient attitudes among the Kuy in Cambodia. Further collection 
of sociolinguistic data will be necessary to confirm or disconfirm the findings from this survey. 

2.2.3 Bilingual ability 

Bilingualism refers to the ability of the group in question to function in another language. This 
ability may be assessed in a variety of ways, using the Second Language Oral Proficiency 
Evaluation (Bergman 1990), Sentence Repetition Test (Radloff 1991), or a conversational style 
evaluation. The Sentence Repetition Test is the most practical tool used to evaluate community 
levels of bilingualism. If bilingual ability is high, there may not be a functional need for 
materials to be developed in the vernacular. If bilingual ability is low, there may be a functional 
need to develop materials in the vernacular. 

This current survey does not measure bilingual ability. The language of wider communication 
used among the Kuy is Khmer. If a Sentence Repetition Test can be developed in Khmer, this 
will enable the assessment of bilingualism among all of the minority communities in Cambodia.  

2.2.4 Summary 

These three factors (comprehension, sociolinguistic attitudes and bilingual ability) should be 
considered together, in order to adequately understand the needs for language development 
among a minority group. Some judgment may be necessary to evaluate these factors as they may 
not always point in the same direction (e.g., low bilingualism in the language of wider 
communication, but a negative attitude toward the vernacular language). It is best to consider the 
different factors to see what sort of trends there are for or against the development of literature in 
the vernacular. An understanding of these factors will assist in determining needs and in 
formulating effective strategies for language development efforts (for example, low bilingual 
proficiency would indicate need for vernacular language development, but negative attitudes 
toward the vernacular would indicate that promotion may play a large part in the program 
strategy). 

2.3 Research methods 

The instruments used in this survey include the collection of wordlists (Appendix C), a 
sociolinguistic questionnaire (Appendix E), linguistic observations by speakers of Kuy from 
other areas, and other observations by the survey team. 
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This survey is a rapid appraisal survey, extremely rapid, in fact, as the typical village visit was 
two and a half to four hours in length. A rapid appraisal type of survey is geared toward gaining 
a broad overview of the language situation and should be distinguished from more in-depth types 
of survey focusing on specific aspects of the sociolinguistic situation. 

2.4 Procedures 

The wordlist used for this survey was adapted from the SIL Mainland Southeast Asia (MSEA) 
436 wordlist, which was based on the SIL MSEA 281 wordlist. This original 281 wordlist 
included most of the Swadesh 100 and 200 words, with additional words that were considered to 
be of local relevance. For this survey, the longer list was adjusted with regard to known 
information about Kuy, such that words which would elicit duplicate items (e.g., fire, firewood) 
were eliminated, while some words were added to match existing Kuy wordlists and the Miller 
and Miller (2001) Katuic diagnostic wordlist. This resulted in a new list of 472 words, which 
were translated into Khmer before the survey. 

Wordlists were collected and transcribed using the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) by two 
to three researchers with the aid of a Khmer speaker. Typically, these sessions took place in a 
Kuy house with the researchers sitting in a circle with a group of mother tongue Kuy speakers on 
the wood floor. The wordlist was elicited in Khmer, which is widely used among the Kuy in 
Cambodia.  

These wordlists were transcribed and simultaneously recorded using a mini-disk recorder. 
Although there was one Kuy person designated to record the wordlist, there was always a group 
of speakers who would confer and correct, if need be, certain items being elicited. This helped to 
ensure that the elicited items were representative of each Kuy variety. Once a full list was 
obtained in a given variety, a shorter partial list (basically the MSEA 281 wordlist) was taken in 
subsequent villages when speakers identified themselves as speakers of the same variety. During 
elicitation of both the longer and shorter lists, some words were left out, if they were too difficult 
to elicit or considered to be the same as Khmer words. These sessions took up to three hours to 
elicit the full wordlist of 472 items and about two hours for the shorter list of 281 items.  

During the time of the recording session, sociolinguistic data was collected by two other 
researchers walking around the village together and asking questions of the Kuy people they met. 
The sociolinguistic questionnaire was elicited in Khmer with the answers being translated orally 
into English and written on the questionnaires. The researchers attempted to target groups of 
subjects who were stratified demographically, such as older men, older women, younger men, 
and younger women. The process was quite fluid and did not involve a systematic sampling 
method. 

Additional qualitative data regarding the reported intelligibility of the Kuy dialects in Cambodia 
with those in Thailand was gathered through informal conversations by two speakers of Kuy 
varieties from Thailand (one, a mother-tongue speaker from Samrongtap village, Surin province, 
and another who lived in Bing village, Sisaket province, for eight years while researching Kuy). 

2.5 Data sources 

Ten villages with Kuy speakers were visited. Some preliminary information on locations of Kuy 
speakers was gathered from the literature previously discussed. Once in the area, the surveyors 
contacted local provincial officials. Site selection was then based on information gathered from 
these sources, and adjusted along the way, based on new information from the villages visited, in 
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an effort to sample as many distinct varieties of Kuy as possible. Practicality of travel and a 
limited time frame eliminated some of the possible sites. Figure 5 lists the villages where 
wordlists and sociolinguistic questionnaires (SLQ) were collected. 

 
Village Commune District Province Variety Wordlist # of SLQs 
Prame Prame Tbeng Meanchey Ntua long 3 
Anlong Svay Preah Khleang Tbeng Meanchey Ntua short 3 
Pal Hal Pal Hal  Tbeng Meanchey Ntua short 1 
Peuk Putrea Chey Saen Ntua short 5 
Krala Peas Pring Thom Choam Ksan Mla long 3 
Rumchek Romoniy Rovieng Ntra long 4 
Chi Aok Romoniy Rovieng 

Preah 
Vihear 

Ntra short 3 
Srae Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong 

Thom 
Ntra short 3 

Thmei Thmei Kratie Thmei8 long 2 
Chranoal Thmei Kratie Kratie Thmei8 -- 2 

The locations of these villages are marked in figure 6. 

 

                                                 
8 This does not designate the name of a variety, but rather a place name, since no specific variety name was given. 

Figure 5. List of data collection sites 

Figure 6. Locations of data collection sites  
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Upon arriving in a village, the village leader was contacted and was asked to provide an older 
speaker of the language who knew the language well. In general this was successful, however, 
there were a few cases where the village leader was not available, so other knowledgeable 
villagers provided a language informant. In a couple of cases, the person designated by the 
village leader spoke quite softly or seemed to have difficulty with the vocabulary; in these 
situations, other villagers provided assistance. 

As described earlier, two researchers collected sociolinguistic data from the people they met in 
the villages. Due to time restrictions, questionnaires were often asked to a small group, rather 
than a statistical sample of individuals. The number of sociolinguistic questionnaires completed 
in each village varies from one to five, depending on the amount of time available, with a total of 
twenty-nine completed for all villages combined. 

2.6 Analysis 

This survey utilized a fair measure of in-process analysis. This was necessary, since so little was 
known about the present-day geographic distribution of Kuy in Cambodia. The sites described by 
Kuy villagers, in terms of the varieties similar to theirs and those different from them, were used 
together with information from local officials and other people along the way to help select 
villages in which to gather data. More formal aspects of the linguistic and sociolinguistic 
analysis are entailed in the following sections.  

3.0 Research results – Linguistic factors 

The results are presented first under linguistic factors, and in the following section, the 
sociolinguistic factors. The only purely linguistic factor analyzed at this point in the research is 
lexical similarity.  

3.1 Lexical similarity 

A common method of measuring the relationship among speech varieties is to compare the 
degree of similarity in their vocabularies. This is referred to as lexical similarity. Speech 
communities that have more terms in common (thus a higher percentage of lexical similarity) are 
more likely to understand one another than speech communities that have fewer terms in 
common. Since only elicited words are analyzed by this method, lexical similarity comparison 
alone cannot indicate how well certain speech communities understand one other. It can, 
however, assist in obtaining a broad perspective of the relationships among speech varieties and 
give support for results using more sophisticated methods, such as comprehension testing, which 
is planned for a future Kuy survey. 

To determine the percentage of lexical similarity, a selection of 100 items was chosen from the 
wordlists collected on this survey (see appendix C). These 100 items were compared between 
each pair of wordlists to see how many of the items were the same, or at least very similar. The 
lexicostatistic method employed, which is modified from the Blair (1990) method, is described 
in more detail in appendix D. 

This comparison used a corpus of data from the Swadesh 100, with a few substitutes, as 
necessary, from the Swadesh 200 wordlist. Words were included only where a majority of 
villages provided a word form. Since there was very little lexical data gathered at two of the sites 
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(Peuk and Pal Hal), these villages are not included in the results.9 Lexical percentages based 
on 80 or more of the lexical items from the 100 item wordlist compared are considered valid.  

From this procedure, the following lexicostatistic picture emerges. The numbers in figure 7 give 
the percentage of lexically similar10 items shared between two locations. Thus, Prame and 
Anlong Svay villages share 97% of the selected words, Prame and Rumchek share 96%, and so 
forth. 
  

 Prame 

97  Anlong Svay 

96 95 Rumchek 

96 95 100 Chi Aok 

94 94 99 99 Srae 

92 95 92 92 93 Thmei 

86 86 85 86 85 NS11 Krala Peas 

Figure 7. Lexicostatistic similarity of Kuy speech varieties 

From these lexicostatistic numbers, it can be seen that there are strong lexical similarities 
between the Kuy speech varieties. The Kuy themselves are very aware of the differences in some 
lexical items and pronunciation12 (as described in section 4.1). The numbers for Krala Peas are 
noticeably lower than the other speech varieties, due to apparent borrowing, involving ten items 
(nine from Khmer and one from Thai) out of the 83 items included in this comparison.  

4.0 Research results – Sociolinguistic factors 

This section provides an overview of salient features in the sociolinguistic situation among the 
Kuy of Cambodia, as gathered through the sociolinguistic questionnaire and informal 
conversations. The factors discussed in this section are the perceptions of the dialect situation, 
comprehension of other varieties, bilingualism, language attitudes, attitudes toward 
intermarriage, and language vitality. It should be noted that the number of questionnaires 
gathered in each village was relatively small (see figure 5 in section 2.5), and not a systematic 
sample of the entire village. Therefore, the conclusions discussed below represent initial insights; 
further research would provide additional information. The language used for administering the 
questionnaires was Khmer. 

                                                 
9 This analysis yielded very few pairwise comparisons in the 100 items considered. The percentage results seemed consistent with the other 
speech varieties, but there is some question as to the significance of this data. In the most extreme case, out of the 100 items selected for 
comparison, there were only 25 items compared between Peuk and Pal Hal. 
10 Note that lexically similar items may still vary in pronunciation. 
11 “NS” stands for non-sufficient data. In this case, there were only seventy-seven matches between these two speech varieties, yielding a lexical 
percentage of 83%; however, due to the low number of lexical comparisons, this percentage is not considered reliable. 
12 In several village situations, the people interviewed would describe words, pronunciation and intonational differences that other Kuy speakers 
used. Many times, their description of these other Kuy speakers would evoke laughter from their friends. 
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4.1 Dialect perceptions 

Of the ten villages surveyed, there appear to be at least four different Kuy speech varieties in 
Cambodia. Two of these, Kuy Mla and the variety spoken in Thmei village, are reportedly 
spoken primarily by older people (while the younger people in these villages speak only Khmer). 
The other two varieties, Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra, are still spoken by younger, as well as older 
people. 

The Kuy people we spoke to in Preah Vihear and Kampong Thom provinces are very aware of 
different Kuy varieties, based on distinctive vocabulary, particles, and accent. The word for 
‘what’ is one of those items which distinguish one variety from another. When asked what kind 
of Kuy they spoke, those in most villages easily identified themselves as Kuy Ntua, Kuy Ntra, or 
Kuy Mla, with ‘ntua’, ‘ntra’ and ‘mla’ being their words for ‘what’, respectively. When asked 
what kind of Kuy was spoken in other areas, the response was not always consistent with what 
others said, or with what those Kuy called themselves. Within Kuy Ntra areas, some subjects 
mentioned subdialects, such as Kuy Auk and Kuy Wa, though we did not find people who 
identified themselves as speakers of these varieties. The distinction between Kuy Auk, Kuy Wa, 
and the Ntra that we encountered seems to be a discourse marker seeking affirmation that the 
listener has heard or understood what the speaker said.13 Figure 8 summarizes this reported 
information about Kuy varieties from Kuy people living in Preah Vihear and Kampong Thom 
provinces.  
 

Kuy 
 

 

                                      Kuy Mla                    Kuy Ntua                 Kuy Ntra 

 

                                                                               Unmarked       Kuy Auk     Kuy Wa 
Figure 8. Reported emic conception of Kuy varieties 

The Kuy in Thmei commune, who are more isolated from other Kuy speakers, did not seem to be 
as aware of differences in speech varieties, and when asked about Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra, the 
respondents said they did not know of these varieties. The inhabitants of Preah Vihear and 
Kampong Thom provinces also did not make any characterization of the Kuy in Kratie. Though 
most speakers in Kratie said they were simply Kuy, there were some unclear references to Kuy 
Auh, but whether this is related to Kuy Auk is unclear. 

A comparison of these emic ideas of speech varieties with the lexical similarity is shown in 
figure 9. 

                                                 
13 This is similar to ‘eh’, ‘aye’, or ‘hey’ used in some varieties of English. 
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Prame - Ntua 

97  Anlong Svay - Ntua 

96 95 Rumchek - Ntra 

96 95 100 Chi Aok - Ntra 

94 94 99 99 Srae - Ntra 

92 95 92 92 93 Thmei - Thmei 

86 86 85 86 85 NS14 Krala Peas - Mla 

Figure 9. Lexical similarity and emic ideas of Kuy speech varieties 

The lexical similarity percentages shared among the Ntua varieties are marginally greater than 
those shared between the Ntua varieties and other varieties. Similarly, the lexical similarity 
percentages shared among the Ntra varieties are somewhat greater than those shared between the 
Ntra varieties and other varieties. The other two groups are lower in lexical similarity with Ntua 
and Ntra. This shows that there is a general correlation between the emic conception of speech 
varieties among the Cambodian Kuy and the lexicostatistic comparison. This correlation between 
sociolinguistic and linguistic data provides a rationale to consider these speech varieties as 
different dialects. However, further corroborative data, such as intelligibility testing results and 
grammatical considerations, would prove useful in advancing this view. Bearing this in mind, we 
will refer to these speech varieties as dialects, but will look to further research to confirm or 
undermine this assumption. 

If we collapse the matrix in figure 9 to view the lexical percentages by the emic speech varieties, 
we have the simplified matrix shown in figure 10. This figure should be read as follows: Ntua 
has an average value of 95% lexical similarity with Ntra, and Ntua has an average value of 94% 
lexical similarity with Thmei, and so forth. 

 
Ntua    

95 Ntra   

94 92 Thmei  

86 85 --- Mla 

Figure 10. Average lexical percentage shared among emic speech varieties 

From this figure, it can be seen that Ntua and Ntra are quite similar lexically. Thmei is only 
slightly less lexically similar to both Ntua and Ntra, with Mla being somewhat different. 

4.2 Comprehension of other varieties 

Comprehension of other Kuy varieties was not formally tested on this initial probe, though this is 
planned for future survey. However, since two members of the survey team were speakers of 
Kuy varieties from Thailand (one a native speaker from Surin, another who studied a Kuy variety 

                                                 
14 “NS” stands for non-sufficient data. In this case there were only 77 matches between these two speech varieties, yielding a lexical similarity 
percentage of 83%; however, due to the low number of lexical comparisons, this percentage is not considered reliable. 
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of Sisaket), an informal check of comprehension was done. These two researchers attempted to 
engage in conversations with speakers of the various Cambodian Kuy varieties and noted their 
impressions about the ease or difficulty of communication. This was not the main focus of this 
survey, but was done “along the way” to get an idea of how these dialects compare to those 
previously surveyed in Thailand. The two researchers expressed the greatest ease of 
communication in Krala Peas (Mla dialect), where they were able to understand and 
communicate in some sentences. To a somewhat lesser extent, some communication also took 
place with speakers of the Ntra dialect. With speakers of the Ntua dialect, communication was 
limited to a word by word level of understanding.15 With the dialect around Kratie, it was not 
possible to gain meaningful data since it was difficult to find anyone in this location with a 
reasonable control of the local Kuy dialect. 

4.3 Bilingualism 

In general, most Kuy we met reported that they speak both Kuy and Khmer, and that it is only a 
few older Kuy who do not speak Khmer. In several research sites, subjects said that the children 
are learning Khmer as their first language. In general, the motivation for this is the parents, 
desire for their children to do well in Khmer schools. Thus, a large number of parents expressed 
that they encourage their children to speak Khmer from an early age. In some of these villages, 
the children reportedly learn Kuy later, after finishing school, but may not speak it as fluently as 
those who learned to speak Kuy as their first language (see further discussion in section 4.6). 

Levels of Khmer bilingualism among Kuy speakers were not investigated on this survey trip, but 
should probably be assessed on a future visit. Khmer speakers on our research team were able to 
communicate with at least some Kuy speakers on a basic level using Khmer in all villages 
visited. 

4.4 Language attitudes 

There are different attitudes among the Kuy toward their own language. In Prame commune, 
there is a very positive attitude toward Kuy among the subjects who were interviewed. Here, a 
few people said that their parents and grandparents spoke the language, and their children and 
grandchildren will speak the language. These respondents also indicated no sense of 
embarrassment about using Kuy around Khmer speakers. In other areas, particularly closer to 
larger towns and cities, or along major roads where Khmer is more prevalent, the attitude toward 
Kuy is not as positive. Subjects expressed a heightened sense of embarrassment about using Kuy 
around Khmer speakers, because they would be teased. For example, in Srae village, the Kuy 
interviewed said that it is important for their children to learn Khmer for education and to avoid 
ridicule or being taken advantage of in the market. 

There were no strong negative attitudes expressed toward Khmer. Some of the interviewees 
confessed that they were not confident of their ability to speak Khmer, but did not express any 
embarrassment about using Khmer. 

                                                 
15 Readers should be aware, however, that this may have something to do with the fact that the Ntua varieties were visited first, and that by the 
time the Ntra villages were visited, the researchers may have become more accustomed to the differences. 
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4.5 Attitudes toward intermarriage 

There were no negative attitudes expressed by questionnaire subjects toward intermarriage with 
Khmer speakers. In the communities we visited, there were a number of mixed marriage families 
that included Khmer, Por, and even Thai. The Kuy we talked with did not seem to feel threatened 
by these mixed marriages, answering that it was not necessarily important for their child to marry 
a Kuy speaker. Two of the respondents in Prame village said that when a Khmer speaker marries 
a Kuy speaker, their family will speak Kuy.  

4.6 Language vitality 
In the ten villages visited on this initial probe, responses to the sociolinguistic questionnaire gave 
varied indications of language vitality. The most positive attitudes toward the mother tongue and 
the strongest signs of language maintenance were found among subjects in Prame, where Kuy 
vitality is reportedly high, with the language used among all age ranges in all domains (except 
for dealing with outsiders and, to a varying extent, in school). In many other research sites, 
however, Khmer was reported as the first language learned by many Kuy children. This is 
mainly through the medium of education, since nearly all schools are taught by Khmer speakers. 
In these cases, Kuy language vitality seems to be threatened to some degree. In some villages, 
those interviewed responded that everyone over the age of ten speaks Kuy, while in other 
villages, Kuy is reportedly spoken only by people over the age of 40. The dialects associated 
with Krala Peas village and Kratie district appear to be lower in vitality, as those we spoke with 
said that only a few older people are able to speak Kuy. 

Figure 11 lists nine of the ten villages visited on this survey probe, along with the Kuy 
populations and proportions found by Lefebvre (2000).16 In the column on the far right, “# 
communes” means the number of communes in the district with Kuy speakers, “# Kuy” means 
the total number of Kuy speakers in the districts, and “% total pop.” means the percentage of the 
total population in the district that are Kuy speakers. 

DIALECT VILLAGE DISTRICT PROVINCE KUY POPULATION  
Prame 
Anlong Svay 
Pal Hal 

Tbeng Meanchey Preah Vihear # communes = 4 
# Kuy = 3,559 
% total pop. = 18% 

Ntua 

 

Peuk Chey Saen Preah Vihear # communes = 5 
# Kuy = 5,531 
% total pop. = 36% 

Rumchek Ntra 
Chi Aok 

Rovieng Preah Vihear # communes = 10 
# Kuy = 5,322 
% total pop. = 20% 

Mla 

 

Krala Peas Choam Ksan Preah Vihear # communes = 1 
# Kuy = 567 
% total pop. = 4% 

Thmei ? 
Chranoal 

Kratie Kratie # communes = 2 
# Kuy = 4,826 
% total pop. = 6% 

Figure 11. Kuy dialect groups, locations and populations 

                                                 
16 Lefebvre’s survey did not include Kampong Thom Province, so population information is not available in relation to Srae village. 
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Comparing initial indications of language vitality with this population information shows that 
among the Kuy of Cambodia, language vitality appears to be stronger among speakers in areas 
where their population is more concentrated, that is, among speakers of the Ntua and Ntra 
dialects. Indications of weaker vitality were seen among speakers of the dialects which are more 
isolated from other Kuy speakers, namely Mla and the varieties of Kratie district. 

Based on this preliminary survey data, there appears to be a possibility of language shift among 
some of the Kuy communities in Cambodia, shifting away from their native language to a 
language of wider communication (LWC), that is, from Kuy to Khmer. This is not uniform, with 
Prame village having little or no indication of shift, while in Krala Peas and in Thmei commune 
a shift seems to have progressed to such an extent that only older speakers (say, above 40-50 
years old) are still able to speak Kuy. Other villages in Preah Vihear and Kampong Thom 
provinces, where both Kuy and Khmer are used, need to be investigated further before 
conclusions about possible language shift or stable bilingualism can be drawn. 

In those areas where less Kuy is being spoken, the interviewees expressed several reasons. One 
commonly mentioned reason dealt with the restrictions placed upon the Kuy when the Khmer 
Rouge were in control. Some Kuy speakers reported to us that during this time, which lasted 
until quite recently, the Khmer Rouge leaders prohibited the use of Kuy. Another reason 
expressed for using Khmer more than Kuy was that respected religious leaders or educators told 
the Kuy that they should not speak Kuy but should learn to speak Khmer. Other motives reported 
for learning Khmer include education, availability of literature in Khmer, and not wanting to be 
cheated at the market. 

In several villages, subjects reported that the children were encouraged by their parents to learn 
Khmer as their first language. In some villages where children were learning Khmer as their first 
language, they would learn to speak Kuy later as their second language. In these cases, it was 
sometimes reported by native Kuy speakers that those who acquired the language later in life 
spoke in a manner that was judged to be not quite correct. 

As mentioned previously, Prame is one place where the language appears to be stable with a 
clear preference toward Kuy. In this village, Khmer is reportedly used in fairly limited contexts: 
official meetings where outsiders are present (particularly when a microphone is used) and to 
varying degrees in school. In all other contexts, Kuy is reportedly spoken. This contrasts with the 
apparently more advanced shift toward Khmer in Krala Peas village and the two villages in 
Thmei commune, where only older people are able to speak some Kuy. Other than Prame, in the 
sites using Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra, some children are reportedly learning Khmer as their first 
language and the generational shift varies widely between children under ten to adults up to 40 
who, reportedly, do not speak Kuy as their first language. 

Finally, it should be noted that it was difficult to get Kuy to express their feelings and attitudes 
about language shift. Some of this is undoubtedly cultural, as members of the survey team with 
experience among the Kuy of Thailand said that Kuy tend not to express their feelings (and even 
less so to outsiders). Nonetheless, a few people mentioned some sadness over Khmer taking a 
larger role in their community. The most outspoken Kuy speakers we encountered were in Prame 
village, where reported Kuy use and vitality were the strongest, and speakers’ responses 
indicated pride in their language. In villages where the parents wanted their children to learn 
Khmer in the place of Kuy, the parents we talked to saw less value for preserving Kuy because 
of the priority of education. 
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5.0 Summary of findings 

This rapid appraisal survey provides a basic understanding of Cambodian Kuy dialects and 
sociolinguistic factors. The purpose was to determine the need for vernacular literature 
development among the Kuy. The goals were (1) to determine the basic speech varieties, (2) to 
investigate the sociolinguistic attitudes of Kuy speakers, and (3) to find out how closely related 
these Cambodian dialects appear to be with one another. The following sections describe the 
degree to which these goals were met. 

5.1 Basic speech varieties 

The team encountered four different Kuy speech varieties. These varieties are Kuy Mla, Kuy 
Ntua, Kuy Ntra, and the Kuy variety spoken in Thmei commune. The existence of these different 
varieties is consistent with lexicostatistic groupings and (with the exception of the variety in 
Thmei commune) consistent with ideas that the Kuy themselves have about different varieties.  

5.2 Sociolinguistic attitudes 

The sociolinguistic attitudes and observations of speech communities led the team to consider 
two of the speech varieties to be low in language vitality. These include the communities visited 
in Thmei commune, as well as the Kuy Mla village visited. It is noted that there may be other 
sites where these varieties are more viable, but they were not visited on this trip. Two other 
communities exhibited signs of moderate to high language vitality. These were the Kuy Ntua and 
Kuy Ntra villages visited. Among Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra, there was some variation, but 
basically positive attitudes toward Kuy. Kuy Ntua is reportedly spoken in 22 villages in Preah 
Vihear province (see list in appendix G), though we were only able to visit four villages on this 
initial probe. There are, reportedly, a few villages where this variety is still learned first by 
children. In other villages, children are reportedly learning Khmer as their first language, 
followed by Kuy. Kuy Ntra is, reportedly, spoken in 27 villages in southern Preah Vihear 
province and northern Kampong Thom province (see list in appendix G); four of these villages 
were visited on this survey. Some subjects who were interviewed said that Kuy children in their 
villages are learning Khmer as their first language. 

Various factors appear to contribute to this apparent shift toward Khmer among some Kuy 
speakers. One factor relates to the reported prohibition in some villages of speaking Kuy under 
the Khmer Rouge. This is coupled with reports of religious and educational leaders telling the 
Kuy that they should speak Khmer rather than Kuy. Other motivations affecting greater Khmer 
use include education, the availability of written materials in Khmer (and lack of materials in 
Kuy), and a desire to not be cheated or ridiculed at the market. 

5.3 Dialect relationships 

The dialects for which the team gathered wordlists appear to be fairly closely related lexically. 
Some of the varieties have very high lexical similarity and all of the varieties are above the 
threshold of 70% lexical similarity. Kuy Mla appears to be more closely related to Kuy dialects 
in Thailand than are Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra. 

An informal comprehension assessment was conducted by speakers of the Samrongthap dialect 
in Thailand with speakers of the Cambodian Kuy dialects encountered on this survey. The 
intuitions of these surveyors indicate that Kuy Mla is the most similar to the Thai Kuy dialect 
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spoken in Samrongthap, and possibly Kuy Ntra is somewhat similar, while Kuy Ntua is less 
comprehensible. There was not enough conversation in Kuy of Thmei to draw a distinct 
impression of comprehension. 

5.4 Conclusion 

Considering the factors measured in this initial survey probe, we see that of the four Kuy 
varieties encountered, two apparently have relatively low vitality, while two have apparently 
high vitality. In order to determine the number of needs for potential literature development 
among the Kuy in Cambodia, it would be beneficial to focus comprehension testing on the two 
viable varieties of Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra. Further sociolinguistic data can also be collected 
during this testing to verify the results found in this survey report. 

6.0 Recommendations 

Following are recommendations for initial language development activities and for further 
survey among the Kuy of Cambodia. Further survey recommendations include lexicostatistics, 
tested comprehension, refinements to sociolinguistic data collection, and bilingualism 
assessment.  

6.1 Initial language development activities 

The results of this initial probe survey indicate that among the Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra, 
comprising at least 15,000 people, there are villages where the people are continuing to speak 
their mother tongue. At the same time, there are also indications that Kuy speakers place a high 
value upon Khmer for education and economic advancement, even to the extent of desiring their 
children to learn Khmer before they learn Kuy. In some villages, this may be resulting in an 
actual language shift from Kuy to Khmer, in which Khmer may eventually displace Kuy. In 
other villages, the result may be one in which Kuy will continue being used for some functions, 
while Khmer is used for others. People involved in language development activities, as well as 
those who make decisions regarding languages to use for other development activities, would 
benefit from additional survey research (as recommended in section 6.2) to further clarify the 
present situation among the Kuy. 

We recommend consideration be given for a pilot literacy project among Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra 
in which a Khmer-based orthography is developed, along with some basic reading materials 
(perhaps adapted from materials used among the Kuy in Samrongthap, if future testing shows a 
high enough level of comprehension), to evaluate community response as an indicator of the 
possible success of a more ambitious literature development project. If testing shows a high 
degree of comprehension between Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra, it may be possible to develop a 
single orthography and shared reading materials. 

Based on our assessment of the moribund nature of Kuy Mla and Kuy of Thmei, there does not 
seem to be a need for materials in these dialects, unless other communities of speakers are found 
with indications of stronger Kuy use and vitality. 

There are currently few materials written in Kuy dialects of Cambodia; we found only one 
storybook. A few people in Pal Hal (speakers of Kuy Ntua) attempted to read this storybook, but 
had much difficulty. The scarcity of these materials was clearly evident as most Kuy expressed 
disbelief that their language could ever be written. 
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When asked what they would like to have written in Kuy, if it were possible, a few 
respondents suggested traditional stories and customs, especially the wedding ceremony, which 
is different from Khmer. Most of those interviewed did not answer this question, since they said 
it would be impossible to write Kuy with Khmer letters, because some of the sounds are very 
different, or they suggested that children would be confused by reading in two languages.  

In this light, it would be advantageous to develop some materials in Kuy, such as native stories, 
to see how they are received by the community, as well as to introduce some awareness of the 
value of literacy in the mother tongue. If these materials are well received and seem to be useful 
among a critical mass of Kuy speakers, it would make the acceptance of additional translated 
materials more likely. Because of the strong value on Khmer for education and economic 
advancement, the development of diglot materials and a literacy program bridging from Kuy into 
Khmer would also be worthwhile to develop and make available to Kuy speakers in Cambodia. 

Based on the preliminary findings of this probe survey, the villages in Prame commune appear to 
be prime candidates for initial development and testing of literacy materials, although further 
research into the most suitable locations to begin potential language development work should be 
conducted. 

6.2 Further survey 

This survey was an extremely rapid appraisal, conducted during a two-week time frame. It 
involved collecting nine wordlists and 29 sociolinguistic questionnaires, as well as gathering 
some general impressions of comprehension of Kuy varieties during visits to ten villages in the 
provinces of Preah Vihear, Kampong Thom and Kratie.  

To more fully document the Kuy varieties in Cambodia, there are some additional sites still to be 
surveyed. These include locations in western Stung Treng province, possibly eastern Siem Reap 
province, other areas of Kratie province, as well as some less accessible sites in Preah Vihear. 
Initial visits should include collection of wordlists and sociolinguistic questionnaires. Once these 
are analyzed, locations for further research, such as comprehension testing between dialects or 
Khmer bilingualism testing, can be selected. 

The following additional survey research is recommended, in order to build on the data collected 
during this initial probe and to further clarify the need for vernacular language development in 
Cambodian Kuy dialects: 

1. Lexicostatistics: Wordlists should be collected in new locations in Stung Treng, Preah Vihear 
and possibly Siem Reap or other areas of Kratie.  

2. Tested comprehension of Kuy varieties.17 Using the method of Recorded Text Testing (RTT) 
as described in Casad (1974) and Blair (1990), RTTs should be developed in both Kuy Ntua 
and Kuy Ntra. Comprehension of these stories should then be tested between the dialects of 
Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra, in order to assess the potential for these two dialect groups to share 
materials. If other viable dialects are found, RTTs should be developed and tested in each of 
the other dialects. RTTs could also be developed in selected Kuy varieties from Thailand. 

                                                 
17 Note that in June 2003, a second survey was conducted among the Kuy, including comprehension testing between dialects. The results of this 
research will be presented in Linda Markowski’s forthcoming Payap University MA thesis. 
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3. Perceptions of Kuy varieties used in RTTs: A post-RTT questionnaire should be developed 
for administration following each RTT, in order to assess perceived comprehension and 
attitudes towards the Kuy dialects heard by subjects on the test tapes. 

4. Language use, attitudes and vitality: A questionnaire more suited for use with individual 
subjects should be developed and administered to a larger and more systematic pool of 
subjects for the Kuy Ntua and Kuy Ntra dialect groups. These questionnaires could be 
administered in the same villages where RTTs are developed. In particular, data on domains 
of language use would be useful in trying to help determine whether there may be a situation 
of language shift or stable bilingualism, especially among the Kuy Ntra. 

5. Khmer bilingualism testing: Developing and administering some form of a Khmer Sentence 
Repetition Test (SRT) among Kuy speakers would provide a more detailed assessment of 
their levels of Khmer bilingualism, thus giving further direction to possible literacy efforts. 
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Appendix A – List of abbreviations 

FHI – Food For the Hungry, International 
ICC – International Cooperation for Cambodia 
LWC – Language of Wider Communication 
RTT – Recorded Text Test  
SIL – SIL International 
SLQ – Sociolinguistic Questionnaire 
SRT – Sentence Repetition Test  
SVO – Subject-Verb-Object word order 
WV – World Vision 
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Appendix B – Phonetic symbols 

The International Phonetic Alphabet 
Revised 1993, with corrections 1996 

Consonants 

 Bilabial Labiodental Dental Alveolar Postalveolar Retroflex Palatal Velar Uvular Pharyngeal Glottal 

 Plosive p   b   t   d      c    k    q        
 Nasal Vd      m           n                           
 Trill             r             
 Flap or Tap                     
 Fricative     f   v     s   z             x            h    
 Lateral  
 fricative               
 Approximant                       j         
 Lateral  
 approximant       l                      

Where symbols appear in pairs, e.g. [p  b], the first symbol represents a voiceless consonant, while the second is its voiceless counterpart. Shaded 
areas represent articulations judged by phoneticians to be impossible.  

  Vowels 

            Front                         Central                         Back 
     Close i y           u 

           
Close-mid

 
e ø            o 

          
Open-mid

 
  œ           

  æ        
   Open

 
  a        

Where symbols appear in pairs, e.g. [i  y], the first symbol represents an unrounded vowel, 
while the second is its rounded counterpart. 
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Other Symbols 

 voiceless labial-velar fricative  voiceless n  d  non-syllabic e  lowered e 

w voiced labial-velar approximant  voiced s  t  rhoticity  a  advanced 
tongue root 

e 

 voiced labial-palatal approximant  aspirated t d  breathy voiced b  a  retracted 
tongue root 

e 

 voiceless epiglottal fricative  more 
rounded 

  creaky voiced b  a  dental t  d 

 voiced epiglottal fricative  less rounded   linguolabial t  d  apical t  d 

 epiglottal plosive  advanced u  labialized t d  laminal t  d 

  alveolo-palatal fricatives  retracted e  palatalized t d  nasalized e 

 alveolar lateral flap  centralized e  pharyngealized t d  nasal release d 

 simultaneous  and x  mid-
centralized 

e  velarized or 
pharyngealized 

l  lateral 
release 

d 

kp affricates and double articulations can 
be represented by two symbols joined 
by a tie-bar if necessary. 

 syllabic n  raised e  no audible 
release 

d 
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Appendix C – Wordlist from Prame  

The following list shows only the 100 words used for the lexical similarity calculations presented 
in this report. These were selected from the 472 words collected from speakers of Kuy Ntua in 
Prame village.  It should be noted that the data as shown is a field transcription and has not 
undergone thorough phonological analysis.  Other wordlists will be published in Linda 
Markowski’s Payap University MA thesis.  

 
 English Kuy Ntua 
1 all tmat 
2 arm tj 
3 ashes bh 
4 bad (evil) brw 
5 bark (n) smbk 
6 belly pu 
7 big pt 
8 bird kncm hlap 
9 bite (v) kap 
10 black t 
11 blood ham 
12 bone ha 
13 breast th 
14 burn (v) kat 
15 cloud ppuak 
16 cold tet 
17 come cw 
18 die ktet 
19 different loh kni 
20 dog t 
21 drink uc 
22 dry set 
23 ear ktr 
24 earth ktk 
25 eat ta 
26 egg ntrel 
27 eye mat 
28 fat nt 
29 fire uh 
30 fish ka 
31 fly (v) par 
32 full tal 
33 give n 
34 good ruak 

 English Kuy Ntua 
35 hair sk 
36 head pl 
37 hear s 
38 horn tkj 
39 hot ktaw 
40 I  k 
41 intestines ruac 
42 kill kmtt 
43 knee pl trkl 
44 know d 
45 leaf hla 
46 leg j 
47 lie down bc kl 
48 liver luam 
49 long ntr 
50 louse t 
51 man kntruh 
52 many kl 
53 moon ntri saj 
54 mountain bru 
55 mouth tnh 
56 nail (finger) kntreh 
57 name trmh 
58 neck tk 
59 new tmaj 
60 night saw 
61 nose muh 
62 old (person) kre 
63 one muj 
64 person kuj 
65 rain mia 
66 road/path krna 
67 root reh 
68 round klam 

 English Kuy Ntua 
69 sand skac 
70 see p 
71 seed kl 
72 sit tkw 
73 skin sbec 
74 sleep bc laet 
75 small ki 
76 smoke pik 
77 speak tmu 
78 stand tje 
79 star mntr 
80 stone tmaw 
81 sun mna 
82 swim luaj 
83 swollen ah 
84 tail sj 
85 that tuh 
86 this ni 
87 tongue ndat 
88 tooth kn 
89 tree lua 
90 two bar 
91 walk p 
92 water a 
93 we haj 
94 wet jor 
95 what tntua 
96 white blaj 
97 who kuj ni 
98 wing hlap 
99 woman krpaj 
100 you maj 
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Appendix D – Lexicostatistic methodology 

This section describes the lexicostatistic approach used for computing lexical similarity in 
Section 3.1. 

Lexicostatistics is an approximation of the percentage of cognates shared by two or more speech 
varieties. Lexicostatistics does not provide an absolute measure of the relationship between 
speech varieties, but rather, a relative measure of the lexical relationship between varieties.  

Kuy is a Mon-Khmer sesquisyllabic language. Sesquisyllabic (meaning a syllable and a half) 
languages have a minor syllable and a major syllable. The minor syllable comes first and tends to 
be unstressed, while the following major syllable is stressed. Over time, these minor syllables are 
subject to innovation and sometimes collapse onto the main syllable, while the major syllable is 
usually retained and can be reliably reconstructed. In some Mon-Khmer varieties, the minor 
syllable may be lost entirely. In Proto South Bahnaric, Paul Sidwell (2000:15) states: 

Often the mainsyllables correspond regularly and it is only the minorsyllables 
which do not agree. In these cases it is obvious that there is one root with different 
prefixes, and it is straightforward to reconstruct alternate protoforms with the 
same mainsyllable, e.g. *pa ~ *npa ~ *lpa ’palm, sole’. Such reconstructions 
should be read as follows: the mainsyllable *pa is reconstructed securely, and it 
may or may not have occurred with the minorsyllables indicated…. 

Thus, for a lexical comparison attempting to approximate cognate percentages between speech 
varieties, it is often misleading to compare minor syllables. Therefore some syllables such as 
minor syllables are ignored in this comparison. For example, consider the data in Figure 12: 

 
Village tail stone horn bone egg tree leaf root 

Prame sj   tmaw tkj ha ntrel   tnm lua    hla lua    rih lua    

Krala Peas sj     tmaw    tkj    ha    rel kal l hla l rh l 

Rumchek sj   tmaw tkj ha ntrl nm l hla l rh l 

Chi Aok sj   tmaw tkj ha   ntrel    nm l hla rh 

Thmei sj   tmaw   tkj   ha rel tnm l hla rh l 

Figure 12. Kuy cognate sets with minor and major syllables 

For the first word ‘tail’ the form is unambiguously monosyllabic, thus no further analysis is 
required and these forms can be directly compared. For the words ‘stone’ and ‘horn’ all of the 
villages gave similar forms of generally [tmaw]and [tkj] respectively. This sesquisyllabic form 
is made up of the minor syllable [t] and the major syllables [maw]and [kj]. In this case, the 
minor syllable is extraneous to the lexicostatistic comparison, as it would be for a comparative 
reconstruction, and only the major syllable is compared. The word forms for ‘bone’ and ‘egg’ are 
similar, with a syllabic nasal minor syllable [] and [n]. Considering the word forms for ‘tree’, 
‘leaf’, and ‘root’ it is apparent that there is a morpheme [l] or [lua] with the meaning ‘having 
to do with trees’. This morpheme provides supplemental semantic information which is not 
necessary to the core meaning of the major syllable. Thus, these morphemes are ignored. 



 

   

31

Applying these basic steps, we can clarify the data by eliminating minor and supplemental 
syllables, as shown in figure 13: 
 

Village tail stone horn bone egg tree leaf root 
Prame sj   maw kj ha trel   nm    hla    rih    
Krala Peas sj     maw    kj    ha    rel kal hla rh 
Rumchek sj   maw kj ha trl nm hla rh 
Chi Aok sj   maw kj ha   trel    nm hla rh 
Thmei sj   maw kj   ha rel nm hla rh 

Figure 13. Kuy cognate sets with main (or root) forms only 

From this data, fairly clear relationships between the word forms emerge. Using this data, a 
method adapted from Blair (1979:31-33) is applied to clarify which forms are lexically similar 
and which forms are not lexically similar. Figure 14 shows the basis for this method: 
 

Category Criteria 
Category 1 a. exact matches 
 b. vowels differing by one feature (includes diphthongs)  
 c. vowels differing by length 
 d. a regular sound correspondence 
Category 2 a. phonetically similar consonants 
 b. vowels differing by two or more features (includes length and diphthongs) 
Category 3 a. nonphonetically similar consonants 
 b. nonregularly occurring deletion 
Ignore a. glottalized distinctions 
 b. breathiness distinctions 
 c. pitch distinctions 
 d. weak syllables 
 e. supplemental semantic morphemes 
 f. a regularly occurring deletion 

Figure 14. Criteria for lexical similarity 

Getting back to our data, we can now determine the lexical similarity of word forms based on 
these criteria. This yields the result shown in figure 15:  
 

Village tail stone horn bone egg tree leaf root 
Prame-Krala Peas 1a, 1c, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a If, 1a, 1a, 1a 3a, 2b, 3a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 

Prame-Rumchek 1a, 1c, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1d, 1a, 1b, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 
Prame-Chi Aok 1a, 1c, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1c, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1d, 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 
Prame-Thmei 1a, 1c, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a If, 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 
Krala Peas-Rumchek 1a, 1a, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a If, 1a, 1b, 1a 3a, 2b, 3a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 
Krala Peas-Chi Aok 1a, 1a, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1c, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a If, 1a, 1a, 1a 3a, 2b, 3a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 
Krala Peas-Thmei 1a, 1a, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 3a, 2b, 3a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 
Rumchek-Chi Aok 1a, 1a, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1c, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1b, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 
Rumchek-Thmei 1a, 1a, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a If, 1a, 1b, 1a 1a, 1b, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 
Chi Aok-Thmei 1a, 1a, 1a   1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 1c, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a If, 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 1a, 1a, 1a 1a, 2b, 1a 

Figure 15. Lexical similarity criteria application 
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Once the categories have been assigned for all of the phones, a similarity matrix is used to 
determine whether the words thus compared are lexically similar or not. This matrix (Figure 16) 
is based on the number of phones and specifies the minimum conditions the word forms must 
meet in order to be considered lexically similar. 
 

Phone table (minimum for lexical similarity) 
Phones  Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 

1 = 1 0 0 
2 = 2 0 0 
3 = 2 1 0 
4 = 2 1 1 
5 = 3 1 1 
6 = 3 2 1 
7 = 4 2 1 
8 = 4 2 2 

Figure 16. Phone table for lexical similarity 

Applying the constraints in this matrix to our data, we see (figure 17) that most of the words are 
lexically similar, with the exception of the comparisons for the word ‘tree’ between Krala Peas 
and the other Kuy villages.  

 
Village tail stone horn bone egg tree leaf root

 

Prame-Krala Peas Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Not sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Prame-Rumchek Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Prame-Chi Aok Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Prame-Thmei Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Krala Peas-Rumchek Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Not sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Krala Peas-Chi Aok Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Not sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Krala Peas-Thmei Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Not sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Rumchek-Chi Aok Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Rumchek-Thmei Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim 
Chi Aok-Thmei Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim Lex sim 

Figure 17. Lexical similarity analysis 

From these comparisons, we can compute the percentage of lexical similarity and generate a 
matrix, or tree diagram, that depicts the lexical similarity relationship between speech varieties. 
 



 

   

33

Appendix E – Sociolinguistic questionnaire 

LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Interviewee Name     Interviewer 

Male/Female      Date 

Age       Location 

Occupation       

Education 

1. LANGUAGE IDENTITY 

What languages do you speak? 

What languages do/did your parents speak? 

What language did you learn to speak first as a child? 

What do you call your language? How do they say it in your village? 

What do other people call your language? 

2. VILLAGES OF BIRTH AND RESIDENCE 

Where were you born (village, district)? 

▪  How long did you live there? 

▪  What language(s) do people speak in that village? 

▪  What do they call Kuy there? 

What village did you live in longest? 

▪  From what age to what age did you live there? 

▪  What language do people speak in the village you lived longest? 

▪  What do they call Kuy there? 

What other village did you live in? 

     How long?  What do they call Kuy there? 
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3. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

Does everyone in your village speak Kuy? 

If not, what other languages are spoken? 

What part (half, more/less) speak Kuy? 

Which part first lived in the village and which part moved in later? 

Where did the Kuy in your village come from originally? 

What are the names of other Kuy villages that speak the same as yours? 

What other villages speak Kuy differently from yours, but that you can understand well? 
▪  Names, Locations? 
▪  What words/sounds do they use different from you? 
▪  Do they also call themselves Kuy? 

What other villages speak Kuy differently from yours, but that you can’t understand well? 
▪  Names, Locations? 
▪  What words/sounds do they use different from you? 
▪  Do they also call themselves Kuy? 

4. LANGUAGE USE 

[Pick the present village or the one best known to the informant and ask:] 

What language do the children in the village learn first? 

Do children learn another language before they start school? 
 What languages? 

What language(s) in the village are used in the following situations (K=Kuy; C=Khmer): 
Adult man: at home to parents wife children market 

 funeral village council meeting at district center 

Adult man: at home to parents husband children market 

 funeral village council meeting at district center 

Teenager: at home to parents grandparents siblings market 

 district center village friends courting teacher classmates 

Child: at home to parents grandparents siblings market 

 village friends teacher classmates 
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5. LANGUAGE ATTITUDES 

5.1 On Language displacement 

Do the children in the village speak Kuy together when they play? 

(if not) Is this good or bad? Why? 

Are there people in the village who have given up speaking Kuy? 

(if so) Is this good or bad?  Why? 

5.2 On mother-tongue use 

Do the young people in the village speak Kuy correctly?  If not, how do they speak it? 

Is it important to you that your child marries someone who speaks Kuy? 

 Why? 

When Khmer people are around are you embarrassed to speak Kuy to your friends? 

Are you ever embarrassed to speak Khmer?  When?  Why? 

Would it be good for your children to be able to read and write Kuy? 

 Why? 

What kinds of things would you like to have written in your language? 

5.3 On dialects 

Are some Kuy dialects more important than others? 

What is the most important dialect? 

Why is it important? 

Where is it located? 

What is the best village to learn to speak your language? 
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Appendix F – Demographic information 

 
Village Commune District Province Families* Persons* % Kuy 

(est.)** 
Prame Prame Tbeng Meanchey 135 619 100% 
Anlong Svay Preah Khleang Tbeng Meanchey 133 671 95% 
Pal Hal Pal Hal  Tbeng Meanchey 130 639 90% 
Peuk Putrea Chey Saen 367 2219 95% 
Krala Peas Pring Thom Choam Ksan 136 743 95% 
Rumchek Romoniy Rovieng 156 800 95% 
Chi Aok Romoniy Rovieng 

Preah 
Vihear 

108 660 90% 
Srae Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong 

Thom 
138 798 95% 

Thmei Thmei Kratie 152 900 50% 
Chranoal Thmei Kratie Kratie 116 692 95% 

Figure 18. Population of Kuy villages visited March 2002 

* These numbers come from the General Population Census of Cambodia, completed in March 1998, by the National Institute of Statistics 
(1999). 

**These are rough estimates of what percentage of the village is ethnically Kuy (not necessarily speaking Kuy), gathered through personal 
communication. 
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Appendix G – Speech varieties reported by village18
 

Dialect Subd Village Commune District Province Source 
       
Thmei Auh? Chranaol Thmei Kratie Kratie Thmei 
Thmei  Chum baa   Kratie Chranaol 
Thmei  Khnach Thmei Kratie Kratie Thmei, Chranaol 
Thmei  Krasang Thmei Kratie Kratie Thmei 
Thmei  Mean Chey Thmei Kratie Kratie Thmei, Chranaol 
Thmei Auh? Thmei Thmei Kratie Kratie Direct 
Thmei  Veal Sambour Thmei Kratie Kratie Chranaol 
Mla  Krala Peas Pring Thum Choam Ksan Preah Vihear Direct 
Ntra Wa? ? S’ang Chey Saen Preah Vihear Peuk 
Ntra  Andas Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Rumchek 
Ntra  Anlong Chrey Anlong Chrey Thala Barivat Steung Treng Prame 
Ntra  Chi Aok Romony Rovieng Preah Vihear Direct 
Ntra Auk?, Wa? Chrach Chrach Chey Saen Preah Vihear Peuk 
Ntra  Kbith Ngan Sandan  Kampong Thom Srae 
Ntra  Ko Ki Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Chi Aok, Srae 
Ntra  Ko Koni (?)    Srae 
Ntra  Koun Tnaot Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Rumchek, Chi Aok 
Ntra  Kvan Tieng Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Rumchek, Chi Aok 
Ntra  Longcur (?)    Chi Aok 
Ntra  Nareah (?)     
Ntra  Ou Pou Romony Rovieng Preah Vihear Rumchek, Chi Aok 
Ntra Wa? Ou Krouch Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Rumchek, Srae 
Ntra  Phnom Dek Romony Rovieng Preah Vihear  
Ntra  Bangkaeun Phal Romtom Rovieng Preah Vihear Chi Aok, Rumchek 
Ntra  Rumchek Romony Rovieng  Direct 
Ntra  Sala Visai Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Chi Aok, Rumchek 
Ntra  Smaonh Phan Nheun Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Chi Aok 
Ntra  Srae Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Direct 
Ntra  Sre Thum Rung Roeang Rovieng Preah Vihear  
Ntra  Sre Thnong Romony Rovieng Preah Vihear Rumchek, Chi Aok 
Ntra Auh Svay Damnak Romtom Rovieng Preah Vihear Prame, Chi Aok, Rumchek 
Ntra Wa Tralaek Sala Visai Prasat Balang Kampong Thom Rumchek, Chi Aok 
Ntra  Thnol Pait (?)  Steung Saen  Chi Aok 
Ntra  Tung tem (?)    Chi Aok 
Ntra  Veal Veaeng Chhuk Prasat Sambour Kampong Thom Chi Aok 
Ntua  Along Sambok (?)     
Ntua  Anlong Svay Preah Khleang TMC Preah Vihear Direct 
Ntua  Attria (?)     
Ntua  Baw (?)     
Ntua  Chrach Chrach Chey Saen Preah Vihear  
Ntua  Doun Ma Reaksa Rovieng Preah Vihear  
Ntua  Jiwat (?)     
Ntua  Kak Poun Reaksa Rovieng Preah Vihear  
Ntua  Kaw Saway (?)    Prame 
Ntua  Keng (?)     
Ntua  Khyang Khyang Chey Saen Preah Vihear  
Ntua  Kla Han Prame TMC Preah Vihear Prame 
Ntua  Krang Dong Preah Khleang TMC Preah Vihear Prame, Anlong Svay, Pal 

Hal, Chi Aok 
Ntua  Pal Hal Pal Hal TMC Preah Vihear Direct 
Ntua  Peuk Putrea Chey Saen Preah Vihear Direct 
Ntua  Boh Thom Prame TMC Preah Vihear Prame 
Ntua  Peareakkech Pal Hal TMC Preah Vihear Pal Hal 
Ntua  Prame Prame TMC Preah Vihear Direct 
Ntua  Praeus K'ak Mlu Prei 2 Chhaeb Preah Vihear Prame 
Ntua Wa? Samraong Tasu Chey Saen Preah Vihear Peuk 
Ntua  Sre Priang Prame TMC Preah Vihear Prame 
Ntua  Toul Tasu Chey Saen Preah Vihear  
Ntua/Ntra Auk? Samraong Reaksa Rovieng Preah Vihear Prame 
Uncert  Trapeang Totuem Romtom Rovieng Preah Vihear Rumchek 
       

 

                                                 
18 Note that these are village names which were collected through the Sociolinguistic Questionnaire, when subjects were asked which villages 
speak Kuy similar to them or different from them. These names, and the dialects or subdialects associated with them, have not necessarily been 
confirmed by more than one source, and as such, are still tentative. Names followed by (?) indicate that name was not found in the census list. 
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