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1 Malcolm Ross: an appreciation

BETHWYN EVANS

The ‘loom of language*

Bodmer’'s (1944)The Loom of Language a volume rarely cited within the historical
linguistics literature. Yet, indirectly this book has contributed significantly to the way in
which many aspects of historical linguistics are viewed today.

Bodmer sets out for school students some of the foundations of historical linguistics,
including the ways in which languages are connected to each other historically, the ways in
which their structure changes through time, and the ways in which they spread across time
and space. He writes, for example:

Languages areelated, if the many features of vocabulary, structure and phonetics
which they share are due to the gradual differentiation of what was once a single
tongue. Sometimes we have to infer what the common parent was like ...

Through such culture-contacts words have wandered from one language to another of

a totally different origin. The modern word bicycle pedals over linguistic frontiers as

the machine used to pedal over national boundaries before passports were obligatory.
(Bodmer 1944:167, 184)

Perhaps now somewhat dated in expression and lacking in theoretical Tigeurpom of
Languageremains inspiring. In the 1950s it captured the imagination of a 12-year old boy,
planting the seeds for an academic career which centred around historical linguistic research.
The research of this boy, now Emeritus Professor Malcolm Ross, has contributed to many
domains of historical linguistics, and itself forms the foundation for the research of others.

Young Malcolm

Malcolm Ross often calls himself ‘an accidental linguist’, not beginning his PhD in
linguistics until the age of 40. But Malcolm’s career in linguistics was clearly an accident
waiting to happen, with his interest and curiosity in language and linguistics apparent from
an early age. Born in London in 1942, Malcolm’s introduction to languages other than his
own was as a schoolboy ‘reading’ Welsh language newspapers on family holidays and
devouring any book relating to language and linguistics he could find in the local library.
As a high school student Malcolm had the chance to study other European languages:

1

I would like to thank Meredith Osmond, Andrew Pawley and Ingrid Ross for commenting on earlier
versions of this piece and for sharing with me some of their memories of Malcolm.

1



2 Bethwyn Evans

He had French (first) then Latin, then Greek at school. He took Russian in the lunch
hour. He then had the option of Spanish as an O-level subject iff' foen6for two

years (although he did 3 years in the A-level course. He had done his O-levels in 4
years instead of 5 as he was in the ‘Fast-track class’).  (Ingrid Ross, pers.comm.)

Student days, Bristol

Without the opportunity to undertake formal study of linguistics, Malcolm went on to
study English Literature at Bristol University, writing his BA honours thesis on mediaeval
political and satirical verse. However, his interest in language remained apparent; he took
as many linguistics courses as he could, and:

he took all the language options like Old English, Middle English and Old Norse. He
also took Spanish as a subsidiary subject.  (Ingrid Ross, pers.comm.)

And he added a ‘smattering’ of Portuguese to his repertoire of languages when he went to
Portugal — by bicycle.

It was while he was at University that Malcolm met his wife Ingrid, who was also
studying at Bristol University as part of an exchange programme with her own university
in Germany. Their meeting on a student hike was the beginning of what has been a long
and happy partnership. This was also when Malcolm, unsurprisingly, began to learn
German, a language in which he has gained near native fluency.

Malcolm the teacher

After University, Malcolm followed Ingrid back to Germany. In 1964—-65 he worked at
the Sprachenschule der Stadt Michen in Germany, training translators and interpreters in
English. This also allowed him to practice his German — ‘no-one was allowed to speak to
him in English’ (Ingrid Ross, pers.comm.). In 1965, after marrying in Koblenz on the
Rhine, Malcolm and Ingrid came back to southwest England, and Malcolm became a high-
school teacher of English (and some Russian) at Filton High School. He remained at Filton
for eight years, ending up the School’s Director of Studies (1970-72). While teaching at
Filton, he did his Master of Letters in Education and continued learning foreign languages.
As Ingrid remembers:
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When he did his M.Litt. in East German Education, he ordered ‘Pravda’ (probably put
him on the CIA black list) and started reading that, but also learnt to read (not speak)
the Scandinavian languages and Dutch and the Slavic languages and Hungarian. He
used to have a vocab book for each and learn relevant vocab just before he went to
sleep and then put the vocab book under his pillow. Seemed to work!

As a student of Malcolm’s during his subsequent career in linguistics, | have no doubt
that his success and rapid promotion through the teaching ranks was due to his skill and
patience in explaining clearly complex ideas and concepts and encouraging students to
explore their own ideas. However, like many good teachers, promotion led Malcolm away
from teaching and into more and more administrative tasks. In order to ‘avoid becoming
another school administrator’, he decided to change career path, accepting an Education
Officer position in Papua New Guinea.

Malcolm in Papua New Guinea

In 1973 Malcolm and Ingrid, along with their two young children, Philippa and James,
moved to Papua New Guinea; a rather drastic change of direction career-wise for Malcolm,
but Malcolm and Ingrid were looking for a change, and somewhere that would suit young
children. An advertisement in the paper for a teaching post near Rabaul on New Britain
with a photo of an idyllic Pacific scene — palm trees, beach and swirling seas — looked
like just the right combination. And certainly it was an ideal place to be for someone with
Malcolm’s interest in language.

Summer 1973 at Kerevat
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In 1973-74, Malcolm founded the English department at Kerevat National High School,
near Rabaul on New Britain. It was on his first day at Kerevat that he began to think about
linguistic research. With his characteristic interest in his students, he asked a group of them
what they studied in their history classes. Their reply, that they studied Indonesian and
Australian history because, as they described it, ‘they did not have any history of their own’,
shocked Malcolm. Certainly there was very little written history of Papua New Guinea, but
did that mean that nothing could be known of its past? Surrounded by students speaking
many different languages and remembering what he’d learnt from Bodmer on inferring
linguistic history, he wondered if language was a way to discover aspects of Papua New
Guinea’s unwritten past, and so give students some history of their own. And so began
Malcolm’s interest in Austronesian, and more specifically Oceanic, historical linguistics.

During their stay at Kerevat Malcolm and Ingrid ‘adopted’ Mait Kilil, a student, who
took them to Karkar Island and made them part of his clan, and with whom Malcolm then
did extensive collection of linguistic data.

Mait and family, Madang

In 1975 the Ross family moved to Goroka in the Eastern Highlands Province, where
Malcolm taught language studies and trained high school teachers at Goroka Teachers’
College for several years before becoming Principal in 1980. Trainee teachers came to
study in Goroka from all over Papua New Guinea, and once again Malcolm was
surrounded by speakers of a plethora of different Austronesian and Papuan languages,
many of which had never been recorded. He collected linguistic data, typically basic
vocabulary and grammatical structures, from over 150 languages and dialects. His
fieldnotes from this time are meticulous — very neat handwritten pages giving
consistently-ordered and comparable data for each language, a very accessible resource for
those students he lets loose on his filing cabinets.
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Malcolm with informants, Karkar |1sland, 1978

At first Malcolm’s research focus was on synchronic analysis, leading to descriptive
publications on the Papuan languages Waskia (Ross and Poal 1978) and Vanimo (Ross
1980). However, his interest in Austronesian historical linguistics was growing.

It was during his time at Goroka that Malcolm came to the notice of the academic
community. In early 1976 he spent two weeks visiting The Australian National University
(ANU) in Canberra in order to learn more about Austronesian linguistics, especially from
scholars in the Department of Linguistics in what was then the Research School of Pacific
Studies. Whenever Malcolm talks of this first visit to ANU, he comments on discussions
with Robert (Bob) Blust, then a Postdoctoral Fellow in the Department, on how much he
learnt from Bob at the time, and on how these discussions helped him begin the research
that became his PhD thesis. Back in Papua New Guinea, Malcolm not only continued to
collect comparative data from Oceanic languages, but he began to research aspects of
Oceanic linguistic history. In May 1977, he sent a draft paper on the Oceanic languages of
the Vitiaz Straits and the north coast of Papua New Guinea to Andrew Pawley, writing:

Enclosed is a copy of my first excursion into AN [Austronesian], which was
occasioned partly by the fact that | had appropriate informants to hand and partly by
reading various pieces of your work, particularly on Eastern Oceanic and Central
Papuan, both of which fascinated me. I'm afraid that my efforts probably have rough
edges, and any comments would be most weldome.

In response, Andy not only congratulated Malcolm on a formidable paper, but asked

‘where did you spring from?’ At that time there were only a few scholars active in Oceanic

historical linguistics, so one can imagine Andy’s surprise at receiving such a paper from
someone he had never heard of. Malcolm'’s reply, telling how he ended up in Papua New
Guinea doing research on Oceanic languages, highlights his interest in using linguistic
research to discover the past, as well as to assist his students in their role as teachers:

2 Letter from Malcolm Ross to Andrew Pawley, May 1977.
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I've been in PNG since Jan 1973, and became more and more involved in looking at
the [languages] here because | thought it important to teach my students (especially
those who intend to teach English) something about the sociolinguistic and
historical-linguistic situation in PNG. Finally | spent a week at ANU in Jan 1976
trying to fill in gaps and find out, with much help from Bob Blust, what was going
on. In Feb | discovered that | had a whole gaggle of AN-speaking students from the
Aitape area and decided that the opportunity was too good to miss. | also had an
excellent student, John Natu Paol, who had done some research into his own
language, Waskia (Karkar and neighbouring mainland at Tokain), so | became
involved in that at the same time. Stephen Wurm is going to publish the resulting
grammar sketch and vocab. in [Pacific Linguistﬁ:s].

Graduation ceremony, Goroka, 1981

Malcolm the PhD student

Although Malcolm was carrying out linguistic research, publishing papers, and
attending conferences in the late 1970s, he did not begin his PhD until 1982. For this he
went back to the ANU and joined Stephen Wurm’s Department of Linguistics in the
Research School of Pacific Studies, the leading centre for the study of the languages of
Papua New Guinea and where he had received a warm welcome in 1976. The primary goal
of Malcolm’s PhD project, undertaken between 1982 and 1986, was to investigate genetic
relationships amongst the more than 250 Austronesian languages of western Melanesia, an
area including Papua New Guinea and the northwestern Solomon Islands. All the
languages concerned belong to the large Oceanic branch of Austronesian which consists of
the languages of eastern Melanesia and Polynesia, and most of the languages of
Micronesia.

3 | etter from Malcolm Ross to Andrew Pawley® duly 1977.
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Malcolm’s PhD thesis, published as a monograph (Ross 1988), changed the face of
Oceanic linguistics. Described by one examiner, George Grace, as a ‘landmark work’ it is
amongst the most frequently cited works within the field of Oceanic historical linguistics.

It was a landmark for a number of different reasons.

First, the thesis was based on the extensive primary data that Malcolm had collected
while living in Papua New Guinea. The majority of these data were from languages of
western Melanesia which there was little or no previous record. Malcolm’s near exhaustive
sample brought many languages under the comparative microscope for the first time.

Second, the breadth and depth of Malcolm’s analysis was truly epic. He rigorously
applied the Comparative Method to more than 200 languages falling into dozens of lower-
order subgroups. This systematic and careful comparison, allowed him to determine
regular sound correspondences amongst them and to prepare the way for reconstruction of
the phonological histories of each subgroup. He did not restrict himself to
lexicophonological comparison, but also investigated a range of morphological and
syntactic characteristics of the languages.

As the aim of Malcolm’s research was to establish subgroupings, he was reliant on
determining shared innovations calibrated from the reconstructed Proto Oceanic system.
Thus the third contribution of the thesis was to revise and add to the body of work on Proto
Oceanic.

Fourth, and very significantly, Malcolm presented a new subgrouping of the Oceanic
languages in the western Melanesia region that radically altered the view of the Oceanic
family tree. Since Dempwolff (1927, 1937), Oceanic had been widely, though not
unanimously, accepted as a major subgroup of the Austronesian language family.
However, its internal classification, particularly the languages of western Melanesia, was
less certain. When Malcolm began his doctoral studies, only small low-level groupings of
languages had been recognised in western Melanesia. For example, Pawley and Green
(1985) listed 21 different subgroups of Oceanic languages in Papua New Guinea and the
northwestern Solomon Islands. Scholars were also debating the possible historical
explanations for the high degree of linguistic diversity found in this region (Pawley 1981;
Lynch 1981). On the basis of his detailed comparisons, Malcolm presented evidence to
demonstrate that the languages of Papua New Guinea and the northwestern Solomon
Islands formed three primary subgroups of Oceanic, namely Western Oceanic, with its
three sub-branches, North New Guinea, Meso-Melanesian and Papuan Tip, encompassing
most of the region, and the Admiralties and St Matthias subgroups, named after the groups
of islands in Papua New Guinea where the languages are spoken. For each of these
subgroups, as well as the lower-level groups within them, Malcolm described the
phonological, morphological and syntactic innovations that supported them.

Fifth, Malcolm’s thesis was also significant in that it redressed a strong and
longstanding bias in Oceanic linguistics towards the languages often classified as ‘Eastern
Oceanic’, that is the languages of the southeastern Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, New
Caledonia, Micronesia, Fiji and Polynesia. The Oceanic languages which formed part of
Dempwolff’'s evidence for the Austronesian language family and reconstructions of Proto
Malayo-Polynesian were all ‘Eastern’ orfeand until the 1980s the leading scholars in
Oceanic historical linguistics, including George Grace, Bruce Biggs, Andrew Pawley, John
Lynch, Darrell Tryon and Paul Geraghty, worked predominantly, though not exclusively,

4 Dempwolff did not include the Formosan languages of Taiwan in the family, and so his reconstructions

are now considered to represent the level of Proto Malayo-Polynesian, rather than Proto Austronesian.
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on ‘Eastern Oceanic’ languages. This meant that the understanding of Oceanic languages
and their history was based primarily on fewer than half the languages within the
subgroup, with comparative research on the languages of western Melanesia lagging far
behind that on ‘Eastern Oceanic’ languages. Happily, this is no longer the case.

Finally, such a meticulous application of the Comparative Method raised a number of
theoretical issues regarding the nature of subgrouping. In particular, Malcolm proposed in
his thesis a difference between what he later labelled innovation-defined and innovation-
linked subgroups. These two types of subgroups represent different patterns of
diversification, namely the sharp separation of an original protolanguage into discrete
branches versus the gradual differentiation of a network of dialects, and these two types are
reflected by different patterns of shared innovations (Ross 1988, 1997).

Malcolm the ‘real’ linguist

After completing his PhD in 1986, Malcolm stayed on at the ANU. And so in 1987, at
the age of 44, he began his career as a professional researcher and teacher in linguistics.
Since then he has held a number of different research positions within the Department of
Linguistics, Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies (RSPAS), becoming Professor
in 2004.

Though he was a late starter, Malcolm has more than made up for it. He has built an
outstanding record as both a researcher and a teacher. During his time in RSPAS, he has
supervised around 30 PhD students, a task he carries out with a mix of encouragement and
constructive criticism, and a genuine interest in his students’ research. Malcolm’s teaching
in linguistics has not been limited to the supervision of graduate students. He has regularly
co-taught courses on Austronesian and Papuan languages at the ANU, and has been invited
to give similar courses at a number of other institutions, including the J.W. Goethe
University, Frankfurt/Main, Christian Albrecht University, Kiel and the University of
Stuttgart in Germany, Academica Sinica, the National Taiwan University and the National
Tsing Hua University in Taiwan, and at Cornell University and the University of
California Berkeley as part of the Linguistic Society of America’s Summer Institutes.

Malcolm’s research achievements have been both numerous and diverse, but with a
focus on discovering history through language, which covers nearly all aspects of historical
linguistics. And although his research has centred on Austronesian and Papuan languages,
its impact has reached far beyond these spheres.

Reflections of the weave

Working as he does on Austronesian and Papuan languages, which do not have a long
written tradition, Malcolm’s historical linguistics research relies on comparison of
contemporary languages in order to infer the patterns or ‘weave’ of the linguistic past. As
described above, his PhD research was based on his own extensive sample of primary data,
and throughout his career he has contributed to the synchronic description of Austronesian
and Papuan languages. Prior to his PhD, Malcolm published a number of descriptive
studies on languages of the western Melanesia region, including Papuan Waskia (Ross and
Paol 1978; Karkar Island, Madang Province) and Vanimo (Ross 1980; West Sepik
Province), as well as the Austronesian languages of New Ireland (Ross 1982). Malcolm
has continued to publish descriptive research on the Austronesian languages of this region,
often based on his original fieldwork from his time in Papua New Guinea; for example, the
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14 grammatical sketches authored or co-authored by MalcolFhenOceanic Languages
volume (Lynch, Ross and Crowley 2002). While most of his synchronic research is on
Oceanic languages, and in particular Takia (Ross 1994b, 2004a), his more recent interest in
the Austronesian languages of Taiwan has also resulted in descriptive work on Puyuma,
undertaken with his former student Stacy Teng (Ross and Teng 2005; Ross 2008b).
Despite Malcolm’s clear interest and skill in synchronic description, one always feels that
he cannot help but view the contemporary data as the reflection of a linguistic past that is
just waiting to be discovered and explained.

Reconstructing the warp

An ever-present theme of Malcolm’s research has been what within Bodmer’s ‘loom of
language’ metaphor could be described as the warp, that is, the unbroken lengthwise
threads which form the basis of the entire weave from its beginning to its end. In this
sense, Malcolm has concerned himself with questions about the warp of linguistic history
—what are the threads of contemporary languages that allow us to determine their genetic
relationships with other languages and to reconstruct aspects of their linguistic history?

Since his 1988 book Malcolm has continued to add to and revise our understanding of
the internal relationships of Oceanic languages. For example, in two papers published in
1996 Malcolm demonstrated that the Sarmi and Jayapura languages of West Papua form a
single subgroup, which in turn forms part of the Western Oceanic Linkage (Ross 1996c);
and that the hard-to-classify Yapese language contains strata from several sources but is
fundamentally an Oceanic language, and one that does not form a subgroup with any other
Oceanic language (Ross 1996b). Both these papers highlight the typical ‘Malcolm
approach’ — careful analysis of the extant data and testing of the evidence against
different possible hypotheses. For the Yapese paper in particular, Malcolm shows how
detailed analysis of lexicon and sound correspondences can be used to distinguish the
‘warp threads’ from other aspects of a language’s history. More recently he has shown that
languages previously thought by some to be non-Austronesian or Papuan — the Solomon
Island languages of Kazukuru in New Georgia (Ross and Dunn 2007), and Aiwoo, and
other languages of the Reef and Santa Cruz islands (Ross and Naess 2007) — are in fact
Oceanic. Ross and Neaess show that that the Reefs-Santa Cruz languages form a subgroup
with the languages of Utupua and Vanikoro, and this subgroup, which they call, Temotu,
appears to have no close relatives within Oceanic.

Malcolm’s research on the genetic relationships of languages is not restricted to the
languages of the Oceanic subgroup. He has also worked on non-Oceanic Austronesian
languages (e.g. Ross 2004c, 2005b), and has recently set himself the massive task of
reviewing in detail the phonological evidence for the much-debated subgrouping of this
part of the Austronesian family. So it seems likely that ‘Ross’ will become equally cited on
genetic relations in both the east and west of the Austronesian family.

As part of theComparative Papuan Projectnitiated in the mid-1990s by Andrew
Pawley, Bill Foley and Malcolm, Malcolm has also done important work on the history of
of the 700 or so Papuan languages of Melanesia and eastern Indonesia. In this context the
initial focus of his research was on establishing genetic relatedness amongst languages,
rather than on subgrouping of languages known to be related. The question of what are
reliable diagnostics of relatedness amongst languages is still debated in the literature. For
Papuan languages, Malcolm has taken a practical approach that is theoretically grounded.
In a number of papers (Ross 1995b, 2001b, 2005a), he argues that comparison of pronoun
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paradigms across Papuan languages provides a powerful tool for detecting genetic
groupings, and that these comparisons are a fairly reliably indication of the extent of the
large Trans New Guinea family and the existence of 22 other Papuan language families.
He shows that the pronominal forms supporting the Trans New Guinea family are
statistically unlikely to result from chance, and are also unlikely to be the result of
borrowing when compared with the sociolinguistic contexts in which pronouns have been
borrowed elsewhere (Ross 2005a). Malcolm does not dismiss the traditional and well-
accepted methods of historical linguistics here; rather he uses pronominal paradigms as
initial evidence of genetic relatedness, which can then be tested by applying the
Comparative Method. And indeed Andrew Pawley has shown that the Trans New Guinea
family is supported by a fairly extensive set of lexical cognates, a reconstructable
protophonology and reconstructable aspects of verb morphology (Pawley 2001, 2005).

Malcolm’s interest in the ‘warp’ of linguistic history is not limited to genetic
relationships. He has also published extensively, over 40 articles, on linguistic
reconstruction. His research on the nature of Proto Oceanic encompasses all aspects of
linguistic structure, including: (a) details of its phonological system (e.g. Ross 1989); (b)
aspects of morphology and grammar from possession (Ross 2001c) to adjectival categories
(Ross 1998a) and spatial deixis (Ross 2003c, 2004b); and (c) lexicon and semantic domains
as diverse as meteorological phenomena (Ross 2003b), household artefacts (Osmond and
Ross 1998) and staple food crops (Ross 2008c). Again, he has not restricted his research to
Oceanic, but has published reconstructions of the Proto Austronesian systems of phonology
(Ross 1992), verbal morphology (Ross 1995a) and case marking and personal pronouns
(Ross 2006).

While most, if not all, of Malcolm’s papers on reconstruction build on Austronesian
examples, his concern with general methods of reconstruction and underlying processes of
language change is apparent and often made explicit. The edited volume by Mark Durie
and Malcolm (1996), which considers the role of the Comparative Method in contexts of
regular and irregular language change highlights this concern with methodology and
theory.

Reconstructing the weft

Malcolm’s 1988 book greatly enhanced our understanding of the genetic relationships
amongst the Oceanic languages in western Melanesia. However, it also drew his attention
to the considerable amount of data from these languages which could not be accounted for
in terms of ‘internal’ change from features inherited from Proto Oceanic. He concluded
that language contact had played an important role in the history of many of these
languages. The question of how to explain in more detail the apparently atypical features
of these Oceanic languages was the starting point for Malcolm’s research on contact-
induced language change, and thus the ‘weft’ of linguistic history — the crosswise, and
possibly varying threads, that are interwoven with the warp threads .

Malcolm’s initial work on language contact was empirical; investigating two very
different instances of contact-induced change in Oceanic languages of western Melanesia.
Madak, of New Ireland, Papua New Guinea, has phonological features atypical of an
Oceanic language, but which, as Malcolm shows, bear a striking resemblance to the
neighbouring Papuan language Kuot. Malcolm argues that such a situation is best
explained historically in terms of language shift — speakers of Kuot, or another, now
extinct, Papuan language have shifted to an Oceanic language, but speak it with a ‘Papuan’
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accent (Ross 1994a). Malcolm’s other case study of contact-induced change, and the one
for which he is most well-known, is that of Oceanic Takia and Papuan Waskia, both
spoken on Karkar Island, Madang Province, Papua New Guinea (e.g. Ross 1987, 1996a,
2008a). Takia has many linguistic features that are unusual for an Oceanic language and
are different from other Oceanic languages closely related to it. However, these features
closely resemble structures found in Waskia. In Takia there has been minimal borrowing
of Waskia lexical or grammatical forms, but considerable change towards semantic, lexical
and grammatical structures that are the same or similar to ones found in Waskia.

This apparent history of change in Takia challenged models of contact-induced change,
especially some of the hypotheses regarding correlations between degrees of social contact
and kinds of change (eg. Thomason and Kaufman 1988). Within the field of contact
linguistics, Malcolm’s name is most frequently associated with the meetatypy which
Malcolm coined to denote the kind of structural contact-induced change found in Takia,
namely the ‘diachronic process’ such that

the morphosyntactic constructions of one of the languages of a bilingual speech
community are restructured on the model of the constructions of the speakers’ other
language (Ross 2007:116).

In formulating his concept of metatypy, Malcolm compared the kinds of contact-induced
change that had occurred in the history of Takia with similar changes in other languages
(e.g. Kupwar Urdu; Gumperz and Wilson 1971) and drew on the work of George Grace
(1981) relating to the calquing of constructions.

The impact of Malcolm’s work on metatypic change, is much more significant than this
precise characterisation of one kind of contact-induced change implies. In a series of
articles (Ross 1987, 1996a, 2001a, 2007, 2008a), Malcolm uses his empirical study of the
Takia-Waskia case not only to develop and refine the concept of metatypy, but to discuss
its place within a more general model of contact-induced change which aims to better
understand the mechanisms of change, as well as its possible psycholinguistic motivations
and sociolinguistic contexts. For example, in his 2007 article, he explores in detail the
different kinds of contact-induced structural change, including lexical calquing,
grammatical calquing and metatypy. Such fine-grained differentiation of kinds of change
allows him to investigate the interdependence of different processes of change; concluding
that ‘metatypy never occurs without calquing’ (Ross 2007:139). And from this research
Malcolm proposes a strong hypothesis — that ‘contact-induced morphosyntactic change in
one of a bilingual community’s languages entails the restructuring of the whole grammar
on the model of the community’s other language’ (Ross 2007:135) — to be tested with
further empirical and theoretical studies as a way towards a greater understanding of the
role that contact-induced change plays in language history.

Discovering the pattern of language history

Malcolm has never really separated the ‘warp’ and the ‘weft’ of language history, but
rather takes all evidence from the contemporary languages and all processes of language
change as relevant for reconstructing as accurate a picture as possible of the linguistic past.

Malcolm’s research strongly reflects his aim of using language as a window into the
past. His models of language differentiation and reintegration, and of contact-induced
change (e.g. Ross 1997, 2003a) — based on the careful analysis of linguistic data — he
interprets as representing actual events in the past. For example, in his 1997 article, ‘Social



12 Bethwyn Evans

networks and kinds of speech communities’, Malcolm interprets different patterns of
shared innovations as evidence of an ‘event’ within some original speech community; the
gradual weakening of social ties across a speech commiinksige breaking) versus a
sharp reduction of social interaction between parts of a speech commaniyage
fissurg or the gradual versus abrupt (re-)establishing of social networks amongst speakers
of two originally distinct speech communitidsikage rejoining versutanguage fusion).
Malcolm uses the same ‘social network’ model of speech communities (cf. Milroy and
Milroy 1985) to investigate the past social contexts which certain types of contact-induced
change are likely to reflect; lexical calquing and metatypic change being likely to reflect an
original speech community that had both external social ties and tightknit internal social
networks (Ross 2003a, cf. Andersen 1988).

Such a view also paves the way for comparison of the results of historical linguistics
with that of other historical disciplines. This is something Malcolm has demonstrated: (a)
through the correlation of fine-grained linguistic analysis of shared innovations and their
relative sequencing in a group of closely related languages with the absolute dates of
events evident in the archaeological record (Ross 1998b); and (b) on a broader scale of
Austronesian culture history more generally through the comparison of the results of
linguistics, archaeological and population genetic studies (e.g. Pawley and Ross 1993;
Sanchez-Mazas et al. 2008; Bellwood et al. forthcoming)

The most monumental product of Malcolm’s efforts to discover history through
language will undoubtedly be th®ceanic Lexicon Projectdirected by Malcolm and
Andrew Pawley, with Meredith Osmond as research assistant. This project was begun in
the early 1990s with the aim of making reconstructions of Proto Oceanic lexicon for a wide
range of semantic domains as a way of gaining an understanding of Proto Oceanic
speakers’ material culture, social organisation, cosmology and categorisation of the
physical environment. As part of the first three volumes (seven are planned, in all),
Malcolm has authored and co-authored 17 chapters dealing with different semantic
domains, including household artefacts, acts of impact, force and change of state,
metereological phenomena, properties of inanimate objects, time, and wild and cultivated
plants (see Ross, Pawley and Osmond 1998, 2003, 2008DcHamic Lexicon Projeds
first and foremost a linguistic project based on careful reconstruction of lexical forms and
their meanings using data from as many contemporary languages as possible to put
together cognate sets which adhere to established sound correspondences — often made all
the more rigorous by Malcolm’s ‘eagle eye’ at spotting forms which do not quite fit the
sound correspondences and need further explanation. The project’'s results clearly
contribute to an interdisciplinary approach to the history of Oceania, sometimes supporting
and sometimes challenging the results of other disciplines, but always adding to our
understanding of the history of the region.

Malcolm in retirement

In 2007, Malcolm retired from his position in RSPAS, but certainly not from linguistics.
He remains in RSPAS as Emeritus Professor, continuing with his research and supervision
of PhD students — the main difference appearing to be a change in office. A glance at the
number of recent and forthcoming articles amongst Malcolm’s publications illustrates his
continued research productivity. And he is as much in demand as ever to teach and deliver
papers abroad — spending five months as Visiting Professor at Academica Sinica,
National Tsing Hua University and National Taiwan University in Taipei in 2008-09, and
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teaching a six-week course d@kustronesian and Papuan historical linguisties the
Linguistic Society of America’s Summer Institute for 2009 at the University of California

at Berkeley. At Berkeley Malcolm also gave the prestigious Hermann and Klara H. Collitz
Institute lecture, where, with his typical style of using carefully analysed empirical data to
demonstrate a theoretical point, he discussed Oceanic possessive constructions and their
implications for mechanisms of language change.

It seems unlikely that Malcolm’s research interests and output are going to diminish
anytime soon. Not only does he seem to be taking on new projects, he continues on-going
projects, like theceanic Lexicon Projectvhich with four volumes yet to be published is
likely to keep Malcolm, as well as Andy and Meredith, busy for some time to come.

In appreciation of Malcolm

This volume is offered to Malcolm as a token of appreciation from myself, the volume’s
contributors, and many other colleagues and friends of Malcolm’s. Malcolm is a
supportive and encouraging mentor and a wise and generous colleague and friend, whose
research is both an inspiration and a challenge for the research endeavours of others. And
while wishing Malcolm, and Ingrid, all the best for their ‘retirement years’, we also look
forward to Malcolm’s continued discoveries on the history of Austronesian and Papuan
languages.




14  Bethwyn Evans

References

Andersen, Henning. 1988. Centre and periphery: adoption, diffusion and spread. In Jacek
Fisiak, ed. Historical dialectology89—-85. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Peter Bellwood, Malcolm Ross, Geoff Chambers and Hung Hsiao-chun. forthcoming.
Are ‘cultures’ inherited? Multidisciplinary perspectives on the origins and migrations
of Austronesian-speaking peoples prior to 1000 BC. In Ben Roberts and Marc Vander
Linden, eds Investigating archaeological cultures: material culture, variability and
transmission. Dordrecht: Springer.

Bodmer, Frederick. 1944. The loom of language. A guide to foreign languages for the
home student.ondon: George Allen and Unwin Ltd.

Dempwolff, Otto. 1927. Das austronesische Sprachgut in den melanesischen Sprachen.
Folia Ethnoglossia 3.32—43.

—— Vergleichende Lautlehre des austronesischen Wortschatzes. Band 2: Deduktiv
Anwendung des Urindonesischen auf austronesischen EinzelsprBeftesfte
zur ZES 17. Berlin: Dietrich Reimer.

Dunn, Michael and Malcolm Ross. 2007. Is Kazukuru really non-Austronesian? Oceanic
Linguistics 46.210-231.

Durie, Mark and Malcolm Ross, eds. 1996. The Comparative Method reviewed: regularity
and irregularity in language changélew York: Oxford University Press.

Geraghty, Paul A. 1983 he history of the Fijian languageldonolulu: University of
Hawaii Press.

Grace, George. 1981. An essay on language. Columbia, South Carolina: Hornbeam Press.

Lynch, John. 1981. Melanesian diversity and Polynesian homogeneity: the other side of the
coin. Oceanic Linguistic20.95-129.

Lynch, John, Malcolm Ross and Terry Crowley, eds. 2002. The Oceanic languages
Richmond, Surrey: Curzon Press.

Milroy, James and Lesley Milroy. 1985. Linguistic change, social network and speaker
innovation. Journal of Linguistic81. 339-384.

Osmond, Meredith and Malcolm Ross. 1998. Household artefacts. In Ross, Pawley and
Osmond, eds, 1998, 67-114.

Pawley, Andrew. 1981. Melanesian diversity and Polynesian homogeneity: a unified
explanation for language. In Jim Hollyman and Andrew Pawley, eds Studies in Pacific
languages and cultures in honour of Bruce Bj@$9—-309. Auckland: Linguistic Society
of New Zealand.

—— 2001. The Proto Trans New Guinea obstruents. In Pawley, Ross and Tryon, eds
2001, 261-300.

—— 2005. The chequered career of the Trans New Guinea hypothesis: recent research
and its implications. In Pawley, et al., eds, 2005, 67-107.

Pawley, Andrew, Robert Attenborough, Jack Golson, Robin Hide, eds. 2005. Papuan
pasts: cultural, linguistic and biological histories of the Papuan-speaking peoples
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.



Malcolm Ross: an appreciation 15

Pawley, Andrew and Roger Green. 1985.The Proto Oceanic language community. In
Robert Kirk and Emoéke Szathmary, eds Out of Asia: peopling the Americas and the
Pacific, 161-184. Canberra: The Journal of Pacific History.

Pawley, Andrew and Malcolm Ross. 1993. Austronesian historical linguistics and culture
history. Annual review of anthropolo@2.425-459.

Pawley, Andrew, Malcolm Ross and Darrell Tryon, eds. 2001. The boy from Bundaberg:
essays in Melanesian linguistics in honour of Tom Dutton. Canberra: Pacific
Linguistics.

Ross, Malcolm. 1980. Some elements of Vanimo, a New Guinea tone language. In
Papers in New Guinea linguistics 20, 77-109. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

——1982. Aspect-marking in New Ireland: towards a historical reconstruction. In Rainer
Carle, Martine Heinschke, Peter W. Pink, Christel Rost and Karen Stadtlander, eds
Gava’: studies in Austronesian languages and cultures dedicated to Hans Kahler
173-196. Berlin: Dietrich Reimer.

——1987. A contact-induced morphosyntactic change in the Bel languages of Papua New
Guinea. In Donald C. Laycock and Werner Winter, eds A world of language: papers
presented to Professor S.A. Wurm on hi8 bisthday, 583—601. Canberra: Pacific
Linguistics.

——1988. Proto Oceanic and the Austronesian languages of western Melanesia.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

——1989. Proto Oceanic consonant grade and Milke’slhnRay Harlow and Robin
Hooper, eds VICAL 1: Oceanic languages. Papers from the Fifth International
Conference on Austronesian Linguistics, 433—495. Auckland: New Zealand Linguistic
Society.

——1992. The sound of Proto-Austronesian: an outsider’s view of the Formosan
evidenceOceanic Linguistics 31.23-64.

—— 1994a. Areal phonological features in north central New Ireland. In Tom Dutton
and Darrell T. Tryon, eds Language contact and change in the Austronesian world,
551-572. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

—— 1994b. Describing inter-clausal relations in Takia. In Ger P. Reesink ed. Topics in
descriptive Austronesian linguisticSemaian 11, 40-85. Leiden: Vakgroep Talen en
Culturen van Zuidoost-Azié en Oceanié, Rijksuniversiteit te Leiden.

—— 1995a. Reconstructing Proto-Austronesian verbal morphology: evidence from
Taiwan. In Paul Jen-kuei Li, Dah-an Ho, Ying-kuei Huang and Cheng-hwa Tsang, eds
Austronesian studies relating to Taiwan, 727-791. Taipei: Institute of History and
Philology, Academia Sinica.

——1995b. The great Papuan pronoun hunt: recalibrating our sights. In Connie Baak,
Mary Bakker and Dick van der Meij, eds Tales from a concave world: liber amicorum
Bert Voorhoeve, 139-168. Leiden: Department of Languages and Cultures of South-
East Asia and Oceania, Leiden University.

—— 1996a. Contact-induced change and the comparative method: cases from Papua New
Guinea. In Durie and Ross, eds, 1996, 180-217.



16 Bethwyn Evans

——1996b. Is Yapese Oceanic? In Bernd Nothofer, ed. Reconstruction, classification,
description. Festschrift in honor of Isidore Dyen, 121-166. Hamburg: Verlag Meyer
and Co.

——1996¢. On the genetic affiliations of the Oceanic languages of IrianQeganic
Linguistics 35.258-271.

—— 1997 Social networks and kinds of speech community event. In Roger M. Blench and
Matthew Spriggs, eds Archaeology and language 1: Theoretical and methodological
orientations 209-261London: Routledge.

—— 1998a. Proto-Oceanic adjectival categories and their morphosyntax. Oceanic
Linguistics 37.85-119.

——1998b. Sequencing and dating linguistic events in Oceania: the linguistics/
archaeology interface. In Roger M. Blench and Matthew Spriggs, eds Archaeology
and language. 2: Correlating archaeological and linguistic hypotheses, 141-173.
London: Routledge.

—— 2001a. Contact-induced change in Oceanic languages in north-west Melanesia.
In Alexandra Aikhenvald and R.M.W. Dixon, eds Areal diffusion and genetic
inheritance: problems isomparative linguistics134—166. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

—— 2001b. Is there an East Papuan phylum? Evidence from pronouns. In Pawley,
Ross and Tryon, eds, 2001, 301-321.

—— 2001c. Proto Oceanic,*qi and *-ki.In Joel Bradshaw and Kenneth L. Rehg, eds
Issues in Austronesian morphology: a focusschrift for Byron W. Bender, 259-278.
Canberra: Pacifitinguistics.

—— 2003a. Diagnosing contact-induced change. In Raymond Hickelylatides for
language change, 174-198. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

—— 2003b. Meteorological phenomena. In Ross, Pawley and Osmond, eds, 2003,
115-148.

—— 2003c. Talking about space: terms of location and direction. In Ross, Pawley and
Osmond, eds, 2003, 221-284.

—— 2004a. Aspects of deixis in Takia. In Senft, ed., 2004, 15-36.

—— 2004b. Demonstratives, local nouns and directionals in Oceanic languages:
a diachronic perspective. In Senft, ed., 2004, 175-204.

—— 2004c. Notes on the prehistory and internal subgrouping of Malayic. In John
Bowden and Nikolaus P. Himmelmann, eds Papers in Austronesian subgrouping
and dialectology97-109. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

—— 2005a. Pronouns as a preliminary diagnostic for grouping Papuan languages.
In Pawley, et al., eds, 2005, 15-65.

—— 2005b. The Batanic languages in relation to the early history of the Malayo-
Polynesian subgroup of Austronesian. Journal of Austronesian Studies 1(2).1-24.

—— 2006. Reconstructing the case-marking and personal pronoun systems of Proto
Austronesian. In Henry Y. Chang and Lillian M. Huang and Dah-an Ho, eds
Streams converging into an ocean: festschrift in honor of Professor Paul Jen-kuei
Li on his 78" birthday, 521-564. Taipei: Institute of Linguistics, Academia Sinica.



Malcolm Ross: an appreciation 17

—— 2007. Calquing and metatypjournal of Language Contact, Thema 1.116-143.
[Available online http://www.jlc-journal.org/]

—— 2008a. A history of metatypy in the Bel languages. Journal of Language Contact:
Thema2.149-164. [Available online http://www.jlc-journal.org/]

—— 2008bh. Negative verbal clause constructions in Puyuma: exploring constructional
disharmony. In Alexander Bergs and Gabriele Diewald, eds Constructions and
language change, 171-193. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

—— 2008c. Staple foods: root crops, bananas, breadfruit and sago. In Ross, Pawley
and Osmond, eds, 200855-292.

Ross, Malcolm and Ashild Naess. 2007. An Oceanic origin for Aiwoo, the language
of the Reef Islands? Oceanic Linguist#(2).456-498.

Malcolm Ross with John Natu Paol. 1978. A Waskia grammar sketch and vocabulary
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds. 1998 The lexicon of Proto
Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic society. 1: Material
culture CanberraPacific Linguistics.

—— 2003. The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral
Oceanic society. 2: The physical world. CanbePacific Linguistics.

—— 2008. The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral
Oceanic society. 3: Plants. Canberra: Padifioguistics.

Ross, Malcolm and Stacy Fang-ching Teng. 2005. Clause constructions in Nanwang
Puyuma. Concentric: studies in linguisti8$.119-158.

Sanchez-Mazas, Alicia, Roger Blench, Malcolm D. Ross, llia Peiros and Marie Lin, eds.
2008. Human migrations in continental East Asia and Taiwan. Matching archaeology,
linguistics and geneticd.ondon: Routledge.

Senft, Gunter, ed. 200Beixis and demonstratives in Oceanic languagzmberra:
Pacific Linguistics.

Thomason, Sarah G. and Terence S. Kaufmann. 1988. Language contact, creolization
and genetic linguisticBerkeley: University of California Press.






2 Malcolm Ross — a bibliography

1 Languagein the past*

1.1 Geneticrelationships amongst languages

1.1.1 Austronesian

1977

1979

1983

1986

1988

1992

1995

1996

1996

2004

*Relationships of the Austronesian languages of the Sepik and western Madang
coast of New Guinea. Unpublished manuscript. University of Papua New Guinea.

*The Austronesian languages of Papua: towards a family tree. Unpublished
manuscript. University of Papua New Guinea.

*The genetic relationships of the Austronesian languages of Papua. Paper
presented to the Austronesian Symposium of the Fifteenth Pacific Science
Congress. Dunedin, New Zealand.

A genetic classification of Oceanic languages in Bougainville and the western
Solomons. In Paul Geraghty, Lois Carrington and S.A. Wurm, eds FOCAL II:

papers from the Fourth International Conference on Austronesian Linguistics,
175-200. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Proto Oceanic and the Austronesian languages of western Melanesia. Canberra:
Pacific Linguistics.

The position of Gumawana among the languages of the Papuan Tip cluster.
Language and Linguistics in Melanesia 23.139-165.

Some current issues in Austronesian linguistics. In Darrell T. Tryon, ed.
Comparative Austronesian dictionary, Part 1, 45-120. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

On the genetic affiliations of the Oceanic languages of Irian Jaya. Oceanic
Linguistics 35.258-271.

Is Yapese Oceanic? In Bernd Nothofer, ed. Reconstruction, classification,
description. Festschrift in honor of Isidore Dyen, 121-166. Hamburg: Verlag
Meyer and Co.

Notes on the prehistory and internal subgrouping of Malayic. In John Bowden
and Nikolaus P. Himmelmann, eds Papers in Austronesian subgrouping and
dialectology 97-109. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

* marks unpublished papers.

19



20

2005

2006

2007

2007

2008

Malcolm Ross: a bibliography

The Batanic languages in relation to the early history of the Malayo-Polynesian
subgroup of Austronesian. Journal of Austronesian Studies 1(2).1-24.

Language families and linguistic diversity. In Keith Brown, ed. Encyclopedia
of language and linguistics. 2nd edition, vol. 6, 499-508. Oxford: Elsevier.

[Michael Dunn and Malcolm Ross] Is Kazukuru really non-Austronesian?
Oceanic Linguistics 46.210-231.

[Malcolm Ross and Ashild Neess] An Oceanic Origin for Aiwoo, the language
of the Reef Islands? Oceanic Linguistics 46.456—498.

The integrity of the Austronesian language family: from Taiwan to Oceania. In
Alicia Sanchez-Mazas et al., eds Past human migrations in East Asia: matching
archaeology, linguistics and genetics, 161-181. London: Routledge.

In press Lexical history in the Northwest Solomonic languages. In John Bowden and

Nikolaus Himmelmann, eds A journey through Austronesian and Papuan
linguistic and culturalspace: papers in honour of Andrew K. Pawley. Canberra:
Pacific Linguistics.

1.1.2 Papuan

1995

2000

2000

2000

2001

2005

The great Papuan pronoun hunt: recalibrating our sights. In Connie Baak, Mary
Bakker and Dick van der Meij, eds Tales from a concave world: liber amicorum
Bert Voorhoeve, 139-168. Leiden: Department of Languages and Cultures of
South-East Asia and Oceania, Leiden University.

*[Meredith Osmond, Andrew Pawley and Malcolm Ross] Membership and
subgrouping of the Trans New Guinea phylum. In Andrew Pawley, Malcolm
Ross and Meredith Osmond, eds Papuan languages and the Trans New Guinea
phylum Unpublished manuscript. Canberra: RSPAS, The Australian National
University.

*Defining the Trans New Guinea family: preliminary evidence from pronouns.

In Andrew Pawley, Malcolm Ross and Meredith Osmond, eds Papuan languages
and the Trans Newsuinea phylumUnpublished manuscript. Canberra: RSPAS,
The Australian National University.

*Pronouns as preliminary evidence for grouping Papuan languages. In Andrew
Pawley, Malcolm Ross and Meredith Osmond, eds Papuan languages and the
Trans New Guinea phylurdnpublished manuscript. Canberra: RSPAS, The
Australian National University.

Is there an East Papuan phylum? Evidence from pronouns. In Andrew Pawley,
Malcolm Ross and Darrell Tryon, eds The boy from Bundaberg: studies in
honour of Tom Dutton, 301-321. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Pronouns as a preliminary diagnostic for grouping Papuan languages. In Andrew
Pawley, Robert Attenborough, Robin Hide and Jack Golson, eds Papuan pasts:
cultural, linguisticand biological histories of Papuan-speaking peoplés-65.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.



Malcolm Ross: a bibliography 21

1.2 Contact relationships amongst languages

1987

1991

1993

1994

1996

1997

1999

2001

2003

2006

2006

2007

2008

A contact-induced morphosyntactic change in the Bel languages of Papua New
Guinea. In Donald C. Laycock and Werner Winter, eds A world of language:
papers presented to Professor S.A. Wurm on Hiséshday, 583-601.

Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Refining Guy’s sociolinguistic types of language change. Diachronica 8.119—
129.

The sources of Austronesian lexical items in Tok Pisin. In Tom Dutton,
Malcolm Ross and Darrell Tryon, eds The language game: Papers in memory
of Donald C. Laycock361-384. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Areal phonological features in north central New Ireland. In Tom Dutton and
Darrell T. Tryon, eds Language contact and change in the Austronesian world,
551-572. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Contact-induced change and the Comparative Method: cases from Papua New
Guinea. In Mark Durie and Malcolm Ross, eds The Comparative Method
reviewed: regularity and irregularity in language chand80-217. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Social networks and kinds of speech community event. In Roger M. Blench
and Matthew Spriggs, eds Archaeology and languatiesbretical and
methodologicabrientations 209—2611London: Routledge.

*Exploring metatypy: How does contact-induced typological change come about?
Keynote address to the Australian Linguistic Society Conference, Perth.
[Available online: http://rspas.anu.edu.au/linguistics/projects/mdr/Metatypy.pdf]

Contact-induced change in Oceanic languages in north-west Melanesia. In
Alexandra Aikhenvald and R.M.W. Dixon, eds Areal diffusion and genetic
inheritance: problems isomparative linguistics134-166. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Diagnosing contact-induced change. In Raymond Hickey, ed. Motives for
language change, 174-198. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Metatypy. In Keith Brown, ed. Encyclopedia of language and linguistics.
2nd edition, vol. 8, 95-99. Oxford: Elsevier.

*Language contact and language decay: reflections from Papua New Guinea.
Paper presented at Third Oxford-Kobe Linguistics Seminar: ‘The Linguistics
of Endangered Languages’. Kobe, Japan. [Available online
http://rspas.anu.edu.au/linguistics/projects/mdr/Kobe_endangerment.pdf]

Calquing and metatypyournal of Language Contact, Thema 1.116-143.
[Available online: http://www.jlc-journal.org/]

A history of metatypy in the Bel languages. Journal of Language Contact:
Thema 2.149-164. [Available online: http://www.jlc-journal.org/]
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1.3 Reconstruction?

1.3.1 Austronesian

1979

1981

1981

1982

1989

1992

1993

1995

1995

1995

1996

1996

1996

*Reconstructing Proto-Central Papuan. Unpublished manuscript. University of
Papua New Guinea.

*Proto Central Papuan morphosyntax. Unpublished manuscript. Canberra:
The Australian National University.

*Proto-Oceanic from the top down. Unpublished manuscript. University of
Papua New Guinea.

The development of the verb phrase in the Oceanic languages of the Bougainville
region. In Amran Halim, Lois Carrington and S.A. Wurm, eds Papers from the
Third InternationalConference on Austronesian Linguistiesl.1: Currents in

Oceani¢ 1-57. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Proto Oceanic consonant grade and Milke’s fimjRay Harlow and Robin
Hooper, eds VICAL 1: Oceanic languages. Papers from the Fifth International
Conference on Austronesian Linguistics, 433—495. Auckland: New Zealand
Linguistic Society.

The sound of Proto-Austronesian: an outsider’s view of the Formosan evidence.
Oceanic Linguistics 31. 23—-64.

Tonogenesis in the North Huon Gulf chain. In Jerold A. Edmondson and Kenneth
J. Gregerson, eds Tonality in Austronesian languagesanic Linguistics
Special Publication. No. 24, 133-153. Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press.

[R. David Zorc and Malcolm Ross] A glossary of Austronesian reconstructions.
In Darrell T. Tryon, edComparative Austronesian dictionary, Part 1, Fascicle 2,
1106-1197. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Reconstructing Proto-Austronesian verbal morphology: evidence from Taiwan.
In Paul Jen-kuei Li, Dah-an Ho, Ying-kuei Huang and Cheng-hwa Tsang, eds
Austronesian studies relating to Taiwan, 727—791. Taipei: Institute of History
and Philology, Academia Sinica.

Proto Oceanic terms for meteorological phenomena. Oceanic Linguistics
34.261-304.

[Compiled by Malcolm Ross] On the origin of the term ‘Malayo-Polynesian'.
Oceanic Linguistics 35.143-145.

Pottery terms in Proto Oceanic. In Janet Davidson, Geoffrey Irwin, Foss Leach,
Andrew Pawley, and Dorothy Brown, e@geanic culture history: essays in
honour of RogetGreen, 67-82. Wellington: New Zealand Journal of
Archaeology.

Reconstructing food plant terms and associated terminologies in Proto Oceanic.
In John Lynch and Fa’afo Pat, eds Oceanic studies: proceedings of the First
International Conference on Oceanic Linguistid63-221. Canberra: Pacific
Linguistics.

Many listed in 81.1 may be included here.
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[Malcolm Ross and Mark Durie] Introduction. In Mark Durie and Malcolm Ross,
eds The Comparative Method reviewed: regularity and irregularity in language
change 3—-38. New York: Oxford University Press.

Proto-Oceanic adjectival categories and their morphosyntax. Oceanic Linguistics
37.85-119.

Possessive-like attribute constructions in the Oceanic languages of northwest
Melanesia. Oceanic Linguistics 37.234-276.

[Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley, and Meredith Osmond] Introduction. In
Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto
Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic sodigWaterial
culture, 1-14. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Proto Oceanic phonology and morphology. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley
and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and
environment of ancestral Oceanic socidtyMaterial culture 15-35.

Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

[Meredith Osmond and Malcolm Ross] Household artefacts. In Malcolm Ross,
Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic:

the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic society. 1. Material culture
67—114. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Acts of impact, force and change of state. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley
and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and
environment of ancestral Oceanic socidtyMaterial culture 233—-295.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Proto Oceanic adjectival morphology: the suffix -[Kja.Steven Roger Fischer
and Wolfgang B. Sperlich, eds Leo Pasifika: Proceedings of the Fourth
International Conference on Oceanic Linguisti@26-342. Auckland: The
Institute of Polynesian Languages and Literatures.

Proto Oceanic *i, *qi and *-kin Joel Bradshaw and Kenneth L. Rehg, eds
Issues in Austronesian morphology: a focusschrift for Byron W. Bender,
259-278. Canberra: Pacifignguistics.

[Bethwyn Evans and Malcolm Ross] The history of Proto-Oceanic *ma-.
Oceanic Linguistics 40.269-290.

The history and transitivity of western Austronesian voice and voice-marking.
In Fay Wouk and Malcolm Ross, eds The historical and typological development
of western Austronesian voice systems, 17—-62 . Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Final words: research themes in the history and typology of western Austronesian
languages. In Fay Wouk and Malcolm Ross, eds The historical and typological
development of western Austronesian voice systems, 451-474. Canberra: Pacific
Linguistics.

[Meredith Osmond, Andrew Pawley and Malcolm Ross] Landscape. In Malcolm
Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, Buaks lexicon of Proto Oceanic:

the culture and environment of ancest@deanic society. 2: The physical world.
35-86. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.
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2003

2003

2003

2003

2003

2004

2005

2006

2008

2008

2008

[Meredith Osmond, Andrew Pawley and Malcolm Ross] Seascape. In Malcolm
Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, Buaks lexicon of Proto Oceanic:
the culture and environment of ancest@deanic society. 2: The physical world.
87-113. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Meteorological phenomena. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith
Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of
ancestral Oceanic society. 2: The physical world, 115-148. Canberra: Pacific
Linguistics.

Properties of inanimate objects. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith
Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of
ancestral Oceanic society. 2: The physical world, 187-220. Canberra: Pacific
Linguistics.

Talking about space: terms of location and direction. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew
Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture
and environment of ancestral Oceanic societyl I physical world, 221-284.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Time. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon
of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic society.
2: The physical world, 285-325. Canberra: Padiffguistics.

Demonstratives, local nouns and directionals in Oceanic languages: a diachronic
perspective. In: Gunter Senft, ed. Deixis and demonstratives in Oceanic
languages175-204. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

The morphology of some Oceanic plant names. In Claudia Gross, Harriet D.
Lyons and Dorothy A. Counts, eds A polymath anthropologist: essays in honour
of Ann Chowning, 197-204. Auckland: Department of Anthropology, University
of Auckland.

Reconstructing the case-marking and personal pronoun systems of Proto
Austronesian. In Henry Y. Chang and Lillian M. Huang and Dah-an Ho, eds
Streams converging into an ocean: festschrift in honor of Professor Paul
Jen-kuei Li on his 70th birthda$21-564. Taipei: Institute of Linguistics,
Academia Sinica.

Wild plants of the coastal strand. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith
Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of
ancestral Oceanic society. 3: Plants, 129-172. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Wild plants of the mangrove swamp. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and
Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and
environment of ancestral Oceanic society. 3: Plants, 173-183. Canberra:
Pacific Linguistics.

Wild plants of primary lowland tropical rain forest. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew
Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture
and environment of ancestral Oceanic society. 3: Plants, 185-236. Canberra:
Pacific Linguistics.
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Wild plants of secondary lowland rain forest and grassland. In Malcolm Ross,
Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic:
the culture and environment of ancestral Oceawiciety. 3: Plants, 237-254.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Staple foods: root crops, bananas, breadfruit and sago. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew
Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and
environment of ancestral Oceanic societyP&nts, 255-292. Canberra: Pacific
Linguistics.

Green vegetables and figs. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith
Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of
ancestral Oceanic society. 3: Plants, 293-310. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Nut and fruit trees. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds
The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic
society. 3: Plants, 311-353. Canberra: Patiiiguistics.

[Malcolm Ross and Bethwyn Evans] The coconut palm. In Malcolm Ross,
Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic:
the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic societylegits, 355—-387.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Other cultivated plants. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith
Osmond, eds The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of
ancestral Oceanic society. 3: Plants, 389-426. CanbPBaaeific Linguistics.

Concluding notes. In Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds
The lexicon of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic
society. 3: Plants, 427-436. Canberra: Patiinguistics.

Proto Austronesian verbal morphology: a reappraisal. In Alexander Adelaar
and Andrew Pawley, edsustronesian historical linguistics and culture history:
a festschrift for Robert Bluse95-326. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Papuan

Towards a reconstruction of the history of tone in the Trans New Guinea family.
In Shigeki Kaji, ed. Proceedings of the Symposium Crosslinguistic Studies of
Tonal Phenomenaistorical development, tone-syntax interface, and descriptive
studies, 3—-31. Tokyo: Research Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia and
Africa, Tokyo University of Foreign Studies.

1.4 Linguisticsin culture history

1989

1991

Early Oceanic linguistic prehistory: a reassessment. Journal of Pacific History
24. 135-149.

How conservative are sedentary languages? Evidence from western Melanesia.
In Robert Blust, ed. Currents in Pacific linguistics: papers on Austronesian
languages and ethnolinguistics in honour of George W. Grace, 443—-451.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.
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1993  [Andrew Pawley and Malcolm Ross] Austronesian historical linguistics and
culture historyAnnual Review of Anthropology 22.425-459.

1994  Central Papuan culture history: some lexical evidence. In Andrew Pawley and
Malcolm Ross, eds Austronesian terminologies: continuity and ch&8§e-479.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

1995 [Andrew Pawley and Malcolm Ross] The prehistory of Oceanic languages:
a current view. In Peter Bellwood, James Fox and Darrell Tryon, eds The
Austronesians: historical and comparative perspecti@8s74. Canberra:
Department of Anthropology, Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies,
The Australian National University.

1997  Comment on ‘The dimensions of social life in the Pacific’ by J.E. Terrell,
T.L. Hunt and C. Gosden. Current Anthropology 38.182-184.

1998  Sequencing and dating linguistic events in Oceania: the linguistics/archaeology
interface. In Roger M. Blench and Matthew Spriggs, eds, Archaeology and
language. II: Correlating archaeological and linguistic hypotheses, 141-173.
London: Routledge.

2008  [Roger Blench, Malcolm Ross and Alicia Sanchez-Mazas] Methodological
issues: linking genetic, linguistic and archaeological evidence. In Alicia Sanchez-
Mazas, Roger Blench, Malcolm Ross, llia Peiros and Marie Lin, eds Past human
migrations in East Asia: matching archaeology, linguistics and genetics, 3-19.
London: Routledge.

Forthcoming. [Peter Bellwood, Malcolm Ross, Geoff Chambers and Hung Hsiao-chunl].
Are ‘Cultures’ inherited? Multidisciplinary perspectives on the origins and
migrations of Austronesian-speaking peoples prior to 1000 BC. In Ben Roberts
and Marc Vander Linden, eds Investigating archaeological cultures: material
culture, variability and transmission. Dordrecht: Springer.

Forthcoming. Clues to the linguistic situation in Near Oceania before agriculture. In
Tom Guldemann, Patrick McConvell and Richard A. Rhodes, eds The languages
of hunter-gatherers: globand historical perspective€ambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

2 Languagein the present
2.1 Austronesian languages

1981  *The dialects of Sinagoro and Keapara. Unpublished manuscript. Canberra:
The Australian National University.

1982  Aspect-marking in New Ireland: towards a historical reconstruction. In Rainer
Carle, Martine Heinschke, Peter W. Pink, Christel Rost and Karen Stadtlander,
eds Gava': studies in Austronesian languages and cultures dedicated to Hans
Kahler, 173—-196. Berlin: Dietrich Reimer.

1984  Maisin: a preliminary sketch. Papers in New Guinea linguistics 23, 1-82.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.
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Describing inter-clausal relations in Takia. In Ger P. Reesink, ed. Topics in
descriptive Austronesian linguisticSemaian 11, 40-85. Leiden: Vakgroep
Talen en Culturen van Zuidoost-Azié en Oceanié, Rijksuniversiteit te Leiden.

[Barbara F. Grimes, Joseph E. Grimes, Charles E. Grimes, Malcolm Ross and
Darrell T. Tryon] Listing of Austronesian languages. In Darrell T. Tryon, ed.
Comparative Austronesian dictionary, Part 1, 121-279. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Takia. In Darrell T. Tryon, ed. Comparative Austronesian dictionary, Part 1,
677—-685. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Yabem. In Darrell T. Tryon, ed. Comparative Austronesian dictionary, Part 1,
699-718. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

[Craig Throop and Malcolm Ross] Kaulong. In Darrell T. Tryon, ed.
Comparative Austronesian dictionary. Part 1, 719-726. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

[adapted by Malcolm Ross]. Kele. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry
Crowley, eds The Oceanic languag#23-147. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

Mussau. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry Crowley, eds The Oceanic
languages148-166. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

[Joyce Sterner and Malcolm Ross]. Sobei. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and
Terry Crowley, eds The Oceanic language87—185. Richmond, Surrey:
Curzon.

[adapted by Malcolm Ross]. Kairiru. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry
Crowley, eds The Oceanic languag284—-215. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

Takia. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry Crowley, eds The Oceanic
languages216—248. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

[adapted by Malcolm Ross]. Jabém. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry
Crowley, eds The Oceanic languag2g0-296. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

[Mike Anderson and Malcolm Ross]. Sudest. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross
and Terry Crowley, edhe Oceanic language822—-346. Richmond, Surrey:
Curzon.

[adapted by Malcolm Ross]. ‘Ala’ala. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry
Crowley, eds The Oceanic languagd&47-361. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

Bali-Vitu. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry Crowley, eds The Oceanic
languages362—-386. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

[adapted by Malcolm Ross]. Kaulong. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry
Crowley, eds The Oceanic languagd87—-409. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

Siar. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry Crowley, eds The Oceanic
languages410-425. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

Taiof. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry Crowley, eds The Oceanic
languages426—-439. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

[adapted by John Lynch and Malcolm Ross]. Banoni. In John Lynch, Malcolm
Ross and Terry Crowley, eds The Oceanic languafy#®-455. Richmond,
Surrey: Curzon.
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2002  Sisiga. In John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry Crowley, eds The Oceanic
languages456—-466. Richmond, Surrey: Curzon.

2004  Aspects of deixis in Takia. In Gunter Senft, ed. Deixis and demonstratives in
Oceanic languaged 5-36. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

2005 [Malcolm Ross and Stacy Fang-ching Teng] Clause constructions in Nanwang
Puyuma. Concentric: Studies in Linguist®5.119-158.

2005 [Malcolm Ross and Stacy Fang-ching Teng] Formosan languages and linguistic
typology. Language and Linguistics 6.739-781.

2006  Formosan languages. In Keith Brown, ed. Encyclopedia of language and
linguistics. 2nd edition, vol. 4, 587-590. Oxford: Elsevier.

2006  Malayo-Polynesian languages. In Keith Brown, ed. Encyclopedia of language
and linguistics. 2nd edition, vol. 7, 457-462. Oxford: Elsevier.

2007  Two kinds of locative construction in Oceanic languages: a robust distinction.
In Jeff Siegel, John Lynch and Diana Eades, eds Language description, history
and developmentinguistic indulgence in memory of Terry Crowley, 281-295.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

2008  Negative verbal clause constructions in Puyuma: exploring constructional
disharmony. In Alexander Bergs and Gabriele Diewald, eds Constructions
and language change, 171-193. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Forthcoming. Loanwords in Takia, an Oceanic language of Papua New Guinea.
In Martin Haspelmath and Uri Tadmor, eds Loanwords in the world’s
languages: a comparative handbod&erlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Forthcoming. Takia vocabulary. In Martin Haspelmath and Uri Tadmor, eds World
Loanword Database. Munich: Max Planck Digital Library, 1218 word entries.
[Available online: http://www.loanwords.info/Takia]

2.2 Papuan languages

1978  [Malcolm Ross with John Natu Paol]. A Waskia grammar sketch and vocabulary
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

1980  Some elements of Vanimo, a New Guinea tone language. Papers in New Guinea
linguistics 20, 77-109. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

In press A preliminary analysis of East Kewa tone. In Kenneth McElhanon and Ger
Reesinck, eds A mosaic of language and culture: celebrations of the academic
career of Karl Franklin. Summer Institute of Linguistics.

2.3 Contact languages

1984  Current use and expansion of Tok Pisin: effects of Tok Pisin on some vernacular
languages. In S.A.Wurm and Peter Muhlhausler, eds Handbook of Tok Pisin
(New Guinea Pidgin)539-556. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

1992  [Malcolm Ross and T.E. Dutton] A note on Hees’ ‘Tolai-Nakanai’ trade
language. Language and Linguistics in Melanesia 23.198-204.
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Mission and church languages in Papua New Guinea. In S.A. Wurm,

P. Muhlh&ausler and D.T. Tryon, eds Atlas of languages of intercultural
communication in the Pacific, Asia, and the Americas. 3 vols. Map 60 and
2.1:595-617 Trends in linguistics, documentation 13. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

2.4 Crosslinguistic typology

1995  Diachronic typology and changing paradigms in historical linguistics: a review
article of Johanna Nichols’ Linguistic diversity in space and time. Language and
linguistics in Melanesia 26.173-193.

2003  Typology and language families: a comment on Klamer’s ‘Typical features
of Austronesian languages in Central/Eastern Indonesia’. Oceanic Linguistics
42.506-510.

2004  The morphosyntactic typology of Oceanic languages. Language and Linguistics
5.491-541.

2004  The grammaticization of directional verbs in Oceanic languages. In Isabelle Bril
and Francoise Ozanne-Rivierre, eds Complex predicates in Oceanic languages:
studies in thelynamics of binding and boundness, 297-330. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

2004  Typologie morpho-syntaxique des langues océaniennes. In Elizabeth Zeitoun, ed.
Les langues austronésiennes, 71-86. Paris: Ophrys.

2.5 General

1981  *Morpheme substitution and language function. Unpublished manuscript.
Canberra: The Australian National University.

1994  [Malcolm D. Ross and Ingrid B. Ross] As clever as ever? The Canberra Linguist
24(2).14-19.

1995  [S.A. Wurm, T.E. Dutton, S. Holzknecht and M. Ross] Namen in Neu-Guinea.

In Namensforschung—Proper Name Studies—Les noms pr{peesibiicher
zur Sprachund Kommunikationswissenschatft), vol.1, 935-938. Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter.

3 Languageteaching and education

1975
1975
1978

1978

1979

1992

Skul bilong kirapim ples. Yagl-Ambu 2.148-157.
Teaching the present perfect. English in Papua New Guinea 14.47-53.

*A decentralised university? Paper presented to the Waigani Seminar, Port
Moresby.

*The analysis of interactive discourse and its relation to functional language
teaching. Paper presented to the Twelfth Annual Congress of the Linguistic
Society of Papua New Guinea.

Using a reading passage to present grammatical structures, Regional English
Language Centre Journal, Supplement 3.

Doing linguistics with lcon. NOAM: Notes on Apple Macintosh 2(2).16-19, 22.
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4 Edited volumes

1992
1993

1993

1994

1996

1996

1998

2001

2002

2002

2003

2005

2008

2008

[ed.] Papers in Austronesian linguistics NoCanberra: Pacific Linguistics.

[Tom Dutton, Malcolm Ross and Darrell Tryon, eds] The language game:
papers in memory of Donald C. Laycock. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

[Malcolm Ross and Janet Ezard, eds] Topics in the description of Kifoyina
Ralph Lawton. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

[Andrew Pawley and Malcolm Ross, eds] Austronesian terminologies: continuity
and change. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

[ed.] Studies itanguages of New Britain and New Ireland. 1: Austronesian
languages of the North New Guinea Cluster in northwestern New Britain.
CanberraPacific Linguistics.

[Mark Durie and Malcolm Ross, eds] The Comparative Method reviewed:
regularity and irregularity in language changdew York: Oxford University
Press.

[Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds] The lexicon of
Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic society.
1: Material culture CanberraPacific Linguistics.

[Andrew Pawley, Malcolm Ross and Darrell Tryon, eds] The boy from
Bundaberg: studies in Melanesian linguistics in honour of Tom Dutton.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

[John Lynch, Malcolm Ross and Terry Crowley, eds] The Oceanic languages
Richmond, Surrey: Curzon Press.

[Fay Wouk and Malcolm Ross, eds] The historical and typological development
of western Austronesian voice systems. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

[Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond, eds] The lexicon of
Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic society.
2: The physical world. CanberrBacific Linguistics.

[Wayan Arka and Malcolm Ross, eds] The many faces of Austronesian voice
systems: some new empirical studies. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

[Alicia Sanchez-Mazas, Roger Blench, Malcolm Ross, Ilia Peiros and Marie Lin,
eds] Past human migrations in East Asia: matching archaeology, linguistics and
genetics London:Routledge.

[Malcolm Ross, Andrew Pawley and Meredith Osmond] €ts lexicon
of Proto Oceanic: the culture and environment of ancestral Oceanic society.
3: Plants. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

5 Reviews

1976

1978

Review: Education in Papua New Guinea, by Geoffrey Smith. Comparative
Education Review 20.252-255.

Review article: The Tigak language of New Ireland, by C.H. Beaumont. Kivung
11.184-192.
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Review: Holle lists: vocabularies in languages of Indonesia, vols 1 and 2,
edited by W.A.L. Stokhof. Language and Linguistics in Melanesia 13.106—110.

Review: A grammar of Manamy F. Lichtenberk. Journal of the Polynesian
Society96.134-135.

Review: Kilivila: the language of the Trobriand Islandeby G. Sentft.
Canberra Anthropology 10.86—90

Review: The history of the Fijian languagéy Paul Geraghty. Language and
Linguistics in Melanesia7.161-165.

Review: Studies in Austronesian linguistiedited by R. McGinn. Asian Studies
Association Review 13.

Review: Pacific Island languages: essays in honour of G.B. Mikudited by
J.H.C.S. Davidson. Language and Linguistics in Melanesia 23.68-73.

Review: Sprachkontakt und Sprachwandel im Baskenland, by Martin Haase.
Linguistics 33.618—-624.

Review: The formation of Afrikaanlsy Paul T. Roberge. Notes on Linguistics
70.52-55.

Review: Germano-European: breaking the sound laywTony D. Griffen.
Notes on Linguistics 73.42-49.

Review: The Yoruba koiné — its history and linguistic innovations, by J. Gbenga
Fagborun. Notes on Linguistics 75.47-51.

Review: Language change in child and adult Hebrew by Dorit Diskin Ravid.
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3 Remapping the Austronesian expansion

ROGER BLENCH

1 Arelanguage phylavalid concepts beyond linguistics?

One of the curious by-products of historical linguistics is that its constructs tend to take
on a life of their own. Something that begins life as a purely linguistic hypothesis comes to
accrete other disciplines; reconstructions of the hypothetical Indo-European language lead
to people called the Indo-Europeans, whose lifestyle can be imagined and whose genetics
can be investigated. In some ways this seems reasonable; if there is manifest evidence for
the spread of a language family then it should presumably reflect some sequence of events
in the real world, perhaps a migration of peoples or of cultural ideas. If a demographic
expansion is proposed, then in principle it should have both archaeological and genetic
correlates, if these can only be identified. However, modern analogues can also point to the
problems that arise from this way of thinking. English is an Indo-European language, and
IS now spoken in many geographically and culturally diverse regions, reflecting a variety
of military and sociological imperatives. An external researcher with no knowledge of
these background elements might draw highly inaccurate conclusions from modern-day
contexts of English when reconstructing a hypothetical protoculture. It has been only partly
humorously proposed that on purely synchronic evidence, Tok Pisin, rather than Hittite,
would be the primary branching of Indo-European.

While mindful of these possibilities of error, it is also possible to be over-cautious.
Languages disappear and are assimilated, and to bound the concept of a phylum by the
geographical distribution of recently spoken languages would be to recover a very limited
image of a broader historical process. In pre-European times, Pama-Nyungan languages
covered nine-tenths of continental Australia, but given the known antiquity of the
settlement of Australia, it would be perverse not to imagine they replaced or assimilated a
greater diversity of pre-existing languages of unknown affiliation.

This paper examines the possibility that we should take a broader view of the expansion
of the Austronesians. Studies in Austronesian linguistics are dominated by a characteristic
map, looping from Madagascar to Easter Island, and reconstructions of Austronesian
culture confine themselves to forms derivable from existing languages. This is perfectly
acceptableas a purely linguistic proces$ut rather limited as a contribution to human
history. A subset of linguists and archaeologists accept the Austronesian peoples as a
historical reality, and assume they were highly mobile, making use of advanced maritime
technology. It therefore seems reasonable to assume that they were able to reach many
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places other than those where their languages are spoken today. And there appears to be
somea priori evidence that this occurred. This pdpesviews the evidence for now-
vanished Austronesian visits and settlement in a wide variety of locations across the world
with a view to a conceptual remapping of the Austronesian expansion. Archaeology,
transfer of crops and material culture and historical records can all contribute to redrawing
the map of Austronesian migration. Some of these claims are more controversial than
others, but the paper draws together and assesses claims for Austronesian presence in: (i)
Japan; (ii) China; (iii) Thailand/Myanmar; (iv) Pacific Islands; (v) Australia; (vi) India and

Sri Lanka; (vii) Indian Ocean islands; (viii) The Persian Gulf; (ixX) Madagascar and the East
African coast; (x) West Africa; (xi) South Africa; and (xii) the New World. Also included

are some examples of later migrations, such as the Javanese in Surinam, where an
Austronesian language is still extant but is disappearing, to illustrate the broader processes
whereby demographic transfer can rapidly become dissociated from a current spoken
language.

It should also be possible to distinguish chronological layers within this scenario, for
example, those hypothesised in prehistory and those with fairly secure historical
documentation. For example, contact between the Austronesians and the New World is
inferred from indirect evidence and its dating is controversial and can only be assigned to
very broad time periods. However, the presence of Austronesians in the Persian Gulf is
recorded in Arabic chronicles which are securely dated and the years of these events can be
assigned. The movement of Javanese to Surinam is extremely well-documented and
members of these communities can still be interviewed today. This suggests that we can
assign at least three types of chronological certainty to Austronesian expansions.

While links between Austronesian languages, such as the similarities between Malagasy
and Malay, were noted as early as the seventeenth century, Austronesian undoubtedly
begins with Dempwolff in the 1930s, although Bigstronesisch is what today would be
called Malayo-Polynesian or extra-Formosan. It was probably first picked up as an
archaeological concept by Peter Bellwood in the 1970s (e.g. Bellwood 1978) and since
then has developed rich associations in different disciplines. Books suchheas
AustronesiangBellwood et al. 1995) assume the reality of their culture across a wide
variety of disciplines. Which is not to say detractors do not exist; Solheim, Meacham and
Terrell being major names (Solheim 1984-85; Meacham 1984-85, 1991, 1995, 2004;
Terrell 2004; Terrell et al. 2001). A rather different challenge is presented by writers such
as Oppenheimer (2004) who present one view of what is claimed to be the genetic
evidence. This paper takes the view that these authors simply do not engage with the
linguistic evidence sufficiently thoroughly and that their alternative models do not account
effectively for the data.

! My interest in the Austronesians has been stimulated over the years through discussions with Malcolm

Ross at a variety of conferences and the invitation to contribute to this Festschrift seemed a good
opportunity to synthesise the scattered material | have been gathering over the years. | was able to present
a very early version of this material to the Archaeology Department at the University of the Philippines in
2006 and | would like to thank Victor Paz for the invitation and subsequent feedback. | would also like to
thank Sander Adelaar, Robert Blust, Mark Hudson, Malcolm Ross, Laurie Reid, Laurent Sagart, Glenn
Summerhayes, Matthew Spriggs and Martin Walsh for sending me unpublished material contributing to
my thinking on these issues. Thanks also to the anonymous referees for pointing me in the direction of
some material | might otherwise have missed. | would especially like to emphasise that these individuals
are in no way responsible for some of the hypotheses floated here, which intentionally speculate outside
the mainstream.
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A key issue in the Austronesian expansion debate is between the interdisciplinary
archaeologists such as Peter Bellwood who broadly support a ‘Neolithic’ package which
includes demic expansion, agriculture, pigs, chickens and certain types of artefact such as
the lingling-o, and a more resistant archaeological coterie who claim the diversity of
material culture on the ground does not support such a simple model (e.g. Szabo and
O’Connor 2004; Anderson 2005). In some ways the linguists tend to side with the
unadorned Austronesian expansion model (e.g. Pawley 2003; Pawley and Ross 1993; Gray
et al. 2009) though sceptical voices are being raised (e.g. Donohue and Denham in press).
Recent evidence from a so far unexploited source of evidence, bacteria varieties co-
associated with distinct human populations has provided intriguing confirmation for both
the Austronesian expansion, the clear distinction from Papuan and Australian populations
and a link with the Chinese mainland (Moodley et al. 2009).

Austronesian languages are manifestly in geographically dispersed locales; the
likelihood that this is just some sort of cultural diffusion seems improbable. After all, in
recent history the spread of languages has certainly been riding a carrier wave of actual
migration. On the other hand, the situation on the ground will always be more complex
than such a model implies; migrants are likely to interact with a diversity of existing
cultures and produce a wide variety of outcomes. In that sense, the burden of this paper
may seem even more problematic to such archaeologists; for the evidence is undoubtedly
highly fragmentary. Nonetheless, there is a clear value in compiling it, to open up the
Austronesian debate.

2 Thefurther adventuresof the Austronesians

Two very fundamental questions can be asked of Austronesian culture; where did it
originate and where did Austronesian navigators reach? Although it is broadly accepted
that Taiwan is the ‘homeland’ of existing Austronesian languages, archaeological evidence
suggests strongly they are an incoming population. So where was their ultimate homeland?
The Austronesian expansion crested a wave of pioneer voyages, populating islands as far-
flung as Madagascar and the Marianas. To assume their presence elsewhere would not be
unreasonable. If Austronesian languages are no longer spoken in a particular location
today, then what type of evidence might there be for their former presence? Table 1 lists
some of the possible categories of evidence.

Table1l: Categories of evidence for Austronesian contact

Category Type Example
Linguistic Loanwords South America
Historical testimony East African coast, Arabia
Biological Introduced plants and animals Central America
Zoogeography Myanmar
Bacteria geography Island SE Asia
Disease Africa
Genetic Distinctive lineages, iconography | South America
Archaeological | Material culture, settlement patternsJninhabited Pacific islands, Australia
Ethnographic | Material culture Maldives, East Africa
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The purpose of this paper is to draw attention to hypotheses concerning Austronesian
contact with regions where Austronesian languages are no longer spoken. These include:
(i) Japan; (i) China; (iii) Thailand/Myanmar; (iv) Pacific Islands; (v) Australia; (vi) India

and Sri Lanka; (vii) Indian Ocean islands; (viii) The Persian Gulf; (ix) Madagascar and the
East African coast; (x) West Africa; (xi) South Africa; and (xii) the New World. Some of
these claims are more controversial than others, and | expect at least some to be
comprehensively falsified in the future. There is moreover, a not inconsiderable literature,
especially on trans-Pacific contacts, which is close to the lunatic fringe. | can only hope to
avoid a compilation such as this being summarily consigned to the outbox. The object is to
help reconceptualise the Austronesian expansion as something more than a linguistic
hypothesis and to suggest new avenues of research and comparison to specialists in
particular geographic areas. It should not be assumed that all these possible movements
were at the same period; absolute dating is the province of archaeology. For example, the
movement to the Yaeyama islands, almost certainly from Taiwan (83.2) seems to have
been quite recent, despite the relatively short voyage necessary. By contrast, archaeology
suggests a much older voyage to the remote Marianas (84.2), indicating a different phase in
the technological evolution of Austronesian culture.

3 Japan
3.1 Austronesianson the Japanese islands

The evident capacity of the Austronesians to reach far-flung places has long encouraged
scholars to propose that they could also have reached Japan. A chain of small islands joins
the northeast corner of Taiwan to the main Japanese islands, so navigators on Taiwan
might also have sailed north while sailing east and south. As a consequence, there is quite a
venerable literature imagining an Austronesian origin for Japanese. Although the idea was
propounded as early as 1911, its most eloquent exponent ha®begdusumu (1970)
who believed that Japanese was an Austronesian language with a later Altaic superstrate.
He later added Tamil to this unfortunate roll-call, by which time the move into science
fiction was almost complete. Hudson (1999) provides a concise account of the evolution of
these ideas together with some indication of the ethnic and nationalist agendas that may lie
behind them.

However, such ideas were not confined to Japanese scholars. Paul Benedict, much
revered scholar of Sino-Tibetan, published a late book, ‘Japanese-Austro-Thai’ (Benedict
1990) in which he gave lexical evidence for linking Austronesian, Daic and Japanese.
Despite the apparent wealth of examples, each proposed cognate depends on significant
special pleading, always the sign of a doubtful ‘long-range’ hypothesis. Needless to say,
the mainstream Austronesian establishment has not followed Benedict's lead and Vovin
(1994) published a comprehensive demolition of Benedict's arguments. Broadly speaking,
neither linguistics nor archaeology have provided any support for the notion that
Austronesian mariners reached Japan proper.

A rather different approach to this issue is found in the writings of Ann Kumar (1998,
2007) and Kumar and Rose (2000). Kumar is convinced that there was early contact
between Java and Japan and this idea is buttressed with evidence from rice genetics
(Morinaga 1968), culture words and similarities of notions of kingship. The linguistic
evidence is a series of comparisons between Old Javanese and Old Japanese, some more
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credible than others, of words from marginal vocabulary, often reduplicated (Kumar and
Rose 2000). While it is not impossible that there was some contact between Japan and Java
in the early medieval period, the type of pervasive and early influence posited here has not
converted other researchers.

The Austronesians have such a distinctive material culture signature that early
incursions should surely be evident. There is, however, one striking exception, the
Yaeyama islands/(& L% Yaeyama-sha), the southernmost in the Japanese chain
politically, but geographically much closer to Taiwan.

3.2 TheYaeyamaidands

The Yaeyama islands lie some 100 km east of northern Taiwan and it seems positively
unlikely that they were not reached by Austronesians in view of the documented expansion
towards the Marianas. However, they have been little known archaeologically until
recently, partly because they lie outside thedn area, which is typically the focus of
mainstream Japanese archaeologists. Summerhayes and Anderson (in press) summarise
Japanese publications on Shimotabaru wares, which are possible evidence for Austronesian
colonisation from Taiwan, 4000—3800 BP. Comparisons with Taiwanese pottery and axe
forms taken to be a signature of Austronesian expansion suggest striking parallels,
although Shimotabaru wares are much reduced in decorative terms. There is, moreover, no
unambiguous evidence for agriculture, although it seems likely that Bigs $crofa
riukiuanug were translocated at this period. Further north, Hudson et al. (submitted) have
investigated the site of Nagabaka on Miyako island, and recorded four radiocarbon dates
from the bottom level of the midden which range from 1520 to 1215 cal BP and were
associated with twdridacna adzes. Such a date is disappointingly recent compared with
the dates from the southern Yaeyamas (Iriomote) and there is furthermore no sign of
agriculture. As Hudsoet al. suggest, these sites could be the result of an accidental drift
voyage and temporary foraging settlement, eventually abandoned.

3.3 Shipsthat passin the night

None of the literature so far seems to have followed what might seem an obvious path,
namely to compare the Japanese dialects spoken in the far south of the island chain with
Taiwanese Austronesian for possible substrate influence or even loanwords. Comparisons
are entirely with putative Old Japanese or variously reconstructed versions of mainstream
dialects. The language of Yonaguni island, for example, appears to conserve phonological
features of archaic Japanese. Nonetheless, it is quite probable that even if Ryukyuan were
investigated, it might not produce clear evidence for the intersection of cultures as the
Austronesians may have deserted the islands before the expanding proto-Japanese
encountered them.

4 Austronesiansin China
4.1 Chinaasasourcefor the Austronesians

The Austronesians are generally considered to have reached Taiwan by ca. 6000 BP,
gradually eliminating or assimilating the Pleistocene populations (Tsang 1995, 2001;
Rolett et al. 2002; Rolett 2007; Bellwood 2007; Blench 2008a) and leading to the highly
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distinctive pattern of languages found there today. Almost all scholars agree on the
Chinese mainland as their source region and there has been a wide body of support for a
site such as Hemudum@#i c{k), a Neolithic culture that flourished just south of the
Hangzhou Bay in Jiangnan in modern Yuyao, Zhejiang. There seem to be some problems
with this view (e.g. Anderson 2000). Laurent Sagart (pers.comm.) has argued that various
aspects of Austronesian culture on Taiwan point to a source region significantly further
north. One reason for this is that it is millet, not rice, that lies at the heart of Formosan
agricultural rites, whereas the Hemudu horizon is distinctively rice-based (though see
Fuller et al. 2008 who argue that the rice at Hemudu may not have been domestic).
Whatever the case, it points to a significant original Austronesian population on the
Chinese mainland, which presumably accounts for a wide range of cultural similarities
with Austroasiatic and other minority ethnolinguistic groups. The Austric hypothesis,
whereby Austronesian and Austroasiatic constitute a macrophylum has been gaining some
support in recent years. Blust (1996) for example, has argued that Austric must have its
Heimatin Leaping Tiger Gorge, Yunnan. Even supporters of Austric have yet to follow
this particular bound. However, no trace of these Austronesian populations appears to
remain linguistically; no substrate in Chinese dialects has ever been identified. A
macrophylic view strongly developed by Sagart (1994, 2005a) is that Sino-Tibetan and
Austronesian are genetically related and cognate items occur in fundamental vocabulary,
although more with Sinitic than Sino-Tibetan as a whole.

4.2 TheDaic hypothesis

The Daic or Tai-Kadai languages cover a substantial region of East and SE Asia. Thai,
their best-known representative, dominates Thailand, but the Daic languages are generally
considered to originate in South China, where they are most diverse (Edmondson and Solnit
1988). Despite their importance, little is known about their prehistory, homeland and the
causes of their expansion; proposed archaeological correlations deal only with the most
recent phases.

All the language phyla of East Asia have been argued as connected with one another at
different times. Early ‘Indo-Chinese’ hypotheses linked Daic with Chinese, or later, Sino-
Tibetan (van Driem 2005). Influential for a long period was ‘Austro-Thai’ first advanced by
Benedict (1942, 1975), which broadly claimed Austronesian and Daic were related. Benedict
(1990) later expanded his view to include Japanese, a direction in which few have followed.
A problem for many authors was that Daic and Austronesian surface morphologies appear to
be very different; Daic is highly tonal with very short words, Austronesian is non-tonal and
tends to have CVCV stems plus affixes. Hence the tendency was to treat it as isolated or to
link it with Sino-Tibetan, which appears much more similar in terms of morphology.
Thurgood (1994) argues that the relation with Austronesian is simply that of loanwords.

Benedict is often criticised for irregular semantics and individual arguments for each
form, which lowers the threshold for a demonstration of relatedness. However, Ostapirat
(2005) makes a more convincing argument for a genetic relationship between Daic and
Austronesian based on regular sound-correspondences. Ostapirat does not advance a
hypothesis as to the place of Daic within Austronesian, as his paper links ‘proto-Kra-Dai’
with the Austronesian reconstructions of Dempwolff and Blust. Sagart (2004, 2005b),
following this line of argument, places Daic on a level corresponding to Malayo-Polynesian
as a branch of ‘Muish’, part of his proposed phylogeny of Formosan Austronesian. Indeed
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the evidence Sagart cites from Buyang, a mainland Daic language, shows that typical
Austronesian morphology was consenadtér the arrival of speakers back on the mainland
and that the reduced forms now typical of most Daic languages are a later development.

If this linguistic scenario is accepted, then proto Daic speakers would have migrated back
from the southern Taiwan about 4000 BP, at the same time that other Austronesian speakers
were colonising the northern Philippines and only slightly earlier than they reached the
Marianas, apparently aided by newly developed maritime techniques (Hunter-Anderson et al.
1995). At a period of significant maritime dispersal, there is no reason in principle against
such a back-migration. All the diversity of Daic languages is in China: despite the southward
extension of Thai today, the likely origin of Daic is in Guizhou, although Daic languages
were presumably formerly spoken in Guangdong and have now been assimilated by Sinitic.
One possible confirmation of this is a cluster of features in material culture and iconography
between the cultures of aboriginal Taiwan and the Daic peoples, such as the blackening of
teeth, dental ablation, multi-tongue jew’s harps and the motif of intertwined snakes (Blench
2008c).

5 Myanmar/Thailand

The northernmost Austronesian presence in the Gulf of Thailand today is the Moken
boat people who live primarily on boats in the Mergui Archipelago, Dung, and other
islands in south Myanmar. There are currently some 7000 Moken in Myanmar. Moken is a
Malayic language most closely related to Moklen, spoken further south in the same area.
However, given the rich resources of the Andaman Sea and the evidence for Austronesian
voyages towards India, it would not be surprising if outriggers ventured further north into
the Gulf of Thailand.

A distinctive trail of evidence for such contact is provided by the zoogeography of
commensals and domestic animals. Groves (1995) studied the distribution of ricefield
commensals such adus cervicolorand the bandicoot-raBandicota bengalensiésee
Maps 1 and 2), both of which have intriguing distributions. The mainland distributions are
in Myanmar and Thailand and appear to reflect intensive rice-cultivation. Both species are
commensals strongly associated with agriculture. The individual records further south
point to sea-borne translocation, presumably unintentional and point to Austronesian
trading voyages along the Burmese/Thai coast at an unknown point in the past.

6 Pacificidands

Perhaps the most obvious case for evidence of past Austronesian presence is on now-
uninhabited Pacific islands. Anderson (2002), in a survey of Pacific islands in remote
Oceania, found no less than thirty apparently reached by Austronesian navigators but which
were devoid of inhabitants when first reached by European explorers. These were
approximately: 5 in the Pitcairn-Henderson Islands region; 8 in the New Zealand region; 1 in
New Caledonia; 1 in Tonga; 3 in the Cooks-Societies; 8-9 in the Equatorial islands region;
and 4 in Hawai’i. The material evidence consists of platforams)( shell axes and fish-
hooks and other culture items typical of Austronesians. However, there is also substantial
evidence for landscape modification and faunal collapse on islands with no archaeological
sites. Various explanations have been advanced for their desertion; typhoons, disease, lack of
sustainable food and water supplies are all possible causes.
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Map 1: Distribution of Mus cervicolor

Map 2: Distribution of Bandicota bengalensis
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7 Australia

Australia is a large stretch of land, difficult to miss for maritime peoples, and its
northern coasts are not unwelcoming for tropical agriculture. It seems hard to imagine that
the expanding Austronesian speakers did not encounter it at some point in their journeys.
Late (i.e. 18 century) dates for the settlement of New Zealand make it more explicable
that Polynesians did not reach the Eastern seaboard.

Malay trepangers were visiting the northern coast of Australia from tﬁecaﬂtury
onwards in search of sea-cucumbers (Macknight 1976; Ganter et al. 2006). But there have
been claims that linguistic evidence shows Austronesian voyagers must have been landing
on the coast of Northern Australia far earlier, as evidenced by deep-level loanwords in
Pama-Nyungan languages (e.g. O’Grady and Tryon 1990). Plant material may also reflect
this earlier Austronesian presence. Feral taros have been recorded in Arnhem Land which
may have been left by these earlier voyagers (Levitt 1981), be an earlier Papuan
introduction or be part of the indigenous flora. Denham, Donohue and Booth (2009)
propose that it represents a record of indigenous horticultural experimentation. An endemic
bamboo,Bambusa arnhemica, found across parts of Northern Australia, has no mainland
relatives and shows links to Asiatic bamboos (Franklin 2003). Two other possible pieces of
evidence may be relevant; the introduction of the dingo and the use of outriggers in Cape
York. The dingo, a subspecies of an East Asian dog, ultimately descended from the wolf,
seems to have arrived in Australia 3500-4000 BP (Koler-Matznick 2002). Its presumed
source was Timor, although there is no direct evidence for this. The dates also seem
slightly early for an Austronesian maritime source, but surprisingly late for Papuan contact.
Early surveying voyages, such as HMS Rattlesnake in 1848, recorded sophisticated
outriggers in the Cape York Peninsula, resembling those of the Torres Straits islands
(Flood 2006). The presumption is that these must have ultimately had an Austronesian
origin, although possibly via Papuan intermediaries, rather than directly.

Even better would be evidence such as identifiable pottery sherds. Although rumours
have surfaced of Lapita fragments found in Australia, none have ever been formally
published. However, it is the case that some offshore islands, such as Keppel Island, have
unusual archaeological cultures. Rowland (1981, 1982, 1984, 1987) who excavated these
islands, never posits Austronesian contact, but his studies on the idiosyncratic fish-hooks
and water-craft certainly point to ‘culture contact’. It seems at least possible the east coast
of Australia was the end-point of experimental Austronesian voyages but for some reason,
perhaps climatic, the travellers never settled permanéntly.

8 Indiaand Sri Lanka

India is relatively close to the Austronesian world and there is abundant historical
evidence for the sea movement of imperial India across the Andaman Sea to SE Asia, with
the formation of the so-called ‘Indianised’ States from at leasttreBtury onwards (Ray
1989, 2003 and Munoz 2006). However, it would seem unlikely that there was no traffic in
the opposite direction. There is no direct archaeological or linguistic evidence for this, but as
so often, it is not clear in whose interest it would be to look for such evidence. Indirect
evidence can be subject to conflicting interpretations; shared cultural traits can result from

Oscar Wilde on America; ‘Of course America had been discovered many times before Columbus, but it
had always been covered up’.
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single introductions or be brought by intermediaries such as traders. However, there would
seem to be abundant evidence for shared cultural traits. Hornell (1920) noted striking
agreements in the construction of boat-types to suggest ‘Polynesian’ influence in India, and
also noted the cultural context of coconut cultivation and toddy tapping. Waruno Mahdi
(19994, b) has synthesised textual references and evidence for shipping types. The argument
is long and intricate, but the conclusion is that tlagds referred to in early texts ‘typically
inhabited islands, the sea coast or banks of rivers. Some of them worshipped megaliths and
practised buffalo sacrifice and head-hunting’ (Mahdi 1999b:182). Identifying such
populations with early Austronesian migrants would not be unreasonable. Given the dates for
the texts, Austronesian presence would be identifiable from ca. 500 BC.

There is an old argument for the spread of the clove from insular SE Asia to India.
Sanskritlavayga (er@s9r) is claimed to be cognate with Old Javankessga-laway (Donkin
2003) and Mahdi (1999b) also proposes other relationships including words for ‘lime’ and
‘camphor’. However, there is also phytogeographical evidence for other fruit species
(Blench 2008b), for example the bilimbi and caramb@étaerhoa spp.), the limeCftrus
aurantifolia), the coconutGocos nucifera), the langsdtansium domesticumthe noni
(Morinda citrifolia) and the santolSandoricum koetjape Another fragment of related
evidence comes from the distribution of the blow-gun (815). Although it clearly developed
in the Austronesian world, it has a relic distribution in South India and Sri Lanka. Indirect
pointers to Austronesian settlement in SE India are quite strong, but archaeological and
linguistic evidence remains weak. It seems likely that numbers were nevérahih
journeys to India represented opportunistic trade and piracy rather than a concerted attempt
to settle, hence the somewhat difficult to interpret textual evidence.

In contrast, much more recent arrivals are represented by the Orang Melayu of Sri
Lanka (Adelaar 1991). This Muslim community of about 50,000 persons is descended
mainly from Javanese political exiles, soldiers and convicts, who came from Java during
Dutch colonial rule, 1658-1796 (Hussainmiya 1987). Although most Sri Lankan Malays
are of Javanese ancestry, they also originate on other Indonesian islands such as Bali,
Tidor, Madura, Banda and Ambon.

9 Indian Ocean idands

If indeed there were early and persistent Austronesian contacts across the Indian Ocean,
both via outriggers as part of the spice trade and with the rigid ships of the Malay sea-
borne empire, it seems curious there is no evidence for settlement of islands in the middle
of the ocean (Blench 2007, in press). The ability of Austronesian navigators, who would
have been responsible for the spice trade to the Roman Empire well before the rise of
Malay shipping, to find very small islands in large expanses of open ocean is well
documented, yet it seems that almost all the Indian Ocean islands were uninhabited at first
European contact. Archaeology has so far produced no evidence for Austronesian (or
other) incursions on islands such as Diego Garcia, the Seychelles and Mauritius. The
situation in the Pacific may have been replicated in the Indian Ocean; Mauritius or the
Seychelles may have been reached, but then abandoned. One reason may have been lack of
easily exploitable food resources; European sailors tended to rapidly consume any readily
caught resource (e.g. the dodo) and bring in and release often destructive species such as

3 Although Mahdi (1999b:168) quotes tkeskindhikanda as saying the migrants ‘live on the sea’s milky

beach, and in theamala woods live, and of coconuts eat, their number is countless’.
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the goat in order to ensure future food supplies. Similar depredations leading to collapse of
bird faunas in the Pacific, most notably the moa in New Zealand, have been well-
documented (Anderson 2002).

The Maldive archipelago some 600 km south-east of the Indian mainland is today
inhabited entirely by speakers of Divehi, an Indo-Aryan language. Although the dominant
religion is presently Islam, there is strong evidence for numerous prior visitors from other
cultural spheres, most notably Buddhism (Heyerdahl 1986). Archaeology in the Maldives is
still underdeveloped, and so far no sites point to Austronesian presence. However, Hornell
(1920:230) observes that constructional techniques in boatbuilding point unambiguously to
early Austronesian [‘Indonesian’ in his terms] contact. Manguin (1993:265) notes ‘field
work in the Maldives, ... found evidence to prove that the shipbuilding tradition there used
to be of the Southeast Asian sewn-plank and lashed-lug type (as opposed to an Indian Ocean
sewn-plank tradition®. It seems increasingly likely that the absence of evidence for
Austronesian landings is an artefact of the exiguous archaeology.

10 ThePersan Gulf

Although Austronesian navigators may also have reached the Persian and Arabian Gulfs
as part of their expeditions west across the Indian Ocean, there is no immediate
archaeological evidence for this. But textual evidence from the post-Islamic period
provides a more explicit record of their presence. Goeje (1894) was the first to identify
reports of theSayibiga (Sumatrans) settling in the Persian Gulf and Ferrand (1934)
expanded these references. Baladufi ¢entury) and al-Tabari report that Slaiga were
in Sind prior to the expansion of Islam in this regidsolated from the connection with
their home area, they became mercenaries. During the reign of the Calif Abu Bakr (632—
634) the Sagbiga garrisoned Bahrein, while in 656-657 AD, they wargloyed to guard
the treasury at Basra. In 775, Slaiga are recorded as taking part in a naval expedition
against the coast of NW India. It is this type of flow among mariners that must have been
responsible for the interchange of maritime terminology between Malay, Arabic and
Swalhili (Blench in press).

11 Madagascar and East Africa

Austronesian presence in Madagascar is uncontroversial, since the Malagasy language
is Austronesian and closely related to Barito languages of Borneo. Nonetheless, its exact
genealogy has been subject to considerable debate (Beaujard 2003). Many areas of
vocabulary seem to be borrowed from Malay, in particular, sailing terminology (Adelaar
1996). Blust (2005) has shown that the languages of the Samal or Bajau Laut, the nomads
still traversing the seas between NE Borneo and the southern Philippines, are part of the
Barito group. The earliest evidence for Austronesian settlement of Madagascar 'fs the 5
century AD, although this date is uncertain and only by tlecé@ntury is evidence
uncontroversial (Blench 2007). It seems possible that this reflects the expansion of the
Srivijaya Malay in the 7th century.

It is worth emphasising there are distinctive boat types and shipbuilding techniques in the Maldives not
attested on the Indian mainland.

I am indebted to Philippe Beaujard for this material which will be incorporated in a forthcoming major
study he is preparing.
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However, if ships could reach Madagascar they could and indeed should have also
reached the East African coast, although no Austronesian language is spoken there today.
Nonetheless, there is significant cultural evidence for Austronesian presence on the East
African coast, some of it well before the settlement of Madagascar (Adelaar 2006, in press;
Blench 1996, 2009b and in press). Pliny (ca. 1 AD) refers to the ‘men who come across the
great ocean on raftsdti]’ which he contrasts with coastal traders (Rackham 1942). He
describes them as traders in spices who make use of the monsoon currents which reverse
every six months, corresponding to the Equatorial counter-current. These could well be
Austronesians, ifati is a description of outrigger canoes. There is no direct archaeological
evidence for such early period contacts, but other indications are highly suggestive. These
draw from oral traditions, textual references, maritime technology, plant and animal
transfers, disease and other aspects of material culture (e.g. Hornell 1928, 1936, 1941;
Grottanelli 1947; Walsh in press). Evidence for this exchange is the transfer of
elephantiasis to Africa and the export of African malaria, and the import of SE Asian
fighting cock§ and bananasuti, to the East African coast (Blench 2009a). So far there is
no direct archaeological evidence, but then there was no evidence for Graeco-Roman trade
on the coast until the 1990s, despite the unambiguous textual evidence (Juma 1996).

12 West Africa

Postulating direct Austronesian contact with West Africa may seem much more
unlikely. This hypothesis has a long and somewhat unhappy history beginning with the
arguments of Jones (1971) that the African xylophone is an Indonesian import, a claim
discounted in Blench (1982). Nonetheless, thera striking problem of explaining the
early presence of certain SE Asian food crops on the West African coast (Blench 2009a).
These are: (i) the plantain or triploid banana (AAB); (ii) the water-y@nosgcorea
esculenta); and (iii) the cocoyar@dlocasia esculenta).

Phytolith evidence places the plantain in Cameroun ca. 500 BC (Mbida et al. 2000). For
the other two, the evidence is that their greatest genetic diversity is in West Africa and they
are hardly used in East Africa. These species are not native to Africa, cannot have spread
across the continent in historical times and are not Portuguese introductions. A piece of
contributory evidence is the Nok terracotta statuettes showing elephantiasis, dated to as
early as 500 BC, from Central Nigeria (Fagg 1977). Elephantiasis is a Pacific disease that
has to be introduced via human migration (Laurence 1968). It remains quite difficult to
imagine that stray Austronesian navigators could have rounded the Cape and touched the
coast of West Africa more than 2500 years ago, but then many Austronesian voyages
would have seemed like impossibilities before they were demonstrated.

13 South Africa

One of the more recent and better documented movements of an Austronesian language
to Africa is the evolution and disappearance of Cape Malay. In 1652, employees of the
Dutch East India Company moved away from the Cape settlement to clear farms. Since the

® Recent research by ILRI has radically revised our understanding of the genetics of the chicken (Han

Jianlin pers.comm.). Domestic fowl are now known to have three centres of domestication, India, China
and island SE Asia. Many of the chickens of Eastern and Southern Africa are derived from island SE Asia
and werenot introduced via any identified intermediary location.
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Dutch government would not permit the enslavement of indigenous people but allowed the
importation of slaves or indentured servants from the Dutch East Indies and elsewhere, this
became a favoured source. The first Malay slaves arrived in 1657, and Malays came in a
steady stream until the nineteenth century, bringing their distinctive culture and cuisine.
Despite the relatively simple narrative given on official websites and general histories, the
ethnic composition of the imported slaves was quite complex. According to Armstrong and
Worden (1979:120-121), Madagascar was the main regional source of Cape slaves during
the period 1652-1834, whereas India and Indonesia (chiefly Macassar and Batavia)
contributed much smaller numbers. Nonetheless, the ensemble of slaves became known as
Cape Malays and formed a subset of the mixed-race category known as ‘coloureds’. As the
numbers ofVrijezwarten (manumitted slaves) increased in thé"i&ntury a synthetic
culture evolved. Although a form of Malalyjelayu, seems to have been their common
language for a period it began to give way to Afrikaans in the nineteenth century and has
now been wholly replaced. Nonetheless, it has left significant traces in Afrikaans, among
others the Malay word for ‘banangjesang. By a strange irony, ‘Cape Malay' culture,
notably its cuisine and music, are strongly promoted in today’s tourist literature, and have
persisted and developed, as the language and original ethnic identity of these Austronesian
migrants has been submerged.

14 Austronesiansin the New World
14.1 California

If Austronesian voyagers could reach Hawai'i presumably they could also reach the
west coast of North America. Suggestions of a general relationship between island SE Asia
and North America have an old history but recently a more detailed proposal has been
advanced for contact between Polynesians and the Chumash Indians in Southern California
between 400 and 800 AD. (Jones and Klar 2005; Klar and Jones 2005). This is based on
the unique design of their boats, ttmol or sewn plank canoe, and equally striking,
Polynesian-type compound fish-hooks. These suggestions remain controversial (see
Anderson 2006 and response in Jones and Klar 2006, also Arnold 2007). The Chumash
language is relatively well-documented but is essentially dead; nonetheless, this is a
guestion that seems as if it ought to be resoluble through archaeological means.

14.2 Austronesiansin South America

Polynesian contact with South America has long been the subject of speculation (Rivet
1926; Buck 1938; Heyerdahl 1941, 1950, 1952, 1963, 1964; Jett 1968; Key 1998; Langdon
2001) but accounts of it were more theatre than history (blond, bearded Norwegian against
the elements). The model was confused, imagining Amerindians voyaging in the Pacific,
despite their known lack of ocean-going craft. A much more credible model would suppose
that Polynesians reached the coast of South America, given their proven maritime skills
(Lanning 1969). However, all the hooey surrounding such a transoceanic colonisation
convinced many prehistorians to set their face against such contact.

Scholarly scepticism probably cracked with clear evidence that the sweet potato had
reached Eastern Polynesia in pre-Hispanic times (Green 1998, 2005). The Quechua name,
kumar, closely resembles the widespread Polynesian teamala. There is, however, a
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chronological problem with this; Fijiakimalais apparently cognate but must presumably

be a borrowing. It seems much more credible that Polynesian contact was quite late,
perhaps contemporaneous with the settlement of Easter island, itself now redated to 1200
AD (Hunt and Lipo 2006). Heyerdahl (1964) also pointed to a number of South American
plants and adventives which appear to be recorded in the earliest accounts of flora, for
example, the Mexican popp@rgemone mexicana. More recent research has added the
possibility that the bottle gourd.égenaria siceraria) reached Eastern Polynesia from the
New World, while occurrences in Western Polynesia originate in SE Asia (Green 2000).
So some of Heyerdahl's evidence may not be completely misconceived, despite his
wayward interpretations. Anderson et al. (2007) have considered the evidence for
Ecuadorian sailing rafts and raise the possibility that their capacity to reach westward has
been underestimated. They point to some very striking coincidences in imagery between
Rapa Nui and Puna island birdmen figures. Bellwood and Hiscock (2005) also use the cut
stonework and birdman imagery as evidence for possible South American contact with
Easter Island.

Other types of biological evidence have now been presented, notably in human genetics,
where the presence of the characteristic Polynesian motif, the 9 base pair deletion, on the
west coast of South America points to Polynesian presence (Sykes et al. 1995). Another
curious piece of evidence is the ‘blue-egg’ chicken, a variety of fowl encountered by the
first explorers in this region. Genetic studies of the indigenous chickens argue that this is
likely to be a descendant of the Polynesian chicken (Storey et al. 2007) although Gongora
et al. (2008) have vigorously opposed this interpretation.

The early appearance of the coconut in the New World has been the subject of
considerable controversy. The coconut was previously considered a New World
domesticate that spread westwards across the Pacific, but very early dates for coconut in
the Sepik suggest a Malesian domesticate. Nonetheless, Zizumbo-Villareal and Quero
(1998), in a re-examination of the earliest sources, argue that it was definitely present on
the west coast of Central America in the pre-Hispanic era. Baudouin and Lebrun (2009)
examined molecular markers for Central American coconuts and compared them with
insular SE Asia. The closest similarities are with those of the Philippines and both are quite
distinct from the South American coconut cultivars, suggesting two quite distinct
introductions. Furthermore such an origin rules out distribution on ocean currents as far as
this can be gauged. Whether the date they attach to this introduction (2250 BP) can be
justified is more doubtful, but this presents additional evidence for early trans-Pacific
contact and perhaps should be matched with the enigmatic distribution of the blow-gun in
south-central America (815). Another possibility, less well-investigated, is the backstrap
loom (Broudy 1979). Technologically, it is very similar to those in SE Asia, and is
distributed from Peru through to Central America and the American Southwest. No
archaeological finds of textiles apparently using this technology are older than ca. 500 AD,
so it has potential for further investigation.

A further interesting thread is the possibility of relatively late contact between the
Mapuche Indians of South-Central Chile and Eastern Polynesians (Ramirez 1990/91).
Examples of apparent loanwords and other cultural artefacts such as clubs similar to the
Maori patu make this a possibility, and it certainly has not been rejected out of hand by
specialists. However, it would represent a distinct and chronologically different layer from
the other contacts discussed in this paper.
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14.3 Surinam

One of the more surprising later adventures of the Austronesians is the presence of a
Javanese community in Surinam, the former Dutch colony. The first Javanese came to
Surinam in 1890 under slightly confused circumstances (Dew 1981). The settlers multiplied
significantly and now represent some 20% of the population. Linguistically, the Javanese
spoken in Surinam resembles most closely the central dialects, such as that in Kedu
residency. Although the older generation has struggled to maintain cultural traditions, and
the usual ethnic revival processes are at work, it seems unlikely that the language is viable in
the long term.

15 Thestrange case of the blow-gun

There is an old tradition of discussions concerning Old and New World similarities, for
example the game parchesi, which is very similar in Asia and North America. The key issue
is what level of technological complexity is likely to be subject to convergent invention, as
opposed to being evidence for diffusion. Archaeologists typically support a strong ‘local
invention’ emphasis unless contrary evidence is overwhelming. One of the most striking
examples of a technology spread by Austronesian contact is the blow-gun. Blow-guns used
for hunting or warfare may seem like a technology that could be invented many times, but
their worldwide distribution is very patchy. Entirely absent from Africa and Western Eurasia,
they are typical of SE Asia and a distinctive zone between North and South America (Jett
1970, 1991). Virtually all occurrences within the Old and New World distributions are
contiguous, suggesting the technology was only adopted once and diffused, rather than
developing through convergent evolution. In the Old World, the blow-gun maps extremely
well against the proposed Austronesian migration sites listed in this paper, primarily in the
Austronesian-speaking areas of insular SE Asia and the Pacific (Map 3). The absence of the
blow-gun in Taiwan and South China argues that if the case for Daic as an Austronesian
branching is correct then it would have occurred prior to the development of the blow-gun in
the Northern Philippines. Occurrences in eastern Indo-China probably reflect the Chamic
incursions, while those on the Irrawaddy and west Thailand may reflect the exploratory
voyages apparently connected with the transfer of ricefield commensals (85). Occurrences in
South India and Sri Lanka might be additional evidence for the contact proposed by Waruno
Mahdi (88).

However, the more controversial issue is whether the distribution of the blowgun in the
New World might reflect contact with SE Asia. Essentially, the blowgun occurs in two areas
where occurrences are broadly contiguous, Central America and the Amazon and the SE
United States (Map 4). The absence of the blowgun over very large areas of the New World
and its complete absence in the Centre and Northwest of the United States argues that it
cannot be a technology connected with the Bering Strait migrations. Jett (1991) argues
convincingly on technological grounds that the distribution in the SE United States is likely
to be a sea-borne diffusion from further south (and this is certainly not impossible given
recent understanding of early maritime voyaging in the Caribbean). However, the real
problem is that if the blow-guwereto be due to Austronesian contact it would have to be
fairly old, simply because the distribution is so broad. Realistically, it would have to be part
of the same expansion that brought early Austronesian landings on the Marianas, i.e. ca.
3500 BP (Butler 1995). The blow-gun is not known on Taiwan, so this would be related to
its apparent invention in the Northern Philippines.
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Map 3: Blowgun distribution in the Old World (after Jett 1991)

Map 4: Blowgun distribution in the New World (after Jett 1970)
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16 Conclusions

The usual concept of the Austronesian expansion is dominated by the presence of
Austronesian languages. The much-reproduced maps show the Pacific and a typical loop
westwards to Madagascar. Proposals for the presence of Austronesians elsewhere have a
long history and range from the frankly marginal, via the debatable to the likely. The
evidence presented in this paper strongly suggests that it is not always helpful to frame our
thinking using only synchronic evidence. In some ways this makes the Austronesian
adventure even more remarkable, and its exclusion from the mainstream narrative of world
history even more inexcusable. It should suggest to linguists that that there is a compelling
case for examining more closely the languages in areas where Austronesian was formerly
spoken for evidence of substrates or loanwords. Map 5 contrasts the conventional
distribution of Austronesian languages with the possibilities discussed in this paper,
providing an expanded frame of reference for Austronesianists.

Map 5: Extent of contemporary Austronesian and possible further migrations
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4 The historical value of single words

ROBERT BLUST

1 Introduction?

Historical linguists are accustomed to working with large quantities of data, and for this
reason it is easy to fall into the habit of believing that any inference of real scientific value
must depend on heavy documentation. One thinks in this connection of Brugmann’s
(1884:253) admonition that linguistic subgroups can only be established safely by
demonstrating a mass of exclusively shared innovations. There is a general recognition that
the etymology of individual words can shed light on cultural changes, as where English
‘pen (writing implement)’ and the semantic equivalent in many other languages of Europe
derive from words that originally meant ‘feather’, but despite this observation it is not
commonly believed that single words can have much value in such matters as linguistic
subgrouping, the determination of language homelands or providing evidence of language
levelling, let alone in shedding light on matters outside the field of linguistics itself, as by
dating changes in faunal distributions. The purpose of this paper is to draw attention to the
potential value of single etymologies in supporting inferences of a type not usually
associated with such lines of evidence. All of the material has been published elsewhere,
but it has never been brought together in one place for the purpose of demonstrating the
value that single words can have in supporting sometimes quite surprising historical
inferences.

2 PAnN ‘nine’ a second time

The aboriginal languages of Taiwan stand apart from most Austronesian languages in a
number of respects. One of these is the typology of phoneme inventories. Most
Austronesian languages in insular Southeast Asia have only one or two fricatives: /s/, or /s/

It is a pleasure to dedicate this paper to Malcolm Ross, who first approached me in 1975 to express an
interest in an academic career dedicated to studying the languages of the Pacific. He has come a long way
since then, establishing a record of professional achievement in the field of Austronesian linguistics that
few can match, as well as making significant contributions to the still nascent field of Papuan linguistics.
Malcolm’s many contributions have permanently changed the face of our understanding of the languages
of western Melanesia, and his forays into higher-level reconstructions of phonology and syntax via the
study of the Formosan aboriginal languages stand out as among the most important and detailed efforts in
this area. With his vigour and dedication it is expected and hoped that he will be even more productive in
retirement than he has been during his remarkable years at ANU.
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and /h/. Formosan languages often have more, and in some cases far more than this.
Mayrinax Atayal, for example, is said to have six fricative phonemes /S/, IxXf/[g/[ k/

(Li 1995), Saisiyat is said to have a similar numBér/f/, Ih/, B/, 18/, [/, the last of these
described as a voiced retroflex fricative (Li 1978), and Thao has the seven fricativés /f/, /

Isl, 1, Ih/, 10/, kI, which are written in a practical orthographyfas, s, sh, h, z andlh

(Blust 2003:18). Even languages that have not developed such a rich inventory of fricative
phonemes generally retain the contrast of PAn *s and *S as one of the sibilants that differ
in place features. One of the consequences that is sometimes observed in a language with
more than one type of sibilant is sibilant harmony (SH), or articulatory interference
between sibilants that follow one another in close sequence. As noted in Blust (1995), in
Thao this is extreme, affecting a much wider class of segments than is conventionally
designated by the term ‘sibilant’, both in the synchronic and the historical phonology.
Table 1 shows the regular reflexes of PAn *C, *b, *d, *z, *}, *S and *R in Thao, and the
reflexes of these same protophonemes when a fricative is found elsewhere in the word:

Table 1: Sibilant harmony in Thao

PAnN C b d z j S R
Thao (regular) c f S S z sh Ih
Thao (SH) sh/sh [h/lh lh/Ih lh/lh  Ih/lh  s/s

sh/sh

In other words, Thao normally reflects PAn *C as /c/ (voiceless interdental fricative),
but if a voiceless palatal fricative /sh/ appears elsewhere in the word, *C becomes /sh/;
Thao normally reflects PAn *b as /f/, but if there is a voiceless lateral /Ih/ elsewhere in the
word *b becomes /Ih/, and so on. In the case of PAn *d, which normally becomes /s/, the
reflex under sibilant harmony is either /Ih/ or /sh/ depending on whether an /Ih/ or /sh/ is
found elsewhere in the word. Examples include the following, where the first form shows
the unconditioned reflex of the protophoneme in question and the second shows the reflex
with sibilant harmony: *Cgis > canit ‘weep, cry’, but *CaqiS >shaqish ‘sew’, *batu >
fatu ‘stone’, but *baRuj *¥alhuz~ Ihalhuz‘Formosan green pigeon’, *dapaNsapaz'sole
of the foot’, but *daRa halha ‘Formosan maple’ or *daqiS shaqish ‘face’, *zalan >
saran ‘path, road’, but *zaRum thalhum ‘needle’, *Sajek >shazik‘smell, odor’, but
*paRuj >falhulh ‘dove, pigeon’, *Sinaw shinaw‘wash (dishes)’, but *Sidi >sisi ‘wild
goat, Formosan serow’. It is noteworthy that /Ih/ apparently never assimilates to other
fricatives, although its presence conditions assimilatory changes in at least /f/, /s/ and /z/.
This may be because the historical change *R > /Ih/ preceded *b > /f/, *d/z > /s/, and *} >
/zl, creating a situation in which newly created fricatives had to adapt to those already
well-established in the language. It is also noteworthy that only one siblilant assimilation
appears to be possible in any given word, as seen in *baRuj (expected **faltaliz)ilh,
not **lhalhulh.

Although synchronic evidence for sibilant assimilation is lacking in other Formosan
languages, irregularities in sound change show that a similar pattern once existed in both
Paiwan and Saisiyat (Blust 1995:444—445). This brings us back to the historical value of
single words. Dyen (1971:34) claimed that Dempwolff's *siwa ‘nine’, shows irregular
reflexes of the initial consonant in Maanyan and Saaroa:
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For the *s reconstructed by Dempwolff there were perhaps two different sibilants
indicated by the difference in treatment in Malagasy and Maanyan ... Under a
hypothesis that the two languages continue the same proto-language, we could avoid
the necessity of reconstructing two different proto-phonemes. Since however there is
some evidence in Saaroa (a Formosan language) of a similar distinction we make the
provisional reconstructions fand *s.

The wording of this passage suggests that three languages (but only two witnesses) show
an irregular development of *s in reflexes of Dempwolff's *siwa ‘nine’. In fact, although
Maanyan hassuei for expected **hiwe, Malagasgivy ‘nine’ is regular. Comparative
evidence from the Barito languages, which include Maanyan and Malagasy, suggests Proto
Barito *suay, and it is not at all clear that this form is a reflex of *siwa. Among the
languages mentioned by Dyen this leaves only Saasia (expected **u-ia) as showing a
clearly irregular reflex. However, as noted in Blust (1995:447), at least seven Formosan
languages which distinguish *s from *S have a cognate of Dempwolff's *siwa, and these
consistently point to *Siwa, not *siwa. The discrepancy in sound correspondence thus
comes down to an opposition of the Austronesian languages of Taiwan (which indicate
*Siwa), and those outside Taiwan (which indicate *siwa). Without considering any other
information it might prove difficult to determine which of these forms is conservative, and
which innovative. For those who accept Dempwolff's reconstructions as a fixed standard it
would follow automatically that Formosan languages show an unexplained innovation in
this form. But it is obvious that Dempwolff's reconstructions, which took no account of
Formosan languages, are not a fixed standard for the reconstruction of Proto Austronesian.
Since this leaves the direction of change in this form an open question, it becomes
necessary to search for a reason why *s would irregularly become *S or vice-versa.

This brings us back in turn to sibilant assimilation. It is well known that the onsets of
successive numerals often interfere with one another in language history, as with English
four (expected **whour), five. Bloomfield (1933) cites a number of examples of such
assimilatory irregularities in other Indo-European languages, including Latin, Greek, and
Old Bulgarian, and labels this general phenomenon ‘contamination’. In each of these cases
successive numerals that conformed to regular historical changes would have had
phonetically similar, but non-identical onsets. Instead, they show identical onsets as a
result of either anticipatory or perseverative assimilation. Comparable examples of
contamination affecting the onsets of successive numerals in many Tibeto-Burman
languages are cited by Matisoff (1995). It is known that the PAn base for ‘ten’ was *puluq,
but that this morpheme actually meant ‘group of ten’, and acquired the specific meaning
‘ten’ only when it was preceded by a proclitic form of PAn *esa ‘one’, hence *sa-pulug. It
is also generally assumed that *s and *S were sibilants that differed only in place. If the
PAn sequence 9, 10 had been expressed as *siwa, *sa-puluq, in accordance with the
reconstructions adopted by Dempwolff, there is no obvious basis for the change PAn *siwa
> *Sjwa in a hypothetical ‘Proto Formosan’. On the other hand, if the PAn sequence 9, 10
was *Siwa, *sa-puluq, the conditions for sibilant assimilation and hence contamination
between the onsets of successive numerals would have existed, leading to a lexically
specific phonological innovation PAn *Siwa > *siwa. Since all languages outside Taiwan
which have unambiguous reflexes of this form point to *siwa, the history of this single
word turns out to have subgrouping implications of an order far greater than one would
expect on a priori grounds. It is true that other lines of evidence support a non-Formosan,
or Malayo-Polynesian subgroup, but the power of this etymology is such that even if no
other evidence were known, we would still be forced to seriously consider the Malayo-
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Polynesian hypothesis on the basis of the irregularity in this single word, which must have
happened shortly before the change *S > *h, since the latter is reflected in all Malayo-
Polynesian languagés.

3 Chamorro pakyo ‘typhoon’

The position of Chamorro within the Austronesian language family has long challenged
historical linguists. The general view is that it is a Malayo-Polynesian language that has no
close relatives. Three specific ideas that have been advanced in recent years are: (i) that
Chamorro subgroups with languages of the Philippines, and is most closely related to
llokano and Tagalog (Topping 1973:3); (ii) that Chamorro reached the Mariana islands
through a migration directly from Taiwan (suggested in Starosta and Pagotto 1991:345—
346, and then advanced more vigorously in Starosta 1995:694-695); and (iii) that
Chamorro reached the Mariana islands from Sulawesi in central Indonesia (Zobel
2002:432). Topping’s view, which was not formally argued, was based on a superficial
consideration of the voice system. The latter two views rely on grammatical arguments, but
neither is directly concerned with other lines of evidence. Starosta (1995) effectively
claimed that Chamorro is descended from a putative ‘Proto Formosan’ for which no
convincing evidence of any kind exists, and that it is more closely related to such
Formosan aboriginal languages as Kanakanabu, Bunun, Seediq, Atayal, Saisiyat, Paiwan
and Amis than it is to Malayo-Polynesian languages such as Tagalog or llokano. Zobel, on
the other hand, places Chamorro directly under a ‘Nuclear Malayo-Polynesian’ node which
includes languages of western Indonesia, Chamorro, Palauan and Central-Eastern Malayo-
Polynesian languages, but not languages of the Philippines, north Sulawesi, or northeast
and interior Borneo.

To the extent that the Malayo-Polynesian hypothesis is valid, it follows that Chamorro
iIs a Malayo-Polynesian language. This effectively undercuts any claim that Chamorro
reached the Marianas directly from Taiwan, since if that were the case it would become
necessary to attribute a number of phonological, lexical and grammatical innovations that
it shares with other Austronesian languages outside Taiwan to massive unmotivated
convergence. This leaves the Philippines and Sulawesi as possible homelands that have
been proposed for the pre-Chamorro linguistic community. Based on four proposed
morphosyntactic innovations, Zobel (2002:432) suggests that both Chamorro and Palauan
migrated into the Pacific directly from Sulawesi: ‘It was probably also from Sulawesi that
the speakers of Chamorro and Palauan (or better: Pre-Chamorro and Pre-Palauan) sailed to
the northeast to the distant islands of Palau and the Marianas.” There is, however, no
phonological or lexical support for such an inference. This is an important observation,
since one particular etymology has far greater than ordinary bearing on the question of the
pre-Chamorro homeland.

PAn *baRiuS ‘typhoon’ can be reconstructed on the basis of cognate forms in
Formosan and non-Formosan languages such as Sdnalygbsh, Amidaliyus Puyuma
vaRiw Tagalogbagyd, Cebuandagyu ‘typhoon’. The typhoon zone extends from a
region to the east of Chuuk, at about 7 degrees north latitude, westward and slightly
northward to the Philippines, Taiwan, and southern Japan. As noted in Blust (2000) there is
no evidence that Chamorro belongs to the Philippine subgroup of Austronesian languages.

2 Although some historical linguists, as Lehmann (1992:224) and Campbell (2004:118-120) consider

contamination to be a type of blending, the contamination of numeral onsets appears to be essentially an
assimilatory process that is unusual in crossing word boundaries.
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At the same time Chamorgakyo ‘typhoon’ seems clearly to be a native word (Guam and
Saipan lie squarely in the typhoon zone, and there would be no reason to borrow a foreign
word for a weather phenomenon that is central to the economic and social life of the
people in this region). Typhoon records for the past century in the Philippines indicate that
Mindanao is only rarely struck, and regions further to the south do not experience true
typhoons at all. Reflexes of *baRiuS nonetheless occur further south, where they refer to
strong winds, or to the wind in general, as in Bario Kelbhiiw, Kayanbahuy ‘strong

wind, storm’, Samal balipMiri baruy ‘wind’.

The Chamorro word for ‘wind’ isnagglo7, a form with no known etymology. If the
ancestral Chamorro had come from any region south of the Philippines, and very likely any
region south of Mindanao, they would have either lost the word for ‘typhoon’, or would
have altered it to mean ‘wind’ or ‘strong wind’, and the retained word would then have
been semantically altered back to the meaning ‘typhoon’ upon the settlement of the
Marianas. While this is not impossible, it is clearly simpler to assume that the word never
lost its original sense. However, if this was the case, the evidence suggests that the
Marianas were settled from an area in insular Southeast Asia that lies within the western
Pacific typhoon zone. This makes Mindanao improbable, and rules out areas further to the
south. Since Chamorro is a Malayo-Polynesian language it also rules out Taiwan, leaving
the central and northern Philippines as the most plausible source areas. While this is an
interesting conclusion in itself, it becomes more complex and intriguing when we recall
that there is no evidence for including Chamorro within the Philippine subgroup of
Austronesian languages. If the ancestral Chamorros reached the Marianas directly from the
central or northern Philippines but Chamorro is not a Philippine language, it follows that
the linguistic situation in the Philippines today does not reflect the diversity of
Austronesian languages that must have existed at the time the Marianas were settled (now
generally agreed to have been by at least 3500 BP). As it happens, this conclusion also
follows from the far lower than expected linguistic diversity in the Philippines, an area that
apparently has been settled by Austronesian speakers longer than any other region in
Southeast Asia apart from Taiwan (Blust 2005). The single Chamorro pago
‘typhoon’, then, provides valuable information both about the likely source area in insular
Southeast Asia from which the Marianas were settled, and about a likely language
levelling event of major proportions which was caused by one early Austronesian language
(Proto Philippines) expanding at the expense of others during the Neolithic history of the
Philippine islands.

4 PAnN *bugaya ‘crocodile’

The saltwater crocodileCfocodilusporosug is the major large predator in riverine and
estuarial environments from northern Australia through the northern Philippines, and from
the Asian mainland to the southeast Solomons. East of the Solomons and in most of
Micronesia breeding populations of this animal do not exist in a natural state, although
individual animals are occasionally found alive or dead.

Reflexes of PMP *bugaya ‘crocodile’ are remarkably stable in languages reaching from
the northern Philippines (ltbayatemwaaya, llokanobuéya) to the southeast Solomons
(Arosi huasa,‘ Are’are huara). Despite the relatively short distance between the Batanes
islands and southern Taiwan, the saltwater crocodile is not found in the latter island. This
Is surprising, given the presence of a crocodilian species (the Chinese alligator) in the
lower Yangzi river, considerably further to the north. What makes this zoogeographical
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fact even more interesting is that a single Formosan language has an apparent reflex of
*bugaya, namely Puyumiuaya ‘shark’ (Cauquelin 1991) which, if accepted, will raise
the status of this reconstruction from PMP to PAn.

In order to accept the etymology PAn *bugaya ‘crocodile’ > Puybusya ‘shark’ it is
necessary to see the semantic difference between reconstruction and reflex as resulting
from a plausible change. Since the saltwater crocodile is the major animal threat to humans
in estuarial and riverine environments, while the shark occupies this position in purely
marine environments, the connection of meaning can be seen as having a strong basis in
experience. Moreover, as a direct consequence of the fear felt toward crocodiles and
sharks, both animals have become objects of respect or even veneration in various
Austronesian-speaking societies. Despite this parallelism between crocodiles and sharks in
both practical reality and cultural attitude, the terms used to designate these animals are not
known to be interchanged anywhere outside Taiwan. Why, then, would this happen among
the Puyuma of southern Taiwan?

The simplest explanation for this semantic shift appears to be that crocodiles were still
found in at least southern Taiwan at the time that Austronesian-speaking peoples arrived
on the island, and presumably for some period of time thereafter. Darlington (1980:229),
citing Pope (1935), notes that the Chinese alligator, which is now restricted to the lower
Yangzi river, ‘probably ... ranged widely in eastern China not long ago.’ It is not clear
whether the contraction of the earlier natural range of the Chinese alligator is a
consequence of human predation, or of other factors, but it is notable that its territory
apparently has been significantly reduced over a comparatively short time period. The
etymology of Puyumduaya ‘shark’ suggests a similarly rapid territorial contraction. It
appears very unlikely that this word was borrowed from a Philippine language and then
applied to a familiar animal, the shark. It is also clear that PAn *bugaya did not mean
‘shark’, since a better candidate is available for that meaning, namely *qiSu (cf. Paiwan
gisu, Bikoliho, Cebuandhu, Malay, Nias, Sundaneb&s, Ngadha, Kambera, Tetun, Leti
iu ‘shark’). The only conclusion left is that PAn *bugaya meant ‘crocodile’, and that
crocodiles were therefore still present in Taiwan at the time of Austronesian settlement,
and for some time thereafter. When the territorial range of the saltwater crocodile began to
contract, leading to the disappearance of breeding populations of these animals in Taiwan,
reflexes of PAn *bugaya were lost in most Formosan languages along with the referent. In
Puyuma, however, the term survived by semantic transfer to the only other large and
dangerous predator to occupy a similar natural and cultural niche in relation to the human
population.

What is perhaps most noteworthy about this linguistic comparison is that it appears to
provide evidence about a biological event rather than a linguistic event, namely a
contraction of the range of the saltwater crocodile within the relatively recent human past,
removing Taiwan from its earlier territorial range.

5 PAn *qaRem ‘pangolin’

Two species of pangolin are found in insular Southeast Ad#ais pentadactyla in
Taiwan andManis javanica in the Greater Sunda islands and Malay peninsula. Although
these animals are distinguishable to a zoologist, they are similar enough in external
appearance to make it very likely that if they co-occurred in the same region they would be
treated as identical in a folk classification. No members of either species are known in the
intervening Philippine islands. A similar distributional discontinuity is seen with other
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mammals, including the Asian sun bear, the clouded leopard, and the river otter. From a
biological standpoint these mammalian distributions appear similar, in that all of them

encompass discontinuous areas, but from a linguistic standpoint they are strikingly
different.

Agreements among the Formosan languages point clearly to PAn *Cumay ‘bear’,
*lukeNaw ‘clouded leopard’ and *Sanaq ‘river otter’. Since their referents are unknown in
the Philippines, none of these terms appears in Philippine languages. A number of
languages in the Greater Sunda islands of western Indonesia, reflectijivRd@yan sun
bear’, but reconstructed terms for ‘clouded leopard’ and ‘river otter’ have been harder to
establish. The point to note in these comparisons is that they do not comprise cognate sets
shared by Formosan languages and languages of the Greater Sunda islands. This is what
might be expected if there had been a historical discontinuity in contact with the sun bear,
clouded leopard and river otter during the Austronesian expansion southward from
Taiwan. Given the historically attested distributions of these animals it is easy to fall into
the error of assuming a similar history for the pangolin, but here we are surprised to find
that the names for thidanis pentadactyla anflanis javanica are cognate, as reflexes of
PAn *qaRem ‘pangolin:Manis pentadactyla’ are widespread both in Taiwan and in
Borneo: Atayalgom Seedigraruy, Saisiyat (Taai)’eelom, Pazehaxem Bunungalum
Thao galhum Saaroasaranp, KavalaniRem Amis galem Puyumagarem Paiwangam
‘pangolin: Manis pentadactyla’, Long Anap Kenyah, Mukah Melaaam Kelabit, Kiput
arem Long Jegan Berawamkem Katingan ahem Maanyanayem ‘pangolin: Manis
javanica’. Given this comparison there is no alternative to reconstructing PAn *gqaRem,
and to concluding that this term was somehow retained during the Austronesian movement
through the Philippines, where the animal is absent. Although nineteenth century reports
indicate thatManis javanica was present in Palawan and the Calamian and Cuyo islands
(which sit on the same Sunda Shelf that underlies Borneo and the other Greater Sunda
islands of western Indonesia), there is no evidence that any pangolin species was present in
the rest of the Philippines when Austronesian speakers arrived. How, then, was a reflex of
*gqaRem retained in languages descended from PANn/PMP and re-applied to the newly
discovered Manigavanica when speakers of Austronesian languages arrived in Borneo?

The most straightforward answer to this question would be to proposéitras
javanicawas more widely distributed in the Philippines than Palawan and the Calamian
and Cuyo islands when Austronesian speakers arrived. If that is the case, however, it is
strange that zoologists have found no evidence for earlier presence of this animal
elsewhere in the Philippines (Darlington 1980:384). Superficially, the problem raised by
the distribution of reflexes of PAn *qaRem ‘pangolin’ thus resembles the problem raised
by the distribution of reflexes of PAn *bugaya ‘crocodile’. However, while a plausible
case apparently can be made for the presence of crocodiles in at least southern Taiwan
after the arrival of Austronesian speakers, a similar case apparently cannot be made for the
presence of pangolins in the Philippines outside those islands that rest on the Sunda Shelf.
What historical information, then, does the history of this single word provide? If the
earlier presence d¥lanis javanicain Luzon, Mindoro, the Bisayas and Mindanao can be
decisively ruled out due to the absence of fossil evidence, it would appear that the word for
the pangolin was retained for some generations after contact with the animal was lost. One
way that this might have been possible is through myths or stories that kept the name of the
pangolin alive in the minds of speakers for some generations until they encountered a close
approximation of the same animal once again. A second possibility is that Austronesian
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speakers moved very rapidly through the Philippines to Borneo, but the linguistic diversity
that resulted from this rapid migration was subsequently compromised by the expansion of
Proto Philippines at the expense of other early Austronesian languages which were
absorbed by it. In either case it is surprising that only the PAn word for ‘pangolin’ was
able to survive the movement of language groups across this apparent distributional hiatus
of faunal forms, while the words for ‘bear’, ‘clouded leopard’ and ‘river otter’ did not.

6 Unfamiliar marsupials

Linguistic subgroups are normally established by a consideration of comparative
evidence that allows for a clear distinction to be drawn between innovations and retentions
(the failure to meet this basic consideration has been the shortcoming of lexicostatistical
classifications, which may yield valid or invalid results, depending upon how seriously
crosslinguistic variation in the retention rate of basic vocabulary distorts true subgrouping
connections). Probably nowhere else in the world, however, has a major zoogeographical
boundary been able to play such a key role in determining major linguistic subgroups as in
the Austronesian language family.

To biologists concerned with the geographical distribution of animals Indonesia is
famous as the site of the Wallace Line, a major zoogeographical boundary that was first
described by the English naturalist Alfred Russel Wallace in 1869 (Wallace 1962).
Wallace (1962:11) noted that in crossing from Bali to Lombok, two islands just to the east
of Java, he was immediately struck by the fundamental differences in land animals and
non-migratory birds:

In Bali we have barbets, fruit-thrushes, and woodpeckers; on passing over to
Lombock these are seen no more, but we have abundance of cockatoos,
honeysuckers, and brush-turkeys, which are equally unknown in Bali, or any island

further west. The strait is here fifteen miles wide, so that we may pass in two hours
from one great division of the earth to another, differing as essentially in their animal

life as Europe does from America.

At first, the possibility that such a biological division could have any bearing on linguistic
subgrouping is not obvious. A further consideration of the evidence, however, reveals a
remarkable relationship between linguistic observations and the Wallace Line as it relates
to mammalian fauna.

Wallace noted that the division which has since been named after him separates
placental mammals on the west (elephants, tigers, bears, pangolins, monkeys, etc.) from
marsupial mammals on the east (the cuscus, or phalanger, the bandicoot or marsupial rat,
the tree kangaroo, etc.). A few placental mammals evidently crossed this zoogeographic
divide early (bats, because of their powers of flight, and rats because of their ability to ride
on rafts of vegetation and the like over considerable distances). Apart from these minor
exceptions, and domesticated animals that were transported across the Wallace Line by
humans (most notably dogs and pigs), the complementation of placental and marsupial
mammals is nearly perfect.

For a considerable period of time the position of the languages of eastern Indonesia was
in dispute: do these languages subgroup with the Oceanic languages to the east, or with the
languages of western Indonesia and the Philippines? Blust (1974, 1978, 1983/84) and
Dyen (1978) took opposed stances regarding this question, the former arguing for a
connection with Oceanic, and the latter for a connection with languages further to the west.
At the time these positions were first adopted nothing was known about the history of



The historical value of single words 69

terms for marsupial mammals in Austronesian languages. As it happens, however, these
terms provide critical evidence for a major division of the Austronesian language family.

If the Austronesian diaspora began in Taiwan speakers of Austronesian languages
would have encountered marsupial mammals for the first time when they crossed the
Wallace Line. Under these circumstances the appearance of cognate innovations for these
previously unknown animals could have only one interpretation: that the languages in
which they are found are descended from a common protolanguage that must have existed
when the Wallace Line was crossed. Any other interpretation would force one to the
absurd conclusion that speakers of Austronesian languages who crossed the Wallace Line
as a result of historically independent migrations had somehow innovated related terms for
fauna that were entirely novel to them. The appearance of cognate words for ‘cuscus’ in
both the Moluccas (Watubekadola, Bulido) and in Melanesia (Manarbdora, Vitu
hadora, Penchédtotay, Mussauaroa, Nggelakandora) can only be explained plausibly by
a hypothesis that the languages of eastern Indonesia descend from a protolanguage that is
immediately ancestral to them and the Oceanic group (now called ‘Central-Eastern
Malayo-Polynesian). In this case we are doubly fortunate in being able to extract a
historical value from single words, since a cognate set meaning ‘bandicoot’ also spans
many of the languages of eastern Indonesia (Leti-Mweda/made Damar madar,
Yamdenamande Amblau mate Asilulu mare)), and western Melanesia (Motuada,
Takiamadal Wogeom"aja, Loum"“as Mangap-Mbulanoozo ‘bandicoot’, Waidina Fijian
n"aco, Namosi Fijiay"aca ‘large rat’). Together these forms point to PCEMP *kandoRa
‘cuscus’, and PCEMP *manmgmansar ‘bandicoot’, and even if no other evidenesze
available, these two words would provide powerful support for the Central-Eastern
Malayo-Polynesian hypothesis.

7 Conclusions

The etymologies of many other single words provide important information on culture
history. Examples include PMP *jdcave’, which has come to refer to any type of alri
structure in many of the languages of northern Sarawak, implying the earlier practice of
cave burial in that area among peoples who have not practiced it within the ethnographic
present, reflexes of *tina mate ‘orphan’ (lit. ‘mother dead’) in languages of the Southeast
Solomon islands that now have a patrilineal social organisation, implying that they were
matrilineal at an earlier time, and the cross-sibling substitution drifts, whereby PMP *fiaRa
‘brother (woman speaking)’ and *betaw ‘sister (man speaking)’ were replaced repeatedly
in the history of Austronesian languages by terms that have the structural form ‘male’ or
‘male + child’ and ‘female’ or ‘female + child’ respectively, implying a transfer of
terminology from wife-giving and wife-taking lineages to cross-siblings, and hence a
system of asymmetric exchange as the basis of PMP social organisation (Blust 1990). The
historical value of these single-word comparisons does not differ in kind from that of such
well-known examples as Englisdalary (< Latin salzrium ‘salt-money’), pen (< Latin
penna ‘feather’) or clock (< Anglo Saxociugge ‘bell’). What is different about the
comparisons that are highlighted in this paper is that they shed light on major subgrouping
problems (PAn *Siwa > PMP *siwa ‘nine’, and the PCEMP lexical innovations *kandoRa
‘cuscus’ and *mang/mansar ‘bandicoot’), on language homelands anartapt episodes
of prehistoric linguistic levelling (Chamorgakyo ‘typhoon’), on the contraction of faunal
distribution areas (*bugaya ‘crocodile’), and somewhat less clearly, on the possibilities of
preserving lexical items for generations after losing contact with their referents, and then
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revivifying them when similar referents are encountered once again (*qaRem ‘pangolin’).
Although all of these conclusions are subject to interpretations which may differ from one
researcher to the next, the examples on which they are based are a reminder that the
vocabulary of a language is a repository of history that can be mined for far more insights
than we are generally apt to notice or appreciate.
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5 Beyond pronouns: further evidence
for South Bougainville

BETHWYN EVANS

1 Introduction®

The historical relations of the Papuan languages which are scattered across the island
region to the east of the New Guinea mainland, including the Bismarck Archipelago in the
northwest, Bougainville and the northwest and central Solomon Islands in the east, and
Rossel Island in the southwest, remain debated in the linguistic litefature.

Ross (2001, 2005) proposes five distinct families of Papuan languages in this region of
Island Melanesia, including: (i) Central Solomons; (ii) Yele-West New Britain; (iii) East
New Britain; (iv) South Bougainville; and (v) North Bougainville, as well as three
language isolates. Ross’ evidence for this classification is shared pronominal paradigms,
which can be taken as indicative of genetic relationships amongst languages, and that
warrant further, and more detailed, investigation.

There have also been proposals of historical connections amongst all the Papuan
languages of Island Melanesia. Wurm (1975, 1982) suggests that all these Papuan languages
are genetically related, forming an East Papuan Phylum. Wurm states that the evidence for
East Papuan consists of both shared similarities in lexicon and typological characteristics,

1 itis with pleasure that | offer this paper, my first foray into Papuan historical linguistics, to Malcolm

Ross; and also gratefully acknowledge the many discussions | have had with Malcolm regarding
historical linguistics over the years, as well as those more recently on the data and issues presented in this
paper. | would also like to thank Malcolm, Andrew Pawley and Darrell Tryon for providing me with
unpublished data on the Papuan and Austronesian languages of Bougainville; and Andrew Pawley and
Brigitte Pakendorf for comments on an earlier version of the paper.

The term ‘Papuan’ is used for languages of the New Guinea mainland and islands to the west in eastern
Indonesia and to the east in the islands of Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands as a cover term for
languages that are not part of the large Austronesian family. However, this label makes no claims about
the genetic relatedness of these languages.

Until recently discussions of Papuan languages within this region also included the languages of the
Reefs and Santa Cruz islands in eastern Solomon Islands. However, these languages have since been
shown to be Austronesian (Ross and Neaess 2007).

The problems with using pronouns to establish genetic relatedness have been widely discussed. However,
as Ross (2005) describes shared form-meaning pairs in all three person categories are unlikely to be due
to chance, but rather are indicative of an historical relationship amongst the languages. Since reported
cases of ‘borrowed’ pronouns tend to be in specific sociocultural contexts and with individual pronominal
forms rather than entire paradigms, it is likely that shared paradigms of pronouns reflect a common
source (Ross 2005).
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but he only gives details of shared structural features and the true diagnostic value of this
evidence can be questioned. For example, while systems of gender or nominal classification
are widespread in Wurm’s ‘East Papuan’ languages, Terrill (2002) shows that phonological
and structural similarities across all the languages, which would be indicative of genetic
relatedness, do not exist.

Given that Greater Bougainville was settled about 30,000 years ago (Spriggs 1997), and
New Britain and New Ireland about 40,000 years ago (Summerhayes 2007), it is likely that
any historical relationship amongst the contemporary Papuan languages of different island
groups of Island Melanesia is too distant to be determined by traditional methods of
historical linguistics. For this reason, Dunn et al. (2007) and Dunn et al. (2008) investigate
genetic relatedness by applying a variety of computational methods derived from
evolutionary biology to a database of structural features. They conclude that the linguistic
evidence does suggest a historical connection amongst the Papuan languages of this region
which likely results from ‘either ancient Papuan-Papuan contact, or descent from a
common ancestor’ (Dunn et al. 2008:748).

This paper investigates a single group of Papuan languages, namely South Bougainville.
The paper builds on the work of Ross (2001, 2005) by applying the Comparative Method
to a sample of lexical data, and argues that the regular sound correspondences, which can
be established on the basis of form-meaning pairings in basic vocabulary, are additional
support for the genetic relatedness of the four Papuan languages of southern Bougainville.

2 Further evidencefor a South Bougainville family

Ross’ South Bougainville family comprises four languages, Nagovisi, Nasioi, Buin and
Motuna (Siwai), which are spoken in the Kieta and Buin districts of southern Bougainville
(see Map 1). The genetic relatedness of these four languages had previously been proposed
by Allen and Hurd (1965) on the basis of a lexicostatistical study, and by Wurm (1975,
1982) on the basis of shared lexical and structural charactefistiosm (1975, 1982) also
proposed that South Bougainville (his East Bougainville) consisted of two subgroups: (a)
Nasioi comprising the Nagovisi and Nasioi languages; and (b) Buin comprising the Buin
and Motuna languages. The evidence for these two groupings appears to be differences in
percentages of shared lexicon, as set out by Allen and Hurd (1965). Thus Nasioi and
Nagovisi share over 50 percent of basic vocabulary, while Buin and Motuna show
percentages in the mid-thirties. In contrast, percentages of shared basic vocabulary
between Nagovisi/Nasioi and Buin/Motuna are between the high teens and high twenties
(Wurm 1975:792).

2.1 Thedatafor thisstudy

The data presented in this paper come from a number of different published and
unpublished sources. The most detailed and accessible lexical data available for the South
Bougainville languages is Laycock and Onishi’'s (2003) Buin dictionary. Laycock
distinguishes six Buin dialects; northern, northeastern, southern, eastern and western
dialects, as well as the central dialect on which the dictionary is based. Additional Buin

Bougainville island lies along a northwest-southeast axis, and so Nagovisi, Nasioi, Buin and Motuna can
be described as located in the southeast of the island. | follow Ross in labeling the language family South
Bougainville in contrast to the North Bougainville family. This is different from Wurm who labeled these
groups East Bougainville and West Bougainville, respectively.
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data comes from: (a) Grace and Kanoai (1955), which consists of over 600 lexical items
over 300 grammatical constructions (noun phrases, possessive phrases, simple sentences)
from Uisai (northeastern) Buin; (b) Hall (n.d.), an extensive list of lexical items and
sentences in 26 languages of Bougainville and the northern Solomon Islands, including
Uisai Buin; and (c) Griffin’s (1974) grammar sketch of the language.

Map 1: Languages of Bougainville
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For Motuna, Onishi (2002) presents extensive lexical data collected by Douglas Oliver
in 1938-39, annotated with his own more recent checking with contemporary speakers.
These data are supplemented by several other sources. Grace and Timpa (1955) give
comparable data to that of Grace and Kanoai (1955) described above, while Pawley and
lobo (1971) present a shorter list of around 215 items of basic vocabuBayaway
(1987b) gives 120 items of basic vocabulary from five dialects of Motuna, while Gasaway
(1987c) gives an additional 136 items. Some additional Motuna lexical items are from Hall
(n.d.). Onishi's (1994) description of Motuna provides the most detailed grammatical
information available on any of the South Bougainville languages.

The Nasioi data are primarily from three word lists; Grace and Davika (1955), Pawley
and Bintamoi (1971) and Pawley and Kauori (1971). Additional lexical data has been
taken from a number of other sources on Nasioi grammar, namely Muller’'s (1949), Hurd
and Hurd (1970), Hurd (1977) and Hurd (1992).

The Nagovisi data are from Pawley and Namoko’s (1971) word list, as well as word
lists in Gasaway (1987a, c), Decker’'s (1981) grammatical description, and Hunt’s (1992)
phonological sketch.

This plethora of word lists from southern Bougainville languages provides the lexical
data necessary for applying the Comparative Method. However, there are also a number of
problems with using data from such a range of sources. First, the orthographic conventions
of each word list are not always clear, and there are uncertainties regarding the
phonological shape of some itefhSecond, the data likely consist of a combination of
archaic and contemporary lexical items and so the data for each language cannot be taken
to represent a single coherent stage of the language. Third, detailed morphological analysis
has not been undertaken for each of the languages. While analyses given in the different
grammatical sources have been consulted, it is still possible that certain morpheme
boundaries within the lexical data have been misanalysed. For example, verbal forms occur
in the word lists with a range of suffixes in each language. Only verbal roots are compared
here, and suffixes are identified on the basis of grammatical descriptions of each language
or recurrent endings within the lexical data.

From the various sources on South Bougainville languages, a set of comparative lexical
data was put together that consists of 377 meanings for which | had data from more than
one South Bougainville language and from a range of semantic domains; see Table 1. It is
from these data that regular sound correspondences amongst the languages were
determined and cognate sets established.

®>  Andrew Pawley collected basic vocabulary for a number of languages of Papua New Guinea, including

Motuna, Nasioi and Nagovisi of southern Bougainville, by requesting school teachers to ask their
students to complete his 215 item word list. These are cited here as co-authored by Pawley and the
student who completed the word list.

The data given in the Appendix follow the orthography of each source, with the exception that sequences
of identical vowels are represented by a single vowel with a macron.
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Table1l: Semantic domains and number of meanings compared

Semantic domain Number of meanings compared
body parts 40
numerals 13
kin and people 26
physical environment 40
flora 31
fauna 25
property terms 46
motion and stance 27
bodily function 26
basic actions and events 52
material culture 51
Total 377

Table 2 shows the number of cognate sets for each semantic domain across different
groups and pairings of South Bougainville languages. These forms, as described in 82.2,
show predominately regular sound correspondences. Columns A-E represent the number
of cognate sets that provide support for the South Bougainville language family, with
cognate forms in all four, or at least three, of the contemporary languages. There are also a
significant number of apparent cognates found in only two of the four languages, and these
are shown in columns F—K. The supporting data for each of these cognate sets are given in

the Appendix.

Table 2. Number of cognate forms across different sets of contemporary languages
Semantic domain A°B C D E/F G H | J K| Toa
body parts 6 0 2 6 3:3 0 2 0 1 4 27
numerals 2 0 1 o0 0:1 0o O 1 o0 2 7
kin and people 3 0 4 5 1 2 0 0 0 o0 2 17
physical environment 5 1 2 2 1 3 0 5 3 0 8 30
flora 2 1 2 2 2:0 1 2 0O 0 5 19
fauna 2 0 1 0 0{1 0 2 1 0 O 9
property terms 6 2 3 1 1 8§ 0 3 1 0 2 27
motion and stance 1 2 1 1 1:3 0 1 0O O 8 18
bodily function 5 0 1 0 3.2 0 0 1 1 &6 19
basic actionsandevents5 0 1 2 4:3 2 3 3 3 5 31
material culture 1 0 0 o0 3 O 0 4 1 1 1 11
Total 42 6 18 19 19:26 3 22 11 6 43| 215

Note: Columns A—K give the number of cognate items across different sets of languages:
Nagovisi, Nasioi, Buin, Motuna

TmMmOO ®@ >

Nagovisi, Nasioi, Buin
Nagovisi, Nasioi, Motuna
Nagovisi, Buin, Motuna
Nasioi, Buin, Motuna
Nagovisi, Nasioi

ACTITO

Nagovisi, Buin
Nagovisi, Motuna
Nasioi, Buin
Nasioi, Motuna
Buin, Motuna
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2.2 Sound correspondences and phonological reconstruction

Tables 3 and 4 set out the consonant and vowel correspondences across the four South
Bougainville languages, as well as the reconstructed Proto South Bougainville phoneme
for each correspondence set. While there are irregularites, as described below, there is a
high degree of regularity across all four languages.

Table 3: South Bougainville consonant correspondences

Proto .SO.Uth Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna Environment
Bougainville
1 *m m m m m
2 *p p p g, h h _ Vrounp
3 *p p p p (D), h h _ VNON-ROUND
4 *b w b p p
5 *n n n r,n n
6 *r r, | r | r r V_V
7 *r r, | d n, r d, r #_
8 *d (n)d nt t t
9 *t t t r t V _ Vaack
10 *t t t t t #  Vaack
11 *t S S t, s S i
12 *t s S t, s h i
13 *1 0] n 0] (0] _#
14 * 9 = 9 13
15 *k k k k k
16 g ()9 - g |

A" A dash in the correspondence sets indicates that no cognate forms have been found in the current

sample of data.

The regular and unchanging correspondenca atross all four languages, and thus the
reconstruction of Proto South Bougainville *m, is supported by nearly 40 cognate sets; see
for example ‘coconut tree’ (Table 13) and ‘cold’ (Table 15).

The reconstruction of Proto South Bougainville *p, based on the two correspondences
given in rows 2 and 3 of Table 3, is supported by only a handful of cognate sets. The
correspondence of Nagovisi and Nagoiwvith Buinh ~ @ and Motunah before a round
vowel is supported by four cognate sets, including Naggasin, Nasioipaniy, Buin
ho ~ 6 and Motunahoy ‘sky’, reflecting Proto South Bougainville *pfin) (see Table
12).” Theh ~ @ variation in Buin appears to represent a dialectal difference, with forms
showing the loss of *p found in the Central Buin data in Laycock and Onishi (2003), while
the Uisai Buin data in Grace and Kanoai (1955) consistently shdwe correspondence
set in row 3 is less well-supported, and further data is needed to establish the regular reflex
of Proto South Bougainville *p preceding a non-round vowel in Buin. In these data, only a
single etymon with *p in this phonological environment and a reflex in the Central Buin
data has been found. This is the cognate set for ‘hit’ represented by NasioBuini

" ltis unclear if the finaliy segments of the Nasioi forpaniy ‘sky’ should be reconstructed as part of the

protoform, and so it is included in parentheses in the reconstruction. The change fromirirMotuna
reflects the neutralisation of nasal contrastg wsrd-finally in this language (Onishi 1994:14-16).
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nipi ~ nipikale and Motunanihkarei (Table 18), indicating that in this environment *p is
retained as such in Buin. However, additional data suggests that the reflexes of *p in Buin,
as in the other three languages, may be identical in all phonological environments and that
the retention of *p imipi ~ nipikale ‘hit’ is irregular. Thus data from Grace and Kanoai
(1955) indicates that the correspondence Nagovisi and Nadibsai Buinh, and Motuna

h also occurs before non-round vowels; see, for example, the cognate set for ‘sand’,
including Nagovisipisima, Nasioipzsi, Uisai Buinhisia and Motunéaiisia ~ hisia (Table

12). Also there are a few cognate sets shared only by Buin and Motuna which show the
expected Central Bui@, Uisai Buinh and Motunah correspondence, including one in the
environment of a following non-round vowel, namely Central Buiblisai Buinhi and
Motuna hi‘hair’ (Table 9).

A voiced bilabial stop *b is also reconstructed for Proto South Bougainville based on
the correspondence of Nagowsi Nasioib and Buin and Motunp.? This correspondence
is regular and is supported by more than ten cognaté sets.

Comparison of the alveolar stop, nasal, fricative and rhotic segments across the South
Bougainville languages is complex, with the same segments occurring in two or more
correspondence sets, as shown in rows 5-12 of Table 3. Some of this complexity is due to
orthographic conventions. That is, certain allophonic realisations are represented
orthographically. For example, in Nasioi the difference betweémandd (rows 6 and 7)
reflects different allophonic realisations of /d/, which tends to occur as [d] word-initially
and following a glottal stop, as][word-medially following a vowel, and as [l] word-
initially before /u/ (Hunt 1992). Although the orthographic difference betwesamd| in
the wordlists is recorded in the sound correspondences it will not be discussed further here
given that a phonemic distinction between [r] drdnd [l] is not found in any of the four
languages? For the eight alveolar correspondence sets in Table 3, only four protophonemes
are reconstructed, namely *n, *t, *d and *r.

Proto South Bougainville *n is reconstructed for the correspondence set in row 5 of
Table 3; Nagovisi, Nasioi and Motumaand Buinr ~n. Ther ~ n variation in Buin again
reflects dialectal variation, noted by Laycock and Onishi (2003:xiii)) as a difference
between Central and Northern Buin dialects, respectively. In the data presented here those
Buin forms taken from Laycock and Onishi’s (2003) dictionary of Central Buin show
and the Uisai Buin data from Grace and Kanoai (1955) sinoWhile fourteen cognate
sets support the correspondence given in row 5 of Table 3, there are a couple of forms
which are exceptional. Central Bumunno ‘liver’ (Table 9) andhipi ‘hit’ (Table 18) both
have an unexpected n word-initially. The geminate nn in nunno ‘liver’ is also unexplained.

Correspondence sets 6 and 7 in Table 3 appear to be in complimentary distribution and
so a single protophoneme *r is reconstructed. The correspondendeeafised as either

Gasaway (1987a:4) notes that there is dialectal variation between [b] and [w] for some lexemes. For
example, she records Lamane Nagowig?, To'mau Nagovisbu? and Border Nagovisivu? for ‘river’.

With other lexemes the same pronunciation is found across all dialects and in yet other lexemes there is a
phonological contrast between /b/ and /wi.

In one of the Motuna word lists, Pawley and lobo (1971), two lexemes which form part of the cognate
sets of this correspondence are written with the syibll Motuna the voiced bilabial stop segment is

the post-nasal allophone of /w/ (Onishi 1994:16).

As noted, in Nasioi [I] tends to occur word-initially before /u/. Gasaway (1987a:19) reports for Nagovisi
that [I] tends to occur word-initially and [r] medially, but notes that both pronunciations could occur in
both positions. For Buin it is reported that [I] amfddre in free variation (Laycock and Onishi 2003:xiii),

while Onishi (1994:8, 18) records [l] only in loanwords in Motuna.

10
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[r], [c] [I]) across all four languages is supported byrlye20 cognate sets, all of which
compriser intervocalically; see for example the cognates sets for ‘head’ (Table 9) ‘eel
(Table 14) and ‘to hear’ (Table 17) This complements the correspondence Nageliisi

Nasioi d, Buinr ~ n and Motunad ~ r which occurs in word-initial position and is
supported by only five cognate sets, including that for ‘ear’ (Table 9) ‘sun’ (Table 12) and
‘to breathe, live’ (Table 17" These correspondences represent synchronic allophonic
variation in the languages. As mentioned Nasioi /d/ is realised as [d] word-initially and as
[c] word-medially following a vowel, and it is this sghronic pattern which is represented

in the sound correspondences in Table 3. Onishi (1994:17-18) describes how the /r/
phoneme in Motuna may be realised as [d] word-initially, but that it is in free variation
with [r] or [r] in this environment. This explains the oo@nce of bothd andr in Motuna

in correspondence set 7; see for example, the cognate set for ‘ear’ (Table 9). The Buin data
for correspondence set 7 is limited to four of the possible five cognate sets, and on the
basis of these data it is unclear what factors condition the variation. Bothr andn are

found in the Central and Uisai Buin data, and there is not necessarily agreement across the
dialects for a particular etymon. For example, Central Buirrdés fall’ with an initial r,

while Uisai Buin has nukalgo fall’ with an initial n.

Only a few cognate sets provide support for correspondence set 8 in Table 3 and only
two of them have cognates in all four languages. Since the correspondence of Nagovisi
(n)d, Nasioint, Buin and Motund contrasts with the other alveolar correspondence sets, a
separate phoneme *d is reconstructed for Proto South Bougainville.

In the Nagovisi data the same lexemes are recorded with both prenasalised and oral
voiced alveolar stops, such panda ~pada‘leaf (Table 13) Gasaway (1987a) compares
wordlists from four areas within the Nagovisi-speaking region and suggests that the
occurrence of prenasal and oral stops reflects dialectal differences. She notes (1987a:1-2)
that a mountain dialect, Lamane, shows predominately prenasalised stops, while two
dialects to the west, To'mau and Beretembe, show predominately oral stops, but in none of
these varieties is the difference found to be contrastive. An eastern dialect, spoken at
Sindalu, shows both prenaslised and oral voiced stops, and here Gasaway (1987a:2)
suggests that there might be a phonemic contrast, but does not elaborate. Gasaway (1987a)
in her brief description of Nagovisi prenasalised and oral stops gives examples of bilabial,
alveolar and velar segments. However, in the present data, this variation is most apparent
with alveolar stops, and without more detailed contemporary data the role and histories of
prenasalised stops in these languages are not clear. Based on considerations of the most
plausible kinds of sound change in the history of the contemporary languages and the
system reconstructed for Proto South Bougainville, it seems best to reconstruct a series of
voiced oral stops, namely *b, *d and *g. Proto South Bougainville *d is reflected in Buin
and Motuna ad, having undergone the same devoicing change reconstructed for the
bilabial stop series. These apparently parallel changes provide additional support for the
reconstruction of *d and its changettm Motuna and Buin, which is otherwise supported
by only two cognate sets. The regular correspondence between Nagleand Nasiont
is additionally supported by few other cognate sets found only in these two languages. The
presence of the apparent nasal-stop sequence in Nasioi and of prenasalised representations
in a number of the Nagovisi lexemes does suggest that in Proto South Bougainville *d, at

11 all five cases occurs word-initially before a back vowel. It is thought that this is an artefact of the
limited sample of data, but further research is needed to confirm the generalised environment of word-
initial position for this correspondence set.
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least, may have had both oral and prenasalised pronunciations. As the discussion indicates,
the reconstruction of *d is less certain than that of other phonemes, which are supported by
more tokens of the correspondence set.

For the final four alveolar correspondence sets, rows 9-12 in. Table 3, the single Proto
South Bougainville phoneme *t is reconstructed. These four correspondence sets occur in
complimentary environments. First, correspondence set 9 compirs@&&agovisi, Nasioi
and Motuna and in Buin and, although illustrated by only three cognate sets, it always
occurs intervocalically where the following vowel is a back vowel, that isora. This
contrasts with correspondence 10in all four languages, which occurs word-initially
before a back vowel. For example, Btimu(pai) ‘to spit’ corresponds to Nasidutu(pa)
and Motunatitii(ha),*? such that word-initially there is a correspondence between tBuin
and Nasioi and Motuna whereas intervocalically there is a correspondence between Buin
r and Nasioi and Motunia(see Table 17). However, it should be noted that there are also a
number of apparent Buin cognates that show irregular retentiomtefvocalically before
a back vowel, such dsita ‘brother (older of male)’ (Table 11). Correspondence sets 11
and 12, Nagovisi and NasisiBuin t~ s and Motunas or h, occur only in the environment
of a following high front vowel.'® The variation in Buin again reflects dialectal variation;
Central Buin forms show, while Uisai Buin forms show. Thus Central Buiti ‘to put,
place’ and Uisai Buirsisale ‘to put’ correspond to Nagovisigsi ‘to put’ and Motuna
sirarei ‘to put’ (Table 18). Correspondence set 11 is regular and supported by at least
seven cognate sets. However, there are four other cognate sets that illustrate the
correspondence given in row 12 of Table 3. In these cases, not only is the original
consonant reflected dsin Motuna, the following vowel is also lost. Thus Central Buin
koti ‘garden; enclosure’ and Nagovisasi? ‘garden’ correspond to Moturi@h ‘garden’

(Table 12). Conditioning environments which distinguish correspondence sets 11 and 12
are not apparent from the current sample of data.

The two correspondence sets in rows 13 and 14 of Table 3 are reconstructed as
reflecting the single Proto South Bougainville phonemeThe presence of a velar nasal
in Nasioi and the lack of any corresponding segment in the other three languages occurs
regularly in word-final position, and is supported by seven cognate sets, including ‘blood’
(Table 9), ‘sea’ (Table 12) and ‘sugarcane’ (Table 13). At this stage, | reconstruct word-
final *n in such contexts, despite its retention in onlyngle language and apparent loss in
the other three languages. In the data, there are only two cognate sets, namely ‘man’ (Table
11) and ‘black’ (Table 15), which illustrate the correspondence of a velar nasal in
Nagovisi, Buin and Motuna, and for neither has a Nasioi cognate been found. Thus
additional data is needed before any claims can be made regarding the history of velar
nasals in these languages.

There are two correspondence sets for velar stops, rows 15 and 16 in Table 3. The
reconstruction of Proto South Bougainville *k for the regular corresponderkcaabss
all four languages is supported by around twenty cognate sets; see for example ‘four’
(Table 10), ‘garden’ (Table 12), ‘to be warm, hot’ (Table 15) and ‘to bite’ (Table 18). Also
reconstructed for Proto South Bougainville is a contrasting velar stop *g. The
correspondence set supporting this reconstruction is that in row 16 of Table 3. However, it

2 For o spit’ in Motuna there is variation across the word lists. Although the form given above has a
medialt, a medial is found in a different word list.
In the current data there are no cognate sets which illustrate the occurrence of the alveolar stop preceding
the front mid vowek.
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is based on only two uncontroversial cognates sets, both of which lack Nasioi forms. In
contemporary Nagovisi and Buin voiced and voiceless velar stops are described as separate
phonemes, and this distinction is also reconstructed for Proto South Bougainville since
correspondence sets 15 and 16 occur in contrastive environments. In Motuna, which has
only a single series of stops at all places of articulation, there appears to have been a
change from an oral stop *g to a nasal sfopor example, Motunkorigi ‘fish (generic)’

Is cognate with Nagovidare(y)ge ‘fish’ (Table 14) and Motunaugay ‘male’ is cognate

with both Buin rugay'man fL)’ and Nagovisi nugag ‘man’ (Table 11).

The vowel correspondences across South Bougainville languages are also very regular
(see Table 4), although there are a number of complications relating to differences across the
synchronic vowel systems and to the varying representations of forms across the different
sources of data. First, all four languages appear to allow sequences of two vowels, including
identical ones (Hurd 1992; Gasaway 1987a; Onishi 1994; Laycock and Onishi 2003).
However, it is not clear that sequences of identical vowels have been consistently recorded in
all the word lists. Thus, although it seems likely that Proto South Bougainville also had
sequences of identical vowels, and there are a few cognate sets where a sequence of identical
vowels is recorded in two or more languages, including ‘knee’ (Table 9), ‘betelnut’ (Table
13) and ‘to flow’ (Table 16), further and more accurate synchronic lexical analysis is
needed’ Although sequences of non-identical vowels occur in etyma in a number of the
cognate sets, in these data there are no recurring patterns of correspondence with a sequence
of two non-identical vowels in one language corresponding to a sequence of identical vowels
and/or a single vowel in the other langualjes.

Contemporary Nasioi, Buin and Motuna have a typical five-vowel systemi vétbo, u
anda (Hurd and Hurd 1970; Laycock and Onishi 2003; Onishi 1994). Gasaway (1987a)
and Hunt (1992) present similar analyses of a five-vowel system for Nafoiiscker
(1981), on the other hand, suggests a six vowel system for Nagovisi, which she represents
with the symbols, e, a, 0, 6 andu. Decker (1981) does not provide a description of the
realisations of each of the six vowels, and her data indicatettheds a different
distribution from the other vowels. That is, while the other five vowels occur in Decker’s
(1981) data singularly and in sequences of identical and non-identical véwadsurs
only in a sequence of two identical vowels. Decker’s (1981) data does, however, contain a
number of minimal or near minimal pairs, suggesting that a distinct phoneme,
including moo ‘coconut’, moo ‘to get’, mo ‘I come’, muuga ‘at night’ and nnaa ‘my wife’.

4 1n Motuna all sequences of two vowels, including identical vowels, are best analysed as such, rather than
as diphthongs or long vowels (Onishi 1994:18-22). In Nagovisi sequences of identical vowels in which
the stress in on the second vowel are analysed as a sequence of two individual vowels, while sequences
which are unstressed or in which stress is on the first vowel are analysed as monosyllabic long vowels
(Gasaway 1987a). As stress is not indicated in any of the sources of data used here, all Nagovisi items are
represented as a sequence of two identical vowels and not as a single long vowel. The same
representation is used for the other three languages, as well as the reconstructed forms.
For the Proto South Bougainville, a sequence of non-identical vowels is reconstructed if two or more
languages show such a sequence. The reconstructions thus posit an hypothesis that is economical in terms
of number of changes proposed to have occurred, but requires further investigation of recurring patterns
16 of correspondence across the contemporary languages.

Note that Hunt (1992) describes the Nagosivi vowel system as compyrigilago ando, while Gasaway

(1987a) indicates that Nagovisi has the same five-vowel system as the other three languages.

15
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Table4: South Bougainville vowel correspondences

ggatgloaﬁ?/ﬁltg Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
1 *u u u u U
2 *0 (6] 0 u u
3 *0 0 o 0 G
4 *) a a o) 0
5 *a a a a -
6 *j i i i i
7 *e e e e, | i

The patterning and occurrence of the seven correspondence sets, given in Table 4,
suggest the reconstruction of six vowel phonemes for Proto South Bougainville.
Correspondence sets 1-5 show different patterns of correspondence amongst the three back
vowels found in the contemporary languages, namgetyanda. Correspondence set 3 is
represented by four cognate sets only, and will be discussed after the other four
correspondence sets have been described.

Correspondence sets 1, 2 and 4 in Table 4 are supported by around 20 cognate sets each,
while correspondence set 5 is supported by 34 cognates. Each of these sound
correspondences occurs in a wide range of phonological environments taking into account
position in the word (e.g. initially, medially, finally) and surrounding consonant and vowel
segments. While there are no exact minimal pairs across these four correspondences, the
presence of near minimal pairs does indicate that these four sound correspondences are
contrastive and so represent distinct protophonemes. This is illustrated by the cognate sets
in Table 5. For example, the cognate sets for ‘head’, ‘bird’ and ‘menstrual house’
demonstrate the occurrence of correspondence sets 2, 4 and 5 in the initial syllable of a
word, preceded by a labial consonant, followed by rhotic consonant and with a front vowel
in the following syllable. The reconstruction of Proto South Bougainville back vowels,
reflected by these four correspondence sets, appears to be reasonably straightforward.
Correspondence sets 1 and 5 comprise the same vowel segment across all four languages
and these two segments, *u and *a respectively, are reconstructed as the Proto South
Bougainville phonemes. The correspondence of Nagovisi and Nasawid Buin and
Motunau (set 2), is taken to reflect an original *o segment, while the correspondence of
Nagovisi and Nasich and Buin and Motuna (set 4) is taken to reflect an original. *bhe
contrast of correspondences 2 and 4 indicates that two back vowel phonemes can be
reconstructed for Proto South Bougainville alongside *u and *a, and reconstructing *o and
*5 posits more plausible changes to account for tieoaporary vowel forms than other
reconstructions.
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Table5: Cognates illustrating contrastive environments of back vowel correspontfences

Gloss Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna Corr. set

eye uta duta — uto 1

child toto to-?to — tutu 2

island matomato — Moruroi motuka(h) 4
hear tala(nsi) . tra tarowarei ! 5. .

tobacco — burusi puruta puruweku 1

daughter (nora — ruro nuro 2

big panna pankai ogokopa  honno 4
eel warama _____ baraima palamo ___paramo ! S ]

old (thing) ulikala urika uni — 1

fear — arord ouru oruharei 4
sleep asi________@asi___ 3 ai___athe ! S ]

push tumele tame — tamiwarei 1

ear lom, ron dome nume dun 2

left (hand) — mare?anarn moripere  morinonna 4
ocod o kameli  kamari | kameli _ _kama? ! S ]

head wore bore pure puri 2

bird ware(g)ge barey — porini 4
_house (menstrual) — _____bare pale pari S ...

breathe, live lomasiaisi domanti numatu dumaruharei 2

dust lamo damon — domu 4

eel warama bam-?ma palamo paramo 5

Correspondence set 3 is problematic. It is supported by four cognate sets and comprises
the correspondence of the bawkowel across all four languages. However, none of the
cognate sets are complete or regular; see Table 8. For example, while in the cognate set for
‘to know, think’, including Nasioi, Buin and Motuna forms, there is a corresponderae of
in these three languages, in the other three cognate sets, which include Nagovisi forms
with the vowel o, the Nasioi and Buin forms comprise vowel sequefitéEhese
correspondences are analysed as reflecting Proto South Bougainville *o, although further
data are needed to ascertain if there are different conditioning environments for sound
correspondence sets 2 and 3, if there are recurrent correspondences of vowel sequences
across the four languages, as well as if the cognate sets in Table 8 do represent regular
patterns of sound change or irregularities.

Table6: Cognates illustrating the back vowel correspondence'8et 3

Gloss Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna

know, think — onoukd, onou? ono, onohale onohareionohihe
betelnut most moisi — mosi, Mbsi

guts ko — kou ko

shoot to? to(ko) tua, suakale tohéwarei, thihe

7 The complete supporting data for each of these cognate sets is given in the Appendix. For reasons of
space only one cognate form from each language is given here.
The cognate set for ‘breast’ (Table 9) also appears to support this correspondence, but cognates have been
found only in Nagovisi and Motuna.
Explanation of the variant forms for each language is provided with the tables of supporting data in the
Appendix.
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There are only two vowel correspondence sets comprising the front voaetse;
rows 6 and 7 in Table 4. They support the reconstruction of the two phonemes *i and *e
for Proto South Bougainville. The reconstruction of *i is straightforward, with 24 cognate
sets illustrating the regular correspondenceinfthe four languages. The correspondence
of Nagovisi, Nasioi and Buie and Motuna is less well-supported, but is found in nine
cognate sets. That these two correspondence sets are contrastive and so reflect two original
protophonemes can be demonstrated by near minimal pairs. For example, the cognate set
that includes Nagovisvore Nasioibore Buin pure and Motunguri ‘head’ illustrates the
correspondence afin Motuna ance in the other three languages, while the cognate set
that includes Nagovisiin)uri, Buin nuni and Motunanuri ‘son (my) shows the
correspondence afacross the languages. There are also three cognate sets in which there
is a correspondence between Nagovisi and Nasiad Buin and Motuna Comparison of
the cognate set for ‘head’ (given above) with that for ‘left (hand)’ which includes Nasioi
mare’anay, Buin moripere and Motunamornnonna, shows that the occurrencesdr i in
Buin does not appear to be determined by the phonological environment of the segment.
These three cognate sets are analysed here as representing irregular change of Proto South
Bougainville *e to Buini. However, analysis of additional data is needed to ascertain if
they are representative of a third correspondence set of front vowels.

These established sound correspondences and their analysis as reflexes of a set of Proto
South Bougainville phonemes appear to provide a reasonable phonological history of the
contemporary languages. However, some contemporary phonemes are not accounted for,
including the glottal stop in Nagovisi, Nasioi and Motuna and the Motuna vewel
Nagovisi and Nasioi have a phonemic glottal stop (Hunt 1992; Hurd 1992), while in
Motuna the glottal stop has both phonemic and phonetic realisations (Onishi 1994:12-13).
Central Buin, on the other hand, does not have a glottal stop phoneme (see Laycock and
Onishi 2003:xiii). Glottal stops do not appear to have been consistently recorded in all the
sources of data used here, and so it has not been possible to include this segment in the
sound correspondences. More accurate contemporary data are needed before the history of
this segment can be determined. As mentioned Motuna has a five vowel systeno af
and a. However, the historical analysis presented here accounts only for four of the
Motuna vowels, namely, o, u anda, but note. On the basis of these data the history of
Motuna eis unclear and is in need of further investigation.

2.3 Proto South Bougainville and sound changesin the contemporary languages

The discussion of sound correspondences across the South Bougainville languages
confirms Ross’ (2001, 2005) hypothesis that these languages are genetically related. In
addition, this lexical study allows for the reconstruction of the Proto South Bougainville
phoneme system and of certain sound changes that have occurred in the history of the
contemporary languages.

The phoneme system reconstructed for Proto South Bougainville is given in Table 7.
The consonant inventory is very similar to that of all four contemporary languages,
although the voicing distinction in oral stops has been lost in Motuna and retained only for
the velar stop in Buin. As mentioned, it is possible that Proto South Bougainville also had
a glottal stop phoneme, as found in Nagovisi, Nasioi and Motuna, but this is not certain
from the present data. Six vowel phonemes appear to be reconstructable for Proto South
Bougainville, represented here as the five cardinal vowels present in the contemporary
languages and an additional back mid vowel.
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Table7: Proto South Bougainville phoneme inventory

Consonants Vowels
*p *t *k *i *u
*b *d *g *e *o
*m *n *1] *O
*r *a

represents allophonic variation that was present in the protolanguage.

Table8: Sound changes in South Bougainville languages

The reconstruction of such a set of protophonemes implies that certain sound changes
have occurred in the daughter languages. These are set out in Table 8. In all four languages
there is a change from *t ®before the high front vowe| and it seems likely that this

Proto South

y Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville
*p — — *n > @ (Central B.) *p>h
*p > h (Uisai B.)
*b *b>w — *b>p *np>p
*t *>s/ *t>s/ ] *t>r1/V_Veack *t>s/
*t>s/ i(Uisai B.) (*ti > h)
*d — *d > nt *d >t *d>t
*k — - - -
*g — — *g>1
*
m P P R —_—
*n — — *n >r (Central B.) —
*1 >0/ # — n>0/ # >0/ #
*r — r>d#_ >r,n#_ r>d, r#
*
u J— J— J— —_—
*0 _ — *0 > U *o>u
*2 *d>a *d>a *5 >0 *d >0
*a - - - -
"
| J— J— J— JE—
*e — — (*e > i) *e > |
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2.4 Internal relationships of South Bougainville

Wurm (1975, 1982) proposes that the South Bougainville family consists of two
subgroups: Nasioi, comprising the Nagovisi and Nasioi languages, and Buin, comprising
the Buin and Motuna languag®&sHis evidence for these groupings, based on Hurd and
Allen (1965), is that Nagovisi and Nasioi share a higher percentage of basic vocabulary
with each other than they do with either Buin or Motuna, and that the same is true of Buin
and Motuna. Table 2 sets out the number of shared cognates across different groups of
South Bougainville languages in the current sample of data. Of the 215 cognate sets, 104
occur in three or four languages and are taken to reflect original Proto South Bougainville
forms. Of the remaining 111 cognate sets, contemporary forms are found in only two of the
four languages. Buin and Motuna do share a significant number of cognate forms that are
not found in either Nasioi or Nagovisi; 43 cognate sets as shown in column K of Table 2.
However, the number of cognate sets exclusive to Nasioi and Nagovisi (26, column F in
Table 2), is not significantly higher than the number shared by Nagovisi and Motuna (22,
column H in Table 2). This raises questions about the subgrouping of Nasioi and Nagovisi.

There is also a methodological concern with using exclusively shared lexical items to
define subgroups, particularly within a family of only four languages. The strongest
evidence for subgrouping comes from exclusively shared innovations, which are best
accounted for as occurring in a common ancestor distinct from that of languages outside of
the proposed subgroup. While it is possible, and indeed likely, that at least some of the
lexical cognates shared exclusively by Buin and Motuna are shared innovations, this is
difficult to demonstrate. With only four languages in the family, and possibly two primary
subgroups, it is nearly impossible to distinguish between shared innovations and shared
retentions and thus use lexicon as diagnostic of subgrouping patterns. For example, if Buin
and Motuna show a pair of cognate forms (bBigandhi ‘hair’) and Nagovisi and Nasioi
show a different pair of cognate forms for the same lexical meanindgeoganddapo ~
rapo ‘hair’), then without presuming a particular subgrouping it is impossible to determine
which cognate set is retained from Proto South Bougainville, if any, and which reflects a
shared innovation. If, on the basis of number of exclusively shared lexical items, Buin and
Motuna are taken to form a subgroup, while Nagovisi and Nasioi are not, then it could be
argued that the Buin and Motuna cognates represent a shared innovation in contrast to the
retained forms in Nagovisi and Nasioi. However, if Nagovisi and Nasioi are also taken to
form a subgroup, then it is impossible to determine which subgroup has retained the Proto
South Bougainville form and which has the innovative form.

The reconstruction of the Proto South Bougainville phoneme system presented here
does support a Buin-Motuna subgroup. As can be seen from Table 8, Buin and Motuna
share a number of phonological innovations distinct from either Nasioi or Nagovisi:

(a) Proto South Bougainville *p has become h, with subsequent loss in Central Buin;

(b) Proto South Bougainville *b and *d have been devoiced, and *d merges with
original *t;

(c) Proto South Bougainville *o has become u, merging with original *u; and

20 \Wurm (1975, 1982) uses different terms for groupings of genetically related languages based on the
percentage of shared lexicon. Thus he labels South Bougainville (his East Bougainville) a ‘stock’, with
between 12-20% shared vocabulary and the Nasioi and Buin groups ‘families’, with between 20-28%
shared vocabulary. | use the term ‘family’ to denote a group of genetically related languages that have not
been demonstrated to be related to any other languages, and the term ‘subgroup’ for a group of languages
within a family that are more closely related to each other than to any other language within the family.
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(d) Proto South Bougainville *has become o.

Innovation (a), *p >h, must have occurred before innovation (b) since the devoicing of
original *b has not resulted in a merger of Proto South Bougainville *b and *p in these two
languages. Similarly, innovation (c) must have occurred before innovation (d), as these two
protophonemes have not merged in the contemporary languages.

Evidence for a Nasioi-Nagovisi subgroup is much weaker, supported here by a single
phonological innovation, namely the change of Proto South Bougainvilte Nasioi and
Nagovisia. It should also be noted that there is an apparent sound change, loss of *p
word-final position, which is shared by Nagovisi, Buin and Motuna.

In summary, the phonological evidence supports the hypothesis that Buin and Motuna
form a subgroup within South Bougainville, but only weakly supports a Nasioi-Nagovisi
subgroup and raises questions regarding a possible relationship between Buin and Motuna,
and Nagovisi.

3 Concluding remarks

The lexical data examined in this paper confirm Ross’ (2001, 2005) hypothesis that
Nagovisi, Nasioi, Buin and Motuna of southern Bougainville form a language family, South
Bougainville. This more detailed investigation of the family also allows for its internal
relationships to be explored. There is strong phonological evidence that Buin and Motuna
form a subgroup, while the evidence for a Nagovisi-Nasioi subgroup is much weaker and
warrants further investigation.

The data presented here also raise questions regarding the role of sociocultural contact
amongst southern Bougainville speech communities in the region’s linguistic history. A
number of lexical items in the South Bougainville languages appear to be borrowings from
an Oceanic language. For example, Builre and Motunamiri ‘back’ (cf. Proto Oceanic
*muri- ‘back’), Nagovisipolo, Nasioi poro, Buini @ru, and Motunahiru ‘pig’ (cf. Proto
Oceanic *ba&ok ‘pig’), Nagovisisusu‘to suck’ (cf. Proto Oceanic *susu ‘to suck, suckle’),
and Buinzrana‘fish’ (cf. Proto Oceanic *ikan ‘fish’). While these forms indicate that contact
with speakers of Oceanic languages played a role in the linguistic history of the South
Bougainville languages, further research is needed to determine the nature and chronology of
the contact or contacts. Some ‘Oceanic’ forms, like those for ‘pig’, occur in all four South
Bougainville languages, follow the established sound correspondences, and do no appear to
be direct borrowings from neighbouring Oceanic languages (cf. Targug’ and Mono-

Alu bo?o ‘pig’; Palmer 2004, Tryon and Hackman 1983), and so appear to indicate ancient
South Bougainville-Oceanic contact. Other forms appear to reflect more recent borrowings
between currently neighbouring languages, such as Bo#ifish’ and Mon-Alu iana‘fish’

(Tryon and Hackman 1983). It is not just contact between Oceanic and South Bougainville
speakers that has occurred. The figures of shared lexicon in Table 2 point to contact amongst
speakers of the four South Bougainville languages. For example, while similar numbers of
lexical items are exclusively shared by Nagovisi and its neighbouring languages Nasioi and
Motuna, considerably fewer are shared by Nagovisi and Buin. It is likely that some of the
lexical items that are exclusive to two neighbouring languages reflect borrowing, and thus
contact, between adjacent speech communities. Distinguishing between retentions, shared
innovations and borrowings in this context is not easy, but these matters need to be
investigated in more detail in order to reconstruct an accurate linguistic history of South
Bougainville.
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Appendix: Cognate setsand Proto South Bougainville reconstructions

The following tables give the supporting data for all the cognate sets found in the data
sample. If cognates occur in all four or in three of the four languages, this is taken as
evidence for its presence in Proto South Bougainville and a lexical form is reconstructed.
Cognates sets consisting of forms in only two of the contemporary languages are also
included, but without additional data are not considered to be reconstrifétable.

21 |t a lexical item occurs in only one or two of the available sources of data for a language, then it is indicated
in the following tables by superscript letters after the lexical item. For Nagovisi: A - Decker (1981); B -
Hunt (1992); C - Pawley and Namoko (1971); D - Gasaway (19874, c); and E - Hall (n.d.). For Nasioi: F -
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Table9: South Bougainville cognate sets: body part terms

Gloss Proto Sogth Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville
arm (hand) uga ! — aku anu
blood *erey ele erg irira, iriroi” 2 iri
bone *kona kona?, kona  ko?', ko® kana’ kond", kon&”
ear *rome lom®, ron>®  domé" ' nume dug™ ",
rug™ O P

eye *ruto utd’ duta, ruth  — uto®
fat, grease *iti sisi — titi ? si?™ P
guts *ko ko®© — kou ko' ©
hand (arm) *komo ko(u)ma, — kamd"® ° kumoputd',

komeP:® kumd”’
head *bore wore bore pure puri
knee *mi mi° — i’ 8 mi¥, mi”
left (hand)  *more- — mar€anan  moriperd ®  morinonna
liver *nonon — nona nunnd nund" °
neck *kuru kulu® kuru — ku" N, kg P10
nose *keni kenrf, keg®  keni®' ken’, kenf¢ kin
right (hand) *mé- me?na’ — maimakd ' mgnonna
tongue *mene) mené& mene meré mini
wing *kupo — kupa kupd, kupd,  kawa", kuwd’
____________________________________________________________________________ kavd
back vilo© bi?lo?' — —
flesh wio® bio?' — —
hair lapd” ! dapd,rap0 — T
belly — — ere ele
feather — — paru paru?
hair — — T, hi< hi
mouth T muy ! muy
breast none’ ] nund”
foot tamm& = — . tompd™™
eqg — siran®, — sira

siraly’

Nagovisi uga is given for the meaning ‘*hand’ in Hall (n.d.).

Buin irira ‘blood’ is a Western dialect form, whil&iroi is the term for ‘coagulated blood’
(Laycock and Onishi 2003).

Irregular change from *o > a in first syllable.

Irregular loss of initial consonant in Nagovisi and Motuna.

Muller (1949); G - Pawley and Kauori (1971); and | - Grace and Davika (1955). For Buin: J - Laycock and
Onishi (2003); K - Grace and Kanoai (1955); and L - Hall (n.d.). For Motuna: M - Onishi (2002); N - Grace
and Timpa (1955); O - Pawley and lobo (1971); P - Gasaway (1987b, c); and Q - Hall (n.d.).



92 Bethwyn Evans

Nagovisiko(u)ma appears to have both the meanings of ‘hand’ and ‘palm’ (Gasaway 1987a). The
variation in the vowel is dialectal.

Buin kimomeans ‘hand’ (Grace and Kanoai 1955).

Motunakumoputo means ‘wrist’ (Onishi 2002), whikamo is listed as ‘hand, palm’ in Gasaway
(1987b).

Buin mi has the general meaning of ‘joint’ and can denote ‘knee’ and ‘elbow’ (Laycock and
Onishi 2003).

Buin moriperemeans ‘left side’, anfereis ‘side’ (Laycock and Onishi 2003).

Motunaku? andkiz appear to have irregularly lost the final syllable of Proto South Bougainville
*kuru ‘neck’.

Buin maimaku is glossed as ‘right hand’ and contrasted mvafpere‘right side’ (Laycock and
Onishi 2003).

12 Also ‘flower’ in Motuna (Onishi 2002).

10

11

Table10: South Bougainville cognate sets: numerals

Gloss Proto $ogth Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville

three *be- wekagog)* benaumo paigami | peka

four *Kkore- karekago?) karenaumo korigami | korikan

ten | 'noray | nra’nold " | narwkivora | — | narg

five o |.......|.Pa@noko@) | panoko | R I S

one — — nori* no(@)ri™ 2

hundred |\ = | R pore | pore .

thousand — naruy kokorei kukurei —

The Nagovisi numerals ‘three’, ‘four’ and ‘five’ are represented with the glottal stops in Decker
(1981) and without them in Pawley and Nakamo (1971) and Hall (n.d.).

Irregular change from *a > u in the second syllable of Nasioi naruy

% Motuna no(?)ri denotes ‘noe’ for coconuts and appears to also refer to ‘one’ of other kinds of
payments (Onishi 2002:268—-269).
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Table11: South Bougainville cognate sets: kin and person terms

Proto South

In Buin rugay‘man’ is the singular form, contrasting with ruka ‘men’ the plural form (Laycock and

Onishi 2003).

Gloss o Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville
brother (older  *batato watatd bagata® pararo (his) paratd
of male)
brother (older  *tata — tatd taita(nu) tata™ !
of male) (my)Y’
child *t6to toto® to-?to — tutd", tata”
daughter (my)  *noro (n)ora — rurd, nuld®  nurd, nurd®
*homo woma (hisf baum& pumo (his)  pamd',

father pumo (his§
husband *bo[m, ] wamnt baurf " — pon (her)
man *nugay nugayo® — rugay” 2 nunan
mother *hoko woko” bauko — poku’
person *nomm[e,ai] nammé — — nomma?
name *Mmin mi© — min’ mi
son (my) *nuri (n)uri — ruy’, nunt nuri

wife thana wand  bap>" | para (his) ___pana (his) __
brother (younger walamanfi baramanup — —
of male)

name . mii® o miig .
chief — — mumira, mumiH®

mumingd
; Motuna &ita refers to ‘elder brother’ (Onishi 2002).
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Table12: South Bougainville cognate sets: physical environment

Gloss Proto Sogth Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville
cloud *komo kamo kamo komuf® hom", hog",
komu’

dust *romo lamad” damog”' — domd* °
garden *K ot kasi® — koti’ koh' ©

island *moto matomatG — moruroi motuka(h)
ocean *maira — maiara maiard maiard" "

sand *piti(a) pisima pisi® " pisid  hisid hisid”, hisid" ©
sea *piruy pilu® pirun — hiru

sky *pon(in) panrf pani o’, ho hon

smoke q i T ito,mta”t T

sun *rua l5° dua® " rual rua —
water  *doy __ndd® oy o
ashes sipu” sipuy™' — —

bush pora() pora-& — —
Jan . apod apd"! e o
ashes — — peu ped” ©

bush — — muti(ne) muhni

cave — — nuinuf’ nui=nu”

high tide, — — rakoro raworc

flood

mountain — — menu menu

river — — ta’ tu®

road — — monaré monaré" N,

manar@

star — — kaipa, kewa
_______________________________________________________________________________ kaivel
fog maua — — mul®
grasslands sikoné — — sikanf’

ground mesi — — misi

moon pep)gia — — hinjo

stone . ko(mpore® — — . kupuri
harbour — kunkudol kukurutd® —

low tide — siri' ting —

mud — metd matd‘ —

1 Buin fto has both nominal (‘white smoke, white cloud’) and verbal (‘to be smoking’) meanings.
The variation in the final vowel is dialectata is the nominal form in the Northern dialect
(Laycock and Onishi 2003:25).

2 Irregular lenition of *k as w
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Table 13: South Bougainville cognate sets: flora

Gloss Proto South  Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville

betelnut *Moti mosT” moisi — mos{', mosi”

branch *3gut agu?® — akd’ an

coconut (tree) *mou mou, no° mou mud’ mo™ P, md"

fruit, seed *tinar — sinay" tiana" 3 siand sira® ®

leaf *poda pand& para ota, hotahot& hotd’”, patd" °

mango *baiti was’ baisi paisl® palf

sugarcane *tonon tana tanay' — tono ©, tond®

sweet potato  (*ane)f ané ané ane, ané —

tobacco *buru — burusi patu, purut” puruwekd

purupisu

tree *Koi koi® koi kui kui

(tree) trunk  *mono mond — morurke’, mund

e Murund S mund

arrowroot — — kui pold" kui pord’

bamboo — — piti’, pisi® pih

banana (wild) — — koura? kouraf”

bark — — kagu(aJ kan™ P

coconut — — kukutu kukutu

AnnKINg)

sap uria?® — — uro?’

yam warall  — ] pord

grass musf — mat? —

! Compare cognate set for ‘hand’ in Table 9.

Muo in Buin denotes both the coconut palm and the coconut fruit (Laycock and Onishi 2003:105).
The formtiana is a Western Buin form, and although given as the equivalent for ‘fruit’, ‘seed’ and
‘nut’ appears to have the primary meaning ‘egg’ (Laycock and Onishi 2003).

Sweet potato is a relatively recent introduction into New Guinea and the Pacific, and so this form
most likely reflects the spread of a new lexical term rather than a form inherited from Proto South
Bougainville.

For the meaning ‘tobacco’, Laycock and Onishi (2003)pigt as the basic form, amdirutz as a
reduplicated variant.

Buin moruzke has the general meaning of ‘the central portion’, with ‘tree trunk’ listed as a
secondary meaning. This form appears to be relatedogo ‘middle, centre’. Laycock and Onishi
(2003:106) also give the form muruna, which has the meaning of ‘trunk, stem of a tree’.

Onishi (2002) glosses Motuna munu as ‘body, stalk, trunk’.
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Table 14: South Bougainville cognate sets: fauna
Gloss Proto soqth Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville
bird *borege waref))ge bare — porii
dod' *masika masikd, mosik&" | (mairou, mahkata
mosika” mosi-i makirou)
eel *baranm waramé& bara?md palamd, paramé
maramad
fowl, chickert | *kokore kokorg® kokoré kukure? kukuraku
rat *koto koto?®, kosd | kutukal™', | kutukal® ku?taki™™ P,
kusikaf® kuhtak?
louse pasi pansf ', — —
payst”
flying fox — — morokey’ morokin"
louse — — oti’, hosf hoh
fish karef)ge — — koripi
mosquito ta?nka’ — — tanka
turtle — mokond mukund, —
mokond'

1

Dogs and chickens were likely introduced by the Austronesians, and so these two cognate sets may

post-date Proto South Bougainville.




Beyond pronouns: further evidence for South Bougainvill&7

Table 15: South Bougainville cognate sets: property terms

Gloss Proto 509”‘ Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville

bad *orara orard orara — —
big *pon(n)o pann& ° pankat onokopd honnd"*
black *mun[i,o] muni® — miin’ miano"
cold *kamari karrari®, kamarl, kamall, kama&", kanma®

kamalf karrari® kamard
dirty *kumi kumi()® | kumi kumi® kun
far *iti- isipo isipo itigou", ihko

isigou

hungry *pero peransP perd — hironal”, hird”
long, tall | *iti- isikard" P, isikup®', | iti-?, isipd® | ihkita

isikalo® isika™
old *uri- ulikala® urika', uni’? —

urikung®'

sick *tipo sipa si-?2pd hivo® sthowaret, sihd" "
thick *maotu — motu miatu muhh#’
warm, hot | *tokotoko takataka, takatak® | — tokotokd’

takatah&
white | *kakoto | kakata@) | kakara | kakata | kakoto .
black mut" mutap®' | — —
blunt motu” motu®' — —
full mada® mantd — —
good tabar& tampara | — —
new nelakala nerak&, | — —
_____________________________________________________ nerakuf"! |
red ulugas¥ urug®' — —
rotten lera® dera — —
sharp irido® irinto’, — —
_____________________________________________________ g™
dry — — koporogasi | koporagal ©,

kopororaref”

new L e T o’ | dirokisa" ", nirokis&’
pain masilera — — mosika
staight | | tond, tona)® | — | R B tunupah
thin nasikof — — nahkafY
sweet — tari-?' tori® —

1 The stenuni in Buin is a causative verb meaning ‘to make old, to make wise; instruct, teach’. This
form also occurs as the first element in a number of lexemes with an apparent meaning of ‘old’. For
example unigou‘old (place)’, with gouis an adjectival suffix indicating ‘placainimoko‘the past,
olden times; long ago’, compamoko‘descend’, andinimokara‘’a woman of former times, very old
woman’ (Laycock and Onishi 2003:244, 19, 98).
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Table 16: South Bougainville cognate sets: motion and stance

Gloss Proto SO‘?”‘ Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville

fall *ru- ruret dud © ri’, nukalé " —

flow *ta — tiko® tara’ taharel

go *be- we?® — pe’ pinarel’,
pihe

push *time tumelé& tame" — tamiwarel,
tumihe®

put *ti- sigst sinunpa ti’, sisal&" sirarel"®

turn *bero- velo® berels®, peré —

______________________________________________________ berebere | |

come po°, ponsi® | poks® — —

pull walasf barang'' — —

stand lan® donkonka®, | — —

______________________________________________________ ronoy' |

come — — u’, huhalé huharel,
huhé ™ ?

go in — — tu’, tukale' tugare'

go out — — ti sivale

lie on side — — nau naukaref" "

return — — kamuru’ kamurugareél

run — — kurd’, kulogalé | kuroharel

stand — — ita’, italale® itare ",
itihe®

wak =] e | koy’ | kopkon

carry ukansi — — ukowaref'
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Table17: South Bougainville cognate sets: bodily functions and experiences

Proto South

Gloss o Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville

breathe, | *roma- lomasiaisi, | domant", numatd, dumaruharél

live lomaotd doman® lumatualé

cough *k(0)u- — kou? kugnd' —

die *ho wo?nsP, va® | bo(ko)®! pu(a), pa(harei)" ",

puahalé " puharel
drink, eat | *nai nai(nsif ° nat"' rai, ror, newarel" N Q
noipalé® " neihé P

hear *taro- tala(nsi) tarako®, tara | — tarowarel" ,
taroihé

sleep *ati- asi?®, asf | asiko®, asi™' | ati’, ast atarel", atarel,
atihe®, atihe”

smell *Nii- na® nii(ks)® " nihalé nuharel,
nuhihé

spit *tutu- — tutupa? turupai turupagale,
tataha

suck *muti- — musimusi mutur, musukarél,

_________________________________________________________________________ musukalé | musukihe

cry vilokali® biron (ko) — —

vomit ki) kurip)™! | — | e

copulate — — ruru’ rurukare!’

defacate — — toro’ totorarel’

eat — — pau paukarel" ",
paururuh&

heal — — huld hure®

stand — — ita(lale)" © itarel"

vomit — — kup’, kunsalé | kugnowararé!,

e kunnawarihg

awake — tante — taniwarei
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Table 18: South Bougainville cognate sets: basic actions and events
Gloss Proto $°Lfth Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville
bite *Koki kaki® kakika® kakU, kokignare!
kakulalé®
buy *Ho- wori® bo-?ri' pan’, pagnarel’,
punivalé pa-*
cut *togi- tagi> ® tekalo®, toki’, tokisarel" N,
te?ka tokisale tokisihe®
fear *3r0- — aron" ourd, oruharel’,
ouluhoivalé  oruharel"°
fly *pure- — purerey(kd) ururd hurirarefl*
G, H
give *3b- awend, au®, abulko®, o, ovalé""  awarel,
ausi§ abil” oihd" gihe®
hit *nip[o, i]- — nipo nipi’, nihkarel" ",
nipikale nihkihe®
kill *9- tauns’ — ta, to’ tawarel" N, toihe’
know, think *ono- — onoul®, ono, onoharet' ©,
onou? onohalé onohih&
sew *Noti nasf — roti’, noharel,
nosihalé nohihé&
shoot *t5- t5?° to (ko) tud, tohewarel,
suakalé tohihe®
speak *Koro- kareti?nsi’ karanati — korokord" ”,
OO korowarel" > °
call vokugsF boku — —
find la?nsP da?' — —
wash o dijo)  — - —
ask — — rakaro, nakarowaref
nakard,
nakarovalé
call — — paro’ paroparel”
forget — — rore, roriharei
loleualé
hold — — toro’ to?karel", tokihe®
wash — — o’, uvalé' gharel" 2, uhare!
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Gloss Proto $°Lfth Nagovisi Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville
carry ukans?, — — ukowaref" ©
ukagst
fight tautd™ — — tata™,
tutu(harei) © 2
steal tund — — tanawarel,
e tunak® ]
hunt — mang" — mani
stab — tupd — ruputarel
swim_ — o kund — ] kunutharel’ |
hunt — meko® mg’ —
split — binsi® pisalé —
wipe — e hivkald’  —
ask for oki® — ukit —
throw rard- — lolohalé —
1

Hall (n.d.) glosses Motunaias ‘to pay’'.

2 Onishi (2002) gives the gloss ‘bathe’ for Motuna.

Table19: South Bougainville cognate sets: material culture

Gloss Proto Sogth Nagovisi  Nasioi Buin Motuna
Bougainville
canoe *bakati — bakasi  palati’ hakasi™, hakasi,
paka$§*
house (general) *papa pawa pava?  opd hop&  howo
house *bare — baré pale parf’
(menstrual)
omament (nose) *napui - ] navul  napui® ) nawdl
warclub s R pikupik’ _pikupikd®
axe (blade) marekP — — mariki”
boat, ship kaibokd  — — kaipukd'
lime mak& — — mokd’
netbag wokatd  — ] pokotd
adze o tekd  — __ fikaharel
warclub — tavaka  sapak& —
1

While Nasioibakasiand Buinpakati are glossed as ‘outrigger canoe’, these Motuna forms appear
to be generic terms for ‘canoe’.

2 The Nasioi form for ‘house’ in Grace and Davika (1955) is not entirely clear.






6 The languages of Vanikoro:
three lexicons and one grammar

ALEXANDRE FRANCOIS

Cette ile, toute petite qu'elle est, présente
le singulier phénomene de plusieurs
ididmes differens. (Gaimard 1833:338)

1 Theparadox of Vanikoro languages'
1.1 Thelanguagesof Vanikoro

With its 193 sqg. km, Vanikoro is the second largest island in the small archipelago
formerly known as the Santa Cruz Islands, and now often referred to as ‘Temotu’, after the
official name of the easternmost province of the Solomon Islands (Map 1).

The province of Temotu is home to a variety of languages (Tryon 1994): three
Polynesian, and nine non-Polynesian. The latter include three languages on Vanikoro, and
three on Utupua — a total of six Oceanic languages which have long been understood to
form a branch of their own (Tryon and Hackman 1983). The three remaining languages,
known as the ‘Reefs-Santa Cruz’, were long deemed to be Papuan (Wurm 1976), but have
recently been shown to be Austronesian (Ross and Naess 2007). More specifically, Ross
and Neess have proposed to group all the non-Polynesian languages of the region into a
single first-order subgroup of Oceanic, labelled ‘Temotu’. The latter would then split into
two branches: Reefs-Santa Cruz (RSC) on the one hand, and Utupua-Vanikot@ifUV)
the other hand.

My gratitude goes to Malcolm for having fostered my linguistic research on Melanesian languages, both
through his writings and through our discussions, ever since we first met in 1997. His interest in my data
has been a strong incentive for me to spend the years 2009 and 2010 at The Australian National
University. My initial work on Vanikoro was facilitated by the Institut de Recherche pour le
Développement of Nouméa and Association Salomon; by the French Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique; by Piet Lincoln; by Association ‘Banie’ and the traditional chiefs of the island; and by my
Vanikoro helpers and friends — especially Stanley Repuamu, Ezekiel Prians, John Nabu. | am grateful to
Bethwyn Evans and Andrew Pawley for their comments on earlier versions of this paper.

Except for its new location in the POc tree, this UV branch coincides with the subgroup identified earlier
as ‘Eastern Outer Islands’ (Tryon 1994, 1995).
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Map 1: Location of Vanikoro in the Pacific

If Ross and Neaess’ hypotheses are correct, then Temotu constitutes a new branch of the
Oceanic family tree whose history needs to be written. The present paper hopes to play its
part in this endeavour, by presenting primary data and some discussion on the three
indigenous languages of Vanikoro: Teama4), Lovono (vN) and Tanemarfim).

Published information on Vanikoro languages is still limited, but certainly not absent.
In 1788, the island of Vanikoro was reached by the two frigates of the French navigator
Jean-Francois de La Pérouse, and saw his fatal shipwreck — an event which was only
understood a few decades later by the Irish navigator Peter Dillon (Dillon 1830). Another
French officer, Dumont d’Urville, immediately organised an expedition in Dillon’s wake.
Among the abundant documentation produced by this second voyage (Dumont d’Urville
1830-1834), the French naturalist Gaimard (1833, 1834) compiled wordlists in the three
languages of Vanikoro, a precious document on the linguistic situation of th&tNmnzh
more recently, other word lists have been compiled by Tryon and Hackman (1983), based
on an extended version of the Swadesh basic vocabulary list. Darrell Tryon also wrote
short grammatical accounts of Lovono (Tryon 1994:630-634), and of Teanu (Tryon 2002).
Additionally, a short collection of Teanu texts was published in Tua and Lincoln (1979).

Almost two centuries after Dumont d’Urville’'s expedition, the French Ministere de la
Marine, together with Association Salomon and Institut de Recherches pour le
Développement, organised another expedition cMkuikoro 2005, to find out about the
fate of La Pérouse’s ships and sailors. | was given the opportunity to play my part there as

I am much indebted to Piet Lincoln for allowing me easy access to Gaimard’s documents.

The two languages Teanu and Lovono have been given varying names over time. Teanu was called
Tanéanowy Gaimard, an@umaby Tryon. Lovono was calledanikoroby GaimardyVanikoloby Ivens
(1918),Vanoby Tryon. See §1.2 below for a discussion of my naming proposals.
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a linguist, documenting place-names and oral traditions, with a special interest in the
islanders’ stories that still remember so vividly the 1788 wreckage (Francois 2008a). On
this occasion, | was also able to follow in Gaimard’s footsteps, and record what I could of
the three languages. One thing | realised was the urgency of this task, with both Lovono
and Tanema remembered by only a handful of speakers.

1.2 A noteon thehistory and geography of Vanikoro

The population of Vanikoro can be described at two different levels of observation.

A contemporary look would probably suggest just a binary divide between two
communities, one Melanesian and one Polynesian. The latter is a group of about 300
settlers originating from Tikopia, a small island located about 200 km eastwards. Although
they have been colonising the southern shores of Vanikoro for more than three centuries
(see Dillon 1830), they tend to interact very little with the native population — except for
the occasional land dispute. As their social network is still anchored in their Polynesian
homeland, they remain predominantly monolingual in Tikopian, the Polynesian Outlier
language spoken on Tikopia (Firth 1985). Apart from a few loanwords here and there, this
recent colonisation does not show any major linguistic consequence, and will not be
discussed further.

With about 600 individuals descending from the earlier inhabitants of Vanikoro, the
Melanesians live today in six coastal villages scattered around the island: Puma, Temuo,
Paiu, Lale, Lovono, Lovoko. People from these villages communicate through coastal
canoeing, and now form a homogeneous society. This modern unity reportedly results from
the action of the Anglican missionaries who christianised the region at the end of'the 19
century. However, the first historical documents on Vanikoro (Dillon 1830; Dumont
d’'Urville 1830-1834), as well as the oral tradition of the islanders themselves, tell a
different story: that of an island which used to be sharply divided into three distinct ‘tribes’
or chiefdoms. Each of these tribes was attached to a specific territory which they defended
fiercely from one another, and which is still clearly delimited in people’s memories, see
Map 2.

Each tribe’s name recalls a significant place of its own area:

- Teanu from the name of the northeast island of the VVanikoro group, where
the village of Puma is also locafed

- Lovono from the name of a village, also formerly known as Vono or Yano,
northwest of the main island Banie

- Tanema an ancient village, also known as Tetawo, on the southern coast (in
what is now de facto Polynesian territory)

> The village nam&uma sometimes with the incorrect spelliByma has been used as another name for

the language of Teanu (see footnote 4).

The Lovono name of this village of Vano/Lovono was apparévidlya or Alavana In principle, one

might want to use this autonym as a reference name for this language, yet this would be slightly artificial:
the only term which is used today, even by the last speakers themselves, is thevionoin Teanu, the

only surviving language.
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Map 2: The populations of Vanikoro

Each of these three tribes had its own language, which survived up until the 20
century. Gaimard’s (1833, 1834) wordlists cite ‘Tanéma’ and ‘Vanikoro’ (Lovono) on an
equal footing with ‘Tanéanou’ (Teanu). Ivens (1918:155), in his translations of the prayer
‘Our Father’, illustrates Vanikoro with a language that can be identified as Lovono —
which suggests it was still in a healthy state at the end of fAedr®ury. But since the
pacification of the island, intermarriage amongst the three earlier communities has
increased, and they have merged into a single society. Probably due to its earlier
demographic lead, Teanu was adopted as the whole island’s daily language, very much at
the expense of the two other vernaculars. In 2005, Lovono and Tanema were still
remembered by only a handful of elder speakers — five for Lovono, four for Tanema.
Because these last speakers are now dispersed across the various Teanu-speaking villages
of Vanikoro, they do not form anything that would resemble a speech community. Clearly,
the shift to Teanu is now complete: Lovono and Tanema are now two moribund languages,
with only a few years left to live.

1.3 Threeclosely related languages
1.3.3 Threeaberrant Oceanic languages

For the linguist accustomed to other Oceanic-speaking areas, the three languages of
Vanikoro can be disconcerting. This section will touch briefly upon the question of their
genetic affiliation, before we examine the issue of their mutual relationship.

One conspicuous characteristic of Teanu, Lovono and Tanema is the degree to which
they differ, both lexically and morphologically, from most other known Oceanic languages
(Francois 2006), whether from the Solomons or from nearby Vanuatu. For example, these



The languages of Vanikoro 107

three languages show relatively little retention of the lexicon reconstructed for Proto
Oceanic. Many etyma, which tend to be otherwise widely preserved among Oceanic
languages (Pawley 2007), have disappeared altogether from the lexicon of Vanikoro
languages; e.g. *tama- ‘father’, *mate ‘die’, *kani ‘eat’, *kayu ‘tree’, *ikan ‘fish’, *sapa
‘what’, *jalan ‘road’, *susu ‘milk’, *pano ‘go’, *sake ‘up’, *sipo ‘down’. The morphology

also shows a great deal of erosion. Thus the languages of Vanikoro show no trace
whatsoever of the POc possessive affixes (*-gu, *-mu, *-fa...; *-gi...), of object pronouns,
of the article *na, of common verbal affixes like the transitive suffix *-i, the applicative
*-aki[n], the causative *palka]-, and so on.

In sum, Vanikoro languages can be considered ‘aberrant’ (see Grace 1990; Pawley
2006) in comparison with most other Oceanic languages. This does not mean, however,
that their Oceanic ancestry cannot be detected. Indeed, despite the high level of lexical
replacement which evidently took place in their history, it is still possible to uncover some
words whose similarity with Oceanic reconstructions is beyond doubt, and which could
hardly be attributed to chance or borrowing — if only because their phonological
correspondence patterns seem to follow some degree of regularity. Table 1 provides a
small sample list of such words.

Tablel: Some obvious Oceanic reflexes across the three languages

English Teanu Lovono Tanema POc etymon
‘bird’ menuko menuka manuke *manuk

‘eye’ mata mala ka\mae *mata

‘soul, spirit’ ata ala ae *qata

‘ears’ tafa mabe\lge afie *talipa

‘house’ moe ~ mwoe moe nalama *rRUMAq

‘cold’ medigo menija medija *ma®ri®riy
‘long, tall’ biouro beure va\beura *barapu
‘Canarium nut’ voVyoro veyere vilpara *[ka]nari

‘lie down’ wene enu eno *genop

1.3.2 Proto Vanikoro, the common ancestor

Not only can Teanu, Lovono and Tanema be individually linked to Proto Oceanic, but
they can also be shown to form a set of three closely related languages. It is possible to
suggest instances of exclusively shared innovations, thereby pointing to the likely
existence of a common ancestor Proto Vanikoro. The following paragraphs therefore
answer the question raised by Ross and Naess (2007:473), according to whom ‘no
innovations define Vanikoro’.

" The three Vanikoro languages have the same phoneme inventory, with five short vowels (i, e, a, o, u) and

19 consonants. The spelling conventions here adopted incidlefi=/n/; j=/ /. Labiovelar consonants
use digraphs with &, and all prenasalised voiced stops are spelled without their nasal elemefiy“é.g. /
is bw, Mg/ is g, etc.
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In the phonological domain, one can cite the addition of a paragogic vowel, probably a
schwa, after most word-final consonants, resulting in the retention of that consonant
followed by a non-etymological vowel:

(1) POc *manuk ‘bird’ > *manuk® TEA menuk ~LVN menula ~TNM manule;
POc *marirrin ‘cold’ > *marrins > TEA medigo ~LVN meniye ~TNM medya;
POc *wakr ‘water’ > *waira > TEA ero ~LVN wire ~TNM n\ira.

Another example of a sound change which is only found in Vanikoro languages is the
occasional velarisation of *t to /k/ before a high back vowel /u/:

(2) POc *patu ‘stone’ > *vatu > *vaku > *vaka TEA volko ~LVN/TNM valg,;
POc *kutu ‘louse’ > *utu > *uku > *uks> TEA uko ~LVN/TNM -uka.

In the morphological domain, we will see (83.1.2) that the three languages share the
same structural collapse between certain non-singular personal prefixes.

Finally, many lexical items seem to be shared exclusively by these three languages.
Table 2 proposes a set of possible lexical innovations in Proto Vanikoro — with tentative

reconstructions of the most likely etymological forfns.

Table2: Some putative lexical innovations in Proto Vanikoro

English Teanu Lovono Tanema Proto Vanikoro
‘moon’ metele mele maloula *mataulp)
fish’ namuko namweka namaka *nam™oko
‘wood, tree’ vilo kuile veila *v Weilo
‘taro’ je\bute bule bue *bute
‘child’ menu melika anuka *menuk@)
‘woman’ emele neme me *nemel)
‘name’ epa neje niye *neno
‘who’ pele ge pela *enel(o)
‘inhabited land’ kulumoe kulamoe kulama *kuloma?(s)
‘rubbish’ ajekele togale soge *jogel(a)
‘tell s.0.’ vifii puiii puiia *pufia
‘heavy’ motoro melure mwaura *matur(o)
‘dirty’ sukiro sukure vatukura *sukir(a)
‘stand’ vio pia veo *pio
‘impede, protect’ botoro beloa baom *batogo

‘do again’ tabo lebu abo *tabo

Due to the lack of solid regularity, in particular, in the domain of vowels, it is difficult to securely
reconstruct any protoform based on the synchronic data. This is an important difference between the
languages of Vanikoro and other parts of Oceania, where protoforms can be reconstructed based on
modern reflexes. See Ross (1988) for the languages of western Melanesia, Lynch (2001) for southern
Vanuatu, Francois (2005) for northern Vanuatu.
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In order to ascertain these reconstructions and expand the list of Proto Vanikoro
innovations, more needs to be known of the languages on the neighbouring island Utupua.
But the evidence given here should be sufficient to establish that the three Vanikoro
languages form a subgroup of their own, pointing to a single common ancestor.

1.4 Divergence and conver gence among Vanikoro languages

In sum, Teanu, Lovono and Tanema are three ‘aberrant’ Oceanic languages which are
genetically closely related to each other, as descendants of a single ancestor. Now as we
compare the three modern languages, we may be surprised by a paradox:

» Compared to the situation in most other Oceanic languages, the forms of words
in the three languages of Vanikoro tend to differ from each other in ways which
can be regarded as quite extreme given their geographic closeness.

» Despite their heterogeneity with regard to word forms, they show perfect
isomorphism of their structures.

This paradox will be the main focus of this article.

Throughout this paper, | will refer to two essential components of language, which
crosscut the traditional division between lexicon and grammar. On the one hand, | will
mentionSTRUCTURES referring to the various concepts and semantic categories with which
a language divides up semantic space — whether this refers to lexical or to grammatical
meaning. On the other hand, each language embodies these categories and concepts into
linguistic FOrRMs, endowed with a specific phonological contéffiwo languages can be
said to be isomorphic in a particular domain of their system, if they share the same
structures or semantic categories, whether or not the forms they use are cognate with each
other. For example, the two constructidnsave caught cold and’ai attrapé froid are
perfectly isomorphic, because they express the same event by resorting to exactly identical
metaphors and categories.

My observation is that the three Vanikoro languages exhibit a high degree of divergence
in their forms, yet still show an extreme isomorphism of their structures. This
configuration is illustrated in example (3). As far as the grammar is concerned, the three
languages possess parallel structures and word order, to the point that they can all be
analysed with a single line of word-to-word glosses. Yet on the other hand, one can equally
note the dissimilarity between the actual forms of their wérds.

(3) TeEA A-ko u-ka u-katau ene ?
LVN  Nu-pu ku-ma ku-ki yane ?
TNM - Go-po go-loma go-ie nana ?

2SGR-say AGIR-come BGIR-follow 1sG
‘Do you want to come with me?’

®  This contrassTRUCTURESVErSUSFORMS corresponds to what Hjelmslev (1961:52) described as respectively

content formversusexpression formand to what Grace (1981:24) would catintent formversus
lexification

Abbreviations in glosses include: realis prefix;ir - irrealis prefix;GEN - General possessive classifier;
INDEP - independent pronourrooD - possessive classifier for food possessiaum - article for human
referents.
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This observation, whereby languages can be at once homogeneous in structure while
dissimilar in forms, has been widely made in the linguistic literature already (see Gumperz
1971, Enfield 2001). However, most of the time, those facts of structural parallelism result
historically from contact between genetically diverse languages. To focus on works on the
Melanesian area, Thurston (1989, 1994) thus describes the structural similarities between
languages of northwestern New Britain, some Papuan and some Oceanic, and Ross (1996,
2001) discusses the influence of Waskia (Papuan) upon Takia (Oceanic), in Papua New
Guinea’s Madang Province. To this list, one could add discussions of structural parallelism
between the English-based pidgins of the Pacific and their Melanesian substrates (Camden
1979; Keesing 1988, 1991; Siegel 2008). In all these cases, whether one compares Oceanic
with Papuan or with European languages, the diversity of forms is a given; and what is
observed is first and foremost a matteSORUCTURAL CONVERGENCE— Or ‘metatypy’, to
use the term coined by Malcolm Ross (1996, 2001).

But the case of Teanu, Lovono and Tanema raises different issues, because they belong
to the same genetic subgroup. For such closely related languages to share the same
syntactic structures may partly reflect the mere legacy of their common ancestor, and
partly be explained by later contact-induced convergence. The intriguing part here is rather
the dissimilarity of forms: it needs to be considered not as a simple given — as was the
case for genetically diverse languages — but as the problematic result of historical
DIVERGENCE from a common ancestor. This configuration therefore requires specific
explanations, beyond the now well-known cases of metdtypy.

Section 2 will discuss the degree of similarity and dissimilarity existing between the
lexical forms of Vanikoro languages. Section 3, in turn, will demonstrate their strong
structural isomorphism. Section 4 will finally propose a functional hypothesis to account
for this linguistic paradox of Vanikoro languages.

2 Similarity and divergence of lexical forms

The linguistic relations between the three Melanesian languages of Vanikoro can thus
be summarised in a simple formutassIMILAR FORMS, SIMILAR STRUCTURES The present
82 will discuss the first of these two dimensions, by assessing the degree of differentiation
between the lexicons of Teanu, Lovono, and Tanema.

Even though Teanu, Lovono and Tanema are close genetic relatives (81.2), the
impression that prevails is that of a rather strong dissimilarity of their lexicons. Indeed,
contrary to the impression given by Table 1 above, the three languages of Vanikoro are not
mutually intelligible. Their dissimilarities are of varying nature, going from more or less
regular phonological differences between cognate words, to forms that are simply non-
cognate. Overall, while such formal differences are frequent in the Melanesian area, their
degree is here rather impressive for languages which are spoken on the same island, and
appear to have historically differentiated on this island.

1A similar blend of formal dissimilarity and structural parallelism can be found in the languages of north

Vanuatu (Francois 2007, forthcoming, in prep.). However, the phenomenon appears to be even more
conspicuous in the case of Vanikoro.
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2.1 Differences dueto phonological change

In some cases, forms which are superficially very dissimilar can in fact be explained by
regular processes of sound change. While many correspondences between the three
languages of Vanikoro are straightforward and obvious, some are more drastic and can
result in little resemblance between the actual fdfms.

For example, the verbs for ‘sit, staysA te ~LVN lu ~TNM 0) are dissimilar enough to
suggest they might be non-cognate. However, one can establish a regular correspondance
patternTEA /t/ ~LVN /I/ ~TNM @ (see sample in Table 3) pointing to a proto-consonant *t
(Tryon and Hackman 1983:71).

Table3: Some lenis reflexes of POc *t

English Teanu Lovono Tanema POc etymon
‘sit, stay’ te lu 0 *toka
‘three’ tete tedu a-o *tolu
‘sugarcane’ to lepie ova *topu
‘soul, spirit’ ata ala ae *Qata
‘ghost, spirit’ tadoe lefioe aoe *gata
‘do again’ tabo lebu abo
‘carry on shoulders’ tabe lebe ebe

__impede, protect’ botoyo _ bdoya | baog
‘unripe, new’ mobe mdoe maj *mataq

The three forms for ‘sit, stay’ therefore suggest an etymon *tV. While correspondences
are much less obvious regarding vowels, a proto-form with /o/ is a likely origin for a
patternTeA /e/ ~LVN /u/ ~TNM /o/; see also the vowels of ‘lie down’ (< POc *genop) in
Table 1, and of ‘three’ in Table 3. The perfectly parallel reflexes for ‘three’ (< *to < POc
*tolu) and for ‘sit, stay’ confirm a reconstruction *to — certainly the first syllable of POc
*toka ‘stay’. Interestingly, Gaimard (1833, 1834) consistently writes these Tanema words
with anr, which shows the correspondence pattern weas/t/ ~LVvN /I/ ~ TNM /r/ two
centuries ago. Thus, he writegrou for ‘three’ (moderna-o0), andguidiro for what he
glosses Asseyez-vousthe latter in fact representing *giti-ro (modegtti-0) ‘wepnc are
sitting’.

In sum, the regularity of correspondences, when they can be established, makes it
possible, quite classically, to detect the cognacy of some forms which would have
otherwise seemed unrelated.

Sometimes, the ultimate POc source of a given series is unclear, yet at least one can
tentatively draw connections between modern forms, based on synchronic regular sound
correspondences. For example, the verb for ‘diddusn Teanu and Tanema, ant in
Lovono, two forms with little in common. However, a regular sound pattern seems once
again to emerge from the dateeA /b/ ~LvN /m/ ~TNM /b/ — with a small amount of
variation involving voicing or rounding of the consonant (Table 4).

12" Some of the regular correspondences are given in Ross and Naess (2007).
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Table4: A possible regular correspondence pattern

English Teanu Lovono Tanema POc etymon
‘die, dead’ bu me bu (*mate)”’
‘sharpen, trim’ bo me bo
‘lexc:dual pronoun’ keba gema gabe *kama[m]i
‘k.0. basket’ iunubo nunume nuba

tobacco’ nabene  nakamene  nabwene |
‘blood’ abo amwale aba

‘Arecacatechu’ buice namwe buia *buaq |
‘Reflexive-Reciprocal’ fiepe fleme be
fishing net’ pele menele benala *kup“ena’

This suggests the three forms for ‘die’ may be cognate, despite their present dissimilarity.
In this case, because no known POc reconstruction (including *mate) provides any
satisfying etymon, the cognacy judgment rests on purely synchronic data.

Table5: Some potential, but dubious, cognate sets

English Teanu Lovono Tanema POc etymon
‘man, person’ mwaliko lamuka anuka *m“agan€
‘women’ vifievi vefiime ? *pine”’
‘canoe, ship’ kuo nawe goia *waga() °
‘sleep’ mokoiu mepeu matou *maturur ’
‘red’ moloe wamoene manobeila *meraq ’
‘randomly; in vain’ moli moli mano

‘help; with’ samame emeio avaio

‘where?’ vele mane vane

‘l, 1sg pronoun’ ene pane nana

‘sink’ metelu mwelesu madilo

‘perhaps’ bwara bweti buru

‘go down’ abu pwo kabu

‘good’ wako vakane apika

‘seize, hold’ labu lo nou

‘rejoice’ pei pwadi pae

‘stone oven’ awene epene pavene

Occasionally, the modern forms display little more than a vague ‘family resemblance’.
That is, the modern lexical forms are possibly cognate, yet their phonemes enter no regular
correspondence pattern, in such a way that one could only explain their cognacy by
resorting toad hocetymological hypotheses. Table 5 provides a sample of such potential,
but irregular and dubious, cognate sets, which would require closer scrutiny in the future.
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2.2 Lexical replacement

Finally, it also often happens that the three languages have forms that are distinct, and
almost certainly not cognate for the same meaning. A sample of such cases is given in
Table 6.

Table6: Some non-cognate sets resulting from lexical innovation

English Teanu Lovono Tanema
‘thing’ patene vesemele vamora
‘know’ ovei lonei WO
‘come’ ka mage loma
‘lie, deceive’ tomoli faine role
‘see’ romo eti runi
‘quickly’ kiane segei gamoi
‘bad’ tamwaliko visale vae

‘big (PLUR)’ wopine evala bwau
‘broken’ mamakoe seli vave
‘remote’ somu akaole mosomu
‘down, below’ puo lenu ese
‘what?’ (ran)ae ese sive

‘do what, do how?’ (mi)kae fese jive

‘be why?’ ve WO ja
‘another, an’ iote leka keo
‘one; same’ iune tilioko omwano
‘play; wander’ moloe telu lumota
‘neck; mind’ awa warene vasare
‘bush’ »#0goro atere arara
‘cabbage’ tebo lamware some
‘rat’ uvilo katone ivala

‘be ripe’ ako wi kou
‘guts’ bea lale lebwe
‘year’ ebieve verue rove
‘chicken’ kulevelu kio tokila
‘leaf’ uie nugia lele

In their survey of Solomon Island languages, Tryon and Hackman (1983:481) give the
following cognate percentages for the three languages of Vanikoro, based on a modified
version of Swadesh’s basic vocabulary list (200 words):

. Teanu-Lovono 573 %
. Teanu-Tanema 51.1 %
. Lovono-Tanema 54.8 %

These figures point to a relatively high level of lexical dissimilarity. They surpass similar
counts made in most other parts of island Melanesia. For example, the Torres and Banks Is
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of north Vanuatu are another area where lexical replacement has been intense (Francois, in
prep.). However, in order to find figures as low as those on Vanikoro, one has to pick
languages which are geographically spread apart; e.g. 44.5 % between Hiw (Torres) and
Lakon (Gaua, south Banks). Should one consider languages spoken on a single island, the
widest gap one can find there is between Lakon and Dorig, with 61.5 % shared vocabulary
(Tryon 1976:95).

Even more instructive is the comparison with other language families in the world. To
take just one example, rates of shared vocabulary amongst Germanic languages do not go
below 53.6% (Dyen, Kruskal and Black 1992). In other words, the three languages of
Vanikoro have managed to achieve, within the limited space of a single island, more
lexical diversity than the whole Germanic subgroup of Indo-European. Such an intense
differentiation deserves to be acknowledged, and discussed (see 8§4).

The strong formal dissimilarity that prevails between the three languages of Vanikoro
naturally results in sentences where the phonological form of words, whether lexical or
grammatical, can show a high degree of dissimilarity:

(4) TeEA Pi-te ne sekele iupa, pi-wowo uo.
LVN  Nupe-lu ne ameney iemitore, nuperoa upie.

TNM  Tei-0 ini vasagla akegamuto, ti-oa uva.
1EX.PL:R-stay in garden our EK.PL:R-plant yam

‘We were in our garden, we’ve been planting yams.’

(5) TEA Somu tamwase tae, vitoko takoie ne.
LVN Akaole visalewabeu taie, vateokgmte ida.
TNM  Mosomu vaepamabo eia, vatako eto kana.
remote very NEG close uphill  here
‘It is not very far; it's close to here, up this way.’

The impression of formal heterogeneity may be due partly to sound change affecting words
that are in fact cognate (e.g. ‘yam’, ‘stay’, ‘plant’); and partly to lexical replacement (e.g. forms
for ‘very’, ‘remote’, ‘uphill’) or morphological change (e.g. forms of personal pronouns).

What is perhaps more puzzling is the contrast between, on the one hand, this formal
dissimilarity, and on the other hand, the perfect parallelism existing between these
languages’ structural properties. This is the topic of the next section.

3 Structural isomorphism

The push towards linguistic differentiation has affected the phonological forms of
words, yet evidently had little impact on grammatical and semantic structures. Even as
their lexicons were diverging from each other, the three languages of Vanikoro have
maintained a Stron@TRUCTURAL ISOMORPHISM— whether in syntax, phraseology or
organisation of meaning. This is reflected, for instance, by the ability of translating word-
for-word any sentence from one language to another, following the same word order and
the same morphological and lexical categories — as in examples (3) to (5).

The present section will illustrate this strong structural parallelism using a few
conspicuous examples from various aspects of the grammar, and will end with a tentative
account of the linguistic history of Vanikoro.
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3.1 Morphosyntax

3.1.1 Syntax of theclause

Teanu, Lovono and Tanema are parallel in all aspects of their syntax. This includes all
properties related to word order, whether the basic SVO clause order, or other properties,
use of prepositions, post-nominal placement of adjectives and possessors, clause-final
position of the negation as in (5).

The three languages display the same organisation in parts of speech, including a sharp
divide between nouns and verbs, and a distinctive category of adjectives. While all verbs
are obligatorily prefixed for subject and mood (83.1.2), adjectives are unprefixed.
Languages even agree on whether they treat a specific notion as an adjective or as a verb,
as evidenced by the parallel presence vs absence of the subject prefix in the two predicates
of (6).

(6) TEA Udo ponu, boro we iako ?
LVWN Puma pae, bware we iwi ?
TNM  Uda pade, betika we ikou ?

banana that black/unripe or s@Rr-be.ripe
‘Those bananas, are they gr@efor ripgyerg ?’

Likewise, all syntactic properties of the clause are reflected alike across the three
languages. They all lack noun articles, case markers, verb transitivisers or applicatives, and
causative affixes. They make use of a reflexive marker (Table 4), which is also a reciprocal
and an emphatic marker. They all resort frequently to core-layer verb serialisation, with
exactly parallel phrasing; see examples (3), (7) and (10). They possess exactly parallel
Tense-Aspect-Mood categories, and so on.

3.1.2 Pronounsand TAM marking

The paradigms of personal pronouns are also organised in parallel ways. Like most
Oceanic languages, those of Vanikoro distinguish between exclusive and inclusive ‘we’;
and they show three numbers: singular, dual, plural.

Table 7 shows the eleven independent pronouns for the three languages. These show a
reasonable degree of similarity.

Table7: Personal independent pronouns

Teanu Lovono Tanema
1sg ene nane nana
2sg eo ago go
3sg ini pani nini
lin:du kia gita gie
lex:du keba gema gabe
2du kela gamila gamile
3du da dea delalu
lin:pl kiapa gitu geto
lex:pl kupa gamitu gamuto
2pl kaipa gaipa gamito
3pl dapa detu dato
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Besides these free pronouns, these languages also pbssessible set of mood-
marked subject prefixes for verbs (one for realis, one for irrealis); see Table 8.

Table8: Verbal prefixes for subjects

Teanu Lovono Tanema
Realis Irrealis Realis Irrealis Realis Irrealis
1sg ni- ne- ni- ka- ne/i- na-
2sg a- u- nu- ku- goli- go-
3sg i- i- i- ki- i- i-
1in:du la(i)- lai)- lagi)- sa- de- ja- )
lex:du ba(i)- ba(i)- (nu)ba- ba(i)- ba(i)- ba(i)- ]
2du ba(i)- ba(i)- (nu)ba- ba(i)- ba(i)- ba(i)-
3du la(i)- la(i)- la(i)- sa- de- ja- -~
lin:pl li- le- le(pe)- kape- le/i-, giti- la- ~
lex:pl pi- pe- nupe- pe- teli- tu- ]
2pl pi- pe- nupe- pe- teli- tu-
3pl li- le- le(pe)- se(pe)- le/i- la- >

Beyond their general family resemblance, the subject prefixes shown in Table 8 show a
certain amount of formal variety, see especially the 2sg, or the plural forms. Yet once
again, this formal diversity goes along with a strong structural isomorphism. In particular,
all languages display the same two morphological mergers on non-singular pronouns:
merger of T inclusive and % person (with a couple of exceptions) on the one hand, and
merger of ¥ exclusive and b person on the other. This morphological pattern is specific
to the three Vanikoro languages, and is not found in neighbouring Utupua (Tryon
1994:631). This may therefore constitute an important shared innovation diagnostic of a
Vanikoro subgroup (see §1.39).

Finally, our three languages add to the set of free pronouns another personal category,
namely & PLURAL INDEFINITE. This category has a special form as a free pronoun —
TEA idi ~LVN nili ~TNM deli, which may be glossed ‘people’ (cf. Frenmh). When this
free pronoun is the subject, the agreement marker on the verb will be an oréfimdnys3
prefix.

3.1.3 Possessive classes

The three languages also agree in the morphosyntax of possession. They all encode
inalienable possession identically, by juxtaposing the possessed noun and its possessor. In
the absence of possessive suffixes, inalienable possessors are encoded with the

13 Instead of being coded by dedicated suffixes as in POc, objects and inalienable possessors are expressed
by independent pronouns, which form distinct phonological words. The only exception to this principle is
the Lovono suffix-po for 2sg objects and possessors, which is distinct from the free pragousee
Table 13 below.

14 pronoun systems often provide crucial diagnostic evidence in subgrouping research (Ross 2005).
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independent personal pronoun: erga awaini ~LVN warenegani ~ TNM vasarenini
/throat 3sgNDEP/ ‘his throat’. Semantically, inalienable possession covers most body
parts, plus a handful of intimate belongings, egp beteene ~ LVN bele yane ~ TNM

be nana /matlsgINDEP/ ‘my bedmat'.

A possessive classifier is required for alienable types of possession. Four possessive
categories can be distinguished (I indicate in square brackets the Teanu form of the
classifier for 1sg possessoBOOD [enaka]; DRINK [me eng KINSHIP [ond; GENERAL
possessiongnong, used as a default.

The category ofooD possession is larger than its label suggests. First, it covers food
(including items only chewed, like areca nut and betel leaf) as well as drink, thus
overlapping with the dedicatedRINK classifier. Second, it is required for most tools
(‘knife’, ‘adze’, ‘spear’, ‘hook’, ‘box’...), plus the generic term ‘belongings’. Third, it is
used for ‘language’ and ‘custom’.

(7) TeEA U-labu patene enaka u-lui ne mwoe enone.
LVN Ku-lo vesemeleapa ku-lawoi ne moe iaya.
TNM  Go-nou vamora ae go-lao ini nalama ie.

2sGIRr-hold thing FOOD:1SG 2SGIR-take.away in house GEN:1SG
‘Get mytroog belongings and take them to @yerag house.’

(8) TeEA Dapa iakapa kape le-mui piene akapa.
LVvN Detu iegitore gape se-moi mwamwanagitore.
TNM  Dato  egeto mota la-muo puiene  ageto.

PLLHUM GEN.LINC:PL FUT  3PLIR-not.know speech FOOD:1INC:PL
‘Ourjceneray pPeOple are going to forget guhy language.”’

Once again, the three languages of Vanikoro agree perfectly on the semantic content of
their formal categories.

3.1.4 Spacedirectionals

Another domain where Teanu, Lovono and Tanema share identical structures is the
system of space reference. Even though their adverbial directionals show impressive
formal diversity (Table 9), their functional properties are parallel: they all resort to the
‘in'—‘out’ contrast to encode the sea—land axis, and use the ‘up’-‘down’ pair to encode a
fixed cardinal axis, oriented towards southeast. While this system is attested elsewhere
among Oceanic languages, it is distinct from the one reconstructed for POc (Francois
2004).

Table9: Space directionals in their local and geocentric uses

Local use Geocentric use Teanu Lovono Tanema
in’ ‘inland’ takoie pate eto

‘out’ ‘seaward’ tetake mwaroa emo

‘up’ ‘toward SE’ tev’ iu pau iu

‘down’ ‘toward NW’ tev’ tawo lenu ese
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3.2 Lexicon

The structural isomorphism so characteristic of Vanikoro languages relates not only to
the morphosyntax, but also to the semantic organisation of the lexicon. I will mention
successively two types of subdomain where this parallelism can be observed: the lexicon
proper, and the phraseology.

3.2.1 Lexical semantics

We have seen that Teanu, Lovono and Tanema provide each grammatical category
(possessive classifiers, space directionals ...) with essentially the same semantic outline.
The same can be said of lexical items and their meaning: when two quite distinct meanings
are ‘colexified’ in one language — i.e. are expressed by the same lexical form (Francois
2008b) — the same pattern of colexification will almost certainly be found in the two other
languages. Setting aside cases of polysemy which are shared by all or most Oceanic
languages (e.g. ‘hear'—‘feel’ ...), some of the most distinctive examples of colexification
are shown in Table 10.

Table 10: Most colexification patterns are shared across Vanikoro languages

Sense 1 Sense 2 Teanu Lovono Tanema
‘one, single’ ‘the same’ iune tilu ~ tilioko omwano
Indefinite sG ‘another’ iote leka keo
Indefinite PL ‘others’ kula kule kule

‘all ‘many’ abia maraza abia

‘bird’ ‘friend’ menuko menuka manuke
‘light (ad}.)’ ‘dry’ mimione mimiane mamiene
‘black’ ‘unripe’ boro bware betika

In the domain of compounding, a special case can be made regarding three adjectives,
represented in Table 11. Despite their formal differences, they appear to be everywhere
analysable in the same way, as if the result of calquing. Most forms are synchronically
transparent, and based on the noun ‘name’. AsTéar yasune it can be analysed as
historically a combination di)ya ‘name’ and iunéone, the same’.

Table 11: Lexical connection between noun ‘name’ and three adjectives

English Teanu Lovono Tanema Literally
‘name’ era neye niye

‘identical’ pasune neye-tilu niye-omwano  ‘name-one’
‘different’ eya-iote neye-leka niye-keo ‘name-other’
‘various’ epa-eja neye-nge niye-niye ‘name-name’
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Likewise, each of the three languages derives its intensifier ‘very much, too much’ —
see ex.(5) — from its adjective ‘balf.This connection is especially noteworthy as it
involves distinct roots in each language (Table 12). The second element in these compound
forms is obscure.

Table 12: Lexical connection between adjective ‘bad’ and intensifier

English Teanu Lovono Tanema
‘bad’ tamwaliko visale vae
Intensifier tamwa(liko)se visale-wabeu vae-pamabo

3.2.2 Phraseology

The structural isomorphism between the three languages of Vanikoro is equally obvious
from their phraseology, i.e. the routinised way in which they connect words together. | will
only mention here a couple of original cases.

The three languages have an inalienable noun for ‘body’, to which they attach a variety
of meanings, including ‘genuine, trd®and ‘beautiful’, see Table 13.

Table 13: The polysemy of the noun ‘body’

TEA ebele eo ebele piene ebele kuo ebel’ ini
LVN nebele so nebele mwamwane nebele nawe nebejani

TNM nibela go nibela puiene nibela goia nibela  nini

body 2sg body speech body canoe body 3sg

‘your body’ ‘true words, truth’ ‘canoe hull’ ~ ‘his/herl/its body’ ~
‘beautiful canoe’  ‘Wonderful!’

The neck or throat evidently constitutes, in Vanikoro, the seat of emotions and
feelings'’ The corresponding noun is found in a variety of formulas:

- ‘I'mangry’ is literally ‘My throat is burning’
- ‘I'msad’ is literally My throat is blocked’

Our three Vanikoro languages are strictly parallel in all these formulations. This is a fact of
structural isomorphism, or calquing, as the words for ‘throat’ do not appear to be cognate
across languages:

15 The connection is also attested in Englishwént it badly, and closer to Vanikoro, in the Torres

languages of Vanuatu: e.g. Lo-Toga luws hia, lit. ‘it's big bad’ = ‘it's too big’ (Francois, pers. data).
Interestingly, the languages of northern Vanuatu share the same colexification pattern between ‘body’
and ‘true’. Francois (2005:501) thus proposes to reconstruct, for the common ancestor of north Vanuatu
languages, a protoformut[i,u](yi) ‘body, trunk; the real, main, very X; really’.

Osmond (2007) reports similar metaphors of emotions located in the larynx, for languages of the
Southeast Solomons, as well as for the languages of the Trobriand Islands (after Malinowski 1922:408).

16

17
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(99 TeEA Awa kupa I-Su.
LVN Warene gamitu I-tu.
TNM  Vasare gamuto i-to.

throat EX:PLINDEP 3sSG.R-blocked
[lit. ‘Our throats are blocked.’] ‘We’re sad ~ We're sorry.’

The sense ‘like’/'want’ is expressed by an unusual formula using a verb ‘hit’, taking the
‘throat’ as its subject:

- ‘llike/want this’ s literally My throat is hitting this.

The sentence becomes even more unusual when it is followed by an object clause (‘want to
do’), because it then involves a complementiser which is literally a verb meaning®say'.
The subject of ‘'say’ is normally the ‘throat’ itself (hence 3sg agreement), but occasionally
it agrees syntactically with the throat's possessor:

- ‘lwantto [sleep]’ isliterally ‘My throat is hitting says | [sleep] ...’
or ‘My throat is hitting IsAY | [sleep] ...’
which is often shortened to  ‘My throatAy | [sleep] ...’

(10) TEA Awa ene (i-viaene) ni-ko ne-mokoiu.
LVN Warene pane (i-piaine) ni-pu ka-mepeu.
TNM Vasare nana (i-vini) ni-po na-matou.

throat BGINDEP 3sGR-hit 1sGR-say BLGIR-sleep
‘| want to sleep.’

In this case just as in all other contexts, the three languages can be translated literally,
morpheme-by-morpheme, with no loss in idiomaticity or change in meaning. All one has
to do is keep the structural — grammatical and lexical — boxes, and swap their
phonological contents.

4 Addressing the paradox

In sum, the three languages of Vanikoro can be characterised by two contradictory
properties. On the one hand, their fundamental genetic relatedness is blurred by a high
degree of dissimilarity in the phonological forms of words, whether in the lexicon or in the
morphology. But on the other hand, their grammatical categories and semantic structures
show no equivalent to this formal diversity: instead, the three languages reveal perfect
isomorphism, in each and every corner of their system. To paraphrase a formula by Sasse
(see fn.19 below), they could ultimately be describechasrigle language with different
vocabularie§

The question arises of what historical scenario would best explain this paradox, where
divergence goes along with convergence. A simple explanation that comes to mind when
accounting for the lexical diversification of cognate languages, might focus on the physical

18 The grammaticalisation of a verb of saying into a complementiser is typologically common (Heine and

Kuteva 2002; Chappell 2008). To take an Oceanic example, the verb ‘say’ in Araki, Vanuatu (Francois
2002), has exactly the same properties as in Vanikoro languages, including the persistance of a fully
verbal morphology even when used as a complementiser.
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separation between language communities. The absence, still today, of any land path
relating villages across Vanikoro island, and the stories of ongoing fierce territorial fights
between its three tribes, would then be understood as genuine evidence for geographical or
social isolation, and thus as a possible key for the high degree of formal divergence
between Teanu, Lovono and Tanema. However, several facts seem to contradict this
diagnostic. First, the relatively small size of the island is at odds with the notion of a neat
separation between the three tribes. And more crucially, their extreme degree of structural
isomorphism is likely to reflect not only cases of shared retentions from a common
ancestor, but also later linguistic convergence induced by language contact. In other words,
the explanation resorting to the mere physical separation between communities does not
tell the whole story.

The solution to the puzzle will probably have to be found not in the factual features of
geography, but in the more subtle dimension of sociolinguistic behaviour. Indeed, a
conspicuous characteristic of cultures in certain parts of Melanesia — in comparison, for
example, with the Polynesian world (see Pawley 1981) — seems to be a social preference
for small-scale social communities with no marked hierarchy between them, as well as a
strong emphasis put on whichever anthropological or linguistic featuredififieryfrom
one community to the other. Heterogeneity between villages or village groups tends to be
socially valued as a way to construct a world of diversity, where each community is
endowed with its own identity. In this framework, a local innovation in cultural and
linguistic forms will tend to be perceived, and eventually retained, as emblematic of a
specific group. Over time, this behaviour favours the emergence of cultural and linguistic
divergence between erstwhile homogeneous communities. Interestingly, some language
groups can be said to have only gone down this track to the point when the languages
began to lose mutual intelligibility; but what is conspicuous in the case of Vanikoro
languages, is that they seem to have pushed the process of differentiation far beyond that
point, as though they were to keep diverging for ever.

In order to account for similar facts in other parts of Papua New Guinea, Thurston
(1989), and later Ross (1996; 2001:155), have used theESMEROGENY

Esoterogenys a process that adds structural complexity to a language and makes it more
efficient as a medium of communication among people of the same social group, while
making it more difficult for outsiders to learn to speak well. (Thurston 1989)

Esoterogenwrises through a group’s desire for exclusiveness.  (Ross 1996:184)

If the members of a community have few ties with other communities and their
emblematic lect is not usually known to outsiders, then they may use it as an ‘in-group’
code, an ‘esoteric’ lect from which outsiders are consciously excluded. Innovations
leading to increased complexity and to differences from neighbouring lects will be
favoured. (Ross 1997:239)

One could probably discuss the degree to which such sociolinguistic processes are
‘conscious’, and also how they interfere with motivations of various kinds (semantic,
structural, pragmatic) in bringing about change. This being said, one can probably accept
the general idea behind Thurston’s concept, that language differentiation in Melanesia, far
from being just an accident of geographical isolation, is largely influenced by a certain
social attitude whereby each group tends to produce — whether consciously or not — its
own distinctive speech tradition.
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Now, while this hypothesis may help explain the high amount of lexical innovation and
formal divergence that took place between Vanikoro languages, it seems at odds with the
remarkable stability that we've observed among their structures. | would suggest this
mismatch can be explained by the different nature of the linguistic components involved
here. For one thing, the phonological form of the words (Saussure’s ‘signifiant’, Grace’s
‘lexification’), whether lexical or grammatical, is the component most salient and
conspicuous to the speakers’ conscience, and therefore most likely to be preempted by
motivations based on social emblematicity. Conversely, the structural and semantic
dimension of language (Saussure’s ‘signifié’, Grace’s ‘content form’) would fall out of
reach of the speakers’ immediate linguistic awareness, in a way that would make it exempt
of the sociolinguistic force otsoterogeny Instead, structures tend to obey a totally
contrary force, typical of language-contact situatiththat leads them to diffuse and
converge: this is when multilingual speakers feel the pressure ‘towards word-for-word
translatable codes’ (Gumperz 1971:270). The structural isomorphism that can be observed
today among Vanikoro languages has the considerable advantage, for the bilingual
speaker, of reducing any translation loss, thereby increasing the efficiency of cross-
linguistic communication, and facilitating the cognitive processing of speech.

An important corollary of this whole reasoning is the necessity to distinguish two
different components of language, because their evolution through history can follow quite
distinct paths:

The two components of language — content form and lexification — (...) evolve
independently because (...) they are responding to different selective pressures, and
those selective pressures are different because the functions of the two components
are different. (...) It is the lexification on which the emblematic burden ultimately
falls. (Grace 1981:30)

Vanikoro illustrates an extreme case of this possible mismatch between the two
components of language.

Table 14 summarises a possible scenario about the sequence of developments in the
evolution of the Vanikoro languages.

19 Among many other references, see in particular Malcolm Ross’ (1996, 1997, 2001) comoefztppy
i.e. the typological alignment of one language to the structures of a neighbouring language, through
linguistic contact. Ross (2001:149) also cites this statement by Sasse (1985): ‘With advanced language
contact, there arises the tendency to develop a single language with different vocabularies.’
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Table 14: Different forms, shared structures among Vanikoro languages:
a historical scenario

FORMS STRUCTURES
Ancestral shared (inherited) shared (inherited)
stage
conservation innovation in Innovation in
/ \ one language] retention one language
limited drastic wtiogmy diffision
il sound change sound change [DIVERGENCH [CONVERGENCH
Modern l l l l
languages| + similar — similar different same same
— —~ _/ - ~— J
mainly dissimilar forms widely parallel structures

5 Conclusion

The comparison of Teanu, Lovono and Tanema reveals the intricacies of the island’s
local history. The strong isomorphism found between the structures of these languages
betrays their remote common ancestry, as much as it points to a history of intense language
contact which the three tribasplens volenshave lived through over the centuries. On the
other hand, the actual word forms found in their vocabularies and morphology have tended
to follow a powerful tendency towards diversification, in accordance with the speakers’
tacit perceptions that the three communities, often caught in conflict and territorial
hostilities, should sound and feel to be distinct social groups.

Overall, the paradox observed among the three modern languages of Vanikoro —
dissimilar forms, similar structures— results from the interplay between these two
contradictory forces: a socially driven push to increase language differences versus a
functionally grounded tendency to minimise them.
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7 Expanding character sets for
phylogeny: a Slavic test case

JOHANNA NICHOLS

1 Introduction

Linguistic phylogeny, computational and otherwise, is only as good as the philological
work behind the items it compares, and one of the most durably useful contributions a
historical linguist can make is a large data set for a language family with reliable data
accurately coded for use in phylogenetic and comparative work. This paper is a first step
toward compiling such a data set for the Slavic languages. It was inspired by Ross (1996,
1997, and especially 1988), where extensive and carefully assessed comparative-historical
data made it possible to solve long-standing problems of phylogeny and reconstruct branch
splits and contact histories.

The Slavic family is a good test case for phylogeny because there is good reason to
believe the received family tree with its three primary branches (East, West, and South
Slavic) does not straightforwardly reflect the history of dispersal: South Slavic originated
not in a unitary ancestral dialect but from a subsequent fusion of what were initially
separate branches; literary standard languages reflect a certain amount of dialect fusion and
leveling; and what can be known about the pre-dispersal dialectology points to a very
different subgrouping (e.g. Andersen 1996, 1969; Trubachev 1967). The Slavic languages
are a workable test case because the phonological and morphological changes in the family
are well understood and there are excellent synchronic and etymological dictionaries.

This paper examines the posture verbs ‘sit’, ‘stand’, and ‘lie’ in Slavic languages.
Stance verbs are generally considered stable vocabulary, and the glosses ‘sit’, ‘stand’, and
‘lie’ appear in the Swadesh 100-word list. However, finding matches for these simple
glosses is problematic for many languages, Slavic included. Each Slavic language
distinguishes a static verb (e.g. ‘sit, be sitting, be in sitting position’) from a dynamic one
(‘'sit down, assume sitting position’) and a transitive (‘seat, have sit, let sit, put in sitting
position’), and also distinguishes perfective from imperfective dynamic and transitive
verbs, for a total of five lexemes per posture type. The set of aspect and Aktionsart forms
for each posture are generally derived from the same Indo-European root by means of
affixation, ablaut alternations, and conjugation class alternations. The morphological forms
and classes associated with these derivations and the properties of their various stems can
be used to extract a total of 8 forms x 5 lexemes x 3 stances = 120 independent characters
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in place of the three Swadesh items. This paper shows how this expanded set of characters
can be exploited in phylogeny and comparison. The Appendix presents full data sets for the
static and dynamic intransitive forms (8 x 3 x 3 = 72 characters), coded for character states,
in the modern Slavic languages plus ancestral Common Slavic, with discussion of the
choice of forms and their encoding.

When morphological characters are used in phylogeny, they usually figure as individual
morphemes (e.g. the presence of the Indo-European verb augment in Greek, Armenian, and
vestigially in Indo-Iranian), paradigms (e.g. the mobile-stress noun paradigms of Balto-
Slavic), or innovations (e.g. number syncretism in third person verb desinences in Baltic;
loss of all but the *o-/a-stem adjective declensions in Slavic). Here they are used
differently, basically as segments of individual wordlist items: does the imperfective
dynamic verb ‘sit’ have a prefix? what is its present-stem root vocalism? its conjugation
suffix? is it reflexive? etc. These are independent options available in word formation, so a
given sequence of morphological character states in a given word is reasonably arbitrary
relative to the meaning of the word. Characters used in this way, for morphological
segmentation, are not ordinary morphological characters and deserve a distinct term (I do
not suggest one here). They could be used (as individual morphological characters could
not) for calculating spelling or edit distances between words (Johnson 2008:201-208;
Nichols and Warnow 2008:795-796, both with references; these are also known as
Levenshtein distances and have to do with how many steps would be required to get from
one word to another, segment by segment). They could be used instead of or in addition to
distances calculated on phonemes or letters.

| also give some simple tabulations of character sharings for each pair of Slavic
languages and some simple calculations of numbers of sharings and extent of affinity
between the modern languages. The recognised phylogenetic branches and contact
situations are apparent in the results to some extent, but there are also some connections
that are unexpected. This tells us that morphological characters derived from segmenting
wordlist items can add information to family trees.

My main purpose is not to revise the Slavic family tree but to illustrate a method for
breaking cognate words down into additional components to create a larger character set
for distance measures and phylogeny. Phylogenetic work in linguistics often uses character
sets that are large by linguistic standards. Ross 1988 drew on about 350 Proto Oceanic
cognate sets plus additional items from lower branches plus a number of grammatical
constructions and paradigms. Nakhleh et al. (2005) have 294 characters from 24 Indo-
European languages (p.392; also Ringe et al. 2002). A great deal of philological labour
went into compiling those character sets, and they more or less exhausted the available
cognate sets (Ross) and diagnostic innovations (Nakhleh et al.), yet they are one or
possibly two orders of magnitude fewer than the number of characters needed to construct
a solid phylogeny using distance measures (Nichols and Warnow 2008:784), which in
computational biological phylogeny may require tens of thousands of characters to find a
good tree — and distance measures are some of the most promising and versatile for
subgrouping, especially in language families where reconstruction is not far along. One
reason why so many characters are needed is that biological evolution presents many cases
of independent parallel evolution, back-mutation (a mutation that happens to restore the
original DNA sequence and the original phenotype), and other developments that obscure
the actual evolutionary history. In language change these are less rampant and more
detectable, so fewer characters may suffice. Still, various techniques of computational
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phylogeny proceed by generating the very large number of trees required to capture all
characters (as an example, if one innovation is shared by languagdb and another by

b andc, two trees can be drawn: one with braraih and the other with brandbc),
scanning those trees and choosing the best ones (those with the fewest changes overall),
after which the linguist examines the best trees and rates them on linguistic criteria. The
larger the number of characters, the less the impact of any one change that crosscuts
branches and the more robustly the actual evolutionary history can emerge. Thus, for
language families with considerable time depth and divergence (such as Indo-European
and Austronesian), several thousand characters may be needed for firm identification of a
good phylogeny. This is a problem, as the total number of usable lexical and grammatical
roots, morphological forms and paradigms, and sound changes that can be found in even a
well-described language family would probably number under one thousand.

Therefore this paper suggests a way to squeeze some additional characters out of cognate
sets. It is a programmatic account, with only a tiny sample of data. The method is
preliminary, and it will work only in languages with some overt derivational and inflectional
morphology. It requires good reconstructions and precise grammatical analysis of the
daughter languages. Like most kinds of linguistic phylogenetic characters, these offer no
protection against mistaking independent parallel development for reconstructability. But it
does increase the number of characters, and has the possibility of improving phylogeny and
distance measures. Since for an old and divergent family it is impossible for a linguist to
construct and compare all possible trees for so many characters, it must be done
computationally. The great benefit of all this additional work is that it offers the prospect of
definitively resolving questions of tree structure and language family evolution.

2 Data and method

Choosing a single match for the Swadesh wordlist items ‘sit’, ‘stand’, and ‘lie’ is
problematic for languages that have more than one word for one or more of these glosses.
Slavic languages generally have three, illustrated for ‘sit’in Table 1.

Table 1: Slavic verbs for ‘sit’

Russian Czech
infinitive present (8G) | infinitive present ($G
Static (‘sit, be sitting’) sidet’ sidit sedé& sedim
Dynamic, perfective (‘sit down’) sest’ sjadet sednout si  sednu si;
posadit se posadim
Dynamic, imperfective sadit'sja saditsja sedat si sedam si;
posazovat se posazuji se

Slavic languages distinguish perfective vs. imperfective forms of most verbs. The static
verb is imperfective and means ‘be in a sitting position’. The perfective dynamic means
‘sit down (once, or on a particular occasion)’. The imperfective dynamic means ‘sit down’
(more than once — iterative, habitual, etc.)’ and/or ‘be in the process of sitting down’. (For
the meanings of perfective and imperfective in various Slavic languages see Dickey 2000.)
These three aspect/Aktionsart classes make up what | will call the triad for posture verbs in
all modern Slavic languages. The three verbs in the triad are lexically basic (appearing e.g.
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in first-year language textbooks), but there are other Aktionsart derivatives of the same
roots. Most of the Slavic languages also form a delimitative static verb meaning ‘sit for a
short time’ and/or ‘sit for a specified time’ (e.g. Rusgmsidet), some have iteratives of
this and/or the dynamic forms, and some have culminatives, resultatives, totalising forms,
and others (meanings such as ‘sit through to the end’, ‘sit (someplace) too long, to excess’,
etc.) (for discussions in English of some of these forms see Timberlake 2004:403—-406;
Dickey 2000:8-9; Townsend 1975:118ff.; Forsyth 1970:20-26). There are also transitive
forms (‘seat, have sit, put in sitting position’, etc.) and their imperfectives, which are not
covered here.

Most Slavic verbs have two stem forms: one used in the present or nonpast tense and
one used in the infinitive, aorist, or past forms. | will call thesststem andgresentstem,
though these labels gloss over various morphological sticking points. The forms in Table 1
illustrate the two stems of Russian and Czech. The two stem forms differ from each other
in various ways, and different conjugation classes have different endings. Some of the
forms have reflexive morphology (Russiaja, Czechsi/se).Czech has two synonymous
forms for the dynamic, differently derived with reflexivisation and a prefix. Despite these
differences, all the forms from both languages have the sams\fdgtthe Indo-European
root for ‘sit’.

The differences in stem form, conjugation class, etc. can be reduced to the following
guestions:

*  What s the root?

* What is the vocalism of the past stem?

* What is the vocalism of the present stem?

* What is the conjugation suffix (if any) of the past stem?

* What is the conjugation suffix (if any) of the present stem?

* What is the aspect?

*  What is the prefix (if any?)

* Isthe verb reflexive?
Coding for these questions yields a componential analysis that gives eight separate features
for use in comparison, instead of a single unanalysed word. For the triad of forms shown in
Table 1 there are a total of 24 features; the triads for three postures yield a total of 72. |
surveyed these three forms of posture verbs in nearly all of the modern Slavic languages plus
the reconstructed Late Proto Slavic system to test the usefulness for phylogeny and distance
measures of this larger character set. The Appendix gives a past-stem and a present-stem
form for each verb in each language, together with a character state coding showing which
languages have the same form in this or that cell of their paradigms. As an example of
character coding, in the Russian and Czech examples in Table 1, the only shared characters
in the dynamic Russiasest; Czechsednout sare the root vocalism in the present stem and
reflexivisation in the imperfective dynamic. But Slovenian dynasgsti has all of its
character states identical to Russian, and in the static present forms diedizsiand
Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian (BC§gdihave all character states identical to CZech.

Slavic verb paradigms also have the additional properties of stress type (root versus post-root, fixed
versus mobile) and conjugation class (e.g. thematic versus athematic), but these are not included here
because the changes they have undergone have generally been across-the-board ones instead of individual
ones differentiating lexemes: West Slavic languages have developed fixed stress; several languages
generalise the athematic conjugation by redistributing it across suffix types.
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The main intended contributions of this paper are the Appendix and the discussion (in
the next section) of historical questions, especially decisions as to whether the various
identical character codings reflect shared innovations, shared retentions, or independent
parallel developments. | hope the data set will be useful to phylogeny and diffusion studies
for a long time, and in any case it will cause Malcolm Ross’s hame to be cited in Slavistic
publications more than it now is.

3 Historical issues

Late Proto Slavic (LPS; also often known as Common Slavic) as a linguistic system
existed from about the fifth century CE, when the Slavic dispersal began and Slavic
speakers first came into contact with post-Roman Europe, and the ninth century, the date of
the first written records and the time frame when at least the Old Novgorod dialect had
ceased to be mutually intelligible with the rest of Slavic. Since some dialect differences
antedate even the beginning of LPS (e.g. Andersen 1996), it seems that LPS was never a
homogeneous variety. Still, it was a single extended speech community as indicated by
lexical borrowings and sound changes that spread from one end of the range to the other.

East Slavic: T Old Novgorod
Russian
Belarusian
Ukrainian

West Slavic: Lechitic Polish
Cashubian
T Polabian
Sorbian Upper Sorbian
Lower Sorbian
Czechoslovak Czech
Slovak

South Slavic: Eastern Bulgarian
Macedonian
Western Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian
Slovenian

Figure1l: The Slavic family tree

The Slavic family tree is shown in Figure 1. It is based on modern phonological and
some morphological sharings but is known to conflict with the actual dispersal and
settlement patterns. The South Slavic area (the Balkan peninsula) was settled from both
northeast and northwest, and to this day there are phonological and morphological
east/west and north/south distributions reflecting that settlement pattern and not coinciding
exactly with any language boundary. The only clear uniquely South Slavic phonological
innovations — the merger of nasal with plain *e and the early merger of *y and *i —
occurred some centuries after the first writing and after divergences had begun to appear
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within South Slavic. In East Slavic, in medieval times there was a four-way major dialect
division, now effaced by modern boundaries and the spread of Russian influence. In
medieval times the Old Novgorod dialect was very divergent and seems to have been the
first Slavic language to lose mutual intelligibility with the others (Nichols 1993). The
modern dialect differentiation between eastern and western Ukrainian is considerable (to
the extent that westernmost Ukrainian, or Rusyn/Ruthenian, could almost be considered a
separate language.) Slovenian, despite its small size, also has considerable internal dialect
divergence.

The earliest written Slavic language, Old Church Slavic (OCS), does not fit into any one
branch but is a written tradition comprising early West and South Slavic. The languages
not covered here are Polabian, Kashubian, Lower Sorbian, Rusyn, Old Novgorod, and
ocCs.

Verb derivation in LPS utilised changes in ablaut, suffix, and/or conjugation class, most
of them inherited from Indo-European, to bring about various differences in temporality
and valence, as well as prefixes (many of them cognate to prepositions and/or adverbs, and
as a class functionally similar and in some instances cognate to English verb particles,
other Germanic prefixes, etc.). In LPS the considerable variety of possible verb lexemes
gradually settled into perfective-imperfective aspect pairings and the triad of posture verb
forms, and also served to build up the pairing of past and present stems. The main LPS
forms of ‘sit’ were as shown in Table 2.

Table2: LPS ‘sit’in past and present stems

se:d-e:- se:d-i:- static (sedeti, sed”o)

se.d- sed- dynamic gesti, sdo)

se.d-a:- se.d-j-/se:d-aj- iterative se(ati, s°d’'o/seédajo)
sed-no- sed-n- inchoative gednai, sedng
sa.d-i:- sa:.d-i:- transitive gaditi, sazu)

Italicised forms are Slavistic transcription of the infinitive and first person singular p?esent

Posture verbs are generally thought of as genealogically fairly stable, and indeed all
Slavic languages preserve the Indo-European roots for these verbs. Nonetheless, apart from
the shared root, changes in derivational form are fairly numerous. Some of these are early
and reflect the creation of the triad, in particular the recruitment of an imperfective partner
to the dynamic verb. Iterative morphology was commonly recruited to form imperfectives,
and inchoatives sometimes displaced or influenced the dynamic forms (Dickey 2003).
Most of the changes, however, seem to be individual levelings, adjustments, etc. in an
already structured system. A behind-the-scenes force in the intransitive sets surveyed here
is the transitive forms ‘have (someone) sit/stand/lie’, which are a source of changes in
intransitives in many of the cells. This pressure shows up here in the reflexive forms
(reflexivisation being the usual form of detransitivisation in Slavic), but there are other sets
in which the vocalism of the intransitive has been adjusted to match that of the transitive
without actual derivation from the transitive (e.g. Slovak dynasadnut (si)'sit down’).

Long vowels in ‘sit’ are the result of Winter's Law, which lengthened vowels in Balto-Slavic before plain
voiceless stops (the rule was blocked by a sonorant adjacent to the stop, as in the inchoative forms here)
(Winter 1978; Kortlandt 1988).
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Note that, in all three posture sets, the dynamic form is unsuffixed and its past stem, which
has no present-tense nasal infix, is equal to the root in both Slavic and Indo-European.

The Appendix shows an LPS reconstruction for each stem of each verb form, based on
standard sources (chiefly Vaillant 1966; Stawski 1952ff.; Trubachev, ed. 1974ff.. vols 14—
16). Though it is not a foregone conclusion that the imperfective dynamic set had been
incorporated into a fully crystallised triad in LPS times, | include the most likely candidate
for that positior® The root, stem vocalisms, suffixes, and other properties for those LPS
forms and the modern forms are shown together with the character state encodings: state 1
where the entry is the same as the LPS one, states 2 and higher for others (each
morphologically different entry receives a different state coding). In any column, any two
forms with the same character state number are the same (by dint of either common
retention or common innovation). Entries of forms or stems are in modern orthography or
transliteration. Entries for vocalism and suffixes are not the modern forms but the LPS
forms they reflect. Where a modern phoneme is a merger of LPS phonemes (e.g. Bulgarian
/el reflects LPS *e and unstressed *e:) | have assumed the regular LPS form: thus, for
Bulgarian, long *e: vocalism in the first syllable of stasiedja, short *e in dynamic
sedna).The entry for the form is flagged by ‘# where there has been merger, but the
character state codings assume the regular antecedent.

The kinds of changes that have occurred are the following. Most drastic, an entirely
different verb root now appears in one cell: Pok#x¢ sie ‘lie’ (dynamic imperfective)
instead of a verb based on *leg- ‘lie’. What has actually happened is that Polish transitive
potozy¢ ‘lay; put’ has a suppletive imperfectikgas¢, and the dynamic intransitive forms
(both perfective and imperfective) are derived by reflexivisation from the transitive. For
the perfective this entails a change of root vocalism (trangttey¢ has the root *log-
while the LPS dynamic intransitive had *leg-) as well as reflexivisation and addition of the
prefix po-. In the suppletive imperfective, the vddasé sie comes with its own vocalism,
conjugation type, and other properties, so the number of character state differences
mushrooms if they are all counted (as | have done in the preliminary counts described
below).

3 0Of the dynamic imperfectives, prefixe@stajati ‘stand up’ has several attestations in the OCS canon

(Sadnik and Aitzetmiiller 1955¥Sédati ‘sit’ occurs only in reflexivesédati s ‘collapse, shatter’ and
prefixed svsedati ¢ ‘curdle, coagulate; go numblégati ‘lie’ has only one attestation, but that one is
telling:

Mol<itva> |ézcste  na loZi

prayemNOM lying.ADV on couch

‘bedtime prayer’, ‘prayer while going to bed/lying down in bed’

(Fréek 1933:734 ‘Priére a dire quand on se couche’)
The sense is not iterative but progressive or durative and describes the process of getting ready for bed or
getting into bed. The short prayer ends in

ssde az, pokland» se lesti X0Sto W ime O<ts>ca ...

here | having.worshipped I@YN.INF want.1sg in name fath&EN

And here | have worshipped and am going to/want to lie down [=go to bed] in the name

of the Father ...

where the perfective dynamic form has clear perfective sense, referring to an event that is about to occur
and be completed. Thus the two verbs are certainly functioning as a pair and the former iterative is now
just an imperfective.
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LPS inchoatives have supplanted the simple dynamic forms for ‘sit’ and ‘lie’ in Upper
Sorbian, Czech, Slovak, Bulgarian, and Macedonian, and in the present stem in BCS.
‘Stand’ had inchoative morphology in its present stem in LPS, and this has spread to the
past stem in Upper Sorbian, Macedonian, and Bulgarian. Macedonian has added an
additional iterative suffix-uva- to the -n- suffix of the inchoative in its imperfective
dynamic forms.

In ‘sit’ Czech has kept the inchoative forsednout sside by side with reflexive (i.e.
detransitive)posadit sein dynamic ‘stand’, and in the imperfective the LPS iterative is
retained together with a secondary iteratesazovat sef the reflexive! The two verbs
are equally basic according to speakers | have consulted, and both are found in
dictionaries. This is a case of what is known in biological phylogeny as polymorphy: two
distinct characters in one position or cell. Coding the character states is problematic in such
cases, as is discussed below.

In dynamic ‘sit’ and ‘lie’ the vocalism of the present stem (containing the reflex of a
nasasl vowel) has extended to the past stem in Polish and Slovak, and in Ukrainian in ‘lie’
only.

Pure sound change has produced what look at first glance like morphological changes in
several forms. Czecktéat ‘stand’ (static) and similar forms in Polish, Slovak, Upper
Sorbian, and Slovenian may look like extensions of the vocalism of the dynamic to the
static, but in fact they are the result of regular loss of intervocalic *j and coalescence of the
two vowels. In all of East and West Slavic and Bulgarianijthieas been replaced by (a
stem-final consonant in several high-frequency verbs, which has spread to become a
productive iterative or secondary imperfective formative); this is a morphological change.

The only character that has never changed is aspect. Given the differences in the
meanings and behaviour of aspect in the modern Slavic languages (Dickey 2000) and the
demonstrably late development of modern aspect in Russian (Bermel 1997), it is clear that
aspect has not been semantically stable for the past millennium. What is quite stable is the
positions of verbs in aspect pairings: almost never do morphologically identical verbs have
different aspects in different Slavic languages.

4 Preliminary findings

While doing an actual phylogeny would require many more characters, even from just
these 72 one can draw some conclusions that indicate that this kind of breakdown is useful.

(&) An overall index of lexical and morphological conservatism per languéajgle 3
shows the number of character states that each language shares with LPS. Consistent
with the fact that Slavic languages are morphologically conservative overall, there is
rather little spread and no obvious geographic or genealogical pattern to what
differences exist.

* Forms of the reflexive clitic are accusatige dative si. The accusative derives intransitives from
transitives, and the dative makes no change in valence.
The Ukrainian past tense forms are més¢cfem.l'ahla. Lih has not undergone the extension. Its vowel has
been raised from original *e by the regular change of compensatory lengthening (Timberlake 1983a, b), and
this change must have been at least underway when the morphological extension of vocalism occurred,
protecting it from the extension (which must have taken the form of replacing the citation or most basic
vocalism of the past stem, rather than the past-stem vowel per se, by the present-stem vowel).
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Table 3: Total Late Proto Slavic retentions per language.
The logically possible total is 72.

Slovenian 65
BCS 65
Ukrainian 63
Bulgarian 63
Polish 60
Belarusian 59
Macedonian 59
Czech 58
Russian 57
USorbian 55
Slovak 56

2 BCS = Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian.

(b) A measure of geographical or genealogical connectediiesde 4 shows the number

(©)

of shared innovations in each language. Czech, Slovak, and Upper Sorbian share a
good many innovations with various languages and each other, as might be expected
of languages that are close sisters, immediate neighbors, and centrally located.
Languages with few shared innovations are among the most peripherally located, as
again seems logical. The two Slavic languages that belong to the Balkan Sprachbund,
Bulgarian and Macedonian, are not equally prone and not particularly prone to share
innovations with other languages, and this indicates that morphological differences of
the kinds studied here may be resistant to areal convergence.

Structurally nearest language$able 5 shows, for each language, the language(s) with
which it has the most shared innovations, the number of those innovations, and whether
the languages are in the same branch of Slavic. Two sets of very close sister languages
— Russian and Belarusian, and Upper Sorbian, Czech, and Slovak — have the highest
numbers of shared innovations, and nearly all languages (9 out of 11) have at least one
closest connection within the branch, suggesting that the characters may capture
subgrouping rather well. On the other hand, within-branch and extra-branch closest
connections have similar frequency overall, and the southern, peripheral, Balkan
languages Macedonian and Bulgarian are unexpectedly close to the northwestern,
peripheral, and isolated Upper Sorbian, affinities that find no basis in anything we
know about the history of contact in early Slavic.

Table 4: Total shared innovations per language

Czech 66
Slovak 64
USorbian 57
Belarusian 49
Bulgarian 43
Russian 43
BCS 39
Ukrainian 37
Polish 36
Slovenian 33
Macedonian 27
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Table5: Closest neighbour(s) for each Slavic language,
and number of shared innovations

Russian Belarusian* 12
Belarusian Russian* 12
Ukrainian Russian*, Slovak, Slovenian 5
Polish Belarusian, Slovak*, Czech 5
Upper Sorbian Czech* 13
Czech Upper Sorbian* 13
Slovak Czech* 12
Slovenian BCS*, Ukrainian 5
BCS Czech, Slovak 6
Bulgarian Upper Sorbian 9
Macedonian Upper Sorbian, Bulgarian* 6

* = language in the same major branch (East, West, South)

(d) Typological conclusionsThe three posture verbs do not evolve together as a set; they
undergo changes independently and are not equally prone to change. (1)—(2) show
two hierarchies for overall proneness to morphological change among these posture
verbs (for the figures see Table 6).

Q) ‘lie’>'sit’ > ‘stand’

(2) dynamic imperfective > dynamic perfective > static

Table 6: Number of innovative character states for the various verb forms

stat dyn dyn impf Total
Sit 5 15 20 40
Stand 2 11 20 33
Lie 0 22 38 60
Total 7 48 78

Only in the verb that is most change-prone on both of these hierarchies, namely the
dynamic imperfective of ‘lie’, is there wholescale lexical replacement producing
suppletion (in Polistktasé¢ sie, discussed above). On the other hand, this suppletion is
inherited from the transitive forms from which the dynamic forms are derived (and from
which intransitives tend to be derived throughout the vocabularies of all the languages).
This is part of a larger pattern in which transitive members of paradigms undergo lexical
renewal and thereby show that they occupy the semantic core of the set (in the mechanism
of renewal described by Kurytowicz (1947, 1964:11-15); Nichols (2006) argues this for
posture verbs in other languages as well). Though the perfective of the dynamic verb is
often the morphologically simplest of its triad, and was clearly so in LPS, it is the static
form that has been most resistant to morphological change. Curiously, though ‘lie’ is prone
to morphological change overall, its static form has had no morphological changes.
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5 Discussion and problems

| believe this effort has shown that, on the way to amassing a very large set of
characters, starting with exhaustive analyses of limited lexical sets (like the posture verbs
system) will be at least as useful as working through a long wordlist in alphabetical order.
Covering all the words in a lexical set lessens the likelihood of giving too much weight to
flukes, and it reveals typological things along the way. It could give a framework
(derivational, semantic, diachronic) within which to explain the behaviour of individual
words.

In this small study examples have come up of two stumbling blocks for phylogeny:
independent parallel innovation and polymorphy (two equally basic words in one sense, as
in Czech dynamic ‘sit’). There are no examples of anything resembling a third stumbling
block: back-mutation (reversal of a change, e.g. a subgroup protolanguage innovates a
word, then one daughter language loses it, thereby appearing never to have had it). How to
handle polymorphy is a pressing problem in computational phylogenetics, and | can offer
only to have laid out (in the Appendix) a clear example for others to use in modelling.

Overall the danger of parallel development is probably not great in these posture verbs,
which differ in their aspectual and derivational morphology from the rest of the lexicon
and are not particularly susceptible to lexicon-wide changes, and which are high-frequency
items that should be relatively resistant to change. The displacement of dynamic forms by
inchoatives is a change that has recurred (it occurs in southern West Slavic and in
Macedonian and Bulgarian) but has not been a lexicon-wide one in these languages, so its
occurrence in any given lexeme is largely independent of its occurrence in any other
lexeme. A change thats part of a recurrent process is the derivation of dynamic
imperfectives by detransitivisation (reflexivisation), replacing the original iterative
intransitives, but since it is aspectually restricted in the East Slavic languages that show it
but not in West Slavic, and since in West Slavic (Czech) but not East Slavic it includes
derivation from intransitives, it is difficult to say that the same process has occurred. A
more delicate subclassification of reflexivisation types may be in order.

The knottiest problem to my mind is the fact that lexical replacements and
morphological innovations in individual words are not total and absolute but should really
be thought of as shifts in the relative text frequencies of contenders for basic status in a
gloss cell. Words commonly have near-synonyms, derivations have alternatives, and
additional words and combinations of morphological forms found in one dialect are often
known at least passively to speakers of others and of the standard variety — and what
happens when a near-synonym, morphological variant, or dialect form becomes standard in
some meaning is that it has now become more frequent in that meaning. An example is the
perfective dynamic cells in the posture system: both the (unsuffixed) dynamic form and the
(suffixed) inchoative could have been present in most Slavic varieties in LPS and later
times, and the appearance of one or the other as ‘the’ form in the dynamic cell could have
been a matter of drift in originally subtle differences in text frequency. All of this means
that our usual understanding of presence vs. absence of a form from a variety or from a
wordlist slot needs to be replaced with a probabilistic measure. Text frequencies are not
obviously either transmitted or diffused in the way that words, morphemes, constructions,
etc. are, and this means that a statistically sound way of handling polymorphy is part of a
larger important problem of describing change. Close philological work over the entire
recorded history of each Slavic language should help to clarify the chronology, availability
of near-synonyms, and constraints on distribution that will help identify true homoplasies
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involving all three of form, function, and constraints and help distinguish them from less
diagnostic resemblances.

The database underlying the Appendix will be maintained, updated, and corrected as
needed (always with a link and reference to this festschrift), and similar ones provided for
other lexical domains, on my website and/or elsewhere, under the h&idilogenetica
slavica, for the foreseeable future.
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Appendix

The tables here show the triad of verb forms for each posture, and the eight character
state encodings. Data columns are headed A, B, etc.; character state columns are headed
aa, bb, etc. The citation form is the infinitive except in Bulgarian and Macedonian, where it
Is a present tense form (these languages have no infinitive). For the past and present forms
see text. A blank in one of these columns means that the form is regular and not given in
dictionaries. The form chosen as representative of the past stem in the Past columin is the
past or participle if it exists and could be found; otherwise the infinitive; otherwise the
aorist. Present forms are first singular unless otherwise indicated; 1s - first singular, 3s -
third singular, 3p - third plural. Shaded rows or parts of rows give the second of two
polymorphic forms for that sense. Optional reflexive clitics (chiefly in Czech and Slovak)
are counted as reflexive; the optional prefix in LCS ‘stand’ is counted as no prefix (since
this is the earlier and reconstructable state).
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8 Greenberg’s Indo-Pacific hypothesis:
an assessment

ANDREW PAWLEY

1 Introduction

In 1971 Joseph Greenberg published evidence for his Indo-Pacific hypothesis, which
proposed that there is a genetic relationship between all the non-Austronesian language
families of Melanesia and the Halmahera and Timor regions of the Indonesian archipelago,
together with the languages of Tasmania and most if not all the languages of the Andaman
Islands' The main evidence consisted of 84 sets of resemblant words (‘Indo-Pacific
etymologies’) plus some resemblances in grammatical elements, almost every set being
represented in at least three of the 14 groups which he treated, provisionally, as primary
branches of Indo-Pacific (IP).

Twelve of these 14 groups are found in a more or less continuous area of the equatorial
zone that extends from 123 degrees E to 166 degrees E, from Timor and Halmahera in the
west, through the large (2400 km long) island of New Guinea, to New Britain, New Ireland
and the Solomon Islands in the east. The dominant language family in this area, except for
New Guinea, is Austronesian. The non-Austronesian languages, numbering between 700
and 800 (Wurm 1982; Wurm and Hattori 1981-83), are often collectively termed
‘Papuan’, traditionally without any implication that this label refers to a genetic grouping.
The Andaman Islands lie much further west, south of Burma and the Bay of Bengal, at
around 92 degrees E. Tasmania, situated to the south of the Australian mainland, is
separated from all the other groups by a vast distance. Recently, Whitehouse et al. (2004)
have argued that the Kusunda language of Nepal should be added to Indo-Pacific.

In this paper | will try to do four main things: (1) assess the merits of Greenberg’s
arguments for the Indo-Pacific hypothesis, (2) point out why specialists have up till now
largely shirked this task, (3) evaluate weaker alternatives to the full-scale hypothesis, in
which only some of the putative primary subgroups are included, and (4) reflect on the
circumstances and chain of reasoning which persuaded Greenberg that he had a fairly good

It gives me great pleasure to contribute to this volume honouring Malcolm Ross. It is my privilege and
good fortune over the last 20 years to have had Malcolm as a colleague and friend and as a partner in a
number of research projects in Austronesian and Papuan historical linguistics. | remain in awe of his
accomplishments. Roger Blench, Beth Evans, Judith Blevins, Edgar Suter and Matthew Spriggs provided
valuable comments on a draft of this paper.
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case for a hypothesis when contemporary specialists in Papuan historical linguistics find
these arguments unconvincing.

Beginning in the mid-1950s, Greenberg spent much time over a dozen years compiling
putative Indo-Pacific etymologies, patiently tracking down data from obscure published
and unpublished sources and entering materials in a notebook using his ‘multilateral’ or
‘mass comparison’ method, to be discussed in 85 below. In addition to the 84 sets of
putative Indo-Pacific cognates he put together hundreds of other sets of resemblant words
restricted to the putative subgroups of Indo-Pacific. Tentative findings were first reported
in two unpublished papers, Greenberg (1958), where the 14 groups were defined and
Greenberg (1960), where the full-scale Indo-Pacific hypothesis was first proposed. He
continued to add to his materials until 1968, when he submitted the paper that appeared in
1971. According to Croft (2005:xviii), he examined some 350 lexical entries plus
grammatical comparisons for about 800 non-Austronesian languages (plus some 50
neighbouring An languages for controfs).

Map 1: Location of the putative major subgroups of Indo-Pacific
(See 82 for details of the 14 groups)

2 While Greenberg’s diligence in tracking down data was extraordinary, | doubt if he could have obtained

350 items for as many as 800 non-Austronesian languages in the 1950s and 1960s. There are probably
fewer than 800 distinct Papuan languages in all, and for perhaps 200 of these there was almost no
documentation during that period. However, Greenberg sometimes had wordlists for multiple dialects of
single languages.



Greenberg’s Indo-Pacific hypothesis: an assessmehb5

Greenberg (1971:854) writes that:

| believe that the evidence presented here is sufficient to establish the point that [in the
Indo-Pacific region] the vast majority of non-Austronesian languages outside of
Australia, on which judgment is still reserved, have a common origin.... For
Tasmanian the relative paucity of data produces a somewhat weaker case than in other
instances. Still what evidence we have does point in this direction.

He adds that ‘My hope is that the present study will help to hasten the long overdue demise
of the notion of Papuan as merely a scrapheap of assorted languages bound together by the
negative characteristic of being non-Austronesian. May the comparative study of this
major linguistic stock, which has been so strangely neglected, ... finally come into its
own.’ (1971:854)

The Indo-Pacific hypothesis has had a rather curious fate. Greenberg’s arguments for
Indo-Pacific have been summarily dismissed by various specialists as unconvincing, but
none of the critics has provided a detailed assessment of the evidence. At the same time,
the Indo-Pacific grouping is often mentioned in handbooks and encyclopaedias describing
language families of the world, and is sometimes presented there as a more or less
established stock (e.g. Ruhlen 1991). From time to time linguists doing comparative
typological work (e.g. Viberg 1984) cite the hypothesis as if it were reasonably well
supported, as do scholars in other disciplines, including population geneticists (e.qg.
Cavalli-Sforza 2000; Thangaraj et al. 2003) and historians (Manning 2006). This degree of
acceptance is certainly not based on a rigorous assessment of the evidence — for no such
assessment has been provided so far — but is surely due to the eminence of Greenberg
himself, whose groundbreaking work on linguistic universals and on the classification of
African languages made him one of the most influential linguists of the@tury.

In recent decades research in archaeology and population genetics has greatly advanced
our knowledge of the history of human settlement of Island SE Asia and the Pacific
Islands. At present the most widely supported view among population geneticists and
archaeologists is that the first successful colonisation of Asia, beyond the Levioinoy
sapiensdid not occur until between 70,000 and 50,000 years ago (Mellars 2006a, b). The
Andaman Islanders, genetically, represent a clade of modern humans with no close
relatives elsewhere (Thangaraj et al. 2003; Thangaraj et al. 2006). They appear to be a long
isolated population deriving from the first modern human colonisation of South and
Southeast Asia.

It is now known that by at least 45,000 years ago modern humans were in Borneo, then
still part of mainland SE Asia (Barker et al. 2005). By 45 to 40 millennia ago (and possibly
several millennia before that) they had crossed Wallacea and reached Sahul, the Australia-
New Guinea continent (Groube et al. 1986; O’Connell and Allen 2004; O’Connor 2007).
Indeed as early as 40,000 BP people had made the sea crossings to New Britain and New
Ireland (Leavesley and Chappell 2004; Pavlides and Gosden 1994; Specht 2005; Torrence
et al. 2004) and by about 30,000 BP they were in Bougainville (Specht 2005; Spriggs
1997; Wickler and Spriggs 1988). The spread southwards across Australia, probably
initially following the coasts, was quite rapid. By 35,000 BP the remote southwest corner
of what is now the island of Tasmania was populated (Cosgrove, Allen and Marshall 1990;
Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999). The genetic evidence indicates that, aside from some
input from Austronesian speakers from SE Asia within the last three millennia or so, the

3 At present, archaeological dates for the Andaman Islands go back no more than about 2000 years but

comparatively little archaeological work has been done there.
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current Papuan-speaking peoples of New Guinea and Island Melanesia derive from these
foundation populations (Friedlaender 2007).

Thus, if there was a common ancestor shared by the languages of the Andaman Islands,
the Papuan languages of Melanesia, and the languages of Tasmania it is likely to have been
more than 40,000 years in the past. If there was a common ancestral language shared by all
the Papuan languages of New Guinea, the Bismarcks and the Solomons it was probably
more than 30,000 years ag&Genetic and archaeological evidence indicate that there was
little if any interaction between the founder populations of the Solomons and the rest of
Melanesia in the period between initial settlement of the Solomons archipelago some 30
millennia ago (Friedlaender 2007; Friedlaender eR@0D8; Spriggs 1997) and the arrival
of Austronesian speakers.

These chronologies do not rule out the possibility that the Indo-Pacific hypothesis is
correct. It may be that the first early modern human expansion into SE Asia and Sahul was
carried by very small populations speaking languages of a single family. However, the
issue is not whether the Indo-Pacific languages share a remote common ancestor —
indeed, all human languages may do so — but whether there is reasonable linguistic proof
of common origin. The chronology for the first colonisation of Australia and Melanesia
raises questions about what kinds of shared linguistic residues, if any, are likely to have
survived after 40 millennia. From what we know of rates of replacement of particular kinds
of lexical and grammatical roots, only a few dozen words have half-lofesore than
2000 years and the only elements that have half-lives of more than 20,000 years are some
personal pronouns and a handful of lexical items, such as words for certain body-parts and
kinship terms, and a few other concepts, probably fewer than 2¢in alll.

It is unlikely that any cognate sets for items outside of the small hard core would have
survived for 40 millennia, and even if they did, phonological changes would very likely
have obscured their common origin. In this connection the fate of Greenberg’s (1987)
Amerind hypothesis (apparently independently developed in the 1950s by Morris Swadesh
and Sydney Lamb) is instructive. Greenberg assigned to Amerind all 60 or so established
stocks of Native American languages other than Eskimo-Aleut and Athabaskan.

4 These early dates were not known to Greenberg when he was formulating the Indo-Pacific hypothesis.

Possibly he would not have been influenced by them because he believed in treating comparative
linguistic evidence independently of non-linguistic evidence (Croft 2005:xii).

To say that the half-life of a word (more exactly, a particular lexical form-meaning pairing) is 2,000 years
means that, in any language that has that it, the word has a 50 per cent chance of persisting (with the same
meaning) for that period of time.

For a number of language families it has been shown that words for certain concepts are extremely
persistent while words for other concepts are less stable. For discussion of Indo-European basic
vocabulary see, e.g. Kruskal et al. (1971), Pagel (2000), Pagel and Meade (2006), Pagel, Atkinson and
Meade (2007). Dyen et al. (1967) determined the cognation rates of words for 196 meanings in 89
Austronesian languages. Only 10 meanings show cognation rates of above 50 peoceour, give,

eye, we, louse, father, mother, to die, ta daibther 15 meanings show rates between 50 and 30 percent:
one, three, ashes, stone, nose, to hear, to drink, new, thou, ye, fruit, name, ear, livémdtker 45

show cognation rates of between 29 and 10 percent. Rates for the remaining 126 meanings fall below 10
percent. Austronesian is a family that lends itself well to determining absolute, as well as relative
replacement rates in basic vocabulary. The dates at which Proto Austronesian and its major interstages
were spoken are reasonably well-established because the Austronesian expansion left a well-marked
archaeological trail (Bellwood 1997; Green 2003; Kirch 2000; Pawley 2002). This allows approximate
retention rates to be calculated for particular lexical items reconstructed for Proto Austronesian (spoken
about 5000 BP), Proto Malayo-Polynesian (about 4000 BP) and Proto Oceanic 3400-3100 BP).



Greenberg’s Indo-Pacific hypothesis: an assessmehb7

Archaeology and genetics indicate that the Americas were probably not settled until about
15,000 years ago, and if these first settlers brought a single language one would expect the
residue recoverable from comparison of the several hundred Amerind languages to be
considerably larger than the residue recoverable for Indo-Pacific. Yet it has proved very
difficult to persuade specialists that Amerind is a valid genetic stock (Campbell 1988,
1997; Campbell and Poser 2008; Mithun 1999; Nichols and Peterson 1996). It is not that
the specialists are being obtuse but rather that their standards of proof are more demanding
than Greenberg’s were.

To estimate probabilities of chance resemblances ideally one needs data on the
frequency of particular sounds in particular positions in all the relevant languages (Ringe
1992, 1996, 1999), data that are not available for Amerind. Instead, one must make do with
approximations based on averaging data for certain languages. Following this procedure,
Ringe (1996:152) ‘finds no evidence whatsoever that the putative cognate sets in
Greenberg’s ‘Amerind Etymological dictionary’ represent anything other than chance’.

Although 1 will conclude that there is no good case for the full-scale Indo-Pacific
hypothesis, Greenberg deserves credit for seeing, as early as the 1950s, that many of the
small, disparate groups of non-Austronesian languages in the New Guinea area are
probably related and, above all, for assembling a body of resemblant items that at least
provide a basis for discussion. The material assembled by Greenberg includes some lexical
and grammatical resemblances that indicate a common origin of most of the languages in
six of the 14 primary groups that he posited. Subsequent work has shown that these
languages belong to the language family now generally termed ‘Trans New Guinea’
(TNG). With some 400-450 member languages TNG is probably the third most numerous
family in the world, after Niger-Congo and Austronesian.

However, Greenberg’s failure to recognize that the TNG languages collectively amount
to a single first-order witness rather than six severely weakens his arguments for the Indo-
Pacific hypothesis as a whole. It turns out that by far the best evidence for Indo-Pacific
consists of agreements among diverse branches of TNG. By contrast, the case for a genetic
relationship between the North Andaman languages and the Tasmanian languages, on the
one hand, and any of the Papuan groups of New Guinea, New Britain, Bougainville and
the Solomons is extremely weak, the quantity and quality of the resemblances falling well
within the range of chance.

Greenberg’'s material contains a few items that hint at a remote genetic relationship
between the TNG family and certain other language families of New Guinea, and a similar
connection may exist between certain non-TNG families of New Guinea and certain
IanleJages of New Britain. However, these do not amount to anything like a convincing
case.

2 Greenberg’s subgrouping of Indo-Pacific languages

Greenberg’s assumptions about the internal relationships of Indo-Pacific languages
were central to his weighting of agreements in lexicon and grammar. He distinguished 14
major subgroups, which were assumed to have equal status as putative primary branches of
Indo-Pacific. Most groups are defined by particular group-specific lexical resemblances
(i.e. resemblances that go beyond the 84 putative Indo-Pacific etyma) and in some cases by

For more recent discussion of evidence concerning distant relationships among the diverse Papuan

families see Dunn et al. (2002), Dunn et al. (2005), Reesink (2005).
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particular grammatical features. A few of the groups were based on geography: they
subsume different genetic stocks found in the same small region, which as a precautionary
measure Greenberg treated as a single unit. Within most of the primary subgroups he
distinguished further branches.

For some of the primary and secondary subgroups Greenberg lays out the evidence. In
other cases he simply refers to published or unpublished evidence without citing details of
resemblances. He offered words of caution:

This subgrouping is not exhaustive and is in some respects at least quite tentative ...
Such a degree of uncertainty is only reasonable at this stage’ (1971:809).

Greenberg’s subgroups, with the names and abbreviations he uses plus brief notes on
the extent of the evidence he cites, are listed below. The order follows a directional pattern,
moving roughly from west to east in the tropical zone, and then to Tasmania in the south.

The Andaman Islands

1. Andaman (AN). Greenberg observes that the Andaman languages fall into two
groups that have not been shown to be related. He includes in Indo-Pacific only the larger,
North Andaman group, which occupies almost all of Great Andaman Island and which
consists of two closely related dialect clusters. He reserves judgment on whether the two
South Andaman languages are related to the North Andaman group.

Indonesian archipelago

2. Timor and Alor (TA). Greenberg had data for only four of the non-Austronesian
languages in the Timor-Alor region, at the eastern end of the Lesser Sundas chain, namely
Abui, Bunak, Makasai and Oirata. Ninety-two comparisons are given in support of this
grouping, of which 16 are also part of the list of 84 Indo-Pacific etymologies. He
recognised two branches within the Timor-Alor group.

3. Halmahera (HA). The Papuan languages of north Halmahera ‘form an obvious
group ... so that no demonstration is necessary’ (Greenberg 1971:815). They divide into a
southern group, made up of Ternate and Tidore, and a northern group consisting of some
10 languages, including Loloda and Tobelo.

New Guinea mainland

4. West New Guinea (WNG)About 40 languages are named in this group group, all
located at the western end of New Guinea, in parts of the Bird’s Head and the Bomberai
Peninsula. They are divided into four subgroups: (1) a large group of almost 20 languages
including Etna Bay and Mairasi, (2) a group of about 10 languages including Madi, Tehit
and Waken, (3) a group of four languages including Maibrat, and (4) Kapaur, Baha and
Kovas. Twenty-seven etymologies were cited linking Etna Bay with Cowan’s (1957) West
New Guinea family. (More problematically, Cowan also included Halmahera and Timor
languages in his West New Guinea family.)

5. Southwest New Guinea (SWNG) or Marind-Ok. Five subgroups are distinguished.
Four of these, Tirio, Marind, Ok, and Awyu are located in south-central New Guinea, close
to the Papua New Guinea border. The fifth, Kukukuku, located in Gulf and Morobe
provinces, is a very tentative inclusion. About 60 supporting lexical comparisons are cited.
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6. Southern New Guinea (SNG) or Kiwaic.In this group of some 50 languages
Greenberg distinguishes seven branches, all spoken on or near the coast of southern New
Guinea, in Western Province and the Torres Straits and on Frederik Hendrik Island. The
subgroups are not given names but the largest are those that contain Kiwai and its
immediate relatives, and Jei and its immediate relatives. Miriam, of the Eastern Torres
Straits, belongs to SNG. The westernmost group is centred on Fredrerik Henrik Island.
Seventy lexical comparisons support the putative SNG group.

7. North New Guinea (NNG). Under this rubric Greenberg combines several very
divergent groups, scattered around north-central New Guinea on both sides of the West
Papua-PNG border and in the Sepik provinces. He identifies these groups as Sentani,
Tami, Arapesh, Murik, Monumbo (Manambu) and Ndu-Kwoma, along with some isolates.
Fifty lexical comparisons plus pronominal agreements are cited in support of NNG.

8. Central New Guinea (CNG). This is the largest of the 14 groups assigned to Indo-
Pacific. Greenberg, influenced by Wurm (1964), who had tentatively posited a large
‘Central and Northeast New Guinea Phylum’, recognised three primary branches: (i)
Kapauku-Baliem (also known as Ekagi-Dani) in the western highlands of West Papua, (ii)
a Central Highlands group (similar to Wurm’s East New Guinea Highlands Stock) and (iii)
Huon (in the region of the Huon Peninsula, just north and east of the Central Highlands
group). The Central Highlands group in turn divides into several groups, including those
known nowadays as Engan (including Huli, Mendi, Kewa and Ipili), Chimbu-Wahgi, and
Kainantu-Gorokan. No supporting cognate sets are cited other than those in the main Indo-
Pacific list. For the smaller groups he refers to the published work of others.

9. Northeast New Guinea (NENG) or Madang. To this Greenberg assigns 30 or so
languages of Madang Province. He remarks that the nucleus of such a group was
recognised by Ray (1919) and that ‘[t]he unity of this group is quite obvious’ (1971:834).
No etymologies are cited.

10. East New Guinea (ENG). This putative group has more than 80 members located
in the southeastern region of New Guinea. Thirty-seven lexical comparisons and four
pronominal agreements are cited in support of ENG. Greenberg recognises ten subgroups,
including the larger groups he calls Mailu, Binandere, and Koita, along with Dimpa,
Kovio, and Elema.

The Bismarck Archipelago

11. New Britain (NB). Greenberg had data for five languages, all of Central and East
New Britain. He recognised that there are two or more very divergent groups on this large
(450 km long) and mountainous island, prone to cataclysmic volcanic eruptions, but treats
them as a unit for geographic reasons. Four languages, comprising the Baining-Sulka
group, are clearly related. He was uncertain whether the fifth, Uasi, had any special
relationship to other New Britain languages and he had no data on a language, ldne, said to
be spoken in the far west of the island. No etymologies are cited in support of NB.

The Solomon Islands

12. Bougainville (BO). There are two highly divergent groups, one in the north and one
in the south. Each contains four languages (some with diverse dialects). Greenberg
considers that they have enough in common to justify a Bougainville subgroup (2005:203)
but he cites no cognate sets in support of this claim.



160 Andrew Pawley

13. Central Melanesia (CM).There are four non-AN languages of the central Solomons
‘which seem to constitute another subgroup’ (Greenberg 1971:816) that he calls Central
Melanesian. He also tentatively assigned to this group certain languages of Reefs/Santa Cruz
Islands, situated almost 1000 km to the east, mainly on grounds of resemblances in the
pronouns. Fifty-two lexical and nine pronominal etymologies are cited for CM.

Tasmania

14. Tasmania (TS). The only data consist of brief and highly problematic notes made
by 19" century colonials. Following Schmidt (1952) Greenberg recognises five
languages (or dialects): a northern language and four others that appear to be more
closely related to each other. No supporting lexical data are cited, other than those in the
Indo-Pacific list.

Following Cowan (1957, 1960), Greenberg (1971:839) speculates that Halmahera,
Timor—Alor and West New Guinea may constitute a ‘supergroup’, on the basis of some
agreements in grammatical features.

Unclassified languages of New Guinea (UNGYGreenberg also referred to, but left
unclassified, a number of very small groups and isolates in New Guinea and to one isolate
spoken on New Ireland.

3 The reception of the Indo-Pacific hypothesis. Why have specialists
largely ignored it?

Why has the Indo-Pacific hypothesis received little attention from specialists in the
relevant language groups? In the four decades since Greenberg’s main publication on this
subject there have been a handful of brief assessments by specialists, consisting of just a few
sentences, and all have rejected the evidence as unconvincing (among these are Laycock
1975a; Pawley 1998, 2005a; Ross 2005). It is noteworthy that in Foley (1986), a book
devoted to the Papuan languages, there is no reference to the Indo-Pacific hypothesis and
that in another book on the Papuan languages, Wurm (1982:6, 30) simply acknowledges
Greenberg's proposal in three senteric&here have been a couple of papers that briefly
examine Greenberg's arguments for particular subgroups of Indo-Pacific (Franklin 1973;
Voorhoeve 1975). This reception stands in contrast to the lively and extensive debates
generated by Greenberg’s African and Amerind classifications.

As far as | know, only one slightly more extended review of on the Indo-Pacific
hypothesis has appeared: a five page commentary by Wurm (1975a:925-929). However,
this commentary contains much hedging and little discussion of nitty-gritty details. The
main points could have been made in half a page. They are that:

() Greenberg made several claims about relationship between diverse Papuan groups
that now, in the light of better data than he had, appear not to be demonstrably
related. This in turn casts serious doubt on the value of his evidence for the claim
that Tasmanian and Andaman are also related to the Papuan languages.

| suspect that neither Wurm nor Foley wished to offend a respected colleague and chose not to air their
disagreements. Foley in particular has close links to Stanford.
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(i) The case for Tasmanian is particularly weak. Among the grammatical items,
there is a single pronominal resemblance, in2eforms. Eighteen of the 84
lexical etymologies include Tasmanian items but these are not convincing.

(i) The number of resemblances exhibited by the Andaman group seems, at first
blush, to be significantly higher. There are three pronoun items that show a
resemblance to pronouns found in certain other groups, plus the past tense
markerk. But Wurm observes that the pronominal agreements are really much
weaker than the foregoing statement implies, because they are divided among
disparate groups: thesGagreement is with ‘West Papuan’, th&s agreement is
with ‘East Papuan’, and theeL agreement is with yet another set of languages.
Thirty of the 84 Indo-Pacific etymologies are represented in Andaman, and the
resemblances are chiefly with W. Papuan and Timor-Alor languages. Wurm
suggests that there may be an ancient substratum in the Papuan area that is
linked to the Andaman languages.

There are, | believe, several reasons why scholars have been reluctant to attempt a
detailed assessment of Greenberg’s Indo-Pacific proposal. First, a thorough review would
be very time-consuming. The Indo-Pacific hypothesis is in fact a cluster of many
hypotheses about genetic groupings, each of which has more or less independent status and
would have to be assessed one by one. Apart from the full-scale Indo-Pacific grouping
there are the 14 proposed subgroups, many of which are highly problematic.

A second reason has already been alluded to above: Greenberg did not separate the
wheat from the chaff. He had the makings of a good case for linking several Papuan stocks
in New Guinea with each other and with certain languages of the Timor-Alor area, but did
not separate this from the much flimsier case for including the languages of Tasmania, the
Andamans, Halmahera and Island Melanesia. Unsurprisingly, some readers faced with
these more far-reaching and weakly supported claims, were inclined to ignore the rest.

Third, the pool of specialists who are more or less competent to review the evidence has
always been very small. The total number of linguists actively working on the historical
study of any or all of the Papuan families has probably never exceeded ten or twelve at any
one time (the peak was between about 1965 and 1975) and since the early 1980s has been
considerably fewer. Among these scholars, only one or two have had Papuan historical
linguistics as their primary research field. As for the Andaman and Tasmanian languages,
the situation is worse.

Fourth, the timing of Greenberg (1971) was unlucky. His thunder was largely stolen by
discoveries in Papuan studies that were being reported in the 1960s and 1970s. The idea
that some of the diverse, small Papuan groups might be related was in the air during the
1950s, as can be seen in the writings of Capell (1948-49), Cowan (1957), Loukotka (1957)
and Wurm (1954). However, the kinds of arguments put forward in these works were
chiefly typological, and we can now see that in many cases the early tentative proposals
did not stand up.

Beginning in the late 1950s, Stephen Wurm, at The Australian National University,
initiated a long term program of field surveys and comparative research on the Papuan
languages of New Guinea and Island Melanesia. He was soon joined by several
collaborators — both departmental colleagues and PhD students. In the early 1960s Wurm
published a series of papers giving typological and lexicostatistical evidence for a family
of around 50 languages located in the central highlands of Papua New Guinea, which he
called the East New Guinea Highlands Stock (later called a Phylum) (Wurm 1960, 1964,
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1965). In the mid-1960s several proposals concerning long-range connections among
diverse groups in New Guinea were put forward, such as Wurm’s (1965, 1971) Central
New Guinea Macro-PhyluthThese were based mainly on typological agreements, the
lexicostatistical agreements between widely separated groups being too low (2-5%) to be
significant.

Then at the end of the decade McElhanon and Voorhoeve (1970) cited about 90 sets of
resemblant lexical items shared by several widely separated groups: namely a group
located in central and south-central New Guinea (Voorhoeve 1968), another in the Huon
Peninsula area of central north New Guinea (McElhanon 1967, 1970) and a third, the small
Binandere family, situated in the southeast of the island. They coined the name ‘Trans
New Guinea phylum’ for this widespread group. McElhnanon and Voorhoeve used a
method very similar to Greenberg’s multilateral method (85.1) to assemble possible
cognates, without attempting to work out regular sound correspondences. Among their sets
of resemblant forms were several pronouns and other items of core basic vocabulary.

This first, restricted version of the TNG hypothesis was soon dramatically extended —
indeed McElhanon and Voorhoeve (1970) had suggested that their TNG Phylum would
turn out to be related to the groups in Wurm’s Central New Guinea Macro-Phylum. Within
a few years, the central highlands family and various other groups, including the Timor
area languages, had been added to TNG, so that almost 500 languages, or about 70 percent
of all non-Austronesian languages of the region, were assigned to this family in its most
extended form (Wurm ed. 1975; Wurm 1982; Wurm et al. 1975).

As it happens, proponents of the extended TNG hypothesis in the 1970s did not make
good use of the evidence they had. The case they made for TNG was poorly made and far
from convincing because it relied too much on typological resemblances, and provided no
systematic phonological and lexical reconstruction. All informed reviewers were highly
sceptical (Foley 1986; Haiman 1979; Heeschen 1978; Lang 1976). However, more recent
work has yielded more solid evidence for TNG (with a membership not quite as extensive
as that proposed in Wurm (ed. 1975)). Accounts of the history of the TNG hypothesis are
given in Pawley (1998, 2005a) and Ross (2005).

In the 1970s several other major genetic groupings besides TNG were posited by the
ANU group. These included the Sepik-Ramu Phylum, to which were assigned almost 100
languages of north central New Guinea (Laycock and Z'graggen 1975), the Torricelli
Phylum, consisting of some 47 languages of the Torricelli Ranges and nearby regions of
the Sepik and Ramu Provinces of Papua New Guinea (Laycock 1975b) and the East
Papuan Phylum, said to subsume all 20 or so non-Austronesian languages of Island
Melanesia (Wurm 1975b). Recent opinion is that neither the Sepik-Ramu nor the East
Papuan groupings stand up, the evidence for Sepik-Ramu being flimsy (Foley 2005) and
that for East Papuan even more so (Ross 2001). However, these speculative groupings
were included in the influentidtlas of languages of the Pacifi¢/urm and Hattori 1981—

83) and outsiders have often assumed that they are well-supported genetic groups.

 The extended TNG hypothesis had in fact been roughly foreshadowed in a 1965 report by the Voegelins,

where they proposed to unite the East New Guinea Highlands Stock with a Huon Peninsula group, the
Binandere group, the Ok group of central New Guinea, and the Dani group of the SW New Guinea
Highlands. They also threw in the Ndu family of the Sepik, which is not TNG. However, the Voegelins
relied on the data and proposals of Greenberg, Wurm and other sources and did not analyse the evidence
further.
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Finally (and this is arguably the most important single reason for the lack of a detailed
assessment) there are major methodological difficulties in evaluating the evidence.
Greenberg’s method of multilateral comparison yielded a rather small body of
impressionistic resemblances between form-meaning units. In such cases, unlike claims
about cognation that rest on regular sound correspondences, one cannot appeal to rigorous
and reliable criteria to assess a claim of common origin. The claims crave statistical testing
for significance but such testing would be time-consuming and few linguists are well
equipped to do it.

Such methodological concerns recur in most of the brief assessments of Greenberg
(1971), for example, that of Laycock (1975a:57):

To date it can safely be said that there is no real evidence to link the [non-
Austronesian] languages of New Guinea with any other linguistic groups ... In
particular Greenberg’'s Indo-Pacific hypothesis ... is not only far from proven, but
also based on inadequate and insufficiently analysed data (for example, comparisons
are too frequently made of items within larger groups of languages — such as the
Trans New Guinea Phylum that are already known to be related, so that there is little
support for the wider relationships postulated.)

4 Contemporary views of the genetic classification of Papuan languages

Contemporary views of the classification of the non-Austronesian languages of
Melanesia and Southeast Asia, and the languages of Tasmania, differ in various ways from
Greenberg’s. A detailed account of contemporary views would require a separate paper. A
thorough review of the Tasmanian data was undertaken by Crowley and Dixon (1981).
Research on the Andaman languages is reviewed by Blevins (2007, to appear). Wurm
(1975a, 1982) surveyed work on the ‘Papuan’ languages up to the mid 1970s. The most
comprehensive recent classification of the ‘Papuan’ languages, based mainly on
pronominal paradigms, is in an unpublished paper of some 200 pages by Ross (2000),
whose main findings are summarised in Ross (2005) and in Pawley (2005b, 2007). Among
other studies that treat some of the groups accepted or proposed by Greenberg are the
following. Z'graggen, in a number of works (e.g. Z'graggen 1975), confirmed and
extended the Northeast New Guinea (Madang) group. Ross (2001) examined Wurm’s
(1982) hypothesis that the various non-Austronesian families of Island Melanesia
(Melanesia excluding New Guinea) belong to a diverse East Papuan phylum. Foley (2005)
argued against the Sepik-Ramu hypothesis (the core of Greenberg’s North New Guinea
group). Pawley (1998, 2005a, b) and Ross (1995, 2005) argue in support of the Trans New
Guinea hypothesis. Voorhoeve (2005) discusses inheritance and diffusion among certain of
the groups making up Greenberg’'s Southwest New Guinea group and Reesink (2005) does
the same for West New Guinea. Dunn et al. (2002, 2005) examine the distribution of a
large selection of typological characteristics across the various families that Wurm (1982)
had assigned to ‘East Papuan’, in an attempt to find traces of ancient common origin or
diffusion.

10 However, the words ‘already known to be related’ in this quote are unfair to Greenberg. The ‘larger groups’
that Laycock refers to, such as the Trans New Guinea Phylum and Sepik-Ramu Phylum, were not proposed
in print until the early 1970s and even then were not well supported (see below). Greenberg (1971) was
submitted in 1968, some three years before it was published as part of a large multi-authored volume. | am
confident of this, first, because none of the chapters in that volume contain references dated later than 1968
and because some other contributors to this volume told me they had a deadline of 1967 or 1968.
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The most important differences with Greenberg's views concerning genetic
relationships to emerge are listed below:

()

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

(vi)
(vi)
(vii)

(vii)

(ix)

It is now clear that (leaving aside certain problematic single languages) almost all
the languages in Greenberg’s groups 5 (Southwest New Guinea or Marind-Ok),
8 (Central New Guinea), 9 (Northeast New Guinea or Madang), 10 (East New
Guinea), and part of group 6 (Southern New Guinea or Kiwaic) belong to a single
large family, Trans New Guinea (Pawley 1998, 2001, 2005a, b; Ross 1995, 2000,
2005). Of particular importance is the fact that the non-Austronesian languages of
group 2, Timor and Alor (along with those of Pantar), geographically isolated
from the rest, have fairly strong claims to be assigned to TNG. Indeed, Ross
(2000), on somewhat slender pronominal evidence, specifically assigns them to a
subgroup that has other members on the New Guinea mainland, around the
Bomberai Peninsula.

Although all the languages Greenberg assigned to group 5, Southwest New
Guinea (or Marind-Ok) belong to TNG, this set of languages is not now regarded
as forming a subgroup (Pawley 2005a; Voorhoeve 2005).

Group 6, Southern New Guinea, is not regarded as a genetic group but is divided
into several families, one of which is TNG. Ross (2000) tentatively includes
Kiwai and its immediate relatives in TNG but not the rest of group 6.

Group 7, Northern New Guinea, is not regarded as a genetic group but is divided
into several families and a few isolates (Foley 2005; Ross 2000). A few of the
languages Greenberg assigned to NNG are TNG.

Although all the languages Greenberg assigned to group 8, Central New Guinea,
are now assigned to TNG, they are not viewed as otherwise forming a subgroup.
Indeed, the large Central Highlands branch of CNG posited by Greenberg
(following Wurm) is not now regarded as forming a subgroup of TNG. On the
contrary, the Central Highlands languages fall into several groups that on present
evidence appear to be first-order branches of TNG.

Although all the languages Greenberg assigned to group 10, East New Guinea,
belong to TNG, they are not now viewed as forming a subgroup.

Group 11, comprising the New Britain languages, divides into at least two
families (Ross 2000, 2001), a possibility that Greenberg acknowledged.

Group 12, Bougainville. Ross (2000, 2001) finds no case, on the pronominal
evidence, for uniting the two highly divergent groups, one in the north and one
in the south.

Group 13, Central Melanesian. Ross (2000, 2001) finds very weak evidence for
relating the four non-AN languages of the central Solomons. Ross and Naess
(2007) have shown that the Reef Islands language is not ‘Papuan’. It belongs to
the Oceanic subgroup of Austronesian and, by association this holds for the
Santa Cruz languages, which are its immediate relatives.

Group 14. Crowley and Dixon (1981) conclude that there were at least six
distinct languages represented in the meagre data recorded from Tasmania, but
probably between eight and twelve. The materials consists of 200 to 300 words
for some South-east lects and much smaller amounts for other lects. The only
clear grammatical data available are forms for ‘I' and ‘you’ in a few languages.
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Although some of the languages are clearly related, the data do not permit the
conclusion that all the Tasmanian languages are related. And,

[a]lthough Tasmanian languages seem typologically similar to languages of the
Australian family [in their phonologies], there are insufficient cognates [read
‘resemblant forms’] to justify an even tentative hypothesis of genetic relationship
(Crowley and Dixon 1981:395).

5 On the lexical evidence for Indo-Pacific
5.1 Greenberg’s etymologies

In various places in his writings Greenberg makes the point that the first step in the
comparative method is working out which languages to compare, i.e. which languages are
likely to be genetically related. He regarded his method of ‘multilateral comparison’ as an
efficient way of carrying out this first step. He described the method as one that ‘looks at
everything at once’ (2005:94). Word lists are arranged so that one’s eye scans a few words
across many languages, rather than many words across a few languages. That is, there is
simultaneous comparison of languages and lexical items from the full range of languages
and language families under consideration. Greenberg makes the following observation
about the value of the method as a discovery procedure.

Most important of all, perhaps, is that where more than one family is represented, ...
the contrast between the relatively numerous and qualitatively superior resemblances
between related languages, compared to the sporadic and qualitatively poorer
resemblances among unrelated languages, becomes readily apparent. In this way the
presence of unrelated languages provides a control for distinguishing mere chance
from genetically significant resemblances. (Greenberg 2005:42)

This observation is surely true but there is a certain irony in it, when we consider the
quality of the evidence for Indo-Pacific.

As an example of the power of the multilateral method Greenberg lists words for
diverse European languages, organised so that all the Germanic languages are contiguous,
likewise the Celtic languages, the Romance languages, and so on, and writes

In Table 7 | have listed a few basic words for twenty-five languages of Europe. The

number of ways of classifying twenty-five languages, even without specifying

subgroupings, is 4639 x #that is, over a quintillion. Yet the correct classification

and even subgroupings and intermediate groupings (e.g. Balto-Slavic) are apparent

from just a cursory glance at two or three words (2005:94).
(One can accept Greenberg’s main point here but it should be noted that he has organised
the table to make this easy. A random listing would take more than a cursory glance to sort
out.)

That is all very well for Indo-European and its major branches but it is clear multilateral
comparison does not work so well when the groups are, at best, only very distantly related
— otherwise, of course, there would not be such a level of disagreement among scholars as
we find. Multilateral comparison relies on there being enough resemblant items shared by
a pair (or larger set) of languages to decisively indicate common origin without the time-
consuming work of establishing regular sound correspondences. For the putative high-
order subgroups of Indo-Pacific we cannot compile tables comparable to those available
for Indo-European because the number of resemblant forms in basic vocabulary is much,
much smaller. And this is the critical difference. The problems are to know (a) what counts
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as resemblant items, (b) how many such items are enough and (c) how to distinguish
cognates from chance similarities and borrowings.

The pitfalls of trying assessing resemblances without knowing the phonological history
of the languages are illustrated by #38 ‘head’. Greenberg compares CM languages that
have forms of the type of Savabatu with Bunak (Timorubul and Yela Dne (Rossel
Island, SE Papua New Guinempara. But apart from the phonological differences, the
CM forms are Austronesian loans: reflexes of Proto Ocearflatéb‘head’ are widely
reflected (agnbatu, etc.) in the Oceanic languages of the Solomon Islands.

Greenberg is wont to quote statistics indicating that the chances of certain sets of
resemblances occurring by chance are infinitesimally remote. One must take these
estimates with a large grain of salt, because all too often there are counterexamples. What
are the chances that English and Maori, two unrelated languages, would show marked
similarities in the numerals 2, 3, 4? They do. Compare English two (Scots twa)fdaree
with Maori rua, toru, whaa (wherewh is a bilabial fricative). All the Germanic languages
show comparable likenesses to almost all the Polynesian languages.

As a sample of the difficulties posed by the proposed Indo-Pacific etymologies consider
comparisons #56 to #59. In #56, for the meaning ‘old’, resemblant forms are cited from
witnesses in four far-flung groups: Andaman (four languat@se)andtaum Halmahera
(one languagejimono, Central New Guinea (two languagésinana, tamon, and the
Solomon Islands (one languagajn In #57, headed ‘to plait’, resemblant forms are cited
from just two groups: Andaman (Biadiegpi) and Halmahera (Tobelapi). In #58, for ‘to
push’, forms are cited from two groups: Andaman (Bogiferia) and Halmahera (Tobelo
tila). In #59, headed ‘rain’, forms are cited from four groups: Tasmania (four languages
havemoka ‘water’), WNG (two languages haveka ‘wet’, NNG (seven languages have a
range of forms such asayk mag, and SWNG (two languages have mauka ‘water).

In the absence of any knowledge of the historical phonology of any of the languages
cited, what can be said about these resemblant items? We can note the formal similarities
and ask what is known about the stability of terms meaning ‘old’, ‘to plait’, ‘to push’, etc.
We can speculate on how likely it is for a few languages out of 750 to retain such
resemblant forms after 40,000 years of separate development, and try to calculate how
likely it is that such resemblances could have developed independently (‘by chance’) in
different groups. But without a rigorous statistical analysis using fair and reasonable
criteria there is simply no way of separating the wheat from the chaff other than one’s
personal judgment.

| consider that, among Greenberg’s 84 Indo-Pacific etymologies, about 23 contain a
core of convincing resemblant items. A list of the most promising etymologies is given
below. The sets are numbered as in Greenberg’s list but | have greatly abbreviated the
material. Instead of citing long lists of forms from those of Greenberg’s subgroups that we
now assign to TNG, | cite a reconstruction attributable to an early stage of TNG (here
labelled simply ‘pTNG’). In reconstructed forms C = consonant, V = indeterminate vowel.
Most of the reconstructions are drawn from Pawley (2005a, n.d). Particular resemblant
forms are cited from Andaman and Tasmania languages but for other non-TNG groups |
merely note, in most cases, that a particular subgroup is represented in the set of
resemblances. Putative resemblances cited by Greenberg that seem very far-fetched are
discarded from the comparisons listed below.
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Table 1: The most promising of Greenberg’s Indo-Pacific etymologies

above (1) PTNG *op(V)

arm (4) PTNG *mbena, ANoen ‘shoulder-blade’

bark (7) PTNG *ka(nd,t)apu, AN kajtkaic, TS kite NNG
bone (12) pTNG *kondaC, TSeni

come (18) PTNG *ma(n)-

die (21) PTNG *kumV-

ear (23) PTNG *damV, NB, NNG

earth (24) PTNG *ma(l,n)a

eat (25) PTNG *na-, BO, NNG

egg (26) PTNG *maygV ‘round, compact object’, AN molo, mula, mule
female (28) PTNG *pan(V), BO

fire (30) PTNG *inda, AN af TS to, toi

hair (33) PTNG *iti, AN de HA ??

husband/male (42)
lip/mouth (45)

PTNG *ambi
PTNG *ambe, AN p@a

louse (47) PTNG *niman, NNG, NB, UG
moon (51) PTNG *kal(a,i)m
nose (58) PTNG *mundu

older sibling (63)

PTNG *nan(a,i)

stay (65) PTNG *mVna-
star (71) PTNG *bay, TS poeENG, CNG, UNG
stone (73) PTNG *kambu(CV), BO, NNG

tongue (76)

PTNG *me[l,n]e, TS mena, BO, UNG

All or almost all of the remaining Indo-Pacific etymologies, close to three-quarters, can
be discarded as ‘chaff’. A good many of the putative cognate sets represent meaning-form
pairings that typically have quite short half lives, e.g. ‘arrow’, ‘beautiful’, ‘bush, forest’,
‘buttocks’, ‘to dance’, ‘fog’, ‘mud’, ‘to plait’, ‘thing’ ‘to push’, ‘to walk’, ‘white’,
‘vellow’. The fact that Greenberg is able to find roughly similar forms for these concepts
in diverse Indo-Pacific groups, that have independent histories for the past 30 millennia,
must weaken our confidence in the reliability of the method. A good many resemblances
are only included by allowing the semantic net to be cast very wide. For example, the set
of ‘earth’ includes forms glossed ‘bottom’, ‘underneath’, ‘mud’, ‘land’; under ‘walk’, are
included forms meaning ‘leg, foot’; under ‘ear’ are included verbs ‘to hear’; and so on.

My view is that none of the lexical resemblances between North Andaman and
Tasmanian languages and between members of either of these groups and other groups
assigned to Indo-Pacific are due to common origin. There are three reasons for this
conclusion:

1. The Andaman and Tasmanian populations have been isolated from each other and
from the Papuan speaking peoples of Melanesia for at least 40,000 years (see
discussion in 81). Everything known about rates of lexical replacement in large
language families indicates that the shared lexical residues left after 40 millennia are
likely to be very, very meagre and entirely confined to a small core of basic
vocabulary, probably fewer than 20 words. Furthermore, phonological changes
would very likely have obscured the common origin of almost all the surviving
cognates.
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2. There is no compelling collection of resemblances in the hard core basic
vocabulary. Only one or two noteworthy agreements are found in that domain:
Tasmaniarmena‘tongue’, TNG *me[l,n]e,and perhaps ANve ‘lip, TNG *ambe
‘mouth’. These isolated likenesses are not enough to make a case.

3. Given the very large number of languages compared the overall number of lexical
resemblances is small and not above chance levels. Among these likenesses are
some that are too good to be true — very similar forms for meanings that are not
core basic vocabulary. There are superficially impressive resemblances between
many language families that are not generally regarded as related. For instance,
enthusiastic amateurs (and occasionally professionals) have come up with hundreds
of look-alikes shared by Semitic and Austronesian, by Japanese and Austronesian,
by Quechua and Austronesian, and even by Niger-Congo and Austronesian.

What about Greenberg'’s lexical evidence for relating what we now know to be the TNG
family to other putative Indo-Pacific subgroups from Bougainville and the Central
Solomons? Essentially the same objections apply to this evidence as to the case for relating
Andaman and Tasmanian languages to the languages traditionally known as Papuan. As
noted earlier, the archaeological record suggests that, following initial settlement of what
was then the island of Greater Bougainville some 30,000 years ago there was little or no
contact between New Guinea populations and populations in Bougainville and the
Solomons until the advent of Austronesian speakers around three millennia ago and the
genetic record is consistent with this conclusion.

The lexical evidence for connecting TNG with certain other languages of the New
Guinea mainland is, | think, slightly stronger. For example, forms resembling the very
stable TNG etyma *niman ‘louse’ and *na- ‘to eat’ occur in a number of non-TNG
languages of New Guinea. But there is no space here for a detailed assessment of this
evidence.

6 On the grammatical evidence for Indo-Pacific

Greenberg (1971:842ff.) cites agreements in 11 grammatical features (and alludes to
others). He regarded these, especially certain pronominal agreements, as the strongest part
of his evidence for including the various non-New Guinea groups in Indo-Pacific. The
trouble is, again, that the strongest agreements are between members of TNG. As recent
work has confirmed, one can reconstruct for pTNG a complete paradigm of independent
personal pronouns and part of a set of verbal suffixes marking subject person-and-number
and some other fragments of morphology. The problem is to make a case for
reconstructing grammatical features to a stage earlier than pTNG.

The following table of TNG independent pronouns is based on Ross (2005:29), as
slightly modified in Pawley (2005a:89):
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Table 2: Proto TNG independent pronofins

1 2 3
singular na ngd’ [yla, ua
plural (i-grade) ni ngi° ?
plural (u-grade) nu
dual (i-grade) ni(l,t)i ngi(l,b)i® i(l,)i
dual (u-grade) nu(l,t)i
non-singular nja

2 Ross also reconstructs an inclusive suffix *-m- ‘plural’ and *-p- ‘dual’ (2005:29).
b A case can be made for reconstructing the initial consonant as *k rathegthan *

The following is a critical summary of Greenberg’'s account of the grammatical
evidence for Indo-Pacific.

1. First person singular pronouns. He notes that two sets of forms are widespread.

() n-forms ‘absolute (independent)’. The reconstruction of pTNG *naG°
independent’ is generally accepted. This accounts for the occurrenedoois
in TA, CNG, SWNG, SNG, NENG, and ENG. (Within TNG, *na reflexes are
absent from the Madang and SE Papuan groups.)
Outside of TNG n-forms are found in:

West New Guinea: The Konda-Jahadu and Kapaur groups riafléampong
Baru neri‘1SG, eri ‘2SG, Tarof ne(iga)'1SG va(iga) ‘2SG).

North New Guinea: Ndu hasforms (Maprik unpKwoma, Mayo a).
Bougainville: Telei na, Nasioi and Koromiva imy’.

Central Melanesia: Sawni ‘1SGobj.’, n- + ‘1 object marker’. (The ‘cognates’ in
Santa Cruz languages, which are now classified as Austronesian, are invalid.)

(i)  t- forms for subject and object. Within TNG, these are found in TA (Malkesai
‘1SG absolute’,asi possessive), Kainantu: Benaberani absolute-te possessive
(and other Tairora group languages). In NENférms are widespread for both
absolute and possessive uses.
Outside of TNGt- forms are found in WNG. About half of WNG languages
have tforms for subject and object, and the other half haerms.

2. Second person singular pronouns. Greenberg finds that ‘over a large part of New
Guinea’ (1971:844) there is an opposition between first pers@suallyna) and second
personk- (usuallyka). (Here he has recognised the TNG pattern. pTNG *kaga gG
is well attested.) Where thea/ka pattern does not predominate the most common second
person pronoun iggi or ni. ‘I suspect thangi is original and has frequently becomie
either by direct phonetic change or under the influence of first person singular
(1971:844).

Beyond TNG2sGforms with initial n or ng occur in:

Andaman: Biada ngplOnge ngii.
Halmahera: Galela n@sGsubject’, ni 2SGobject, ngonaZsGindependent'.
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West New Guinea: Amberbaken, Madik, Karon nan, etc.
North New Guinea: Tanggum nu, Murusapa na, Anaberg no
New Britain: Baining ngiTaulil nggi ngginggij Uasi nini
Central Melanesia: Savw, Bilua ngo, Baniata no

Tasmania: All dialects ni(na).

3. First person plural pronouns. Greenberg foundhi is widespread in groups that we
now assign to TNG. pTNG *ni and *naPL are well attested.
Similar forms are found in certain other languages of New Guinea:

West New Guinea: ni(tijLpl.excl.” in Solowat, Higo and congeners.
North New Guinea: Anaberg,nfanggium naiSko, Sagke néNdu nana etc.
Unclassified New Guinea: Rossel (Yela Dnyi) faur’.

Beyond New Guinea)- initial forms are found in North Bougainville (Telei, Nasmoi,
ni ‘our’) and Halmaheran@ marks 1pl object inclusive in most HA languages).

At first blush these resemblances in first and second person pronouns between TNG and
members of other groups listed in (1-3) above look impressive. However, there are a
number of grounds for caution. Ross (2005:50) is critical of Greenberg’s application of the
multilateral method to pronouns in his Amerind work, treating pronouns as individual
forms rather than as part of paradigmatic sets. In his Indo-Pacific study Greenberg cites
paradigms where possible but does not hesitate to include resemblant pronominal forms
that come from different paradigmatic sets.

There is a general problem in evaluating formal resemblances among pronouns. Rhodes
(1997) argues that functional pressures restrict the range of phonological features used to
mark pronominal contrasts, thereby increasing the likelihood of chance similarities among
pronoun forms. One such factor is that pronouns or pronominal affixes are typically
backgrounded in discourse. This means, among other things, that they tend to be short
(singular markers almost always a single syllable) and unstressed. Three problems must be
solved for backgrounded items to be communicatively effective:

(a) identification: one must be able to tell when one is hearing a morpheme of the
relevant type, e.g. a pronoun, not a noun.

(b) differentiation. One must be able to distinguish among members of this class.

(c) ease of pronunciation. One must be able to pronounce the items with relative
lack of attention.

These factors stand in partial conflict and produce a range of optimal pronominal
systems! The ease of pronunciation consideration strongly favours use of unmarked
segments, i.e. the more common or most common segments in pairs or larger sets of
phonemes. Rhodes cites work by Gordon (1995) who using a sample of 62 languages of
diverse families found that consonants and vowels occur in pronominal systems with the
following frequencies (percentages rounded out).

1 Rhodes’ account of the differentiation and identification problems refers to quite complex factors that
allow a variety of optimal systems and | will say almost nothing about these here. The differentiation
problem favours systems that maximize acoustic distinctness but not in a way that reflects any sound
symbolic link between one of the persons and one of the classes of sounds.
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Table 3: Frequencies of consonants and vowels in pronominal
systems across 62 languages

consonant % of languages vowel % of languages
n 93 a 98
m 75 i 90
k 71 u 69
t 68 o] 56
y 53 e 52
w 43
h 40
) 39
S 37
r 37
i 19

That is to say, this factor favours the use of small inventories of segments in pronominal
systems. Among consonanis,m, kandt are highly favoured. Among vowels,andi are
highly favoured.

Nichols and Peterson (1996) use a larger sample. In their stutlydipeonoun has n as
the initial C in 37/173 languages (or 20.8%8G hasn as the initial in 23/173 languages
(13.3%).

Given that singular pronouns are generally monosyllabic and that *n and *k are highly
favoured consonants in pronoun systems it would seem we need to treat Greenberg’s
pronominal evidence for Indo-Pacific with some caution. Indeed there is other evidence
showing that the chances of two languages independently develop@gand 2SG
pronouns beginning with the same consonant are by no means miniscule. It happens that
Trans New GuineasgG 2sSG and3sG independent pronouns have close matches in some
languages of the Afro-Asiatic, Algonquian and Austronesian families. The following table
compares the well attested pTNG forms with the independent pronouns of Hausa (Afro-
Asiatic) and SW Ojibwe (Algonquian) and with preverbal subject pronouns in two
Austronesian languages of Vanuatu: Mera Lava and Raga.

Table 4: Singular pronouns in languages of four unrelated families

PTNG Hausa Ojibwe Mera Lava Raga
1SG *na ni ni:n na, no na
2SG *ga kai ki:n ko go
3SG *ya shi wi:n a k-ea

The HausasG and2sG forms continue Proto Chadic forms that are similar. The Proto
Algonquian singular pronouns are: 1sg *ni:la, 2sg *ki:la, 3sg *wi:la, with P-Alg *| > n in
Ojibwe, merging with reflexes of P-Alg *n (J. Blevins pers. comm.).

The Mera Lava and Raga subject pronouns continue Proto Austronesian (PAn)
independent forms with a number of changes. In the first singular forms thenngiabt
original. PAn *aku 1SG became *au in Proto Oceanic (POc), with irregular loss of *-k. In
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a number of Vanuatu and SE Solomons languages POc *au became *nau, possibly because
the *n of a preceding transitive marker was reanalysed as part of the object pronoun (the
same as the independent forms). The independent singular pronouns were then adopted as
preverbal subject markers, with some phonological reduction ensuing. *nau redueed to
andno in the two languages in question, thus coming to closely resemble the pTNG form.
The PAn2sGroot was a disyllable, *kaSu, which normally took a prefix *i that marked
independent pronouns. The Mera Lava and Raga forms continue *kaSu regularly, with *S
lost and *au becoming o, thus creating a monosyllabic form that closely resembled the
PTNG form. In the third singular the PAn form *(si-)ia (yielding POc *ia) is quite similar

to pTNG *ya, and this is continued in Mera Lava and Raga with some irregular
developments. There are other cases of Austronesian languages in Indonesia that have
independently developed three singular pronouns closely resembling those attributed to
PTNG.

While these observations do not rule out the possibility that some or all of the
pronominal resemblances between TNG and non-TNG groups are due to common origin
they show that there is a reasonable chance that some or all of the resemblances, specially
those between geographically well-separated groups, may also be due to non-genetic
factors.

4. Timor-Alor and Halmahera agree in having a first person inclusive plural pronoun in
*p. The Timor-Alor witness is a TNG language but there is no good reason to think
that this is even an old TNG feature, so this resemblance is unlikely to be a shared
inheritance.

5. Third person plural. d anddrms occur in:
New Britain: Taulil, Butam, Sulka ta.
Bougainville: Siwai atGaleli idu. NNG: Sko tea, Sangke tedu, ()di.

Weak. Such resemblances between three widely separated groups are likely
to be due to chance.

6. Suffixes on verb marking subject person and number. This is characteristic of most
TNG groups. Greenberg notes that the structural type also occurs in Nimboran, of
NNG, but such a structural resemblance in a language close to TNG languages is of
little value. Any formal agreements between particular suffixes are confined to TNG.

7. Pronouns (i) prefixed to noun to indicate possessor, (ii) prefixed to verb to indicate
object. These features are characteristic of the TNG family only. Given SOV order, it
is not surprising that object pronouns precede the verb.

8. In three New Guinea groups (SWNG, SNG, CNG), all now assigned to the TNG
family, certain tenses are marked by subject-tense portmanteau suffixes in which:

(i) second and third persons are identical in non-singular dual and plural

(ii) first person differs from non-firgierson by a vowel change which is the same
for plural (and for dual if there is one). Recurrent variantsaére/i andi/e.
These two features, and especiadly variation, may well be old TNG
features but they are not attested in Indo-Pacific groups other than TNG.

9. A plural marker on noungpana ormVn\, occurs in some languages in three of
Greenberg’s groups: Timor-Alor (in Abui), Central New Guinea (Moni), and East
New Guinea (in Binanderean). These are all TNG groups.



Greenberg’s Indo-Pacific hypothesis: an assessmeh?3

10. Marking of grammatical gender (or noun classes). Grammatical gender, done by
vowel alternations, is a feature of a number of Indo-Pacific groups. In most groups the
masculine vowel is more front than the feminine. Greenberg considers this correlation
to be a major piece of evidence for his hypothesis. He discusses at some length gender
marking in Marind, a TNG language of south central New Guinea. Marind has four
genders: 1. masculine human, 2. feminine human and animals, 3. inanimate, 4.
inanimate. The most basic pattern ésmasculine singulany feminine singulara
inanimate class 1,inanimate class 2 + plural of masculine and feminine This pattern
is manifested in some nouns suchaagm‘man, anum‘woman’, anim ‘people’ but
more widely in adjectival agreement with nouns.

Within TNG gender-marking is virtually confined to the south central New Guinea area
and there are no strong grounds for attributing it to pTNG. However, gender marking is
found in several other Papuan groups. Halmahera uses consonant variation for this
purpose. Gender marking is widespread in NNG languages, e.g., Monambo of the Sepik
region, has a five gender system with feminine singulaneuter singular, and three
consonantal markers. Taulil and Butam of New Britain have mascalirfemininee,
neuter i(a striking resemblance to Marind and Monambo) and plural ta.

In Bougainville Nasioi has contrasts likeuring ‘son’, norang ‘daughter’, naung
‘husband’, naang ‘wife’, where i marks masculine and a feminine.

The specific correlations that Greenberg points to are indeed striking and may be the
shadowy remnants of an ancient shared history. However, without a cross-linguistic survey
of the kind that has been done for pronoun forms it is hard to evaluate the chances of these
sorts of resemblances arising independently. My impression is that vowel alternations are
quite widely used to mark gender contrasts in determiners, pronouns and nouns.

11. Past tense marked by a suffix containing a velar consonant. This feature is found in
some members of at least four TNG groups (SWNG, SNG, CNG, NENG) and such a
distribution yields a fairly promising case for reconstructing pTNG *-k ‘(remote)
past. We also findka in most North Andaman languages and some Halmahera
languages and forms containitkgor g in some NNG languages and in Bilua, a
Central Melanesian language. However, once again, in the absence of other, more
convincing evidence for connecting AN, HA, NNG and CM it is difficult to place
much weight on this resemblance. Given that suffixes tend to erode and that velar
stops are not the most stable of consonants, the chances of any language retaining a
past tense suffix based on a velar consonant for 30 or 40 millennia would seem to be
very small.

To sum up, the grammatical evidence includes several morphological agreements that
support a TNG group, namely items 1-3, 6-8, and 11, and perhaps 9. There is some
shadowy evidence for connecting TNG with certain other New Guinea area groups and
isolates. It would hardly be surprising if TNG shares a common ancestor with some other
languages of the New Guinea mainland at a time depth of between 10 and 15 millennia,
recent enough for a few traces to remain.

The evidence for relating either Tasmanian and Andaman to any of the other groups is
negligible. The few resemblances are best viewed as accidental. The same assessment
applies to resemblances between Bougainville and Central Melanesian and any of the other
groups.
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7 Why was Greenberg persuaded?

Finally, we are left with this question: Why was Greenberg, an extremely erudite and
astute scholar, and the author of some highly regarded papers on the methodology of
historical linguistics, persuaded that he had a pretty good case for Indo-Pacific when his
critics are unimpressed by the evidence? Several factors can be readily discerned.

First, Greenberg seriously underestimated the chances of different languages
independently developing resemblant pronoun forms and, more generally, resemblant
lexical forms. Greenberg drew a very long bow in assigning putative cognates to his ‘Indo-
Pacific etymologies’, allowing great latitude both in respect of formal and semantic
variation. This weakness would no doubt have been corrected had he followed application
of the multilateral method with statistical tests for significance. His reluctance to take this
further step remains a puzzle.

Second, there is the subgrouping issue. Greenberg deserves credit for recognising a
number of grammatical and lexical agreements that support what we now call the Trans New
Guinea family. However, the evidence he compiled for uniting groups 2, 5, 8-10 and part of
6, i.e. the TNG languages, is much stronger than the evidence for any wider grouping among
the 14 putative subgroups of Indo-Pacific. To the extent that there are resemblances among
groups 1, 3, 4, 6, 11-14 and between these and the TNG groups, they are few in total and
flimsy in quality. If Greenberg had counted the numbers of resemblances across his
subgroups the differences would surely have been obvious but he did not provide any
statistical arguments and it is possible that that he did not see the patterning. At any rate, with
the benefit of hindsight we can see that his failure to identify the Trans New Guinea
languages as a single primary unit in his subgrouping hypothesis, rather than as representing
several coordinate subgroups, led him to overvalue the importance of agreements between
the TNG groups as evidence for a wider Indo-Pacific stock.

Third, he did not try to support his etymologies by seeking recurrent sound
correspondences, either within or between particular subgroups. Given the scope of Indo-
Pacific, we can hardly blame Greenberg for not investigating sound correspondences —
for most of the putative subgroups he could not have made much progress in such a task
with the fragmentary data at his disposal and even with excellent data the job of analysing
correspondences for all of the groups would be beyond any single person. However, it is
not especially difficult to demonstrate recurrent sound correspondences between the better-
known TNG languages. Greenberg himself could have done so for the languages which
figure most prominently in his etymologies, had he chosen to undertake this step in the
comparative method

Greenberg was critical of the categorisation of historical linguists into ‘lumpers’ versus
‘splitters’, arguing that the number of groups related under a hypothesis should not be an
iIssue. But surely the central issue has always been the quality of the evidence. The
difference is that lumpers are satisfied with a lesser standard of proof than splitters. It
seems that, in the case of Indo-Pacific, Greenberg forgot his own wise advice, cited earlier
in this paper, and which | repeat here:

... where more than one family is represented, ... the contrast between the relatively
numerous and qualitatively superior resemblances between related languages,
compared to the sporadic and qualitatively poorer resemblances among unrelated
languages, becomes readily apparent. In this way the presence of unrelated
languages provides a control for distinguishing mere chance from genetically

significant resemblances. (Greenberg 2005:42)
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| remain astonished that such a hugely experienced and perceptive scholar did not take a
more cautious and critical view of the evidence before him. My hunch is that Greenberg’s
early successes in relating African groups made him addicted to the search for long range
relationships and led him to take a less critical view of the evidence than he should have.
Great scholars are not immune to hubris.
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9 A connection between Bird’'s Head
and (Proto) Oceanic

GER REESINK

1 Introduction

On linguistic and archaeological evidence it is well-established that the Oceanic branch
of the Austronesian (An) family had the Bismarck Archipelago as its homeland (Ross 1988;
Lynch et al. 2002; Pawley 2003, 2008; Summerhayes 2007). The first speakers of Proto
Oceanic (POc) arrived in the Bismarcks from the area of Cenderawasih Bay. Its immediate
sister-clade in the An tree is formed by the languages of the South Halmahera West New
Guinea (SHWNG) family.

Himmelmann (2005) has shown that the languages of the SHWNG group belong to a
typologically aberrant group vis-a-vis the rest of the western An languages. Klamer et al.
(2008) argued that it is precisely these differing typological features of what Himmelmann
termed thepreposed possessor languagdst are due to contact with the Papuan
languages of th&ast Nusantara area, which includes the Bird’s Head and Cenderawasih
Bay.

Recently, Ross and Naess (2007) and Neaess and Boerger (2008) have convincingly
shown that the Reefs-Santa Cruz languages are not Papuan, but on the contrary together
with other Temotu languages most likely form a first-order subgroup of Oceanic.

As Malcolm Ross has suggested in various places (e.g. Ross 2001:138), some
innovations in Oceanic may be due to contact with speakers of Papuan languages. He notes
the distinction between alienable and inalienable possession as an example, and | would
add the clause-final position of the negative (ad)verb in a number of Oceanic languages.

Continuing the quest to unravel the interaction between the relatively recent An
languages and the more ancient languages of various Papuan lineages, in this paper |
investigate some possible connections between the languages spoken in the area of POcC’s
precursor and, as we now assume, one of its primary descendants in the Temotu province
of the Solomon Islands and north Vanuatu.

In 82 | first give some evidence of apparent (pre-)POc loans in some Papuan languages
of the Bird’s Head. This is followed (83.1) by a more specific overview of form and
position of some aspectual adverbs in both Papuan and Austronesian languages of eastern
Indonesia. In 83.2 | present evidence of the clause-final position of perspectival aspect in
Oceanic languages, with a focus on both form and function in languages of the Temotu
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province. The specific hypothesis | want to advance is that the clause-final position of
perspectival aspect adverbs in Oceanic languages is due to contact with Papuan languages,
and that even the form of such adverbs in languages more than 4000 kilometers away from
the Bird’'s Head may be more than an accidental similarity. In the conclusion | will suggest
that this enormous geographical distance is bridged by a relatively fast migration of some
of the earliest Oceanic speakers.

2 Lexical correspondences Bird’s Head and Oceanic

In Reesink (1998) | offered a list of recent and some apparently older An etyma in the
Papuan isolate Hatam. The recent ones were clearly due to missionary activities since the
middle of the nineteenth century which led to the spread of Biak words in languages all
over the Bird’'s Head (BH), including Hatam. Some other etyma seem to be older,
exhibiting regular sound correspondences reflecting both Biak and Hatam phonological
systems, for example, Biakukor and Hatamtut ‘(along) with’. Biak is a SHWNG
language which shows a regular sound changek*based on correspondences with other
SHWNG languages (and reconstructed protolanguages), as shown for exankples by
‘weep’, reflecting PAn *tangis (Van den Heuvel 2006:24).

In addition to the few items of this earlier list, | will give a few more items in Hatam
and some in other BH languages that suggest rather ancient Papuan-An contact, not just on
the smaller islands surrounding the Bird’s Head, but also on the peninsula itself. In Table 1
PAn or POc reconstructions, as far as | have been able to find them in Wurm and Wilson
(1975), Ross (1988) or Ross, Pawley and Osmond (1998), are compared with forms in
Biak and Ma'ya of the SHWNG group and some of the Papuan languages of the Bird’s
Head, Hatam and Mpur.

Table 1: Lexical corre