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" This edited velume represents the flsst book-length study of the history of research .
on Australian Aborigingl languages, and collects together 18 originai papers on
a wide varlety of fopics, spanning the period from first setiement to the present
day.

The introduction sefs the scene for the book by presenting an overview of the
hisiory of histories of research on the languages of Australia, and ideniifying some
of the major issues in Aboriginal linguistic historlography as well as directions for
future investigations. Part 1 presents three detalled investigations of the history
of work on particular languages and reglons. The eight papers of Part 2 study
and re-evaluate the conttibutions of particular individuals, most of whom are
somewhai marginal or have been marginalised in Aboriginal linguistics.  Part
3 consists of six studies of specific linguistic {opics: sign language research,
language revival, pidgins and creoles, fieldwork, Fr. Schmidt's werk on parsonal
pronouns, and the discovery that Austrafia was a multilingual confinent.
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Overall, the volume presents two major challenges to Australianist orthodoxy.

_ Firsh, the papers challenge the typically anachronistic approaches to the history

" of Aboriginal linguistics, and reveal the need fo examine previous research in
the context of thel times — and the advaniages of doing so fo contemporary
undersfanding and language documentation, Second, the widespread
presumption that the period 1910-1960 represented the ‘dark ages’ of Abariginal
linguisfics, characterised by vistually no linguistic work, is refuted by o number of
siudies in the present volume.

William B. McGregor Is Professor of Linguistics at Aarhus Universify, Denmark. His
> primary research focus Is on the languages of the Kimberley region, far north-west
1 Western Australia, on which he has been working for over two decades. He has
v published grammanrs and sketch grammars, as well as books on varrious themes,
including Verb chassification in Ausfralion languages (Meuton de Gruyfer, 2002},
The languages of the Kimberley, Western Austraila (Routledge Curzon, 2004),
and numetous atficles on fopics such as grammar, semantics, fypology, and
discourse organisaticn, He maintains a skong interest in the history of linguistics,
and has published many aricles on missionary lingulstics in the Kimberley, and
= hasrecently published an edited and annotaied version of Frs, Nekes and Worms
1983 Australian languages.
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Preface

This volume, like so many edited volumes, has an all too lengthy history, much longer than
either the contributors or the editor would have wished. Iis Injtial impetus traces back to the
Fourth International Workshop on Australian Linguistics: History of research on Australian
janguages, held in Aartus University on 2423 June 2002, Six of the papers in this volume
were presented at that workshop, namely those presented in Chapters 1-3, 5, 8, and 17. This
represents all of the contributions to the workshop dealing with the historical topic; with.a
single exception, my own paper on the work of Frs Hermann Nekes and Ernest Wouns,
which appeared in a reconstituted form in the editorial introduction fo their magnum opus,
Australian languages (2006, Mouton de Gruyter). '

The workshop participants agreed that it would be a good idea to publish an edited volume
containing these contributions; the conference organiser, myself, was duly dobbed in as edi-
tor, However, it was also feit that these six contributions needed to be augmented by addi-
tional papers ir order to expand the treatment in depth and comprehensiveness. In patticular,
one of the major gaps was felt to be the lack of contributions by Aboriginal people them-
selves. Regrettably, despite attempts to obtain such contributions, none eventuated, this is ac-
knowledged as one of the main weaknesses of the present volume.

It of course took time to solicit and receive additional contributions, and it took some three
years before revised versions of all of the contributions were received, and an initial draft of
the entire work took shape. (Regrettably, not all solicited papers were forthcoming, leaving
gaps that I would rather have seen plugged—see also my ‘Introduction’.) Editorial interveri-
tion turned this draft into a more coherent work, and in January 2006 & version of the book
was submitted o Pacific Linguistics for evaluation.

. Iwas fortunate to receive the teferee reports during a two month period as visiting scholar

in the Department of Linguistics, Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies, The Austra-
lian Natjonal Unifversity, in mid-2006, This preatly facilitated initial publication negotiations
and planning, I thank John Bawden, general editor of Pacific Linguistics, and Julie Manley,
for their prompt, cheerful, and helpful responses to my endless queries concerning formatting
and other editorial matters. For their insightful and useful conunents on the manuscript
thanks aiso go to the ‘anonymous’ referees, whose identity (as is so often the case) could
hardly remain concealed, thanks to infertextuality, Hilary Carey and Peter Sutton, All of the
contributors have benefited greatly from their advice. Many other people contributed signifi-
cantly to the book; they are identified in the individual contributions, as are photograph cred-
its. Last but not least, thanks go to Margaret Blake, whose copy-editor’s eye caught all too
marny inconsistencies, sytlistic infleicities, and omissions before it was too iate.

William B. McGregor
Arhus, December 2007
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Abbreviations and conventions

Lapg}lage names are given as far as
This is usually the form employed by literate speakers of the language
l}y thf’a comn:lunity of its speakers, owners or their descendants. Otherwise, th
f 2]31‘ accordmg to the. AIATSIS standard (as per the Indigenous Languages Databage
2002)—a rev*sed version of which will soon be accessible onfine as AustLang, athttp: //
austl ang.aiatsis. gov. au/), the standard recommended by a language ce’ntre or Fo.the
most widely accepted spelling employed in the literature. In some cases, however: it is not

possible to reliably identify languages referred to | ier li
! to in earlier i
spelling of the sources has been retained, e, and nthese cases the

Throughout standard conventions are emp
when given specifically in phonetic, phone;
brack‘ets (i, #, and <>, respectively, are
explained in the individual contributions,

lo_yed: cited words are given in italics, except
mic, or graphemic form, where the standard
used. Any other abbreviations or conventions are
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1 Introduction

1

WILLIAM B, McGREGOR

1. Preliminary remarks

In Australianist linguistics the main motivations for delving into the past have been not so
much to understand the ideas and conceptualisations of past investigators as to utilise and
evaluate the language data they recorded. Evern the few works devoted to the history of the
subject bave tended to address it predominantly from the perspective of the usefulness and
relevance of previous worl to today’s concerns, anachronistically evaluating the contribu-
tions of past scholars in terms of modern knowledge. Little serious attempt has been made to
reconstruct the thought of earlier times, arguably the primary goal of the history of science
(Graffi 2001:2), or to understand the work of previous investigators within their social and in-
tellectual milieus. As Hans Aarsleffhas put it:

The task of gaining the proper depth of historical perspective within a given period can

only be satisfied by seeking to recapture all relevant contemporary knowledge without

reference to or misguidance by the later accumulations of scholarly opinion and assign-

ment of influences, which are far too often and too sasily accorded the status of unques-

ticned doctrine. {Aarsieff 1967:10)

The primary motivation of this book is to redress this lacuna and attempt to reconstruct the
linguistic thought of earlier times, and of investigators of the traditional languages of Austra-
lia. Thus each of the following seventeen papers that make it up attempts to understand
thought about Australian Aboriginal languages from previous times as more or less coherant

.conceptual systems, as muich as possible situated in their socio-cultural and intellectual con-

texts. Each rejects anachronistic projection of today’s ideas and narrow focus on what is im-
mediately relevant to us today. At the same time the papers aim to present both honest and
critical attempts to understand and appraise the work of past investigators; nothing is served
by excessively uncrifical and laudatory evaluations that skim over the surface of past investi-
gations. To do so-would beas unscholarly as taking the opposite approach—unfortunately all
too common in Australian linguistics and, uatil very recently, anthropology—of anachronis-
tic dismissal.

1 Tam grateful to the participants of the Fourth Fniernational Workshop on Austrafian Linguistics: History of
research on Australian languages for comments, to Hilary Carey for copies of published and unpublished
articles, to her, Hatold Koch, Jane Simpson, and Peter Sutton for comments on a previcus draft, and espe-
cially to Russell McGregor for a detailed discussion and critique of an earlier draft of this paper and for sug-
gesting additional veferences. The final vegponsibility for any inadequacies, of course, lies with myself.

William B, McGregot, ed. Encountering Aboriginal longiages! studies i the history of Awstralian finguistics, 1-34.
Canberra; Pacific Linguistics, 2008.
© Pacific Linguistics . 1




2 William B. McGregor

- Aside from the scholarly reasons for doing research on the history of ideas about Aborigi-
nal languages, some personal considerations might also be mentioned. Much decumentary
research is sheer drudgery, at least for me, and not nearly as exciting as doing fieldwork. But
it can be punctuated by the occasional sudden realisation of the point of a piece of writing, an
understanding of what the writer is really on about, or the sudden appearance of a key exam-
ple. Thus, after hours of poring over terse and inexplicit—if not incomprehensible—passages
in Nekes and Worms Austrafian languages (Nekes and Worms 1953), 1 have occasionally
had a sudden insight into what they were trying to say. On other occasions, perusing this and
other early documents (such as Tachon’s 1895 grammar of Nyulnyul) I have heen surprised
by the unexpected appearance of examples of grammatical phencmena poorty represented i
my own Nyulnyulan corpora.

Before getting down to business, it may be worth correcting the commen misconception
that it was members of James Cook’s 1770 party who were the first Europeans to record
words of an Australian Aboriginal language. In fact, the first confirmed attestation of aniden-
tifiable word of an Aboriginal lanpuage dates to afmost 2 century earlier than Cook, and from
the opposite side of the continent. The privateer William Dampier, who was careening his
ship somewhere on the northern end of the Dampier Land peninsular in 1688, mentions in his
Journal that when some local Aborigines approached the ship threateningly, the ship’s drum
was sounded, at which they ‘ran away as fast as they could drive, crying “Gurri, gurri” deep in
the throat’ (as quoted in O’ Grady 1971:782, citing from Stroven and Day 1949:588, quoting
in turn from Dampier 1697). As Toby Metcalfe has observed, this is most likely the Bardi
word ngaarri, the term for a malevolent spirit (Metcalfe 1979:1 97). There is no evidence that
Dampiet or his crew made any serious attempts to record words of the language he encoun-
tered, so Coek’s party still retains the title of first to attemnpt systematic elicitation and record-
ing of words, as opposed to incidental observation.

This introductory piece is organised as follows. First, section 2 presents a historically and

thematically oriented overview of histories of Australian Aboriginal linguistics, providinga

backdrop for the book. Following this in section 3 the papers making up the book are
overviewed, and their major themes identified. Section 4 concludes with a brief summary,
and identifies additional themes of interest to the study of the history of Australianist linguis-
tics and directions for future research, ‘

2. A history of histories of research into Australian languages

To date, rather little has been written on the historiography of Australian Aboriginal linguis-
tics. One might say. that the subject has bately been barn, though it has at least beea con-
ceived. There are nio major monographs oa the topic, or on any subtopic, such as exist on the
history of linguistic ideas (such as Robins 1984), orof specific domains such as syntax, pho-
nology, and marphology. The few extant works are either sections or chapters of books, or
separate articles published in journals. Virtually all were published after 1960, when Austra-
lian Aboriginal linguistics came o age (see Table 1.1 below).

It is far beyond the scope of the present introductory chapter fo present a comprehensive
and/or revisionist history of research infto Australian languages; indeed, it is the purpose of
the entire book to lay the groundwork for such an enterprise. Rather, T have a more modest
goal in mind, namely to overview existing histories of research on Australian Aboriginal lan-

guages, and attempt to put them into something of a historical, or perhaps more accurately
chronological, perspective.

Introduction 3

Four majot types of wotk are relevant: (a) national and regional histories of Fe(si‘ea;chl tha’;

tire continent or significant regions throughout_thc \.:vhole time perloc; (b) loca

cove. e i“nresearch on particular languages; (c) personal histories; and (d} histories of par-

hlst?:relsi;guistic topics or themes. We discuss these types in order in the following subsec-
ticu

tions.

2.1 National and regional histories

2.1.1 Overview

ysira iginal linguistic research I am aware of is con-
istorical account of Austraiian Aborlg1nal linguistic researc con-
Tl?e %ri';l;lages xixv of Tohn Fraser’s introduction to Threlkeld (1892). OveF half of thlls ac
tmnﬂt is a biography of Threlkeid, with a list of his pub]ishefl and unpublished works orl‘:
Cmmbakzﬂ 2 The reniaining iwo pages single out a few of the main ﬂgur&les,from the nineteent]
Awf : George Grey, W.ILL Bleek, L. Threlkeld, Horatio Hale, William Watson, James
E;Enut;zr (.G. Teichelmann, C.W. Schiirmann, and W. Ridley. (A numbc?r o{ nineteenth cen-
tml inv;stigators are omitted from this list, who made a si gn_lﬁcapt conmb_utlon.) Th:h cogtn—
burt)i[oa of these individuals is mentioned, but not evaluated or discussed in any _dep . \{rier
half a century later Arthur Capell mentions (1956), in less thana page of ltypescrlpt%m;gun _ei
seore of individuals he considered to have made a significant contribution to the field unti
st time. Again critical evaluation is entirely absent. _ . . . )
thld’tl“hc first tgreatment that really deserves the label of a history is a ten }’)age du;cusswn1 fiannﬁ
to the mid-1960s, O’ Grady, Voegelin and Voegelin (i966.:2—‘13). 0 Grady,. Voege in and
Voegeiin characterise the work of the first century of colom@tmn as uneven ’Ln ql_sanuty an ;
uality—a handful of works are singled out s good, inclu@lng Hor‘atio Hale’s glamma:*s 0
?wo New South Wales languages (1846). Works from this time 133 charac.:'verllsf:doe:.?:i p;;—
i i i -differentiated.” In particular, rady,
mic’; they were typically phonemically undcr' di 0’Grad
gfli}c;ngi:lin and %oegelin (1966) remarks on the faiiure of many oﬁservers t(; distg;il;;h
i jor i istencies in the usage of vowel sym-
troflex from apical stops and nasals, and major inconsis n vow :
fols0 sszh as Ie):specially by speakers of English. A notable omission from this history is
Id’s Awabakal grammar (1834, 1892). . .
Thtilclzirding to O*Grady, Voegelin and Voegelin (1966) research in t}l:e stéi).sec!uetrﬁt ?engt;iy
" -type v dward Curr ushered in, in their view,
netuated by three eras of survey-type xesearf:h._}.i . :
gisf’i:t cra of sur}:rey linguistics, with the publicat10n41n 1886 of his fgflr volume work gtn?tr];le
isi i ists i ieti >Grady saw this as a precursor
) 120 item lists in neatly 500 Janguage vaiieties. 0 : saw ' .
1:L'!nrixicllniurve)} period, characterised by lexicostatistical investigations, that beggn in ltkie
mid-1950s (0’ Grady, Voegelin and Voegelin 1966:8). The second period pegan in the ate
19308, with the extensive survey work of Arthur Capell on northern Australian languages, in
hich, by contrast, lexicon played second ﬂddi‘e to grammar. . o ]
" ’lrche r:search in between these survey eras is not treated in detail. Some dcscrlp?n;jefrci_
search is referred to, but not examined critically. Itis observed that the fifty year period fo

2 Qverapage of this short bi.ography is wasted on a digression into the early history of the Threlkeld family in
England. , ‘
ici i ince i il znother eighty or ninety years—during
is not a particulatty ept label since it was not until another /
? I\;f]ffcl;loz;rzi:nany chafges occurred in the shape of Australianist hpgmstlcs——that the notion of phoneme
took root in Austrzlian linguistics (see McGregor 2006a; Moore, this volume). . N
4 This was niot the first such general survey. Also mentioned by O Grady, Voegelin and Voegelin (1966:5) is

] N atively jome
’ ictor h 1878), which they refer to as a "quantifatively
h Smyth’s survey of Victorian languages (Smyt » which the ntt ‘
?:;I:?ve l:uuty qualitatively appalling account of the languages of V;ctona . There were others as well
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lowing Curr’s work saw the appearance of Wilhelin Schmidt’s and Alfred Kroeber’s classifi-
cations of Australian languages (Schimidt 1919; Kroeber 1923), Ard following the beginning
of the second survey era, from about 1940 to the mid-1960s, a dozen or so individuals are sin-
gled out s having contributed to the continued work on Australian ianguages, mostly anthro-
pologists but also linguists, including (among others): Rorald M. Trudinger, Ursula
MecConnel, Ronald and Catherine Berndt, William and Lynette Oates, Theodor G.H.
Strehlow, Luise Hercus, Wilf Douglas, Stephen Wurm, and Ken Hale. (All of these individu-
als are mentioned at one point or another in the following pages and chapters.)
According to 0" Grady, Voegelin and Voegelin {1966:8), the bulk of descriptive work on
-Australian languages was done by Australians, whilst the bulk of the genetic and typological
work was done by non-Australians, who had no direct primary knowiedge of the languages.
Grady considers a 1962 conference held in Indiana University as the first attemnpt at com-
bining the two groups of scholars and their research directions (0’Grady, Voegelin and
Voegelin 1966:9). This conference seems to have focussed on the problem of low cognaie
densities; it was considered that something special was going on in Aboriginal Australia,
with its ‘family-like languages’ and language families with extremely low cognate densities.
Traditional multilingualism was mooted a5 a possible explanation. This 1962 conforence also
appears to have heralded the lexicostatistical period of the 1960s, initiated by O’ Grady,
Voegelin and Voegelin (1965). The treatment accorded to fhiis conference amounts to almest
a third of O’Grady’s histerical survey. ’
Half a dozen years later came what perhaps remains the most comprehensive work pub-
- lished to date, Arthur Capell’s piece published in volume 8 of Sebeok’s Cuurrent trends in lin-
guistics (Cepell 1970). Capell distinguishes two major periods, the pre-scientific period
from 1770 to about 1930, and the subsequent scientific period.’ Capell apparently saw little
overlap between the periods in the sense that prior to 1930 no work was fully *scientific’, al-
though 2 few missionary linguists (e.g. L.E: Thretkeld) stood out as exceptionally goed, as
did the oceasional academic investigater (e.g. Horatio Hale, and Sidney Ray). Even Withelm
Schmidt’s work was uot regard by Cape!l as entirely scientific—"st least scmi-scientific’, he
avers—since it was based on unreliable materials, and because Schmidt brought along with
him a number of presuppositions.® i
Crucial to Capell’s historical scheme is the notion of *seientific’, which he assumed means
being ‘complete freedom from presuppositions’ (Capell 1970:676). This conception of sci-
ence was at one time relatively standard, though it was already obsolete in the philosophy of
science by the time of Cepell's piece was published.
1930 or thereabouts was crucial in Capell’s opinion for basically the same reasons that
Elkin singled it out as a tumning point in his history of Aboriginal anthropelogy (Elkin 1963).

5 Capell’s scheme (as pointed out to me by Russell McGregor, pers.comm.) seems somewhat reminiscent of
the perieds A.P. Elkin identified in the history of Aboriginal anthropology. Thus Elkin (1963:3) distin-
guished four overlapping phases: incidental anthropology (1 788-1870s); compiling and coMlating (1870
1500); fortuitous individual projects (1870s—mid 1920s); and organised scientific research {post 1925). The
first thrse of these correspond well to Capeil’s pre-sclentific period, the last to his scientific period, Elkin
fmentions Hinguistic work here and there throughout his story, citing the eontributions of a few individuals,
Elkin (1953) cannot be regarded as a history of Aboriginal linguistics, however, (Other histories of Austra-
lian Aboriginal studies exisi-—e.g. Berndt and Berndt (1992:533-549)—but are also left out of the present
account for the same reason.)

6 A slightly more positive evaluation was expressed in Capell {1956: 1}, where Schmidt's work is referred fo
as ‘excellent, painstaking and tharough to & degree’—followed by the qualifications just mentionred. Capell

. goes on t say that Schmidt's work on pronouns in Australian language is ‘the better of the two and of per-
raanent value’ {see also Schweiger, this volume),
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: hen that institutionally-based research began, firstly with the estal?lishment o_f
g}: .:hsa?rj'z;!;:lthropo}ogy in the University of Sydney in 1926, and Elkin’s appointment o it
in 1933, which led soon after to the appointment of Avthur Capel.l (1902—-198‘6) in tl‘ne same
dcpartrr:ent. The establishment of the journal O_c<:'arzz'a (founded in 1930) which in its ea_rlyl
yeats published a considerable amount of linguistics, and was one of the very few outlets_fol
articles on Australian languages. was also a relevant factor. It was fﬂso about the same tnn’e
that detailed grammatical descriptions began to appear; Capell canydqred T.G.H. Strehlow’s
grammar of Arrernte {1944) to have been ‘the first fuu scale grammahc_al account of an Aus-
tralian language’. Although not published until the mid-1940s, typescript versions had been
available during the 1930s (Capell 1970:676; see also Mo_ore_, this volume).

Capell’s history is a valuable consolidation at}d compllatmn of the works' up to the late
1960s, though it is of course now very dated. This is not just because the past thirty or so years
have scen a veritable explosion of rescarch on Alfstrz‘ilxan languages, but a?so b;c_ause of-hzs:
torical documents that have since come te light. S;gmﬁcagt amongst these is Wllha.l'u Dawes
work on the Sydney language {1790}, uncarthed in the L1t?rar_\,r of the Schoo_l of_ Or}ental and
African Studies in 1972, Furthermore, since Capell’s article a qumb_er oi_' 11_15t1tutaons have
arisen that focus on Aboriginal languages, the School _of' Australian ILl’nguistlcs (1974), sub-
sequently incorporated into Batchelor Coltege, the Instifute for Aboriginal Dc\‘relopmcn;, and
a number of Aboriginal controlled language centres (see Amery and szle! this vt_)lu.me).

Capell’s history contains a number of lacunae and contestable claiins, as might be ex-
pected of a work of its temporal and geographical scope. Thus Daisy Bates’s work as a collse-
tor of words across the continent gocs unmentioned, and the only comment on her work con-
cerns her 1914 publication on the languages of the south-west (Bates 1914). Gerharfjt Laves
is dismissed in a few words (pp.681-682), principally on the gl_"oun_ds ‘fhat‘ he published al-
most nothing. Capell also largely disregards the role of Adelaide mstatunon_ally-based re-
search, with the expeditions under the auspices of the Board for Anthropalogical Research,
and the South Australian Museum and the University of Adelaide that date to about the same
time that insitutionalised rescarch in Sydney began (see Monaghan, this volu.me};.as well as
this, there was the Adelaide school oflinguistics (see Simpson, Amery and Gale, this \_folume;
Monaghan, this velume; and Moore, this volume). This omissicm_is presu:‘nably arelic of _the
rivalry between Adelaide and Sydney for Rockefeller Foundatlc.m funding the foundation
chair in anthropology, ultimately won by Sydney, just as the cavalier treatment of Laves may
reflect the old rivalry between A.P. Elkin and his predecessor in the chair of anthropelogy in
‘Sydney University, A.R. Radcliffe-Brown. ] .

The year after Capell’s history Stephen A, Wurm's Languages of dustralia and Tasmartia
(Wurm 1972) appeared. An entire chapter of this book, amounting te some 16 pages, is de:-
voted to the history of research; in general it can be characteriscd as less critical than Capell’s
account, Warm distinguishes three periods, as follows. o )

The first period, beginning in 1790 and extending to the 1920s “is chlcﬂyt characterizsed by
the collection of wordlists in a great variety of languages and the compila.ncn of very short,

sketehy descriptions of a considerable number of languages largely fellowu_xg a set pattern of
description on the basis of Latin grammar’ (Wurm 1972:13}. Wunm mentions many of the
most significant players in the field, including the wordlist cgllectnrs, the describe?rs of par-
ticular languages, and the classifiers. Of the classifiers, Schmidt and K.‘rt'aeber are singled out
as most notable. Wurm evaluates the contribution of Krocber more positively than the contri-
bution of Schmidt, in that it was Kroeber who perceived the overall unity of the languages of
the continent—a contentious hypothesis, yet to be convineingly demonstlratcd.
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The second period began witl: the appearance in the 1930s of Arthur Capell on the scene,
and extended to the early 1960s. Wunn identifies three crucial characteristics of this phase:
surveying and detailed study of the northern languages; strong focus en structural and typo-
logical features; and recognition of overall unity. It was in this phase that special varieties
such as mother-in-law varieties, and secret initiate varieties were accorded careful attention.
Alf Sommerfelt’s notorious attempt to link Arremnte language and culture, and his construal
of both as ‘primitive’ (see especially Sommerfelt 1938) is mentioned completely uncritically
(see Wilkins 1989; Alpher 1994 for eritiques). Also during this period a number of more de-
tailed studies of particular languages were undertaken, resulting in grammatical descriptions
and dictionaries, and a few text collections. Wurm remarks that very little of the work of this
period was ever published.

The third period is linked to the establishment of the Australian branch of the Summer In-
stitute of Linguistics in 1961 (though SIL courses had been taught in Australia since 1950—
Oates 2003:29) and the Australian Institute of Aboriginal Studies (now Australian Institute of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies) in 1964, Both institutions provided an impetus
to linguistic research.

The third period is characterised by considerable diversity in linguistic interests (Wurm
1972:22): establishment of lexicostatistical investigations; beginning of detailed compara-
tive-historical investigations; demonstration that some aberrant languages were linked to
other Australian languages; in-depth investigations of a number of languages resulting in
grammatical descriptions and dictionaries; large-scale surveys, sometimes revealing lan-
guages thought to be dead; utilisation of amateurs in collection of data; archiving of recorded
materials in the Australian Institute of Aboriginal Studies; study of special characteristics of
the languages; undetstanding of linguistic prehistory, and interdisciplinary projects with pre-
historians; and publication of results of the research. Although this period was only a little
over a decade old at the time this paper appeared, many more researchers already figured in it
than in the previous periods, and it accounts for over half of the chapter,

Twe of the three general surveys of Ausiralian languages published in the early 1980s,
Dixon (1980) and Blake (1981), also contain discussions of the history of sudy of Aboriginal
languages; the third, Yallop (1982}, says nothing.

Dixon (1980:8-17, 20-21) provides a short account of the history of ideas about Austra-
Han languages, the bulk of which (all bar one page} deals with the pre-1910 period. This does
not purport to be a detailed history of research on Australian languages, and nor is it, many
details and personages being omitted.

The previously discussed histories acknowledge the relevance of certain external fac-
tors—anthropological and linguistic theoties, governmental policy and institutional
changes—to research on Aboriginal languages. Dixon goes a step further, explicitly linking
(Dixon 1980:12) interest in- Aboriginal languages and cultures with external socio-political
and ideological factors; indeed, he suggests a correlation between this interest and the general

level of treatment of Aboriginal people. Thus he suggests that the first few years of cach new
colony was characterised by considerabie inferest in the languages and cultures, which rap-
idly gave way to apathy as the colonies consolidated and expanded.” Then in about 1875, with
the virtual cessation of expansion in most regions and rise of social Darwinism, came notions
that Aborigines would inevitability soon die out, and that they should be treated ir: a kindly
fashion—*‘soothe the pillow of the dying race’, as Daisy Bates put it. This marked the appear-

7 What Dixon fails to take into account is the fact that (as various other commentators have observed) this
early interest was in a large part borne by the necessity of communicating with the indigencus population,
and declined as the indigenous population declined and leamnt Engtish.
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ance of amateut anthropologists, who were usually also avid word collectors. The subsequ_ent
thirfy or 50 years until about 1910 he refers to as the ‘golden age’ of amateur anthropelogists
inguists.

aniﬁ;g;l;tal Dixon projects a more positive evaluation of the work of the last cllcca.des of the

nineteenth century into the first decade of the twentieth than does Capell, who dismisses most
ofit on the grounds of the manner much of the I.natenal was gathered (via questionnaires s'cnt
to peaple atthe colondal frontiers) and because it was oiften_ used to support theories of origins.

Dixon’s evaluation of the work of Fr Wilhelm Schmidt is also considerably more pesitive

ell’s.

tha?f}(éageriod from 19190 to 1960 Dixon (1980:16} refcr-s to as the “dark ages’ of Aboriginal
policy, which was accompanied by ‘virtually no linguistic work®. Only .Arth1l.1r Capell, he
avers, was active during this period, which he dismisses in a paragraph. This period was char-
acterised by widespread popular belief in a single Aboriginal language, andl other than
Capell’s work Dixon menticns only the popular word books that began to appear in t}_xe 1930s
(citing Kenyon 1930). This characterisation of these five decades has since becg V\lndely ac-
cepted by Australianists, and for this reason alone it is important to assess 1S va.hdlty: There
are two grounds on which it can be criticised. First, as a number of contributions to this book
attest, a good deal was actually going on in Australianist linguistics at the time, qnd Arthur
Capell was by no stretch of the imagination: alone (see especially Monaghan, this volume;
Moore, this volume; Simpson, Amery and Gale, this volume; see also McGregor 2003, 2007,
Nekes and Worms 2006). Second, the characterisation of the period as ‘dark ages’ of Aborig-
inal pelicy is not substantiated by any discussion of the policies of the times, which were by
1o means static during the half-century. Indeed, the period was marked by roajor shifts of pol-
icy and atiitudes towards Aborigines, especially after World War IT (R. McGregor 1997, Rus-
sell MeGregor, pers.comm.; Rowse 1998, 2003). In the absence of any characterisation ofthe
policies of the period it is impossible fo evaluate the suggested link to the linguistics of the
era.

Dixon (1980:16) puts the beginning of serious intensive research to the years post-1960,
heralded by Capell’s 4 new approach to dustralian linguistics (Capell 1956). The major i‘n-
stitutional event he considers to have been the establishment of the first department of lin-
guistics in an Australian university, Monash University, in 1965 (Dixon 1980:17). A numl.)er
of linguistics departments emerged in the following decade or so, as did the first publication
outlets in Australia specifically oriented to linguistics. The fivst was Pacific Linguistics, de-
~voted to papers and books on languages of the Pacific region; its first books on Australian
languages were published in 19672 A bit over a decade later came the Australian Journal of
Linguistics (1981). Interest in Australian languages gradually intensified, and by the
mid-1970s the standard of description of Australian languages began for the first time to mea-
sure up to world standards.' '

Barry Blake’s history (1981:73-75} is much shorter, and effeciively adopts a four period
modal, though the author does not actually speak of periods. Blake distinguishes the research

8 Here Dixon’s account bears strong resemblance to Elkin's: Elkin characterised anthropological work up.to
about 1870 as primatily motivated by practical needs of interaction with Abarigines (_Elkm 1963:5), while
the subsequent thirty or forty years—his compiling and collating phase—was heavily influenced by anthro-
pological theories,

9 Tn fact, the first publication attributed to Pacific Linguistics appears under the imprint of Linguistic Circleof

Canberra Publications. This is a short piece of just 12 pages by Stephen Wurm on the role of language in the
assimilation of Aborigines (Wurm 1963).

10 See Walsh {1979) for a comiprehensive account of the work cartied out during the 1970z, revealing the wide
diversity of interests. .
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of the nineteenth century as amateur, characterising it primarily as recording of vocabularies, and ignores the contribution of linguists to the description of other
and the occasional brief grammar; he also remarks on the poor quality of the phonetic repre-
sentation. EM. Curr’s work (1886) is singled out as one of the major achicvements of the . First was an €ar teen untid al 1z
century. The carly twentieth century was characterised by & falling off in investigations, nd was characterised primarily by the v_vork of amateurs with little orno hngl,ustlc tralmpg%
which did not reverse untii the late 1930s with the work of Arthur Capell. The subsequenttwo In this period, dominated by the collection of wordlists, Fr Alphonse TFTGhOn 8 gfam”i«’;g%
decades saw a gradual increase in linguist research. The early 1960s marked the beginning of " “;Nyulnylll (1895) stands out, as do tl}e recordings of Fr Bischofs in 1_9‘}0 (see? McGregor s
a fourth period, with the establishment of the Australian Institute of Aboriginal Studies, and '20‘00), and Yngve Laurell’s recordings on Sun@ay Island {see Bostmm, this volume). ‘
the explosion of linguistic investigations. Irumediately following this was an intermediate phase, ruming from about 1930t0 1959;
Two pages of the first volume of Handbook of Australian languages, co-edited by Barry this was characterised by increasingly competent and trained investigators, and the appear-
Blake and Robert Dixen (Dixon and Blake 1979:4-5), sketch a history that closely resembles g aﬁ_ce of the first academic irwestigators3 AP, Eikin, Gerhardt Laves, and AJ' thur CﬁPeH:
the story presented in more detail in the previous two works, with a few minor differences in Sfrangely, the early vears of this phase did not herald the appsarance of detau[cd gramm;t;s,
foci. They speak of an early period of collecting vocabularies, culminating in Curr’s four vol- - ¢hough noteworthy are Love’s sketch gramumars of Worrorra (Lgve 1931-1932, 1934, 1938),
ume work; a few sketches of particular languages appeared in this period. Then came the luil amd brief grammatical sketches by Arthur Capeil. The p‘erlod_ might be reaso,nably charactey_
in the first decades of the twentieth century, especially from 1912 to 1930. The 1930s saw the ised as survey-oriented. Notable surveys from the time include Capell’s report on his
appearance of Arthur Capell and his surveys, and Theodor G.H. Strehlow’s work, As usual, 1938-1939 field trip through the Kimberley and Ambhem Land. (Capelil1940), aqd Nekes and
the late 1950s and early 1960z is taken to be the watershed, with the beginning of extensive Wormns® Australian languages (Nekes and Worms 1953, an edited version of which appeared
regional surveys and in-depth studies of particular languages; the role of academic institu- " in print some fifty-three years later, Nekes and Worms 2006). . ‘
tions is highlighted. A new element in the story is the observation that the first decade or so Finally, McGregor (2004) identifies a modern phase.—ex‘fendm.g from 19.6(? 10 t_he pres-
following 1960 saw a considerable increase in quantity of research that was not always ent—characterised by the dominance of academically trained investigators. Itisin this per}od
matched by a similar increase in quality. that the first detailed grammars appeared, anc_l intercsF in s.ocmlmgulstlcs a_nd.anﬁhmpologlcal
A revision of this story appears in the fourth volume of the Handbook published some . linguistics began to become manifest. Missionary linguists also appear in increasing num-
twelve years later {Dixon and Blake 1991); here the story is expanded to almost double its bers, and have more linguistic training than before.
previous size, and includes mention of more players in the game. Most similar to Capell’s o
previo;:sly discuszed hcilstor% él%?()), twlo Eeriods are identif_'le;i, albe%it Witlhﬁé inte?enti:i% iaé- ’ 2.1.2 Summing up .
atus of sometwo decades. The first period, an amateur period, ran from to abou s ' . e . o ;
and was characterised entirely by educated amateurs ?afhose work was phonetically poor. Table 1.1 presents in summary form ﬂ'{e P‘?‘fl_‘)dﬁ 1(_1e[113€1ﬁed ]n;;i:i;f(tli];?gl)ﬁgi:s Lv:(aiilflidc‘:f
From the mid 1840s to the late 1870s, aver Dixor and Blake, virtually no research was under- discussed, with the exception of the derivative onc in ”fg? aél Contife remm "l ci:rio e in
taken on Abotiginal languages. Characteristic of the work of the first period were method- tion that ’sho.uld be ac,lded is that it IS not daxlfways 11.3051891 i 66} 0 lcentity temporal p
olagically unsound afterpts at showing links to languages of other continents. The second . O’Grf:t'dy 8 h1stc?ry (Q Grady, Yoege inand } oegj in o . emment that 1930 andl 1960—
period, the professional period, ran from 1930 to the present, with a gathering of momentum It is clear from this tabulation that there is wi tes;;re(all i?lg:he develonment of Australian
in the 1960s and 1970s. Compared to most ather global histories, this one focusses more on give or take a few .yearS—repre'scn.te% migfr wva qrsd ‘inz del seems o ‘Ee reasonablo. and I
what the authors consider to be significant linguistic characteristics or innovations—Capeli’s Aboriginal linguistics. Assumption of 2 three tgf:'ﬂo ods as the first. second. and third pe-
notion of ‘commen Australian’ and his prefixing-suffixing typology; and the 1960s lexico- 2 adoptitin the remainder of the paper, referring ot EPCE & ot be noted hewrever that in
statistics of O’ Grady, Wurm, and Hale. ’I_I od_s% 50 alse d.o a numbex_' of antnbutl(?ns " thxs.boo ' ;S o hiﬂz in the Kuhnian sense
Two survey monographs have appeared to date in the third millennium, one dealing with identifying periods there 1s no 1m§1mat13rll\£)meaJ (:1: I(Dza(l;% 6§mNSone of the historics identify
the entire continent (Dixon 2002), the other focussing on the Kimberley (McGregor 2004).1 (thn 1970); see al_so N.eVYtOI'l (1987) a?h © fmg 'o;:i‘to the next, as allegedly hap-
Surprisitgly given the immense amount of research done on Australian languages since radical changes in linguistic tfhou%ht orbrc?;y r%?gizgeghomsky’s first book (Chomsky
1980, the apparent changes in Dixon’s views of the history {as represented in the introduc- pened in linguistic jtheory with the pul ;ca.u;lni . ey b urry: o s and
tions to the Handbooks), and the numerous active Australianists who began in the post-1980 1957}, The boundaries are generally takel?-i (ngtht i);, ; SZZT:H o me)to] periozy-m o o
era, Dixon avers that his history of the study of Australian languages has ‘dated very little’ approaches wete adopted gradualllly, mal 1g = eo ¢ tlll}gnext eriod ’
. since his 1980 book (Dixon 2002:xxvi). dustralian languages contains no discussion of the CO‘E?g‘irzcfeli’;ijisd‘it:{;ﬁriﬁ;a;u:?f’ t%zaiisnguistic acti\l?i ¥o F each decade from 1770 to
hlsﬁ?Gi;Sre?Z%%fl :h—ezlla)ng}gzﬁéi“;eosr ]ti::es; a{gbrz:,tdﬂ;eég. overiapping phases of work o 2000. The exponential increase in publications post-1960 emerges clearly from this represen-

i i i ioni : tation, and the increase is continuing, with 861 publications in the ﬁrs.t five years of the new
flmberley languges. The pheses cun be summarised asfollows. (The discussion s restricted millennium., If this continues until the end of the decade, the figure will overreach the maxi-

mum value shown on the graph. - ros b ot the work
nd period is not revealed in this graph, partly perhaps because much o
11 This work might also be treated in the next section under the heading of Local histories. However, in terms The second p ’

i i rhaps primarily because the period was characterised
of its organisation, and the fact that it deals with a rather large region that is home 1o a considerable nurmber i from thf‘t time was not ].JI:\thhed, _bUt perhaps p yt't e of ey matbors of
of languages, it fits more with nationaf than local histories, q qualitatively as a fransitional period, rather than quantitatively .

Kimberley languages,

guages.) 1y phase that extended from the late nineteenth century until about 1929,
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Figure 1.1; Decadal counts of publication year of items in Carrington and Triffitt (1999).
Courtesy David Nash (http://www.anu.edu.au/linguistics/nash/aust/
0zBib-stats.html Accessed 21 January 2008)

publications, Nevertheless, it will be seen that ¢ach of the post-1910 decades saw about dou-
ble the number of publications as the decades between 1790 and 1870, The significant in-
creases in publications from the 1870s to the 1500s may be partly due to the way the counts
were performed: individual chapters in surveys such as Curr { 1886) being counted as separate
publications. This might perhaps argue for recognition of subperiods within the first period
(see also next section).

2.1.3 Additional remark

To wind up this section, mention might be mads of two works concerned more generally with
attitudes towards, and ideas about, Australian Aboriginal languages; both treat schelerly
work as well as popular beliefs. The first is Peter Newton’s unpublished MA thesis, ‘More
than one language, more than one culture: scholarly and popular ideas about Australian Ab-
original languages from early times until 1860° (Newton 1987). The temporal scope of this
work thus falls into the first period of rescarch on Australian Aboriginal languages (see §2.1.
2. Like.other writers on the topic, Newton identifies periods in the deveiopment of the sub-
ject: a first period, 1770-1824, in which raw material was spasmodically collected and left
latgely unanalysed; and a second period, 1825-1845, in which the first basic grammatical de-
scriptions were compiled. : ‘ :
Newton (1987:348-349) sees 1860 as a ‘watershed, marking the transition in Australian
language studies from philology to'the more specific science of linguistics’. Sirpson (1952),
however, argues that & school grammar tradition was centred in Adelaide in the period 1840~
1846 that produced materials at least as good as anything else published in the ninetcenth
century. ‘
Newton (1987) presents a detailed historical account of recorded information on Austra-
lian Aboriginal languages, beginning with pre-settlement times, with contacts with Asia and
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with the first European voyagers. He also discusses in considerable depth the contribution of
the first colonists, missionaries, explorers and naturalists, settlers, and officials and others
working under the state governments, such as protectors of Aborigines, and government
sponsored missionaries. He also traces the effects of Darwin’s ideas on scholarly and popular
ideas about Aboriginal languages.

As Newton (1987) rightly observes, the surveys mentioned previously in §2.1.1 are more
chronotogical overviews than histories, and deal quite inadequately with the earliest treat-
ments of Australian languages. Among other things, they typically make little attempt to
cotme to zny understanding of the goals and methodologies of the earlier researchers, and
evaluate them purely from the perspective of the present. Nor do they show any real attempt
1o understand these investigators as human beings living lives in social milieus very different
from those of the modern academic linguist. Probably this refiects, as Newton observes, a
lack of genuine inierest in the history ofthe subject—a situation that fortunately appears to be
changing.

In the second of these general works, Barry Alpher (1994) also distinguishes periods in the
history of research on Australian languages. He puts the begiming of the modern period of
descriptive studies at about 1960, marked by the appearance of Douglas (1964 [1957]) and
Lowe (1960). These he considers to be the first works to really ‘crack’ the code of Australian
languages. Prior to these treatrments, research on Australian Aboriginal languages was princi-
pally the work of amateurs, sometimes gifted, punctuated by the occasional professional such
as Gerhardt Laves.

2.2 Local histories

* At least since the beginning of the 1970s grammars of Australian languages have generally

included brief discussion of previous research on the language, usually in a section of the in-
troductory chapter. Examples include Tsunoda’s grammar of Jaru (Tsunoda 1981:18-21);
Wilkins® grammar of Mparntwe Arrernte (Wilking 1989:14-20); McGregor’s grarmmar of
Gooniyandi (McGregor 1950:28-30); Dench’s grammars of Martuthunira and Yingkarta
{Dench 1995:20-21, 1998:8-9); Harvey’s grammar of Gaagudju (2002:5-6); Patz’s gram-
mar of Kuku Yalanji (2002:8-10); Sharp’s grammar of Nyangumarta (2004:31-34}; Evans’
grammmars of Kayardild and Bininj Gun-wok (Evans 1995:48-50, 2003b:69-71}; and Kite
and Wurm’s grammar of Duugidjawu (2004:12-16). Less commonly, this section appears in
an appendix to the grammar, as in Dixon’s granunars of Dyirbal and Yidiny (Dixon 1972:
363-367, 1977:508-512).

In most cases these pieces amount to just a few pages, and do not purpost to be historio-
graphical works; rather, their purpose is manifestly to provide a backdrop for the modem
grammar. In these brief pieces we find reference to previous investigators of the language,
and their works. Time is generally the primary organising principle, and for this reason these
excursuses could be considered to be histories—or at least chronologies. But they are abways
more than mere chronologies: there are always evaluative remarks on the merits or demerits
of the earlier works, as seen from the perspective of contemporary linguistics (¢.g. whether
the author adopted a Latinate modsl, whether phonemes or morphemes were recognised as
descriptive units), and particularly from the perspective of the description of the particuiar
language it is embedded in. Typically one finds remerks on the accuracy of the transcriptions;
how good the work in question is as a piece of linguistics; and how useful it is to us today.
They are, that is, genetally more evaluative than the global histories discussed in §2.1.

These local histories do not attempt to locate the previous research in the context of lin-
guistics and other relevant disciplines of the day—and they are not always free of anachro-
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nisms—uaor do they provide the story of any investigator’s life and work. And unlike the
global histories, they do not usuaily distinguish periods ot phases in the research. There are ‘
occasional exceptions; for instance, Terrill (1998) distinguishes two periods of research on
Biri. The first, from the 1860s to the 1940s, was characterised by wordlists gathered mainly
by amateurs (but towards the end of the period also including some gathered by Gerhardt
Laves and Norman Tindale}. The second period, dating from 1966, is dominated by trained
linguists.

Sketches such as these account for almost all histories of research on particulat languages.
Few independent publications, either articles or books, treat such perhaps specialised and es-
ateric topics."”? One of the few exceptions is Tamsin Donaldson’s ‘Hearing the first Austra-
lians® (Donaldson 1985}, which discusses research on two languages of western New South
Wales, Ngiyampaa and Wiradjuri, Like most local histories this one does not explicitly iden-
tify periods, altholigh a number.are easily discerned in the text; the earliest wordlists recorded
by explorers in the first decades of the nineteenth century; the missionary wordlists and gram-
mars of the 1830s and 1840s; then after some decades of hiatus, the ‘language collectors’ of
the late nineteenth century (including E. Curr and R.H. Mathews) who gathered words from a
wide range of languages including Ngiyampaa and Wiradjuri; and finally (after another hia-
tus of more than fifty years, during which just the odd word or two was callected) the begin-
ning of serious work by trained linguists, The latter peried, unfortunately, is barety touched
upon. The regional focus of this piece permits a more comprehensive and detailed coverage
of the topic than is possible for the global histories discussed in §2.1, which are roughly com-
parable in length. Donaldson also attempts to situate ideas about, and research on, the lan-
guages in their intellectual climates, Another exception is Simpson’s 1992 article on. the
Adelzide school gramumar tradition from the mid-nineteenth century, mentioned in the provi-
ous section. '

One wonders to what extent local and national histories are homologous: to what extent
are national tendencies and traditions replicated in local ones, and how are both situated in re-
spect to goings-on in linguistics in the rest of the world?

2.3 Personal histories: the contribution of individual scholars

A fairly diverse array of works can be assigned to this category, of more or less relevance to
the history of research on Australian languages. These include biographies and biographical
sketches, scholarly editions of the works of particular individuals, as well as works of a more
directly historical nature, On the whole, the material in these categories constitutes secondary
data for historical studies more than historical investigations per se. In what foliows 1 cast a
rather narrow net, and attempt to give an idea of the range of relevant material, rather than
provide a comprehensive listing.

Relatively short biographies of linguists and others who have made 2 contribution to the
study.of Australian languages can be found in festschrifts and obituaries. Among the former
ene could mention the biographical sketch of Luise Hercus by Isobel White {19903, my biog-
raphy of Howard Coate {(1996a), and Wurm’s (1997} and Tryon and Walsh’s (1997} bio-
graphical notes on Geoffrey O°Grady. Worth singling out is Tamsin Donaldson’s *Patakitra-
paraaypuwan in western New South Wales’ (Donaldson 1990), which presents recollections
of Luise Hercus as fieldworker in western New South Wales by three Ngiyampaa people

12 This is not exclusively the fanlt of Australianist linguists, Books and journals have to be sold, and the reality
is that the market for publications freating exotic languages—to say nothing of the history of their docwmen-
tation-—is severely limited (and is arguably believed by many editors and publishers to be even more limited
than it really is).
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i ie Ki i fel Harris. Somewhat similar is
; ked with, Mamie King, Eliza Kennedy, and Mutie
HerCUSH‘:f;;;’,S overview (2007) of the legacy of Terry Crowley’s work on the languages of
Iéelzn&’ork Peninsula, which compiles and presents the views of descendants of the speakers
ap

orked with in 1975. -
Cr{zﬁiﬁges of works of the second category are Arthur Capell’s obituary of Emest A

Worms (1964), Arthur Holmer’s obituary of Nils Holmer (1994}, David Nash’s obituary of

obituaries of Stephen Wurm (Hercus et al. 2001; Pawley 2002), and
GerhangsLoagiiZa{;iZ?o)lé Ken Hale (Dixor}; 2004; Everett et al. 2002; Keyser 2003, Laughren
Igkt}u(.)nle-mNash 2001b; Yengoyan 2003) and Terry Crowley (Evans 2005, Lynch ZOQS; S{egel
200 5-: Walsh 2005). Works such as these, as one Would expect, tend to focus on details of per-
scmal, life-history, the individual’s experiences in gnd away.from the lﬁeld, a:lld.tend to lack
somewhat in terms of depth of discussion and critical appralsa.l of their hngU{st;c work.
Other article-length pieces are scattered widely thrloughout 301_1rnals anc_i ed1te_d hool.{s (see
palow). Among these one might mention the brief edited transcript of an interview with A}];—
thur Capell on his work on Australian languages (Newtgn 1.982), an evaluation of, T.G.H.
Strelilow’s writing of Arrernte (Breen 2004), and examinations of R.H. Mathcws. ethno-
graphic and linguistic research (Thomas 2004, forthcommg). ) .
Lon§er, book-length treatments exist of the lives and \y.ork of just a few Augtrallan}st in-
guists.i Schurmann (1987} is a biography of Clamor Schiirmann that affords interesting in-
sights into Schiirmann’s interaction with Aborigines of sogth eastfern South Austraha3 and
learning the language. McNally (1981) and Hill {2002) are limgraphles ofthe con.trovelimal T.
G.H. Strehlow (1908-1978). While in some ways more critical than the shorter pieces justre-
ferred to, their treatment of Strehlow’s linguistics is quite shallow; see Mqore, this volume
fora detailed appraisal of Strehlow’s linguistic research. Moreover, Barry Hillhasa tqndeucy
t0 beat-up the controversy surrounding T.G.H. Strehlow, gmd allows ?nlmself a c'onsnderabl‘e
degree of poetic licence in his presentation and interpretation of the cyldencel; Hili (2002) is
thus a less than reliable secondary source. T.G.H. Strehlow’s autobmgrelxphlcal .{oumey to
Horseshoe Bend (1969), while dealing with the final days qf his father’s life, provides fascll-
nating insights into the author, his early life, his relationships ‘w1th Arrernt.e People, and hlS‘
aspirations to become a linguist. Dixon’s well-known S.earchmg for /.Iborzgmmf languages:.
memoirs of a field worker (1983, reissued in 1989 by Chicaga University Presg) isa po;‘)u'{ar-
ised autobiographicai account of R M.W. Dixon’s entry to the field of Australian Aboriginal
-linguistics, and his fieldwork on the languages of the rainforests of north Queensland.
Ore should also mention in this coniext James R.B. Love’s Stone age bushmen of today
(1936). In this book Love—a gifted amateur linguist, who wrote the first grammatical de-

. scription of Worrorra (see §2.1.1; McGregor 1986)—presents a popular gthnography of the

Worrorra wover into an account of his experiences as a missionary at Km:]munyg miss_non. As
the story unfolds one gets a clear picture of Love as a human b.eing, and his relationships with
the Worrorra people; language plays a fairly prominent role in the account, and one ckszapter
deals with his experiences in learning Worrorra {Love 193.6:4 }AS 0y, Moxr‘a lBurgcss s BA
(Hons.) thesis (1986) presents an evaluation of Love’s contribution to Aboriginal ant‘klrp‘jf)ol-
ogy and linguistics, focussing on his thirteen years at Ku_nmunya, 1927-1944, Bt}rgebs is not
a linguist, and her evaluation of Love’s linguistic Work_ is largely bgsed on opinions of con-
temporary and modern linguists. While this evaluation is rather restricted from the linguistic

13 Peter Newton’s BA (Flons.) thesis (1979) presents an evaluation of A.t‘thulj Capeli’s work on Oceanic lan-
guages. Originally, he says, ithad been intended to include Capeil's Anstralian work as t\:rell. A draft was ap-
parently writter, but was not included in the final thesis, and has unfortuna_t:cly not since a;::peared. The
annotated bibliography at the end of the thesis, however, includes Capell’s writings on Australian as well as

Oceanic languages,
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perspective, Burgess is successful in contextualising Love’s work in its times, inrelating it t
missionary and academic linguistics of the 19305 and 1940s. :

David Trudinger’s exemplary PhD thesis Converting salvation: protestant missionar
in Central Australia, 19305—1940s (Trudinger 2004) also deals with the work of L.R.B. Love
though it focuses on his pericd at Ernabella (Central Australia), 1941-1946, This work i
concerned more with the discourse and praxis of missionaries in Central Australia in th
1930s and 1940s than with the linguistic or ethnographic contribution of the missionaries
Nevertheless, it provides some fascinating insights into Love’s thought on language and cul

ture, as well as that of other missionaries, including Ronald M. Trudinger, who published the ..

first grammatical sketch of a Western Desert variety (Trodinger 1943)." One of the espe-
cially interesting aspects of this thesis is the insights it provides into Love’s and Trudinger’s

attitudes to the use of the traditional language in relation to the conflicting discourses of

missionising, evangelisation, and modernisation (Trudinger 2004:286-289).

The recent festschrift Forty years on: Ken Hale and Australian languages(Simpson et al.

2001) is unusual in the extent to which Ken Hale's contribution permeates the papers. Indeed,
the book is aimost as much an examination of Hale’s influence on Australian Aboriginal lin-
guistics since 1959 and on linguistic theory generally as a festschrift. Hale’s support of Ab-
original participation in linguistic research (see Hale 1965) is also dealt with (Green and
Turpin 2001; Yengoyan 2001; Granites and Laughren 2001), as is his encouragement of
speakers to maintain their languages. Aside from the expected bibliography of Hale’s writ-
ings (Nash 2001a), there are papers treating aspects of Hale’s fieldwork (e.g. S. Hale 2001
{Sara Hale’s reminiscences of Haie’s first fieldtrip to Australia), Green 2001 (an edited ver-
sion of an interview with Ken Hale on the same feldtrip); O’ Grady 2001 (Geoff O°Grady’s
reflections o their renown 1960 fieldtripy; Nash and O’ Grady 2001 (cataloguing the vocabu-

laries gathered in the 1960 joint fieldtrip); Wurm 2001 (Stepher Wurm’s reminiscences of .

working on Mornington island with Hale): contextualisation of Hale’s work in the situation
of Australian Aboriginal linguistics (e.g. Sharpe 2001); appreciations of Hale as a persori and
scholar (including Yengoyan 2001; Sutton 2001); and further investigations based on Hale’s
corpora (e.g. Koch 2001), Three coniributions in this book deal with issues in the history of
Aboriginal language education, in which Hale played a role. Hoogenraad (2001) gives a criti-
cal historical overview of bilingual education in Central Australia, Black and Breen (2001)
provides an overview of the history of the School of Australian Linguistics. And Sharp and
Thieberger (2001) outline the history of Wangka Maya, the Pilbara Aboriginal Language
Centre, Port Hedland.

Edited versions and collections of the scholarly works of particular individuals are also
relevant, though for Australianist linguistics these number considerably fewer than for an-
thropologists, and are sometimes lacking in terms of the contextualisation they provide. Thus
the recent reissue of James R.B. Love’s MA thesis (1934) on Worrorra grammar {Love 2000)
is no more than a reprint,'* Lacking an appraisal of Love’s work, and with virtually ne edito-
rial intervention in the text, this does a considerable disservice to an important and insightful
missionary gremmar from the second period of research on Australian languages (see §2.1
above). Niel Gunson’s scholarly edition of the published works of Lancelot Threlkeld

14 Tt seemns that J.R.B. Love had already preparad a ‘radimentary grammar and vocabulafy’ of the language

(Trudinger 2004:269; see also Simpson, Amery and Gale, this volumne:94), which may have served as a
foundation or mode! for Trudinger’s sketch.

15 In the early 1990s T began to prepare a critical edition of Love’s MA thesis, intended mnitially for my
festschrift for Howard Coate (McGregor 1996b). Howsver, it was not completed in time to meet the deadline
for the festschrift, and remarns in manuseript form, in a half-Fnished stats,

(Gison 1974)

,hme'ofmﬂ.king th
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is considerably better in providing contextualising information. However, it
hrelkeld’s ethnographic writings, not his linguistic works. In’ press as of the
e final revisions to this introductory piece is Martin Thomas” edition of a se-

: -aphi inguistic publications and corre-
o thews’ voluminous ethnographic and linguistic publica \
faction of I({Tl;lqo ﬂ:s 2007). This work provides an appraisal and interpretation of Mathews

cludes only T

;;,-porsdenc <

wwork, as well as a biography.

sent author recently completed the major enterprise of revising and editing frs.

The pr_l; kes and Ermest Worms” monumental Australion languages (1953) f'or'pubhca~
gennann i This woik otiginally appeared in microfilm form, as the tenth volume i the se-
tonas? bo%z‘éﬂ!iorheca Anthropos, and is not easily accessible. The main vaiue of this major
ﬂeS.MICTO’ t of missionary linguis;tics of the second period (see §2.1) lies in the dﬁcumeqm«
'a-cme':veme?des ofa nlﬁnber of now moribund Nyulnyulan languages, as _W.ell as a scattering
tion ™ prOVeS from elsewhere on the continent. From today’s perspective it is of considerably
of-iangilaeg as a piece of language description. The revision of the book{ Nekes and Wolrms
l;%so\sla)i lcl:an be regarded as documentation of their language documentation and description,
(ud an’appraisal of the contribution of the two priests (see further McGregor 20}?’.’). It ‘(:101:
o 5 an editorial introduction that outlines the lives and achieverments of the authors and af -
t:i-ipts to place their work in its historical context; it also gﬁfar{lpts to underlitan(i ;ilc; f;if)}:-orsf
guiding ideas about language and society. In these senses it is in part a}wor OFP histo c}ilv
ideas. The remainder of the book consists of a revision of the authors te;lct 0 1 har déd ne 1113,
their grammatical description and satmple texts. The editor attempts to beleve 1-1 A dinhis
treatment of the work, being neither dismlsswc nor eL-llc')giStIC;. he does not2 S(,) 05; a(\;v a)lrs o
criticism where it is due, nor from giving credit where it is due. McGregor { ) deals sp
cifically with the dictionaries of Parts I1 tO.IV (see also next sectmn?; s ofin.

‘Aside from hard-copy publication, mention may be made of web sites as reposi oFx/ )
formation on Australianists, A notable example is the Gerhardt Laves S{te I(\l?t;p T h]:m;x; C
‘anu.edu.au/linguistics/nash/aust/laves) rx}anggetli by Davx.d as .d ois site
presents biographical information on Laves, as well as mdwat;on of tt}clla;ge ax::1 & Ech()]_-
his corpora, excerpts from his written notes, the use r.nade of.hzs materials by mode: °
ars, and so forth. Also informative is the Norman B, Tindale site (http:// wwwh. ngisbe;us‘.
sa.gov.au/archives /hdms/a3338/338_t.incgale .htfn), manf_iged byt :13{1 otu.led o
tralian Museum:; this provides detailed biographical mformgtion {m.Tm‘dale, an‘h f«t ai d de-
scriptions of the contents of the archive of Tindale’s ‘mat.cnals, which md;"ld;bs tﬂ h\ifgw o
Taries of nearly 150 language varietics. Less informative is the homepage of't N dre owRe
search Centre (http://www.nt.gov. au/nretla/museums_/ StIEthW/lnh‘ex . X
though it does provide some idea of the holdings in the extensive Streblow archive.

2.4 Historical treatiments of particular themes

Four themes in Australian Aboriginal languages and l'mguisti.cs have rec'eiyed treatlilent _1Sn
article-length or longer historical pieces: language documepta%gr}r Ey Abortjgxréﬁi ffﬁfl 35?; -
i inguisti i e classification.’” These, and other the

sionary linguistics, lexicography, and languag - The: ot th i
of cgtrl)r,se dealt with in national, regional, local, and personal hi stories. Here L 155(‘;1‘1(3{ attel;-
tion to contributions focussing on the topics, ocoasionally mentioning .shorter an nct‘)ri s;[) .
cific treatments where they provide information useful fomt cantextue_thsmg the mf.re detai 1; :
studies, especially where they express historical notions widespread in the Australianist co
munity.

16 The history of the emergence and use of the notion of the phoneme in Austlraiian Aboriginal linguistics is
&iscussed in a conference presentation, as.yet unpublished {(McGregor 2006a).
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Oates (1990) is one of the few works documenting research by Aboriginal people on their

languages: in this case, the recordings by two men, Jirnmie Barker (190¢0-1972) and Norman .
Baird {¢.1891-1961), of their fraditional languages, Muruwari and Kulu Yalanji. In contrast |

with the personz} histories discussed in the previous section, little is said about the lives of
these men (though see Mathews 1968 for a biography of Jimmie Barker), and the focus is on
the nature and quality of the documesntation they provided. Much of the article consists of a
discussion of Baird’s orthography. Barker and Baird were acquaintances of Lynette Qates;
other Aboriginal people have also initiated language documentation projects with the inten-
tion of preserving their languages, and the stories of these attempts need to be told.

“The history of lexicographical investigations of Australian languages, principally the his-
tory of the compilation of wordlists and dictionaries, is the subject of just two articles. The
first is O*Grady (1971), which deals with work up %o the late 1960s. O°Grady gives a detailed
overview of the lexical work done during the period since first contact, and discusses the con-
tent and organisation of some representative works; he also remarks on some aspects of Aus-
tralian languages that posed problems for early lexicographers, including phonetic and pho-
nerhic distinctions, as well as grammatical (the type of gramumatical information to include)
and semantic (identification of the range of referents and senses of lexemes-and specification
of definitions) issues, O’Grady (1971) distinguishes between wordlists {consisting of less
than 1,000 items) and dictionaries (with more than 1,000 lexical entries), and remarks that
just 8 had been published up to the late 1960s, including Australia and Torres Strait Islands.
Ofthese, hatf appeared in the nineteenth century, the other half in the twentieth. O°Grady also
remarks he was aware of forty-eight unpublished dictionaries, afl produced during the twenti-
eth century. An interesting suggestion is the idea that 2 motivation for interest in gathering
wordlists in the nineteenth century—often by amateurs with fairly limited contact with the
languages—was the widespread interest in the origins of Australian Aboerigines (O Grady
1971:780). O’Grady also remarks on one aspect of Ken Hale’s fieldwork methodology rele-
vant 10 lexicographers, namely the solicitation of sentences illustrating prompt lexemes,
which often resulted in the appearance of new lexemes.

O’Grady considers the tate 1930s as a turning point, the beginning of a new era in Austra-
lian linguistics (1971:783). This was inaugurated by Arthur Capell’s first field investigations
of languages of the Kimberley and Arnhem Land. Capell compiled reatively extensive dic-
tionaries of some of these languages, though unfortunately none have ever been published.

A quarter of a century passed before the appearance of the next publication on this topic,
Goddard and Thieberger (1997}, which updates the story by treating the period from 1968 to
1993, Cliff Goddard and Nick Thieberger identify the mid-1960s to mid-1970s, in the middle
of which period (’Grady’s article appeared, as something of a turning point in Abotiginal
. linguistics. It saw changes in the universities (especially the emergence of departments of lin-
guistics), in society, and in policies concerning Aborigines, that led to increasing interest in
the compilation of dictionaries (understood as consisting of more that 2,000 entries, with de-
tailed semantic information). Lexicographic work, that is, came to be motivated not just for
academic and strictly documentary purposes, but also for practical purposes including educa-
tion. It was not until the 1990s, however, that such dictionaries were published in reasonable
numbers: of the seventeen dictionaries.they list for the post-1968 period, fully eleven (65%)
appeared in the 1990s—dating to the first four years of the decade. (This of course reflects
lexicographic research beginning in the 1980s or earlier.) Goddard and Thieberger (1997)
discuss various issues in lexicographical practice, updating the discussion provided in
0’Grady (1971). These include orthography (moving beyond the ideal of phonemic orthog-
raphies presumed by O’Grady 1971), organisation, and definitional practices.
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Three other developments from this period are worth remarking on. One was the advent of

\ T ersonal computer, and resuiting in the computerisation of the field, which (among other
h .E;%S) greaily facilitated production of dictienaries from data files (Goddard and Thieberger

1697:181-185). Another was the increasing role of Aboriginal peopl@ in compiling dictiona.r—
jes and wrifing definitions (Goddard and Thicberger 1997:181). A third was the emergence n
tEe early 19608 of institutions supporting linguistic work of all types financially and/or logis-
dcally (see pp.6, 8 above). o . _ .

While neither article identifies pericds in the history of lex_ico g.raphllcal research on Aus-
tralian languages, it is worth observing that the two turning points 1dept1ﬁed~—the late 1930s
(©’Grady 1971) and the late 1960s to early 1970s (Goddard ar}d Thlebcrger 19‘)97)—‘—c0rre-
Spoﬁd reasonably well with the beginnings of the second and third periods identified in §2.1.

1 exicography perhaps followed the same trends in developrment as Australian Aboriginal lin- '

guistics generally, though it lagged behind by about a decade.
Another work dealing with the topic is McGregor (2005), which deals specifically wi?h
the lexicographic research of Frs. Hermann Nekes and Ernest Worms, who collaborated in

“ the 19305 and 1940s on investigations of Kimherley languages {see previous section). A sub-

stantial—not to say perhaps the most valuable from today’s perspective—portion of tl}eir
magnum opus (775 of the 1067 pages—almost three-quarters of the'work} is lexico graphical
in nature; the grammatical description fills a paltry 160 pages.”’ This article attempts to situ-
ate the authos’s wordlists in the historical context, and evaluate their contribution to the docu-
mentation of Australian languages.

Historical information on the classification of Australian languages can be found in some
of the general works mentioned in §2.1. Thus O’Grady, Voegelin and Voegelin (1966:6, 8-
13), Wurm (1972:23, 56}, and Dixon {1980:20-22, 220-228) contain a few remarks or ear-
lier attempts at classification, as does Alpher (1994). These can, however, hardly be called
histories of attempts at classification, Nor can the similarly brief picces appearing in articles
and books presenting classifications of Australian languages, such as Wurril (1971), and Ev-
ans (2003a). The third section of Capell’s history of research on Australian Aboriginal lan-
guages, ‘Research into language classification and linguistic history’ (Capell 1970:700-715)
isa somewhat more comprehensive piece, organised thematically according to type of classi-
fication. .

The most comprehensive treatment is Koch (2004), which focuses on the methodologies
emploved for establishing genetic groupings more than on the proposed groupings. It s re-
stricted to twentieth centary classifications, focussing on four approaches, discussing them in

i detail and evaluating them: Fr Wilhelm Schmidt’s classification (1919), the firsi major at-
} ternpt at classifying the languages of the continent; Arthur Capell’s typological classification
! {mooted in his first article on Australian languages, Capell 1937, though the scheme undex-
| went changes over time); the lexicostatistical classification of the 1960s {e.g. OGrady,

Voegelin and Voegelin 19466); and finally R.M.W. Dixon’s views on classification (e.g.

{ Dixon 1980, 2002).

Rematles on missionary linguists and linguistics are scattered throughout the Australianist
literature, in the brief histories of work on particular languages published in grammars and

17 This is doubtless in part a reflection of the importance the authors astribed to words, which they regarded as
oeccupying a central place in both language and cultures. Not only did they see words as the centrepiece of
grrammar, but they adopted a fairly radical Whorfian stance according to which words serve as carriers of
crucial cultural information and values, and that study of the relationships amongst near synonyms and ho-
mophones would Teveal important aspects of Aboriginal modes of thinking, They also considered that the
study of words—as per O'Grady’s above comment—would provide information ebout the prehistory of Ab-
original occupation: of Australia.




other bﬁll‘é'mphical works, and in the naFional hist.orjesl. H'owever_, Car.e*){ {2904) is one of
o pﬁbf§¢ations to d?.te tl'fat deals specifically Wl.th Inissionary 11_ngu15t1c§ in Au;tralza. Th
paperis also unusual in l?emg one of the few contributions to the history of the subject wr
by a professional historien rather than by a linguist. Dealing with Australianist missio _
linguistics from the early to mid-nineteenth century, it situates missionary lingnistics in t
social and intellectual background of the time, as well as in relation to other work on Ausiy
lian languages, to the situations of the languages and their speakers, and to missichary li
guistics generally. As Hilary Carey observes, for some now moribund languages of caster
Auvstralia missionary grammars represent the most primaty if not best documentation, Carg
remarks on the consistent failure of missionaries to both document languages, and presery

ideals o the contrary—and Suggests some poss

Few indeed are the accounts that give missionary linguistics the advantage of a fair an
even-handed scholarly appraisal, ‘

Although a number of missionary linguists figure in Carey’s story, the article pays particu
tar attention to the work of cne rightly famous missionary linguist, Lancelot Threlkeid, wh
wrofe what is widely regarded as one of the best nineteenth century descriptions of an Austra
lian language (Threlkeid 1834). Threlkeld is notable for setting a standard for missionary lin
guistics, and the creative descriptive approach he adopted, the extent to which he grappie

with deseriptive difficulties posed by Awabakal, We lack a comperable treatment of mission
ary linguistics post-1850.

Another important work on the missionary contribution to knowledge about Australian;:

languages is the previously mentioned unpublished MA thesis by Peter Newton, which de

votes two flill chapters to missions from 1788 to 1860, i.e. roughly the same time period as ;
dealt with by Carey (Newton 1987:13 1-218). Newton’s treatment is somewliat more com-
prehensive than Carey’s, dealing with virtually all missions gnd missionaries of the period, |

regardless of how minor their contribution, and their social and linguistic backgrounds.

Heidi-Marie Kneehone’s recent PhD thesis, The language of the chosen Jew (2005) also

stresses the significance of the contribution of missionaries. She treats in detaii the documen-
tation and description of Diyari by Lutheran missionaries at Hermannsburg mission, South
Australia, from 1867 to 1880, -Among other things, Kneebone discusses a number of previ-
ously unexamined primary sources, including the first grammatical description of the lan-
guage and carly examples of Indigenous writing. Like most others working in thig domain,
Kneebone is also motivated by pragtical considerations, in particular t¢ make the contribu-
tion of the early missionaries accessible to descendants of Diyari speakers,

Other than these detailed treatments, which focus on missionary linguistics of the nine-
teenth century, one finds a few articles outlining the contributions of particular missionar-
fes—e.g. MeGregor (2000) mentioned above. MeGregor (2006) treats missionary linguis-
tics in the Kimberley region generally, which began in 1890, Also relevant to the topic of mis-
sionary linguistics is Lynette Oates brief history of the jnvolvement of the Summer Institute
of Linguistics in research on Aboriginel and Torres Strait Islander languages-(Oates 1999),
and her book-length hagiography of the Summer Institute of Linguistics in Australia (Oates
2003). And John Harris’ (1990) overview of two centuries of missionary work in Australia

contains a goed deal on work by missionaries on Aboriginal languages, in particular, on
translation.
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-in this volum | -
Svid overview of the contributions to the volume, and depicts the time

royides 8i : o

s :vided into three thematic parts. Part 1 congists of three contnbu;};);i
e b i rescarch on particular languages or regions. In the first paperG y

e o bund northern New South Wales language Gam

the now mori : -
. researgt};ac;}ner Claire Bowern documents research on two closely related Nyul
he secon!

' i i i -ch on these
at i (hi d Jawi (effectively extinct). Researcl
arieti hly endangered) ang > ;
4a_r1a‘nes, Bard giﬁsuyal featu.%es. For Gamilaraay, as Austin ob.servesl, htFIe regeii:lh
cs showe fsll‘}emtzfcntieth century by professional linguists, most 111\1;estég§tloniabelle f{)%
Auring i i th century. By contrast, Barci 1s no
Arie ateurs during the nineteenth ce . : "
B b}f{ zr:ilouai linguists who worked on it from the late 1920s; yet no r.efersrz:ec)
i Laared (although Bowern is currently in the process of péegaréxl}g o 1¢;
15ti azgt];gsrem describe the efforts in recent years by Gamilaraay and Bardi peop
ustin :
“docume vive their languages. -
Ot thét a:geﬁn Part 1, by Jane Simpson, Rob Amery and Mar};—Anne S:ic;lic;:;?;mry
L pl se to two centuries of research on South Australian languag| d.1930 ey
-:Ftaﬂ "th‘li N ?th the tires period model proposed in §2.1..3, and the pSIE)O a0
o wactive one in documentation of South Australian language§. etal ei L reatment
daz ar;'é range of topics, both descriptive and applied, and the artllcledc:‘onct ;d os with
; of current research, commenting on indigenous and community direc ,
no s
tions for future research. o i iduals. The fitst pa-
e contributions of particular
T D o et t?:le contribution of the Swedish athnographerdYng{\i'e
i made
darell, who, in 1910, compited brief wordlists of a few Kl;nbfﬁlegcéa&g;:fg?na% ! made
o of arti , i i i ording of & brie .
{iest sound recordings, including a record: t suom
916 Dfil:uerzlzzswork in the context of Swedish atnd international ethfngggsgh}izn:? L dce
! ua_t: Sconccms and explores Laurell’s tepresentation and construal o ‘ g
erni R

i i tralian-
Luise Hercus® contribution is an autobiographicaézllccouqt osf Iggkela:;yult?ltz ;2: OAf?gc lian-
‘ i age -
ist field § 1y 1960s, and her work on moribun anguages of | -€as! i
e j:-mlS‘,dhm T::i?irega passionate account of the fieldwork situation in the rc%;n 1in ﬁ:zlse E:Oryﬂc
ne}?‘i- Al?(?ri inal languages were more widely denigrated by whites, and . or{i Songs plo
W Zﬂ to feelgashamed of them, Hercus concludes with commen;s Ol recor t1;1i%u of son ;{ot i
el o igni i endangermen , 1
ir linguisti | significance in language
their linguistic and anthropological can -
sa theifstatus amongst tast speakers as significant cultural artcfa;t(:)s e narm of the fen-
yHaroid Koeh's contribution freats the Wo.rkaf RIt‘I Math;:rsl;vlvmg,uages oo the
. otded and published basic information on , / oe
tieth cegtuézzg?ast of the cgntinent. Kach discusses t‘hule gengral sche;na Math:t?; 1 Slzz(c:;g-
ton aé‘l sz the tension between the data and the trafhtmnal systerm o tgfii]n?did il deserlp-
E‘;ES at.;d thé strategies Mathews adopted to deal with problematic data tha
N i Mi i the work of Nils M. Holmer, the only lin-
illi regot and Matti Miestamo discuss ] i
";Ylg(?;} zdgganginavian country to do first-hand resle‘arch onhan i:st;atilla;ai c}eglagstilc %n_
ig-Iu ilmér’s fieldwork centred on the eastern part of tt}e continent, where Stfait erod basic -
o n some thirty different language varieties from the Torres el Lands 1o
forrnﬂlaatm;;: of New South Wates (NSW), many now moribund. McGregor and M1
north co \
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ar's pgmished waorks, and conclude that the main value lies in their docuimentation

ow highly endangered languages. o |
. aghan treats Norman Tindale’s contribution to the docutnentation of Pitjantjat-

M nag];iist fieldtrip in the early 19205, Tindale gathered vocabularies of the lan-

o contact with, primarily for the purpose of tribal identification and valida-
acabulary, based mainly on his own primary soutces from the early
thyee thousand headwords, representing ten different varieties ofthe
Monaghan links Tindale’s research with the then dominant dis-

corruption, the most relevant aspect of which was the equation of

& came int
< Pitjantjatjara v
A4 ¢omprises almost
carn Diesert language.
“a6s of racial purity and
with linguistic purity.
d deal respectively with T.G.H. Strehiow, and

fié iext two papers are by David Moore, an |
George F. Moore's 1842 A descriptive vocabulary of the language in commion use amongst

iheatives of Western Australia. Despite the fact that T.G.H. Strehlow published in 1944
what was then one of the most comprehensive grammars of an Australie language, his gram-
“ar of Arrernte (Streliow 1944), his contribution has in recent years been cither ignored or
grated. Moore attempts to set the record straight by reassessing Strehlow’s contribution
fairly; while not being eulogistic, and eschewing anachronistic interpretations. Moore sug-
gest “that some aspects of Strehlow’s grammatical description were motivated by & wish to
X ctional one, in no way inferior to European languages,

show that the language was a fully fun
he day. Another important aspect of Strehlow’s work

ttd to counter dominant views of t
i focus on the collection of texts, in particular of song texts, on which he published a

ot work (Strghtow 1971). Moore (1842) is one of just four dictionaties {according to
O'Grady 1971—see §2.4 ghave) of an Australian language to be published in the nineteenth
dgentury. This work is described in detail in David Moore’s second contribution, which alse

llaborative enterprise involving various investigators who con-

discusses its formation as a co

fributed throughout the 1830s.
The final paper in Part 2, by Nick Thieberger, deals with the work of the maverick Carl
von Brandenstein. Just a fow years younger than Nils Holmer (see above), von Brandenstein
the beginning of the modem period, when he was

began working on Australian languages at
over fifty years of age; for the next thirty years he worked on languages of the southern half of

Western Australia, Thicberger suggests that many aspects of von Brandenstein’s approach fit
better with nincteenth century linguistics than with modern linguistics, and tells an instruc-
tive story of some of von Brandenstein’s conflicts with the linguistic establishment, and his

courage and stubbornness to continue regardless of the fashion of the tirnes.

Part 3 deal with the history of particular topics in Australianist linguis-
a fuir range of time periods, regions, languages, and themes.
y Rob Amery and Mary-Anne Gale on the history of language

This part begins with a paper b
revival in Australia. Ameryand Gale provide a comprehensive overview of formal revival ef-
d document official policies relating to

forts for moribund languages of the eastern states, an
language revival, as well as the efforts of community and region-based institutions that have
arisen since the 1980s. Three programs are discussed as case studies: Guimbaynggir revival
on the north coast of NSW; Kaurna reclamation in Adelaide; and Ngarrindjeri revival in
southern South Australia.

In the next paper Adam Kendon treats the history of investigation of sign languages in
Austraiia, updating and expanding the history in his monograph (Kendon 1988). Ie traces
observations on Australian Aboriginal sign languages from the mid-nineteenth century on-
1e work done around fhe furn of the twentieth century by W.E. Roth, A,

wards. Significant is tl
W. Howitt, Baldwin Spencer and Francis Gillen. From then until about 1970 only brief treat-
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. ments of sign languages appeared; in modern times Kendon himself emerges as the ma
player in the field. .

In the third paper McGregor attermpts to piece together the story of fieldwork on languag,
of the Kimberley, covering the period from injtial colonisation in the late nineteenth centy
to the present. This article identifies changes to fieldwork as z sacial practice; methodolog
cal changes in: fieldwork practices—in particular in the character of elicitation—with the in

creasing professionalisation of the field; and technological changes and their affects on feld
work practice.

Peter Miihihdusler tells the story of research into pidgins and creoles in Australia. He ob.- .
serves that comprehensive descriptions of Australian varicties only began to appear after
1G70; this he attributes to concerns of linguistic purity (see previous remarks on Monaghan’s -
article). Investigations of pidgins and creoles intensified in the 1980s and 1990s, with de- j
scriptive, socialinguistic, and educational work being undertaken; this research compares fa--:

vourably with contemporary research elsewhere in the world. Things have continued relg-
tively unchanged into the present decade, studies of pidging and creoles remaining fairly mar-
ginal to mainstream Australian Aboriginal linguistics.

Fritz Schweiger’s contribution deals with Fr Wilkelm Schmidt’s monograph on personal
pronouns, Die Personalpronoming in den ausiralischen Sprachen, published in the same
year as Die Gliederung der australischen Sprachen. Schweiger gives a detailed account of
the contents of Die Personalpronomine, focussing on Schmidt’s criteria for classification.
Schmidt also remarked on regufarities in the construction of pronominal forms, touched on
reguiarities in the structure of case forms, and recognised the importance of borrowing. Inter-
estingly, despite grouping Cape York languages with languages of Arnhem Land and the
Kimberley, Schmidt perceived that the prenominal forms of Cape York languages are remj-
niscent of the southern languages.

The final paper, by Davids Wilkins and Nash, deals with the findings of an early expedi-
tion that was universally regarded as a failure. This was expedition into the Sydney hinterland
in 1791 led by Governor Phillip, Although it did not achieve the anticipated geographical
findings, encounters with Aborigines led to important new understandings of the language
situation. In particular, it became evident that the continent was home to a number of mutu-
ally unintelligible languages, and that many individuals were multilingual. Other important
linguistic and ethnographic observations were also made during the course of this expedition,
that are drawn out and discussed by Wilkins and Nash. '

To conclude this overview, three general observations are in order. First, as already re-
marked, the period from about 1930 to 1960 is accorded relatively good coverage in this

- book, and the widespread belief that it was a period of virtually no activity in Aboriginal lin-
guisties (sce §2.1.1 above) is amply refuted. Second, a significant feature of the papers is the
attention they pay to detail: they focus on particular investigators, languages, or topics, and
deal with them in depth. Third, it is not Just the work of most notable or dominant linguists of
the eras that is dealt with, but the contribution of rank-and-file Austatianists, and the
non-conformists. In fact, it might reasonably be objected that the word just shouid be excised
from the previous sentence: the institutionally and intellectually dominant figures from each
period are mentioned only in passing in this book. [ have fwo responses to potential criticisms
ariging from this. To begin with, someone has to write the piece, and if (as was in fact the
case) no contribution was forthcoming, an editor is left with the options of either curtailing
the project aliogether or for the foresceable future, or proceeding with what is available. {
have opted for the latter course in the firm belief that the stories of the dominant figures are
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or another thing, in case of living individuals [ would argue that a suit-
ate history is impossible.

. Conelusion . ‘ -
: " srroductory chapter IThave attempted to.sketch an overview of works fr%;aii?‘)gnihin ne
n thlsfl;:;:tralian Aboriginal linguistics. This provides a context fqr tl;e ;?21 é} butions 1 the
oy o f which present new stories, or new appraisals . Som

t book, a number & i
presen

iched views about the history of the field have been shown to be false, or at least highly
cherishe

dubious.

I i i Y W Wi inter-
Aust alianist 1!1’]gl.llStS have tended, like linguists generall 1o show somewhat less in
s :

i history of their subject than have their anthropologist and aFchaeeloglst ?cjlllealigz;lszz
et historians and biographers, who, with few exceptions, have rare y cho
Tnestme g0 o j ir i igations.'® As reveaied by the contributions
linguists or Tinguissics as subjects of their investigationi AsT e e o the

" i linguists are beginning f
‘to thi there are signs of change, that ling S ere 2 _ :
Tt,lq tth lrsybgg t%:eir subject bgegfoud the mere contextualisation of thcul {;'wn wczlk Aﬁlcishf;zza:ts
iy i i i history of Aboriginal linguistics. at-
inning to show interest in the history : : s baok at-
o aiotobtz%(le ar i%:litial step in meeting the challenge of developing & planned linguistic his
tempts L5t ;
i in Australia’ (Newton 1987:7). y )
mul\(jl%.lrgllihgf course, remains to be done. To wind up the papler i n—’lal.(E a few ;Iigiﬁgsgﬁn; }c:ztnl
; : istori ianist linguistics, rem
i spects for the historiography of Austrahamq_ i nail I
cemlirélirptgogng}me of the most important themes demanding attention. This list docs not pre
cons.
e Ecl:x?it:g:f;e'there is much scope for in-depth historical invest.igations (?f ﬁesea;n;]:;tc;g

MOSl olan u;f,ge’s and by particular individuals, ony a small selection of lwhic% .ariheories
pamceia;lent:%oned i:‘l this volume. We also need to know mere about the hfnitélst%c [heoties
Z;ﬁraditions investigators worked in, and how these shlaped the stud‘y o A Oggfscﬁpﬁon

ages, including the recording of primary information; vice versa, the impa of desoriptlon
i?ﬂi Australian languages on linguistic theories needs to be explored. The t;v?d Oschéois- >
ditions of the second period need thorough trf:atmc:nt, the Sydney andcfl GAS: aILVI znaghan ,and
though the latter is touched on in the papers by Simpson, ./.\mer.y an x { fon rela,ﬁons
Moore in this volume, we are a long way from understanding either school, o
bef:?g: lzct)i?;}c-t of Australianist inguistics demands mucli'n}orc attcgtion, in?luiini :;s; cl)m:i
with international developments in linguistics, with Aborxgmal apd mge_ma}t'lon i:::'lcs) Apiso
ogy, archaeology, history, and history and phifosophy of science %xxluwﬁiga rinﬁ;ériginé[ 150

imp i | f a theorised historical account of Aus rigis
e wsammety s j i ial ideologies and politics, inciud-
isti inks the subject to deminant socia : . 1
e o0 iali their discourses {(see e.g. Etrington 2001; Zwartjes
: ionialism and post-colonialism and their dis s . s e
;T;lgdclc-)l:\?(;ll};iugcn 3004, 2003). Except for the works by a i]ewi:;f;§;1;n§ I(izgili.;{t};::czmugm
; i lation between colonial; )
2000; Carey 2004; Trudinger 2004) thel: re : nialism and li
h(a}gbarely ‘t};een touched upon in histories of Aus:la}xan Aborfz;aﬁ;ﬂ:&;l - astionte of
izati igi $ SUC :
of organisations devoted to Aboriginal issus! : \ustrali o
Abi?ieg;r?;f and T%n‘es Strait Islander Studies, the Summer Institute of Linguistics, the Schy

i ogy and archaeol-

18 The reasons are not clear 1o me. It cannot be simply because the sgbject matter 01: smh'rzs;la fg Vst
" less ;batruse (a perusal of recent journal articles would segm to _suggest of EI’V;;I ;ﬁg;s
Z}f i;snuAra:nemhble histories—many popular—of the most absiruse subject of all, mathematics.
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; : luation of the contribution of Rev.
& ira Anne, 1986, The Kunmunya years: an eva : : .
RS %Mzgje to Australian Aboriginal studies. B.A. (Hons.) thesis, Australian National

" {Jniversity. ) .
1 .q- rthur, 1937, The stzucture of Australian languages. Oceania 8:27-61.
Capell, ’ ’

n'tenlf ‘and methods of Australian Aboriginal linguistics also demand attentio

a ﬁgéd 1o know more about how phenomena such as grammatical relations, pronom
'eg"ories, proneminal affixes, compound verb constructions, cou_1p1ex sentence con
structions, and ergativity have been dealt with over time, and how and why notions such &
- the phonéme and morpheme became entrenched in the beginning of the third petiod of re
search, but failed to do so in the second period. Perhaps more interesting than the history o
fexicographical research remarked on in §2.4 is the history of semantic studies of Aborigina T ) : ia 34:155-156.
languagges. While we have some works treating the history of classifications of Aborigina L 1964, Obituary; the Reverend E. A. Worms. Oceania

g4q, The classification of languages in north and north-west Australia. Oceania 10:241~
970, 404433, o
"',956 A new approach to Australian linguistics. Sydney: University of Sydney.

i ian ¢ smanian languages. In Thomas A. Sebeok,
istory of research in Australian and Tasman}an anguag B -
91%’ ngﬁznt trends in linguistics, Volume 8: Linguistics in Oceania, 661-720, The
- Hague: Mouton. . . ) )
. issionary linguistics in Australia to 1830.

. e ., 2004, Lancelot Threlkeld and missionary n Austraia to 155
arcIy, 1‘31‘:;3’ ;”\IN ’rj‘t jies and Even Hovdbaugen, eds, Missionary imgmstzcs/ngm;trccj
’ rrrzlz'.vionem 253-275. Studies in the History of the Language Sciences, 106, Amsterdam.

Philadelphia: John Benjamins. -
Carrington, Lois and Geraldine Triffitt, 1999, 0ZBIB: a linguistic bib{iography of. A&oragtna

o Afstra’lia and the Torres Strait Islands. Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.

Chomsky, Noam, 1957, Syatactic structures. The Hague: Mouton,

stralian race: 1 iein, languages, customs, place of landing

sdward M., 1886, The Australian race: its origin, ; '

Cm;f A‘Zstmlz'a, and the routes by which it spread itself over that continent. Melbourne:
John Ferres, Goverrunent Printer.

Dampier, William, 1697, 4 new voyage round the world. London: James Knapton.

The rise and development of ethical considerations retnains to be investigated in Austral
lanist linguistics, and in relation to Australian Aboriginal studies generally. And finally, a
hinted at various points above, the role of speakers of Aboriginal languages in the develop-
ment of Australian Aboriginal linguistics has barely been touched upon; nor do we have a

good idea of Aboriginal views of research on their languages, or how these views have |
changed over time. '
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1. Introduction

Like historians, linguists and anthropologists are often obliged to reevaluate—and some-
times retell—earlier accounts of people, cultures, languages, and events. This is especially so
when the field concerned has developed new models or attitudes, or when acoumulated
knowledge allows a reinterpretation, or when a new document comes to light allowing added
insight into known accounts. This is just such a retelling and reevaluation.

In April, 1791, under the leadership of Captain Arthur Phillip, the first Governor of New
South Wales, an expedition was mounted ‘to reach Hawkesbury-River, oppesite Richmond
Hill, and, if pessible, to cross the river and get to the mountaing” (Phillip in Hunter 1968
[17931:340), and to *ascertain whether or not the Hawlkesbury and the Nepean, were the same
river’ (Tench 1961 [1793]:223). This expedition did not achieve any of its stated aims, but in
the course of the expedition its participants had encounters with Australian Aboriginal
groups which profoundly affected their understanding of the linguistic situation of the area.
This trip was the first time that the English colonisers had encountered an Aboriginal lan-
guage that was significantly different from Iyura ({.e. Eora), the language which they had en-

Schmidt, Withelm, 1907, Die Sprachlaue und ihre Darstellung in einem aligeme

linguistischen Alphubet. Salzburg: Zaunrith’sche Buch-, Kunst- und Steindruckerei’ A,
G. : : .

19192, Die Gliederung der Australischen Sprachen, Wien: Mechitharisten-Buchdruckerei:
1919b, Die Personalpronomina in den australischen Sprachen. Wien: Alfred Holder:

1926, Die Sprachfamilien und Sprachenkreise der Erde. Heidelberg: Carl Winter
Universititsverlag.
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thors’ collaboration on this topic began during the inaugural Australian Linguistic Institute when they (and
others) followed part of the route of the 179! expedition on Saturday 4 July 1992. it continued at MPT
Mijimeger in 1993, and remotely in 2065. Attenbrow (2002:34) used extracts from the 1993 version. The au-
thors thank for helpfil comments two anonymous readers, William McGregor, Michael Walsh, Jaky Tray,
Jane Simpson, Bruce Rigsby, Susan Locke, David Nathar, R.M.W. Dixon and particularly Ray Wood who
also kindly shared with us Wood (2005). Plate 18.1 appears with the kind permission of Library Special Col-
lections, Scheol of Otiental and African Studies, University of London. Spelling convention, primanily in ta-
bles: bold for pre-modern spellings, italics for medemn spellings. We follow our own transeription, mostly
agreeing with Troy (1994) but in some cases differing such as our d (not dj) for /d/ before /i/,
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countered, and become somewhat familiar wi
heeDn.reco%xlligsge(c)i as a dialect of the Sydney L. ag:;:;esgdney and Parramatta, and Wl{ich'
ixon :9-10) recogrises this expedition as the first 3
multl_lu?gual continent.” OF coutse, this is a fact which wouldtﬁarfg Zfe?ieﬁf;mh? il
7 Abongme; themselves, and was probably known by the Macassans who freque tQWIl °
Land, but it had previously been assumed by Europeans that only one Ianguaqe \;l e? Am?e
l.u:n throughout Australia. In 1770, along with Joseph Banks and certain othgr rnzu S bespo
ng aboard the Endeavour, Captain Cook had collected a list of words from the em le livi
on what the Englishmen christened the Endeavour River (in what is now nbrth]z:)op ¢ living,
andlhe described this as ‘a short vocabulary ... in the New Holland langnage’.* T]L-?e?'s-iand
ea;hsast }cnown wordlist recorded of an Aboriginal language, is now recognisec:.] as tils gt,.,t_he._
Yumdhujr la..nguage,, but a copy of it was brought along with the First Fiest in ord:r tuugu
communication with the Aboriginal people living at the site of the proposed convict 01’ o
thlat leventually took root at Sydney Cove in Port Jackson, just north of Botany Ba (tij oo
originally chosen as the landing place of the First Fleet), When the Iyura speali_’ers T‘ hoe
around Port J agkson were conlronted with unknown words from an Australian langua ng
two thou'sa;].cl k.llgmetrcs away, they naturally thought the words belonged to the lan iz ot
the E’nglzshmen.“ For their part, the Englishmen were at a loss to explain why the irzhgabi%e ?f
dldn‘t unders?and their own language. The 1751 expedition to the Hawkesbury under Phg]llj‘ W
proxged the information needed to resolve this mystary. ' P
etailed examination of this expedition also reveals that man i neuistic
_and el:hn(_)graphic obscrvations wete made. The purposc'-of this paf);):iil: ié?fgggzt; iiigﬁﬁc.
ing of this expedition which highlights those points of ethnographic and linguistic si ii"
;;:Zt:; 5{: l\:vell ai deta‘iling thelevidence that was collected to support the claim that .Aus%faliﬁ
ultilingual continent. Along th isi ;
and basis of aroun jdentiﬁcatignsg, ¢ way we propose revision to some ideas on boundarie;

ers gaij

2 ;\fe follow Troy (1992, 1994_) in using ‘Sydney Language’ as a cover term for the varieties making up the:
; ;523‘:*: of Sf'dney(gnd f}:m’lrons, rather than a particular name from the records, notably Dharnk. We dg.

_ use Iyura (Eora} as a convenient label for the variety spoken at Port Jack , ¥
mindful of Attenbrow’s (2002:35-36} discussion of its otigin. i ackson and fhe ses coash

3 Troy .(1_993:43—44) If'fnife{i the geographical scope—'For two years it was believed that there was only one °
Aboflgmal .Iangnage in the Sydney region. This fallacy was exposed when Phillip, in April 1791, explored N
[...7—butit x_:loes seemn that the colonists’ beliefextended to all of New Holland, from theirdiscu::;iun ufthé .
Endeavour River vocabulary. Newton (1987) also discusses the topie. : T

In Beaglehole ;.md Skelton (1955:411). See alsc Cook’s journal for 10 July 1770 nttp://scuthseas.
rllla.gav.au/Journals,’cook/l?‘fﬂﬂ?lo.html and the map http://southseas.nla.gov.au/
%3;?:11&1154“1]?‘}:‘5/;4_endeavour ~himl. The 10 July 1770 encounter, when Cock noted ‘neither us nor
upia [the Tahitian could understand one word they said’, presaged the lat isati i
different linguistically from the South Seas. , P atereaiisafions et Ausiiiaweae

5 Tench (1961 {1793]:51) records the I icati
‘ : yura application of the word ks ! imicthi gi
large black kangaroo’), as follows: o’ (G Ximidnie s

Whaff:ver gmmal is shewn them, a dog excepted, they call kangaroo: a strong presumption that
the wild animals of the country are very few. Soon after our arrival at Port Jackson, [ was walking
outneara place where I observed a party of Indians, busily employed in looking at, sorne sheep in
an inclostre, and repeatedly crying out, Kangaroo, kengarco! :

gi I:lil:uIn (19]82:‘2) oizserves ‘[t}ht;re were plenty of Kangaroos around Sydhey Cove but the Dharuk péople

X yure] did not recognise this word; indeed they thought they were being t t i i

.tamé and enquired whether cows were a type of kangaroo!’ ‘ . eing tavght s English generic
ompare Tench’s comments here with those given after hi i i

(ibtse oo ovoted s $2.0, L is experiences on the trip to the Hawkesbury
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Map 18.1: Sketch of route traversed in April 1791, after Campbell (1926)

The retelling is based on the published accounts of three members of the expedition Arthur
Phillip (in Hunter 1968 {1793] :340-348), Watkin Tench (Tench 1561 117937]:223-234), and
David Collins {1975 [1798-1802]:506, 512-513). The linguistic notebooks of another mem-
ber of the expedition, William Dawes, found their way into the Marsden Collection at the Li-
brary of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, and came to the at-
tention of Australianists only in 1972. These unpublished notebooks contain finguistic infor-
mation which adds significantly to our understanding of the observations made during the
expedition. Wood’s (1926) retelling provides a helpful reassessment, and instigated Camp-
bell’s (1926:37-39) plotting of the route, drawing also on Dawes’ (1793) map.

It is important to realise that none of the significant finds made during the excursion to the
Hawkesbury would have been possible had it not been for the fact that two yura men, Gulbi
of the Gadigal and Baludiri, accompanied the expedition and were the actual points of contact
with the various people encountered or: the trip.” The actions of Gulbi and Baludiri during the
trip, their relations with the English members of the expedition, and their interactions with

metubers of other tribes ere also highlighted and examined in this paper. In two hundred years
a lot more information and understanding concerning the culture and beliefs of different Aus-
tralian Aboriginal groups has emerged, and attitudes which characterised the first colonisers

6 McBryde (1989) collects the recorded details about Gulbi (Colebe) and Baludiri (Baloderree), and repro-
duces portraits of them.
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are no longer current. In this light, it is possible to give new interpretations to nﬁ.aﬁy
events which occmred.in April 1791, L

2, The Expedition
2.1 11 April 1791—the meeting with Bariwan of the Burubirangal

The expedition began from the Governor’s house in Parramatta (Rose Hilly on Moad'ay
Aprif 1791, and the party comprised 21 people including Gulbi (Colbee, Colebe); Balu.
{Boladeree, Baliederry), Governor Phillip, Captain Collins (judge-advocate) and his seivii
Capfain Tench, Lieutenant Dawes, Mr White (principal surgeon), two sergeants, eig‘ﬁt I
vates, and three gamekeepers (i.e. ‘three convicts who were good. marksmen’ [Phillig
Hunter 1968 [1793]:340]). It was hoped that Gulbi and Baludiri would provide ‘much info
mation relating to the country; as no one doubted that they were acquainted with every partof
it between the sea-coast and the river Hawkesbury,” However, it appears that Guibi aag
Blaludiri volunteered to go on the trip because they had believed that “Governor Phillib an
his party came from the settlement to kill ducks and patagorongs [sc. patagarang ‘the grey.
kargaroo’]; but finding that they did not stop at the places where those animals were seen
arry numbers, they were at a loss to know why the journey was taken’ (Phillip in Hunter 196 '
[1793]:344). '
Not understanding anything about Aboriginal attachment and rights to land, and believing
that anyone that Gulbi and Baludiri met on the trip would be 2 ‘countryman’ aad acquaif
tance of theirs, the Englishmen were surprised that, at a very short distance from Parramatta
{Rose Hill), Gulbi and Baludiri claimed no knowledge of the area which they were in (Tetick
1961 [1793]:225), and throughout the trip demonstrated their reluctance to pass uninvifed
through the country of other groups. In the early part of the trip, at a point approximately four
or five miles north of Parramatta, Gulbi (Colbes, Colebe) and Baluditi (Boladeres,
Ballederry) “informed them that this part of the country was inhabited by the Bidjigals, b
that most of the tribe were dead of the small-pox’ (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [17931:340). A3
they proceeded further inland, moving north 34° west towards the Hawkesbury, Gulbi in:
formed the party that the people whe fived inland were called the Burubirangal,” and h
these people lived on birds and animals, having no fish {Tench 1961 [1793]:225). )
The party stopped for the night of 11 April approximately ten miles to the north_of
Parramatta, and about an hour after sunset some voices were heard in the wood, and Guibs
and Baludiri, having ‘catched the sound instantaneovsly, and bidding us to be silent, listenéd
attentively to the quarter whence it had proceeded’ (Tench 1961 [1793]:225). )

7 The original spellings are Bod-roo-ber-on-gal in Tench (1961 {1793]:225}; Bu-ni-be-ron-gal in Phillip’s
journal in Hunter (1968 [1793]:342); and Burubirangl in Dawes {1791:4Ga) where the *ng’ is actually rep-
resented by an engma symbol that Dawes used to represent a simple velar masal. In our spelling]
Burubirangal, the ng represents a velar nasal. Lt

Burubirangel has an analysis in the Sydney Language: as buru ‘(Eastern Grey) kangaroo’, -birang ass
ciafive suffix, and the gentilic suffix -ga/. In the coastal dialect, there is a morphophonological rule whi
changed the initial stop consonant of a suffix to the homorganic nasal when that suffix was attached to a stem -
ending in a nasal, So the name literally means ‘people associated with/characterised by the (grey) Kanga-
-T00’, It may be an ecological typifier term (perhaps indicating that the group so designated had the grey Kan+
garoo as a primary form of game), However, Wood (2005:17) also suggests that Burubirang may have been
a place name, pointing out that none of the other named community groups in the Sydney region cairy
-birang (i.e. Bidyigal, Gwivagal, Dugugel, Badugel efc. are all plain). These terms are often formed on the
name of the place where the group lives {or the place with which the group has a primary affiliation), which
supports Wood’s hypothesis.
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Plate 18.1: Dawes’ (1791:462) comparative table, of. Table 18.1. © SOAS
Dawes online http: //www.hrelp.org/dawes/

After listening for a while it was decidad that Gulbi and Baludiri would make contact with
the strangers, and they moved a little distance from the party and Gulbi ‘gave them [i.e. the
strangers] a loud hollow cry’ {Tench 1961 [1793]:225), aster which ‘there was whooping and
shouting on both sides’ (Tench 1961 [1793]:225). Gulbi and Baluditi remained cautious at
the meeting and as the voice of a stranger drew nearer ‘they asked everyone elsc to lic down
and be silent’ (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [1793]:341) whils they made contact. Phiilip (in Hunter
1968 [1793]:341) records that *[a] light was now seen in the woods, and, our natives advanc-
ing towards it a pretty long conversation ensued between them and the stranger, who ap-

" proached them with great precaution.” Tench (1961 [1793]:226) notes that ‘[t]he first words

which we could distinctly understand were, “I am Colbee of the tribe of Cd-i-gal™, to which
‘the stranger replied, “I am Bér-ec-wan, of the tribe Booroaberongal™. Bariwan {recorded as
Bu-ro-wan in Phillip in Hunter 1968 [1793]:342) was about 30 years old (according to
Tench} and ‘fhlis hair was ornamented with the tails of several small animals® (Phillip in
Hunter 1968 [17931:342). Phillip observes that Bariwan ‘had preserved all his teeth’, sug-
gesting that he belonged to a group which did not practics tooth evulsion as a form of initia-
tion. He was very reluctant to come into such a large camp, especially one full of whitemen,
but Gulbi managed to coax him in and Bariwan was introduced to everyone, with Gulbi and
Baludiri calling out the name of everyone who was present. Apparently Bariwan had'a stone
hatchet, a spear and a throwing-stick with him, but the sources disagree as to whether he came
into the camp unarmed or not; Phillip (in Hunter 1968 [17931:342) claims that Gulbi and
Baludiri wanted Bariwan to leave his weapons, but he refused, while Tench (1961 [1793T:
226} claims that ‘Thle came to us unarmed, having left his spears at a little distance’.

Bariwan stayed for a long conversation with Guibi and Baludiri. Gulbi related that
Bariwan had ne canoe and he lived as a hunter. It appears that he had been out hunting with
his dogs and a small party of other people when they were summoned by Gulbi’s calls. Phillip
(in Hunter 1968 [17931:341) notes that “a little boy who was with him carried the fire, which
was a piece of the bark of the tea-tree’.
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2.1.1 The linguistic significance of the meeting with Bariwan

It is important to note that, for all the important pi
) s pieces of ethno
Zlil%:;l:;g a(;mtams,fnone of tt}e publisheq sources suggests that Bariwan spoks
o ﬁShint aguage tom Gulb} and Baludiri. Thus, although mode of iivinp(he
evulsion)z’ ;Wipﬁgjf;fo.f material culture (lack of ¢anoe), and rital practiges (lack:
substantiéli t}? ifferent from the coastal dwellers, the language at this (lack ;
Ntially the same. Interestingly, Dawes (1791:46a) records Spot appear,
word list (Table 18.1, Plate 18.1), with the headin Eoory brief o

i ioh « 2s Burubirangal .
(5h), which strongly suggests that the langusge of Bursbitangal and yeny et 0
5, and also indicates an interesting, and regular, dialects] disting tionyu[a were si

graphie informiatie

bi}

Table 18.1: Dawes’ comparative list of Burubirangal and Iyura words, of. Plate
! , of. Plate

Burubirangal  Coasters E.
Ngyindi Ngyini

Bundung Bunung Knee
Munduru Munuru Navel
Me Mi Eye
Mandaouwi Manaocuwi Foot

o Hﬁiﬂg:il}e;]? ﬁ&lst line of Dawes’ comparative list does not have an English gloss;
s 21 ¢ appyB arso:{fh?f theban person singular_ pronoun ‘you’ (see Table 18.2 bél,'o.w
e ol SPpEALa ave o s;w'ed is that B}J.rubzrangal and [yura are substantially similar
par a Tow differ S in pronunciation. In particular, there is a regular cotrespondence siich
s in Burubirangal with 2n nd correspond to cognate forms which show on?;; f:i?h

fact, this appears to be a re i
A gular difference between Tyura and its sis i
demonstrated by the following set of corrr:spcon.dencE:s}.g’llr # e all offs sister dialects,

G;I‘;bte 1]{8"2: ?ompmative list demonstrating that words with nd in the ‘Dharruk’ and :
tges River® dialects of the Sydney Language correspond to words with » in the I ﬂra
dialect ™

Dharruk ‘Georges River’ Iyura
Matthews (1901) Rowley (1878)

nyindi “2nd singular’ nindi ‘you’

ngyini “you’ [Dawes]

gnee-ne ‘you’ [Coilins]

kukundi ‘laughing ko, ‘ i
- gunda ‘laughin, AN -TIe-giN e ¢ P ,
Jjackass’ Jjackass’ se .go,f%(ﬁl;;z}glne foughing Jackass

bindhi ‘belly’ bindi ‘stomach’ binny ‘with young® [Hunter]

bin-niee ‘pregnant’[Coilins]*

8 1ti i i i
B ;Ciogosﬁlhz :f;ztt;o?g words in Iyura varied between having only n and having rd, The oniy pi fevi
e o e 1?1 meat;res‘ records ngana r‘neanh}g ‘black’ while it the list artrib;.\ted to H};ﬁ:: P;:O ZV}'
-Note that in Dharawal, which adjoins Iyura to the south, the word for *black’ is nga::’l *
8 a.

kunda ‘smell’ {verb)
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Dharruk ‘Georges River’ Iyura
" Matthews (1901) "Rowley (1878)

dundi ‘scorpion’

dtoeney ‘scorpion’ [Dawes]
moono ‘the bill of a bird’ [Hunter]

gu-na-murra ‘a stink or bad smeli”
[Hunter]

mundu ‘mouth’

jandiga “laugh’ janna ‘laugh’ {Dawes]
{verb) ‘ jen-ni-he ‘laughter’ {Collins]

ma-no-e ‘foot’ [Collins]

manouwi ‘foot’ {Dawes]

mundowo ‘leg’

"t is comman in Australian languages for the word for pregnant to be based on the word for *belly;
stomach’. For instance, in Arretnte the word for ‘belly; stomach’ is ainerte and one word which
means “pregnant’ is the reduplication of this form amerre-atnerie. Within the series of dialects under
discussion it is important to note that in his grammar of Dharruk, Mathews gives bindhiwurrz ‘preg-
nant’ as well as bindhi ‘belty’.

The mesting with Bariwan of the Burubirangal is not the event which captured the linguis-

tic interests of the majority of the party; that was to cOme twa days later on the Hawkesbury.
§tiil, as noted above, it is significant precisely because of the keen linguistic observations that
Dawes makes, and the lack of linguistic observations in the published works. A new group,
the Burubirangal, are introduced, their position can be fixed with a fair degree of accuracy,

and the evidence strongly supports the contention that they spoke the same language as the
Iyura, albeit a different dialect.

2.2 12 April 1791—the expedition reaches the Hawkeshury

The party set off eatly on Tuesday 12 April 1791, and continued to move in a northwesterly
direction towards the Hawkesbury River, which they reached in just over two hours. At this
point it was reckoned ‘that the party were now eighteen miles and an half from Rose-Hill,
which bore from them notth 28° west’ (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [1793]:342). Tench recorded
Gulbj and Baludiri’s reaction:
Our natives iad evidently never seen this river before; they stared at it in surprise, and
talked to each other. Their total ignerance of the country and of the direction in which
they bad walked appeared when they were asked which way Rose Hill lay; for they
pointed almost oppositely to it.” (Tench 1961 [1793]:226)

MecLaten and Cooper (1996:34) suminarise this as ‘swhen the expedition came upon a major
stream, the Aborigines demonstrated their total disorientation’, and use it as evidence for
their general thesis that “when in unfamiliar territory they [Aberiginal guides] were often of
no greater competence than the white explorers whom they were meant o be guiding’. In-
deed, the colonists did feel at this point that their idea of the party’s location was superior to
that of their guides. However, we disagree thet the guides ‘demonstrated their total disorien-
tation’ and venture an alternative interpretation: that the guides in their pointing gesture were
anchoring themselves at Rose Hill and indicating, as if from there, the party’s location.’ This

9 Nash has seen this kind of remotely anchored gesture made by Aboriginal men in the central Northern Terri-
tory.
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@terpretation, if correct, would explain why the pointin, wé ¢ ftely
in some random direction, or not forthcoming a}‘z all), aid issaflsl(r)n :s:lgi?:e(;s'; te{'yﬁ o ¢
joy bell"r c%aysé:ter, when the party headed for home, e
elieving themselves to be to the west of Richmond Hil .
wards the east. Gulbi and Baludiri, unlike their feliow trewe],lf'ijlse &ﬁégiﬁ {{JOW
troubled along the river side. Tench (1961 [1793]:227) writes tha;t [thhe hindrzlllnne'l:ed
plagued and anangled us 50 much, seemed not to be heeded by them, and Ctis g
through them wqh‘ ease; but to us they were intolerably tiresome.” Tench g,oes oﬁ tsy'
‘ Gull?l and Balgdzrl derived great pleasure from the misfortunes of their English 009 5
and if any of 'fhe Englishmen were ‘to use any angry expression to them, they retort ,r:gp
ment, by calling them every opprobricus name which their language af’fords it
thxsi 15{1;G01f1{in-Pat-ta’.(guna-y;’n bada shit-ABL eat) ‘eat shit!”.*° ‘
_ Inthe afternoo, the group came upon a hut which Guibi iri wi st
since it ‘blclonged to their enemies’ (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [li’r;céﬁggilr%‘:z}zi;ot €dst
at thlS point; the dispaich from Phillip (in Hunter 1968 [1793]:342—3435 says that éos 5
Philtip ]ﬂarcve_ntcd Gulbi and Baludiri from destroying the hut, at which ‘they were m I:‘.\f;:_l'no
-pleased’, while Tench (1961 {1793]:227) recounts that ‘Boladerres destroyed anativj:r;l 3
day very wantonly, before we could prevent him.” The party came to a creek, now kn m t_._o
Cattai Crgek, which they could not cross, and so they left the river to follow tgle cours: 3;1 7
creek hoping to find a crossing place, or to go round its head. Phillip (in Hunter 1968 [17'93
343) observes I:.hat ‘when our party came to the creek already mentioned a native fled on thy
approach, lcav_mg his fire, and some decayed wood he had drawn out of the creek for the Ljr
pose of procuring a large worm which is found in it and which they eat.” Phillip notes fhai]:Jtﬁ
wood had a strong smell which ‘cannot be distingnished from the foulest privy.’ Collins

1975 [1798~1 462 i ; ) h ;
Ext leng[t . 802]:462) rendering of what is apparently the same encounter is worth quotin

* An exainp

In an excursion to the Hawkesbury, we fell in with a native and his chi

one of the‘creelfs of that noble river. We had Cole-be with us d\ﬂfﬂ?&fﬂiiﬁ(jﬁf&:ﬁ?ﬁi ?rf
vain, to bring l-urp to a conference; he launched his canoe, and’got away as expeditious]
as he could, feaving behind him a specimen of his food and the deficacy of his stomach; Z.
plece of water-soaked wood (part of the branch of a tree) fiull of holes, the iodgement o% a
large worm, named by them cah-bro, and which they extract and eat; but nothing could
be more offensive than the smell of both the worm and its habitation.’ Thereis a %ribe of

natives dWEﬂlng lnlﬁné who, from the circu stance of their eatir z ]ESE oatnsome
s N Ce 0
worms, are named Cah-‘hm—gal

_Th.ese ‘woms’ are most likelly 2 form of edible teredo (i.e. an edible shipworm) which, de-. -
spite its wc.)nn-hke appearance, is a moliusk. They bore into wood in estuarine. mangrove,and' :
lf)cean env;ro.n?nerfts, and provided = food source for many Aboriginal communities, includ-
ng communities living on the Georges River (the basic locati e * .
source of the city name Cabramatta}. { Aon of the “Cabrogal’ and the :

Tench (1 96} [1793}:227) notes that sinafl fish bones were found in the fire of the man who, - "
wbent away. This encounter appears to be the most instructive find of the day. F rom it one canl‘ -
ol (sier\lie that, unlike Bariwan, the people living on the Hawkesbury had canoes and fished,
and also procured ﬁ'om. the water edible mollusks (i.e. edibie ‘worms®). The expeditidli
stopped to camp at the side of this creek at four o’clock in the afternoon,

10 Tench (1961 [1793]:227), in a footnote, observes that *[tlheir favourite term of reproach is Go-ni}z-Pat—!a

which signifies, an eater of o 7 — anguage wi v
> & man excrement.—Our i i ili
pebicey language would admit a very concise and familisr

i
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.3 13 Aprii 1791—the party discover they have been travelling in the wrong

direction

The following motning, on Wednesday 13 April 1791, the party continued to follow the creek

~yntil they crossed its head, and then attempted to return back to the river aleng a northwest-
erly course. They were again foiled in their attempt, this time by a deep ravine. However, Mr
White, the surgeon, ascended a hill to lock around, and to the west he saw what appeared to be
Richmeond Hill, the object of their pursuit. The rest of the party climbed the hill to take a look
for themselves, and Phillip confirmed that they had been travelling in the opposite direction
from their target; Richmond Hill ‘bore west by south, and appeared to be from eleven to thir-
teen miles distant, as near as could be determined” (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [17931:343),
Tetch (196’1 [17931:228) estimated that Richmond Hill was ‘distant about eight miles.’
Phillip named the “pile of desolation” (Tench 1961 [17931:228) from which these observa-
Gons were made ‘Tench’s Prospect Mount’"! since this was the first time Captain Tench had
seen Richmond Hill, On discovering their errot, they decided to return to the head of the
oreek which they had rounded earlier in the day and camp there for the night. ’

Early in their day’s travels, before they thad crossed the head of the creek, Tench (1961

[1793]:227-228) notes that the party ‘mounted a hill and surveyed the contiguous country’
and from it saw ‘a tree on fire and several other vestiges of the natives.’ There are no further
observations recorded for the 13 April concerning Aboriginal occupation of the area. Gulbi

and Baludiri, although apparently cheerful, were no doubt at a loss to understand why they
were now retracing their steps, and were very concerned fo kniow when they would be return-
ing home. As intruders in she country of another group, they were clearly feeling uncomfort-
able. Tench observes that Guibi and Baludiri would “point to the spot they are upon, and all
around it, crying Weé-ree, Weé-ree, (bad) and immediately after mention the name of any
other place to which they are attached, (Rose Hill or Sydney for instance) adding to it Bud-ye-
ree, Bud-ve-ree (good).” It need not be assumed, as Tench appears to, that they were describ-
irg as bad the country that they were in. They could weil have meant that it was dangerous for
them o be where they were, and that it is bad to enter uninvited into an unfamiliar (ribe’s
country. There is no doubt that they would have felt more comfortable in their ewn country
where they had rights to fishing and hunting, and to which they had spiritual and kinship ties.
Stitl, they remained in good spirits and, after the party stopped for the night, they entertained
the others by mimicking the misfortunes that beleaguered the travellers during the day, imi-
tating the leaping of the kangaroo, singing, dancing, and meeting cach other with spear
poised in a mock fight (Tench 1961 [17931:228).

2.4 14 April 1791—the encounter with Gumbiri, Yalamundi, and Dyimba

Unlike the preceding couple of days, Thursday 14 April 1791 was to bring the party inte di-
rect contact with the inhabitants of the Hawkesbury. The expedition started eatly, crossed the
creek, and headed back towards the river. After several hours they ‘arrived on the borders of
the tiver, and soon pot to the place where they had first stopped in the morning of the 12th’

" (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [1793]:344). A, or near, this place, they saw severai canoes being

paddled vp the river, and Gulbi and Baludiri made the rest of the party lis down among the
roods while they attempted to consact the people in the canoes. However, at this stage, their
calls were unheeded by the other party which had stopped on the opposite shore.

11 Fitzhardinge, whe annotated the 1961 edition of Tench’s journal, cbserves that this is now the site of Camnp-
bell Trig. Station (Tench 1961 [17931:228, 324 n,10); this is 17.6 miles (28km) from Richmond Hill.

12 Fitzbardinge suggests that this is probably the site of Cattal Trig. Station (Tench 1961 [1793):227, 324 n.9).
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The expedition continued westward al v i
o _ lin ong the river until they ¢ iere
tinu;czgrt‘_)l;e;rﬂv\i); "l;tlz]i .tm'}e, however, they were able to bridgey ﬂlzrzfe?ka\lnlr?ti?r ;
tinue cmw.ersaﬁon . tll_sl ‘c(l:‘Tme t‘hat aman p‘::lddled along side them in a canoe o
o oo and»y]_ dulbz and Baludird, after which he came ashore st?l}d i
of far ot goj;]g « j (r);\?e tthe group. Gulbi and Baludiri ascertained that tﬁz'
oo were gome. p river to get the stones with which they make their axes. T_Izeqpl
a1 great wa offy Prgiﬁre such stones was near Richmend Hilf, “which t]:‘L o :
25 groat v Bil Udi,r@ 1 e road to it was very bad’ (Phillip in Huner 1968 ?1%1' :
A, e o s
ta Governor Phillip. Phillip descn'l;es thepspe:l,r:l:anz Ssgzz?gri‘\:f(; s o b pre

The spears were well made; as follows: :
; one of them had a singl -
the oth d single barb of e i
e i?it Zraltliag f:twro large bqrbs cut out of solid wood, and it was a‘svgiglﬁi;?d oréwlth- Sum,
Lard stone ﬁxce:j1 made with the sharpest instrzment. The throwing s}t’i(:lcoll1lgcit ool
o in gum instead of the shell which is commonly used by th ad a piece
e on, & sea coast, it is with these stones, which they bri y the natives wh
elnatlvcs make their spears. ¥ bring to a very sharp edge, that
n return, the man was given two sm:
b . o small metal hatchets, s N o
d;_’;a‘goitzlgfnkgomn‘g what bread was, Gulbi showed him that i;)ngf;lcS;};;hooks’ and soxi
esitation. (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [1793]:345) ¢ eaten, which K

The iti T ;
noe. Ph?;l?;)e‘(iilfllﬁlu;i;f ﬁfégﬂn‘ﬂnumg along the river, and the man followed along inis ¢
child, joined him’. Wh h8 {1793]:345) mentions that ‘anetler canoe, with a 'wgo:ﬂajlls
path, he got out of his caer[: the man observed that the party was not taking the most sen E;;
ants, and which follow 'doeland led th'em to a path which had been made by the local in‘hsz i
ot s camme, Sl o glong the river. At this point, Tench (1961 [1793]:229) observes
four o’clodk ;he ooy st 'Llal’é a,n{{li a boy in it, kept gently paddling up abreast of us’ Afou§§
who had led thern. ad mglﬁ ar CEmade camp for the night, and they were joined by' the'man
ple planned to jOi];l them fon $ anrig 1:1:8‘31003;&1?3 t]laefcaniog. It was clear that these three p’é !
the;;]?:glaf; ﬁrgs lighted® (Philip in!Hunte% 196?—[ 137?;51354‘;‘)61‘6 on the opposite bank, and
bedree, and n/liar?e‘:als;l;omﬁ Gumbiri (Phillip records Go-me-bee-re; Tench records, Gorrs
[1793]:229) as *a man of n dgdll records Gome-bee.re). He is desoribed by Tench (.1951T

small pox, and distin uishr-ncli b & age, with an open cheerful countenance, marked with the -
mam, belioved to be %he hed by a nose of uncommon magnitude and dignity’ The younger
mien-di; Tench record ;’ ?;1 1 of Gumbiri, was named Yalamundi (Philiip records Yalwlr,%hﬂ
1761 revonts Yel]o-musd el- c;—mun-dee; _Collms_ records Yel-lo-mun-dy; and- Anon 17904‘"
Baludi said that Yala:; v gr eﬁah-munde).. Phillip states (in Hunter 1968 [1793]:345) that
word wiri ‘bad; da.ngerm]j;'l p]oy\‘;fritﬁg’cz‘:l:: :1,?81:(? yC? : amz;her msunderstanding o‘f‘how the ‘
a earadi ¢ . - : i . . Given that Yalamundi s
mﬁ e sd(;c;(;r\;: ::)g;cr_erd ofd some note, it may be. that Baludiri was inéibcitifgﬁt)g;d;zgf
tooth. The youngest, 2 i?\]/c?el' d;‘nger?us’ man. Neither of the two men had lost their front
be Yalamundi’s son, and thy ittle boy” (Philiip in Hunter 1968 [1793):345), was believed to
haps Diyimba, of, diyin erefo}:c’ Gumbiti’s grandson. This boy’s name was Dyimba (per-
Dée-im-ba; and A'norj: recwgm;n (Dixon 1980:9); Phillip records Jim-bah; Tench rec(IJards
Gumbiri, Yalamundi §§dspyf§f1fa“£§£ mtb ah). . ’
chet and cntertain each other Toneh 1961a ;ia;s; 1;1 the camp, and ‘all sides continued to
ey 1 ; :231).
S.ruil;l:]sn esctizxsbefhvid chiefly on the small an[imals]whicgz t{ltel?/ i?lrltgdv;i?tizls Wit
P of wild yam, which they dug up. This diet was occasionally supplgl(:s;iﬁ?};

the most powerful community in the country) on the weaker tribes around them’. In fact,
fhroughout Australia, initiation dites are a secret and sacred aspect of the personal life of both

~ may aiso have been that they wished to avoid overt referonce to a difference between peoples.
Thus, Gulbi’s and Baluditi’s refusal to discuss these matiers is totally expected within the

- Australian confext.

- which apparently penetrated to quite

' gued a discussion of the wars ‘and, as effects lead to causes, probably of the gallantries of the
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¢ multets that the women fished from the river. Collins (1975 [1798-1802]:464) recounts
at ‘[w]e were told, on the banks of the Hawkesbury, that all the men thers, and inland, had
o wives®, and Tench (1961 117931:230) also records this fact. :

The Englishmen wanted Gulbi and Baludiri to ask why Gumbiri and Yalamundi had not
o5t theis front tooth, and whether or not that custom was practised within their group, but this
ade Guibi and Baludisi uneasy and they steadfastly refused to talk about such matters.
ench (1961 [17931:230) wrongly attributes this reluctance to talk about tooth evulsion to a
otion that it was a ‘mark of subjection imposed by the tribe of Cameragal, (who are certainly

sdividuals and tribes which cannot be talked about publicly, especially with strangers. It

Guumbiri showed them all the scar left by a spear which had pierced him in the side and
a depth. Tench records {1961 [1793]:231-232) that

Gumbiri related the-details of how, where, and why he was speared to Gulbi, after which en-

district, for the word which sigaified a woman was often repeated.” Gulbi, for his part, ap-
pears (o have passed on detailed information concerning the colonisation of Sydney and
Parramatta, informing them “who we {i.c. the Englishmen] were; of the numbers at Sydney
and Rose Hill; of the stores we possessed; and above all, of the good things which were to
found among us’ (Tench 1961 [1793]:232).

2.4,1 Description of ceremony performed by Yaiamundi to cure Gulbi

Ciulbi also showed one of his wounds to Gumbiri and Yalamundi, one which was causing him
pain, and ¥ alamundi, who was a garadi *doctor, soreerer’, performed a ceremony to alleviate
the problem. The ceremony is recorded by Phillip (in Hunter 1968 [1793]:346), Tench (1961
[1793]:232), and Collins (1975 [1798-1802]:494) and the events appear to have unfolded as
follows. While Gulbi, Baludiri, Gumbiri, and Yalamundi were sitting in conversation, Gulbi
suddenly asked for some water, and Tench gave him & cupful. Gulbi presented the cup ‘with
great seriousness” (Tench) to v alamundi who toolk a mouthful of water which he squirted just
below Gulbi’s left breass, the location of the wound. Yalamundi then proceeded to suck
strongly atthe affected area just below the nipple. He sucked ‘as long as he could without tak-
ing breath’ (Phillip) and then, appearing to be sick, he rose up from the scated Gulbi, and
walked about for a few minutes. These same steps were repeated three times, and on the final
oceasion of his sucking at Gulbi’s wound Yazlamundi appeared, ‘by drawing in his stomach,
to feel the pain he had drawn from the breast of his patient® {Phillip) and he appeared ‘to re-
ceive something into his mouth, which was dtawn from the breast’ (Tench). Yalamundi arose
for the final time, retreated a few paces, put his hand to his mouth and extracted something
which he threw into the river. On his return to the fireside, Gulbi assured the onlockers that
the garadi ‘doctor’ had extracted bula duwal (two short-spear)” ‘two short spears’ from bis
breast. Phillip describes the conclusion of the ceremony as follows:
Before this business was finished, the doctor feit his patient’s back below the shouider,
and seemed to apply his fingers asifhe twitched something out; after which he sat down

by the patient and put his right arm round his back. The old man, at the same time, sat
down on the other side of the patient, with his face the confrary way, and clasped him

13 Phillip (in Hunter 968 [17931:346) in fact records Bul-fer-doo-ul, and is the only one to note this term.
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round the breast with his right arm. Each of them had i
o “—}llllich situation they remained few minutes, wdhold of o of the paient’s hand
us ended the ceremony, and Colebe said he was well H i
) s . He gave h; night
cap and the best part of his suppet fo the doctor as a fee; ... {in Hungtcr 1961§ H?;;izg}ht

The sources disagree as to what.was actually sucked ot of the breast: .
was t\’)vo bar_bs ofa f_‘lshing spear (i.e. a “fizgig’ or muting); Phillip coi:;ﬁsclfgihziliv e
. palns’; Coilins that it was “the barbs of two spears’; and Tench that it was “two s 11 bt
spear’. In a note to Phillip’s account (ir Hunter 1968 [1793):435), Elkin su estp I‘nl’er._@‘_
rf:ference_ was probably to the extraction of two pointing bones, in\:isible spigrs’ SEII((:Sll’eb
sition gaing some support from the fact that Phillip and Tench both observe that tlh e
apparent scar at the supposed site of the wound, suggesting that it was probab} belf b,
Gujbz and the others to be of supernatural origin. Whatever the cause of Gulbi’sy a'e liﬁﬁd_
sat:sf?@d with the car-rah-dy’s efforts to serve him, and thought himself perfeftl o le ed
(Collins 1975 [1798-1802]:494). Gulbi assured the Englishmen that Yalamundi z _res.le_v_
ad-yee,,or Doctor of renown’, and *Baludiri added, that not oniy he, but all the rest ()Eiif;ﬁ&'l 'C
wete Car-ad-yes of especial note and skill’ (Tench 1961 [17931:232). Phillip (in Hunt 5'19' :
[1793}:346)' was given to belicve that both men were garadigan ‘doctors’, as was (:]T’.:b"'ﬁ‘8
and from this he ‘presumed the power of healing wounds descends from fainher t0 50 ? >
Tench (1961. [17931:232) records that ‘[tThe Dactors remained with us all night si::‘ r
befo‘re the fire in the fullness of good faith and security.” Dyimba slck)t in hig fatﬁér’s :.mng
and *whenever the man was inclined to shift his position, he first put over the child, with .
care, and then turned round him” (Tench 1961 [1793]:233). S o

2515 April 1791, Part 1—a description of Gumbiri’s method of climbing trees

The next marning, Friday 15 April 1791, Gumbiri, Yalamundi and Dyimba stayed for bred
fast, and before depatting Gumbiri demonstrated how to climb trees in pursuit of small game:
He asked for an axe, but declined the Englishmen’s hatchet, preferring & familiar stonﬁ axe:
The tree h? chose to climb, no doubt a species of gum tree, had smooth stippery bark was ér:‘;:
feetly straight, and was about four feet in diameter, He used the axe to cut notches ir; the tEe:
and the first notch, which was about two and a half feet above the ground, was a foot hold fo;" ‘
Ehe left foot (Tench 1961 [1793):233). Pisillip (in Hunter 1968 [1793’]:345) records tha£

[tihese notches are cut in the bark a little more than an inch deep, which receives the balj OE
the great toe; the first and second notches are cut from the ground; :the rest they cut as they as-
clend, and at Sl..tCh 2 distance from each other that when both thei;' feet are in the notchegthe
right fg(_)t Is raised nearly as high as the middle of the left thigh.” In erder 1o raise himself u
Gumbiri held the axe in his mouth and used both of his hands to hold the tree as he thrust 111'[11‘1[1)-l
self upwards. Apparently, ‘when cutting the notch the weight of the body rests on the ball of
the great toe” and [tjhe {ingers of the left hand are also fixed in a notch cut on the side of ﬂle
tree for that purpose, if'it is too large to admit their clasping it sufficiently with the left arm to
keep the body close to the tree’ (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [1 703]:345)

) Althouglll thp Englishmen had occasionally seen the inhabitants ot:Sydney and Parramatta
climb trees in 11.Ice manner, Gumibiri amazed them with his great agility; with no effort at all he
had quickly raised himselfto a height of about twenty feet, and was’ able to descend with

| equgl ease. Tench {1961 [1793]:233) reports that ‘[tJo us it was a matter of astonishmént' but
to him it was sport; for while employed thus, he kept taiking to those below, and laughin, 7im-
moderately.’ Given that the tribes living inland in the wooded areas appea; 1o have becﬁ de-
?endeqt on climbing trees for their subsistence, it is not surprising that they were so adept at
i, nor is it surprising that the Tyura cailed them ‘climbers of trees’ (Phiilip in Hunter 1868:
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345). Collins (1975 [1798-1802]:462) observes that ‘[t]he natives who live in the woods, and
on the margins of rivers are compelled te seek a different subsistence [i.. from those on the
coast], and are driven to a harder exercise of their abilities to procure it, This is evinced in the
hazard and toil with which they ascend the tallest trees after the opossum and flying squirrel.”
Phillip (in Hunter 1968:345-346) adds that “these people clitnb trees whose circumference is
ten or fifteen feet, or upwards, after an opossum or a squirrel, though they rise to the height of
sixty or eighty feet before there is a single branch.”

After Gumbiri’s demonstration, each party went its own way. Tench (1961 [1793]:233)

records that ‘Colbee and Baladeree parted from them with a slight nod of the head, the usual
_satutation of the country; and we shook them by the hand, which they retumed lustily.’

2.6 The linguistic significance of the encounter with the people on the Hawkesbury:
"details of the European ‘discovery’ of a multilingual Australia

The thing which most struck each person who recorded this encounter with Gumbiri, Yala-
mundi, and Dyimba, is the fact that the language that they spoke was noticeably different
from Iyura. It is worth quoting each of the sources in detail on this point. Collins (1975

[1798-1802]:506) observes:

- The dialect spoken by the natives at Sydney not only differs entirely from that left us by
Captain Cook of the people with whom he had intercourse to the northward {about
Endeavour river) but also from that spoken by those natives who fived at Port Stephens,
and to the scuthward of Botany Bay (about Adventure Bay), as well as on the banks of
the Hawkesbury. We often heard, that people from the northward had been met with,
who could not be exactly understood by our friends; but this is nof so wonderfil as that
peaple living at the distance of enly fifty or sixty miles should call the sun and moon by
different names; such, however, was the fuct. In an excursion to the banks of the
Hewkesbury, accompanied by two Sydney natives, we first discovered this difference; -
but owr companions conversed with the viver natives without any apparent difficulty,
each understanding or comprehending the other. [emphasis ours]

After mentioning certain comparisons of mode of living and daily life, Tench (1961 [1793]:

230-231) notes:
These are petly remarks, But one variety struck ug moré forcibly. Although our natives
and the strangers conversed on g par, and wnderstood each other perfectly, ver they
spoke different dialects of the same language; many of the most common and necessary
words, used in life, bearing no similitude, and others being slightly different.

That these diversities arise from want of intercourse with the people on the coast, can
hardly be imagined, as the distance inland is but thirty-eight miles; and from Rose Hill
not more than twenty, where the dialect of the sea coast is spoken. It deserves notice, that
all the different terms seemed to be familiar to both parties, though each in speaking pre-

ferred its own.*

* .. After this, it can not be thought extraordinary, that the little vocabulary, inserted in
Mr, Cooke’s account of this part of the world, should appear defective; even were we not
to take in the great probability of the dialects at Endeavour river, and Van Dieman's
land," differing from that spoken at Port Jackson. And it remains to be proved, that the
animal, called here Pat-a-ga-ram, is not there called Kanguroo. [emphasis curs]

14 Tench’s reference liere must be to the ten words recorded by Anderson, Cook’s Surgeon, on 28 January
1777 at Adventure Bay in what is now Tasmania, which are guite different from the 1770 vocabulary of
Endeavour River, as noted at the time (Cook and King 1784:Volume 1, Chapter VI). Given the great differ-
&nce between the Endesavour River and Adventure Bay vocabularies, the First Pleeters had little reason to
expect a similar langnage at Port Fackson, unless they believed the Endesavour R. vocabulary was recorded af

the landfall near Sydney—see below.
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Tench’s secondary observation, that “though each in speaking preferred its awn’ is {hé £

note of what has been tetmed bilingual conversation (Nash 1992:8), which-has been reps

in a number of multilingual contexts around Australia, -
Finally, in a letter to Banks, Phillip wrote: *

It was a matter of great surprise to me when I first arrived in this Country, to find that th
words used by the natives when you was here, were not understood by the present inhab
itants, but in my Iast little journey, I found on the banks of the Hawkesbury, people who'
tmade use of several words we could not understand, and it soon appeared that they had a
tanguage different from that used by those natives we have hitherto been acquainted”
with. T_hey did not call the Moon, Yan-ne-dak, but Con-do-in, they called the Penis Bud. '
da, which our natives call Ga-diay. Two of those natives who have lived amongstus fon
some time weve with us, and it was from them thotwe understood that our new Jriends
had a language different from theirs ... I now think if very probable that several lan-

guages may fJe common on different parts of the coast, or infand, and that some tribe.
mmay have driven away the people you found on this part of the coast, [emphasis ours]

This passage sirongly suggests that Phillip was under the misapprehension that hi

Endeavour River vocabulary (the only one from New Holtand from the 1770 voyage) was

corded at the landfali near Sydney (i.e. Botany Bay); ¢f, footnote 15. "
Phillip (in Hunter 1968 [1793]:347) also records that:

- the names they gave to several parts of the body were such as the natives about Sydney
I{ad_ncver been heard to make use of. Ga-dia (the penis), they called Cud-da [sic; a pub-
lishing error, sc. Bud-du—DPW]; Go-rey (the ear), they called Ben-ne; in the word mi

i (t.he. aye) they pronounced the letter I as an E. And in many other instances their pronun-
ciation varied, so that there is good reason to believe several different languages are
spoken by the natives of this country, and this accounts for only one or two of those
words given in Captain Cook’s vocabulary having ever been heard amongsi the natives
who visited the settiement. [emphasis ours]

Thus, this encounter brought the first definite realisation that there were a number of lan-" -
guages spoken in Au;tralia, that these languages might contain some similar vocabulary” -
items, and that Australian Aborigines were frequently multilingual and/or multidialectal. As*

Dixon (1980:9-10) observed, this expedition resolved the enigma of ‘the lack of COETESPOIL:

denc_c l?etween thelocal language and the Coole/Banks vocabulary’; ‘[t]here were A NUMBER
OF distinct languages spoken on the continent’ and it is ‘[sJmall wonder that if a different lan-.

guage were spoken only 40 miles from Sydney there should be little in common between the

Sydney language and the earlier vocabularies that had in fact been gathered at the Endeavour -

- River, 2,000 miles to the north.’

_Phil]ip was not the only one to substantiate his observations with comparative linguistic
evidence. In fact, both Tench (1961 [1793):231) and Collins (1975 71798-1802}:512-513)
published tables comparing items of basic vocabulary of Tyura with that of the people at the
Hawkesbury. A list of items headed Words used by the Natives in the Hawkesbury also ap-
pears in Anon (1790-1791), the third Sydney notebook.' This list is as follows:

15 _GovemorArthur Philip to Banks, 3 December 1791. Number 20 of Series 37; letters with related papers and
Jjournal .extract, received from Banks from Arthur Phillip 1787-1792, 17941796, Sir Joseph Banks’ papers.
State Library of NSW. http://www2.sl.nsw.gov,au/banks/serias 37/37 20.cfm Frames 100
101 and 102. Also cited by Dixon {1980:9) and Attenbrow (2002:34 n.180, 191)._ ,

16 This ancnymous notebook is held with Dawes’ two notebooks in the Library of SOAS in London. Troy
‘ (1992;155-156, 1993:45) justifies her attriburion of its authorskip to Collins, Phillip and Hunter,
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Words used by the Natives in the Hawkesbury

Bod-da the Penis
Bo-roo-hal " hair
Bo-roo Scrotum
Ma-ree-my Testicles
Con-do-in Moon -

The items in the above list, along with Tench’s, Phillip’s, and Collins’ comparative data have
been armalgamated to form Table 18.3. Note that Collins introduces his table by saying “The
following difference of dialect was observed between the natives at the Hawkesbury and at
Sydney.’, and then gives the three columns in the table the following headings: “Coast’, “In-
land’, and ‘English®. Tench heads the columns ofhis table “English’, ‘Name on the sea coast’,
and ‘Name at the Hawkesbury” (reprinted in Troy 1993:44}, Nowhere in Tench’s or Collins’
discussion of the meeting with the people on the Hawkesbury is a tribal or language name
given, nor in Phillip’s letter to Barks. Philtip (in Hunter 1968 [1793]:520) gives the impres-
sion that these people were also Burubirangal like Buriwan (cf. §2.1}, and seems to treat the
name as a cover term for inlanders.’” Given the silence of the other sources on this point,
along with apparent linguistic, cultural, and geographic differences (see below), it seems im-
probable that Guimbiri, Yalamundi, and Dyimba belong to the Burubirangal group.

Table 18.3: Vocabulary coliected on the Hawkesbury during the April 1791 expedition,
and the comparisons with [yura made by Phillip (F), Collins (C), and Tench (T); (A) is
‘ Anon (1790-1791)

English  lyura (at the Coast) On the Hawkesbury (Inland)

Head Ca-ber-ra (C) Co-co

Hair De-war-ra (C)i Deé-war-a (T} Ke-war-ra (C); Keé-war-a (T); Bo-roo-
bal (A)

Forehead Gnul-lo (C); Nul-lo (T) ¥ Nat-ran {C}; Nar-ran (T)

Eye Mi (C & P) Me (C & P}

Ear _ Go-ray (C); Goo-ree (T); Ben-ne (C); Bén-na; Ben-ne (P)

Go-rey (P)

17 Attenbrow (2002:34 n.160, 191) proposes that this ‘may have beenta misunderstanding on: the part of Stock-
dale who compiled this version of Phillip’s reports.” Tindale {1974:127) in his ‘Discussion and comments on
tribes, New Soutih Wales tribes’ makes the same vnwarranted conflation:

The boundary between the Fora and the Daruk, whe lived northwest of Sydney, was first estab-
lished by observations during Govetnor Arthur Phillip’s explorations in April 1791. Having ven-
tared beyond the hotdal territory of the Bidjigal, somewhat north of Castle Hill, his party was
preparing to camp when his aboriginal companions came upon a young man and 2 boy who of an-
other tribe and spoke a different fangnage or dialect. Subsequently, on the Hawkesbury: Rivera
few miles farther north, the governor met the same man and others of his horde, the Buruberongal,
They were in possession of several canoes. Their camp was on the northemn bank of the river but
there were indications of their presence farther south. Phillip’s native helpers who had discovered
a camp made by a hunter in the bush south of the river wished to destroy it on-an excuse that it be-
longed to an enemy. Their own evident lack of security seemed to imply that they were very close
to their own tribal boundary. Information on Eora hordes is incomplete. ..."
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English  Iyura (at the Coast)
Neck Cad-lian (C); Cal-ang (T) “Gang-a (C); Gan-ga (T)

Belly - Ba-rong (C); Bar-an'g (T} Ben-de (C); Rin'-dee (T)
Navel Moo-nur-ro (C); Miin-ee-ro (T) Boom-boong (C); Boom-bon'g
Thigh  Tar-a (T) Dar-a (T)

Buttocks  Boong (C and T} Bay-ley (C); Bay-le¢ (T)

Penis Ga-dia or Ga-diay(P) Bud-da (P); Bod-da (A)

On the Hawkeshury (Inland)

Serotum Bo-roo (A)

Testicles Ma-ree-my (A}

Moon Yen-na-dah (C); Yen-ee-da (T} Dil-luck (C);-Con-dé-en (T); Con-do-; m
Yan-ne-dah (P} (P &A)

Sun Co-ing (C) Con-do-in (C)*

Hait Gora (C) Go-ri-ba (C)
Laughing Go-gen-ne-gine (C) Go-con-de (C)
Jackass :

This would appear'to be a mistake on Collins’ part; the foim he gives as the word.for ‘moon’ b_n the g
Hawkesbury is dil-huk, which is well attested for Iyura, but not the Hawkesbury, and the word he.

gives for ‘sun’ on the Hawkesbury is the word the others record for ‘moon”.

2.6.1 What language did Gumbiri, Yalamundi and Dyimba speak?

Given the significant differences in basic vocabulary that exist between Iyura (and the other
varieties of the Sydney Language) and the linguistic variety spoken on the Hawkesbury, the
question remains; what was the fanguage of those people encountered on the Hawkesbury?
We can begin exploring this question by noting that the discussion of the encounter with
Gumbiri and his family suggests that the group to which he belonged wers associated with the
northern shore of the Hewkesbury. While canoeing up the river it is reported that members of
Gumbiri’s party landed several times on the northern shore, the bulk of Gumbiri’s group
camnped the night of the 14 April on the northern shore, and the purpose of their journey was
to gather stones for axes around Mount Richmend on the northern shore.

Further evidence of the association of this group with the northern shore of the Hawkes-
bury is to be found in Tench’s account (1961 [1793}:234-237) of another expedition to
Mount Richmond which took piace the following maonth, During this expedition—which was
mounted on 24 May 1791, and involved Tench, Dawes, a sergeant, and a private—there was
an encounter on the Hawkesbury with & man named Didura (Tench records Dec-do-rd) who
‘appeared to know our friend Gombeeree, of whom he often spoke’ (Tench 1961 [1793];
23%). This encounter was first initiated by Didura who called over to the party of explorers
frorm the northern: bank of the river. Later, after this group arrived at the spot across the river
from Mount Richmond, a party of local inhabitants known to Didura were on the northern
bark, and helped ferry the party of Englishmen from the southetn to the northern shore so that
they could reach Mount Richmond. In particular, 2 man named Murunga (perhaps Muranga;
Tench records Mo-rii-nga), lent his canoe and his skill to the task. As was the case with
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Gumbiri and Yalamundi, neither Didura nor Murunga ‘had lost his froni tooih’ (Tench 1961
[1793]:237).
" Interestingly, it appears that Dawes and Tench were able to converse, at least to some de-

: gree, with these people; on the first encounter with Didura, Tench (1961 [1793]:235) notes

‘we had reached within two miles of Richmond Hil}, we heard a native call: we directly an-
swered him, and conversed across the river for some time.” Given that Tench and Dawes
wouid only have known Iyura, this indicates that at least Didura knew Iyura or spoke &
closely related dialect or language. It is, however, to be doubted that this was the primary lan-
guage of the group encountered on the Hawkesbury,

The comparative vocabularies in Table 18.4 lend support to the view that the people en-
countered on the Hawkésbury in 1791 were speakers of Darkinyung. For the twelve possible
comparisons that can be made between the 1791 Hawkesbury list and the other two lists
{Mathews’ Darkinyung list and the Tuckerman list collected in territory now attributed to the
Darkinyung) there is 2 high rate of correspendence. The words ‘head’, *hair’, ‘forehead’,
‘belly’, ‘thigh’, ‘penis’, ‘moon’, *hail® and ‘laughing jackass’ correspond very closely to
forms in one, the other or both of the later lists. The words for ‘eye’ and ‘ear’ correspond if we
allow extensions to be.added to the Hawkesbury forms in order to realise Mathews’ recorded
forms (i.e. -kang adds to mi, to give the form for ‘eye’, and -ngari adds to binu/bing to give
the form for ‘ear’). The Hawkesbury word for *scrotum’, be-roo, could possibly be related to
the Darkinyung form for ‘testicles’, burral. The only form collected in 1791 that is clearly not
cognate with a semanticaily refated form in one or other of the other two lists is marcemy
‘testicles’, and we have no recorded terms in Darkinyung to compare with the 1791 form for
‘neck’. From these facts we conclude that Darkinyung and the linguistic varisty encountered
on the Hawkesbury in 1791 are the same fanguage.'® Given the ease with which speakers of
Iyura were able to converse with these people we must conclude either that the two languages
were very closely related, or that there was enough contact between the two groups for speak-
ers to become bilingual in the two languages. Of course, these possibilities are not mutually
incompatible.

Table 18.4: Comparison between words collected on the Hawkesbury and two later
(Darkinyung) vocabularies. Abbreviations as for Table 18.2.

English  On the Hawkesbury 1791 Darkinyung Hawkesbury River
- (Inland} {(Mathews 1903: and Broken Bay
‘ 280-281) (Tuckerman 1887)
Head Co-co kamburung or keke kunibeen
Hair Ke-wat-ra {C}; Keé-war-a (T); kyuar kewnrra
Bo-roa-bat (A))
Forchead Nar-ran (C); Nar-ran (T} ngurran

18 The possibility that the variety on the Hawkesbury is a form of the Sydney Language cannct be dismissed
ouf of hand, However, this is extremely unlikely given the substantial differences between this variety and
Iyura, as well as the fact that a generous count only gives 7 out of a possible 14 comrespondences between the
Hawkesbury variety and Mathews’ (1901} “Dharnek’. Further, Mathews’ (1901, 1903) later descriptions of
the location of language groups puts south of the Hawkesbury the transition between Darkinyung (to the
north) and the Sydney Language (to the south). (Remember, the range given by Mathews for *Dharruk’
would include Tyura.) We have benefited here from Wood’s (2005) careful territorial analysis of the pub-
fished and unpublished writings of Mathews {and others).
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English  On the Hawkesbury 1791 Darkinyung Hawkesbury Riy

{tnland) {(Mathews 1903; and Broken Bay
280-281) {Tuckerman 1887}

Eye Me (C & P} . mikkang mekung N

Ear Ben-ne (C); Bén-na; Ben-ne binungari ] binna
3]

Neck Gang-a (C); Gan-ga (T)*

Belly Ben-de (C); Bin'-dee (T) bindhi ukut

Thigh Dar-a (T} dhurra durra

Penis Cud-da (P); Bod-da (A) buthun

Scrotum  Bo-roo (A) .

Testicles Ma-ree-my (A) barral

Moon Con-do-en (T); Con-do-in (A} gunden koodané

Hail Go-ri-ba (C} wallaji® kooribai

Laughing Go-con-de (C) kukundi kookundi

Fackass

®  Thereis no Darkinyung form given for ‘neck’, but the forms given here are cognate with kungga, the

form Mathews (1901) gives for neck in *Dharruk’. As is indicated in Table 17.3 these forms for
‘neck’ are not cognate with the Iyura forms. Given that the Sydney Language and Darkinyung border
ane another, we would expect borrowing to take place between the two, and this might be such an ex-
ample.

Note that Mathews gives gurpang “frost’ and glllibin *dew’ for Darkinyung, which could be sug-
gested, with much hesitation, es possible correspondences with the Hawikesbury word for *hail’. For

~ Mathews® wallaji compare Tuckerman’s wellong ‘rain’. Tuckerman’s kooribai is a straightforward
equivalent for the 1791 record. :

2,715 April 1791, Part 2-—Baludiri’s protest

After taking leave of Gumbiri, Yalamundi, and Dyimba, the expedition continued towards
Richmond Hill along the path that had been shown them the day before. Yet again their path
was blocked by a large creek which could not be forded or bridged by a tree. The Hawkesbury
is tidal up to Windsor, and since the tide was coming in, the creek presented more problems
than it would have at low tide. They followed this creek, said by Fitzhardinge to be South
Creek, in the hopes of reaching and rounding its head. The party continued along the creek
‘tili they supposed themselves at the head of it, and then they endeavoured to regain the banks
of the river, But they presently found they had only rounded a smali arm of this creek, the
principal branch of which they continued to trace, with infinite fatigue, for the rermainder of
the day’ (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [1793]:347). Because it was threatening to rain, they decided
to make camp, even though they had just reached a possible crossing point at a place where
the creek split into two branches. For their fires they made use of timber from trees which had
already been burnt down by the local Aboriginal inhabitants.

Both Gulbi and Baludiri were getting increasingly unhappy about the expedition.
Amongst other things, they were growing angry about certain injustices which they encoun-
tered during the trip. Whenever a duck was shot, they were sent to swim out and recover it,

it in
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but they were never given any duck to eat ‘except the offals, and now and then a half-picked
bone’ (Tench 1961 {1793]:234). During this day’s journey, Baiudiri finally protested the
state of affairs by refusing a request to swim for some ducks which had been shot. Tench
(1961 [1793]:234) records that Baludiri “told us, in a surly tone, that they swam for what was
killed, and had the trouble of fetching it ashore, only for the white men to eat it’. They had

"been given all the crows and hawks which had been shot, but they, like the Englishmen, iuch

preferred duck. Their agitation and impatience also seemed to be exacerbated by homesick-
ness; ‘Colebe talked about his wife, and said his child would cry® (Phillip in Hunter 1968
1793]:347) and ‘the exclamation: of “Where’s Rose Hill; where?” was incessantly repeated
with many inquiries about when we should return to it’ {Tench 1961 [17931:234).

2.8 16 April 1791—the return home

On the morning of Saturday 16 April 1791, it was decided that the party would give up its
quest and return to Parramatta, “which bore from the sleeping place south-east, sixteen miles
distant’ (Phillip in Hunter 1968 [1793]:347). No doubt Gulbi’s and Baludiri’s disposition
were factored into the decision, along with the fact that it would have taken at least another
two days to reach Richmond Hill. As one could imagine, Gulbi and Baludiri ‘expressed great
joy’ on hearing that they were returning home. When they arrived at Parramatta in the laie af-
ternoon, a boat was about to leave for Sydney and ‘Colbee and Baladerse would not wait for
1us until the following morning; but they insisted.on going down immediately’ (Tench 1961
[1793]:234). They were both keen to meet with Banalang (Benelong), and return to their fam-
ilies and friends.

3. Conclusions: taking stock of the successes of a failed expedition

This expedition is not cited, or brought forward, as one of even minor impaortance in the an-
nals of the exploration and history of Australia. Indeed, even the Englishmen who had partici-
pated in it considered it a failure becanse it had not achieved any of its primary goals. They
had not succeeded in reaching Richmond Hill, they had not ascertained whether the .
Hawkesbury and the Nepean were the same river, they had not made any major geographic
finds, and they had not discovered any major tracts of land that were obvious candidates for
development and colonisation, In light of the values and priorities of the day, they had failed,
in their minds, to make any progress. Thus, Collins (1975 [1798—1802]:132), himself a mem-
ber of the expedition, is able to write as part of his entry for April 1761, that:
During this month the governor made an excursion to the westward, but he reached no

farther than the banks of the Hawkesbury, and returned to Rose Hill on the 6th [sic, sc.,
16thy, without making any discovery of the least importance. [emphasis ours]

Although all-accounts give sound, and important, ethnographic and linguistic information,
litle value is attached to this in the context of the expedition. However, with hindsight, it is
possible to say that it is in these areas that the expedition was particularly successful, Wood
(1926:22) already briefly remarked that *The one success of the journey had been its revela-
tion of the more amiabie aspects of native character’, and, in that context, the ethnographic
observations that were made with respect fo the various people observed and contacted dur-
ing this excursion inland are numerous and substantial. On the basis of these abservations,
fruitful comparisons between the coastal groups and the ‘inlandess’ can be made.

The Englishmen, fascinated by the ritual of tooth evulsion, but at this time not really aware
of its significance, were able to determine that it is not practised inland, but seems to be con-




504  Dagvid P Witkins and David Nash

tained to the coast. The fact that Gulbi allowed himselfto be cured by Yalamundi ar-ia.
curing ceremony had brought him great relief, indicates that the pgople on the I:Iawke
and the Iyura shared similar beliefs and practices concerning garadi ‘Aboriginél déctar:
healing. Another shared custom that was recorded during the expedition was the ot
man could, and in fact tended to, have more than onec wife., L
As far as artefacts were concerned, the party was able to determine that the sharp é{cne
fixed to the spearthrower of the people on the Hawkesbury corresponded to the sharp edo
clarn shell affixed to the spearthrowers of the Iyura. These sharp attachments fg gh
spearthrower were used as knives and, amongst other things, were employed to shai-;;é';i 't'hi
spears. Later written records and archaeological finds confirm that one of the obvious :im;i a:
rlla! distinctions between the groups living on the south-eastern coast of Australia anclwthog
living inland from the coast was that the latter used stones on their spears and woomiéra
where the former used shells. Thus a death spear from the coast would have been *armed with
pieces of broken oyster-shell for four or five inches from the point, and secured with-gum
(Collins 1975 {1798-1802]:487) while the corresponding spear from inland was ‘rréadé"]jy
embedding a series of small jagged stone chips in a gum layer that has been smeared over th
head of the spear’ (Davidson 1934:147). Not surprisingly, people living inland away from
both the river and the coast, like the Burubirangal, lacked cances, whereas the inland i;iv'e:
dwellers, like the people on the coast, had canoes. o

As is the case on the coast, it was observed that, amongst the people living on thé i
Hawkesbury, it is the women who had primary responsibility for fishing from canoes. More
over, the diet appears to have been supplemented by cdible worm-like moliusks. However,
whiie fish, and other ocean fauna, were the main source of food for the Iyura, the people o
the Hawkesbury apparently relied very little on fish, and, if the accounts are correct, thy
Burubirangal did not rely on fish at all. For the ‘inlanders’ small animals and birds appear 5
be the primary source of meat, and it seems that possums and flying squirrels were the main
stay of the diet. As their method of procuring these animals was to climb large trees, in the -
manner described above, it was recognised that the ‘inlanders’ were significantly more adept. ‘
at this acFivity than the people who lived by ishing on the coast. Clearly, despite proximitjf
changes in environment provided a great force for differentiating basic practices of daily life
including diet, methods of foed ¢ollection, and artefacts.

Although other comparisons could be made, these stand out as the most significant points
of similarity and difference between the Iyura (the ‘coasters’} and the different groupé of
‘inlanders’. If the colonigers had been more interested in seeking a peaceful coexistence with
the original inhabitants of these areas, then an understanding of the similarities and differ-
ences in customs and mode of living of different Aboriginal groups would have been crucial
and the findings of this expedition more highly regarded. However, the colonisers assumed
that they were superior and took for granted that they ‘were the new lords of the so0il’ {Tench
1961 {1793]:46) with the rights t¢ colonise any place they chose and thereby displace the ‘old
lords of the soil”. .

Given the bold and unfounded pronouncements that the Aborigines ‘are ignorant savages’
(Collins 1975 [1798-1802]:513) and that “they certainly rank low, even in the scale of sav-
ages’ (Tench 1961 [1793]:281), it is welcome to find in the accounts of this expedition that
the Englishmen were often forced to acknowledge the superiority of their Aboriginal com-
panions, and also that Gulbi and Baludiri took several opportunities to ridicule and make fun
of their frequently pompous fellow travellers. No doubt they felt the Englishmen were lack-
ing a certain sophistication, charging through other people’s territories, hunting their game,
and attempting to pry into their personal sacred-secret affairs. The Englishmen followed or-
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ders when Gulbi and Baludiri told them to hide themselves so that they alone could make first
contact with other groups, and when Gumbiri found that the Englishmen did not know the
best ways to walk along the tiver, they were foreed to fall in behind him and follow his lead.
Indeed, as has been noted, the inability of the Englishmen to trek with any sort of ease or
grace through the country was.a constant seurce of merriment to Gulbi and Baludiri; they
were overloaded, overdressed, and ignorant of the best paths to take.

Baludiri’s protest over the unfair sharing of food, mentioned previously, underscores the
tense relations that existed even between ‘friendly’ Aborigines and the Englishmen. The
ever-possessive Englishmen thought that *their natives’ could be used as tools, a5 servants,
and ordered to swim for shot ducks, or used to gain further knowledge of the land. Gulbi and
Baludiri recognised and protested the inequities, as other Aboriginal people had and would
continue fo do. In a different social, intellectual, and historical context, the events of such an
expedition might have beén taken to signal the parity of races, but blinded by the prejudices
of the day, the recorders of this expedition were unable to divine the significance of their own
accounts and see the incongruities and inconsistencies in the position they took on relations
between race, intelligence, and ‘civilisation’.

Finally, the numerous linguistic merits of the expedition cannot be neglected. The com-
parative word lists which have been mentioned or reprocduced in this study are the first such
comparative lists recorded for Australian languages. From them it hes been possible to dis-
cover (1) that the language of the Burubirangal appears to have beer: a sister dialect of that
spoken by the Tyura, and that one dialect marker is the correspondence of nd in Burubirangal
words with simple 7 in Iyura words, and (2) that the language spoken by the people encoun-
tered on the Hawkesbury is distinct from that on the coast (and that spoken by the Buru-
birangal) and appears to be the same language, or a dialect of the same language, as
Darkinyung. That Gulbi and Baludiri could converse with the different people encountered is
also the first ¢lear indication of the multilingual and multidiatectal capabilities that was typi-
cal of the Aboriginal inhabitants. Moreover, we have here the first recording of what appears
to be a bilitgual conversation with each participant using their own language.

Indeed, the most significant linguistic find was the realisation that there are a number of
languages spoken on the continerit. The 1791 discovery of the multitingual natare of Austra-
lia is as important as any geographic or scientific discovery, but it was conveniently and
guickly forgotten. It is-only in the last thirty years or so that the wider Australian public has
begun to appreciate that there were several hundred Australian Aboriginal languages, not just
one, spoken throughout the country. Even today, a web search on ‘the Aborigine language’ or

‘the Aboriginal language’ will reveal documents around the warld which maintain the myth
of a single Australian Aboriginal language. Counterfactually, we can imagine 19th century
Australia acknowledging that Aboriginal people spoke real languages which resembled Latin
and Greek in strcture and which eluded most of the first colenists’ attempts to learn them,
and that the continent was covered by a great variety of languages and cultural systems, in the
game way that a great variety of languages and cultural systems cover Europe. Would this
have moderated the colonial expansion which led to the displacement and decimation of so
many Aboriginal communities? Probably not, but had the first colonists heeded and explored
the evidence before them of Australia’s indigenous multilingualism and multjculturalism,
then they might have come sooner to the recognition that Aborigines had civil societies with
customary law and land ownership, and so would have much earlier rejected the doctrine of
terra nullivs.

The real failure of this expedition is that its participants, and other observers, were blind to
its successes. A rich spectrum of ethnographic and linguistic discoveries was relegated to the




506 David P, Wilking and David Nast

lrea]m of igsigniﬁcance when Collins prencunced that the ex
Ing any discovery of the least importance.” One can onl

W(;uld have been any different if such discoveries had bee;
value. .

pedition returned ‘with
¥y speculate as to whether b
0 vested with rea| significer

References

Anon, 179((1)\;179 t, Vocabulary of the language of N.S. Walcs

hey. (Native and English, but not alphabetical i

. , . Man otic

41645¢, Sehool of Oriental and African Studies, U)niversitl;sg?llji;nﬁf;mden COllqctiG

Attenbrpw, V.J., 2002, Spdney’s Aboriginal ‘
torical records. Sydney: UNSW Pregs,

Beaglehole, I.C., and R. A. Skelton, ed
 1.C., . A > €ds, 1955, The jowrnaly of Captain J. hi
voyages of discovery. Cambrid ge: Cambridge University Press T{i}r the Pﬁ:jgiﬁasofc?e}i }'l'%

past. Investigating the archaeological ang

Campbell, I.F., 1926, Notes on ‘Explorati :
poell, J.F., ) plorations Under Governor Phillip.’
ceedings of the Royal Australian Historical Society 12:26{210 il Joumal nd Fro-

Collins, David, 1975 [1798-1802], 4n account of the Engli t ;
) <h . .
Lon;on; Cadell and Davies. Also Christchurj;h: Whi(tgcomlfg ?cnﬁ;gmﬁ%uz Waiesf.‘
gelclln ix 'XIL Pp.608—616, Language: differesice between natives at Hawkesb, CéuEd p-‘
yaney; notes on languages, also name taboos, pp.607-608). nt ury "
gutenberg.org/etext/12565 Accessed December 2007 ' e /wij )

i

. . ‘

GOI;}EE;; BI‘ld I. King, 1784,/‘1 voyage to the Pacific Ocean : undertaken by the command
ol ajesty for :»rmkm g discoveries in the northern hemisphere, performed under th

irection of Caprains Cook, Clerke, and Gore, in His Majesty's ships the Resolution an:i’

Discovery in the years 17
oy ey B% 76... 1780. 2nd ed. London: H. Hughs, 1785,3 v.in 4. Vol.1, 2

11 niel S 1934 A 5 .[1 P t . V-
5 3 >
DavdeD Da <] ustralian s car traits a.ﬂd thell deHVa 1018, Joufl?aj Ofme PG!

D -
aw;)s{,d :;\21;11?5; ﬁlj:;, (\i/%cai?zlfa;y I\c;{f the language of N.S. Wales, in the neighbourhood of
dney. e Lnglish). Manuscript, Marsden Collection MS 41645h S
l i . . 3 v * h
gzlsﬁl;all an:iii Afmcan Studies (SOAS) Library, University of London. lntcractivg c?i(;li;f
1i¢ editzon to appear at ‘Dawes cnling’ http: / /wuw hrelp.org/dawes/

1793, A map of all those parts of the territ
, : ory of New South Wales which have b 1
any person belonging to the setticment established at Port Jackson: h\/}(:lrc%enl ’S];cin ?1)1(

Hunter 1968 [17933. n :
w2000 [ ] ttp.//nla.gov.au/nla.map-—nk2456—_126 Accessed Janu-

Dixon, Robert M.W., 1980, /. ‘ y ] t
™ R , Languages of Australia. Cambridge: Cambridge University

 Inthe neighbourhood of Syd.

The Enropean ‘discovery’ of a muitilingual Australia 507

McBryde, Isabel, 1989, Guests of the Governar ~ Aboriginai residents of the First Govern-

ment House. Sydney: Friends of the First Government House Site.

McLaren, Glen and William Cooper, 1996, Aboriginal involvement in Australian explora-

tion: the enduring myth. Northern Perspective 19:32-40.

Mathews, Robert H., 1901, “The Dharruk language and vocabulary’, [a section in] The

Thurrawal Language. Journal of the Royal Society of NSW 35:155-160.

1903, Languages of the Kamilaroi and other Aboriginal tribes of New South Wales. Journal
of the Anthropological Institute 33:259-283. .

Nash, David, 1992, Warlmanpa language and country. Unpublished MS, ANU, http://

www.anu.edu.au/linguistics/nash/papers/lgshift.pdf

Neﬁton, Peter I.F., 1987, More than one language, more than one culture : scholarly and pop-

ular ideas about Australian Aboriginal languages from early times until 1860, MA
(Hons.) thesis, Macquarie University, North Ryde.

Rowley, J., 1878, Language of the Aborigines of George’s River, Cowpasture and Appin that

is from Botany Bay 50 miles to the south and west. Journal of the Anthropological Insti-
tute 7:258-262; reprinted in Ridiey 1878 Austrulian languages and traditions, 7.
Tench, Watkin, 1961 [1793], Svdney s first four years : being a reprint of A narrative of the
expedition.to Botany Bay and A complete account of the settlement at Port Jackson. With
an introduction and annnotations by L.F. Fitzhardinge. Sydney: Angus and Robertson, in
associztion with the Royal Australian Historical Society. Electromic book,
eBocks@Adelaide, The University of Adelaide Library, http://etaxt . library.
adelaide.edu.au/t/tanch/watkin/settlement Accessed November 2007.

Tindale, Norman B., 1974, Aboriginal iribes of Australia. Canberra: ANU Press.
Troy, Jakelin, 1992, The Sydney language notebooks and responses to language contact in
early colonial New South Wales. Australian Journal of Linguistics 12:145-170.

1993, Language contact in early colonial New South Wales 1788 to 1791, in Michael Walsh
and Colin Yallop, eds, Language and culture in Aboriginal Australia, 33-30. Canberra:
Aboriginal Studies Press.

1994, The Sydney language. Canberra: The author.

Tuckerman, J., 1887, No. 189—Hawkesbury River and Broken Bay. In BE.M. Cur, ed,, The
Australian Race Volume 3, 358-360. Melbourne: John Ferres, Government Printer.
Wood, G.A., 1926, Explorations under Governor Phillip. Journal and Proceedings of the

Royal Austrailan Historical Society 12:1-26.

Waood, Ray, 2005, Improved draft of Wood (Sections 1 and 2) in Nancy Williams and Ray
Woad, 2001, Anthropological assessment of experts” evidence filed on behalf of the ap-
‘plicants in Federal Court proceedings NG6004/98 [unpublished report to the Federal

Court]. Unpublished.




