























80

Ki. ti-li pol-re eavo.
Am. ki-rei pel imna.
3p-see reciprocal(-3p) negative
‘They did not look at one another.’
4.2k An. i-kisi-axi tim-ni mak.
Mo. ti-kis lim-sak pelli.
Ar, ti-kis lim-sak polu.
To. ti-kis lim-sak polu.
La. ti-gis mel-sek tu-pulu.
Lu. ti-kisi pa lima-zi.
Ko. ti-kisi pa lima-zi.
Ka. ti-kisi pan bage-d.
Ki. ti-kisi pol vage-re.
Am. ki-kiskis pel nelume-de.
3p-hold hand-3p reciprocal (preposition) hand-3p

‘They are holding hands.’

Syntactically, then, all the languages of NWNB belong to a single sprachbund. In
spite of their belonging to three subgroups of AN and one NAN isolate, they have more in
common grammatically with one another than they should, given the assumptions
underlying the standard models of language change and language classification.
Moreover, even those languages that have close relatives elsewhere—the Siasi
languages, for instance—have more in common syntactically with the contiguous
languages than they do with their relatives spoken near other NAN or AN languages.
Where variation in syntax is found among the languages of NWNB, isoglosses usually
keep neighbouring languages together. For example, Kilenge and Amara share more
features with one another than do Kilenge and Mouk.

4.3 Semantic convergence

It is, perhaps, presumptuous to say that all the languages of NWNB encode basically
the same culture with different labels attached, but this is what all the evidence collected
so far suggests. This is not to say that the subcultures of the area are all identical, but that
they have much more in common than is suggested by the lexical differences among the
languages. This is a crucially important point because, if languages diversify as a
result of sociocultural isolation as the standard models of historical linguistics would
have us believe then there should be four distinct clusters of cultures in NWNB, each
reflected in the linguistic classification. As stated at the beginning of chapter 2, the
cultural sub-zones of NWNB appear to be based on geographic contiguity rather than on
linguistic classification per se. For instance, Mouk, Lusi and Aném share many more
linguistic and cultural traits with one another than with other groups, because they are all
spoken around the slopes of Mount Andeua. Following the assumptions of the current
linguistic models, Mouk culture should be more similar to Aria culture than to Lusi, and
Lusi culture should be more similar to Kove culture than it is to Aném.

In the model presented here, the labels attached to cultural concepts are seen as the most
easily replaced items of culture. Whether one calls the evil but easily tricked monster
that lives in the forest an eni or an antu has no observable effect on what the creature
means to the people who believe in its existence. Similarly, the European and Middle
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Eastern concept of a single omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent being is basically the
same whether one calls him (or her) God, Dieu, Allah or Yahweh. Languages acquire

greater numbers of speakers primarily because people in other cultures learn to speak
them. They diversify because the people who learn them generally do a poor job. What
gets changed in the process of language transference is of the same order as what gets
reinterpreted when a religion or sport is passed from one culture to another.
Consequently, what appears superficially to be a great change, such as a switch from one
language to another, may be nothing more than the same thing dressed up differently.
Even more than syntax, the semantic structure of cultural concepts is more resistant to
change than the mere labels, because the bearers of a culture may continue to transmit
their culture to subsequent generations in spite of a switch from one language to another.

On the other hand, real cultural change may occur without an obvious change in
language. For instance, that some people in European cultures can now conceive of their
omnipotent deity as feminine or genderless is symbolic of a change in segments of these
societies in which the formerly rigorous division of rdles according to gender has been
relaxed. The point is that the collection of labels for cultural concepts—what we normally
conceive of as language—is not irrevocably tied to the structure of concepts. Each is free
to develop independently of the other. Neither, moreover, is dependent on the biology of its
bearers. The implication for NWNB is that the culture of the area is, to a certain degree, a
continuation of the culture of people whose languages are ancestral to the modern Aném.
As each contact brought about the accommodation of a new language, what changed
linguistically in each case was the forms in the lexicon. Meanwhile, other aspects of the
culture were free to develop independently, and the movement of people (primarily
women) among groups has ensured a high degree of regional cultural congruence despite
changes in the names for things. While a cultural innovation in one group can quickly
spread through other groups in the area, the arrangement of phonemes labelling the
innovation is trivial.

That the various linguistic groups of NWNB share a common culture has already
been introduced in section 4.1. The arrangement of items in the lexicon also shows that
basic vocabulary cannot be captured in any universal list—what constitutes the
endolexicon in other languages is not necessarily an appropriate list for the languages of
NWNB. For example, the verb for ‘appear’ is an endolexical item in NWNB, but does not
appear on the standard Swadesh list while ‘horn’, which is found on the Swadesh list, is
an inappropriate item to attempt to elicit in New Guinea, since there are no horned
animals. Furthermore, the separate items ‘hair’, ‘leaf and ‘feather’ are all treated as
instances of the same thing in all languages of NWNB and elsewhere in the Pacific. In
the remainder of this section, further linguistic evidence, focussing on body parts, is
given in support of the hypothesis presented above—namely, that the various languages of
the area tend to segment basically the same cultural universe according to the same
principles.

The body is divided according to the same pattern in all languages of the area.
Moreover, terms for parts of the body are extended to other situations which are neither
expected nor transparent. In the following lists, some ectolexical items are given to show
how body part names are extended to cover other lexical items.
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4.3a lateral fin of a fish = ear of fishl

An.
Mo.
Ar.
To.
La.
Lu.
Ko.
Ka.
Ki.
Am.

gétiial

apua slapa!

lodu tala!

lodu tala!

opua ila sapiu = ‘fin of fish’ (any fin)
iha aitapa!

iha aitapila' (with metathesis)

ia itapapu® = ‘fish's base of ear’

naia tape!

oupa telpe!

4.3b blade of the knife = eye! or mouth? of the knife

An.
Mo.
Ar.
To.
La.
Lu.
Ko.
Ka.
Ki.
Am.

eilim te!

elil bitna!

elilbitna® or elil ene?
udage en€? or udage bitna'
udage auna?

uzage aimata!

hai aimata!

didid imata!

napul mate!

eseve mete!

4.3c my ankle = neck of my foot!

An,
Mo.
Ar.
To.
La.
Lu.
Ko.
Ka.
Ki.
Am.

agimki tigal

komgu agum iné!

kopgu agune!

kogu agune!

kapgu agune'

ahegu aigauli!

ahegu aigalu!

aeg igagall

aek segepe = ‘joint of my foot’

kak ruo laslak = ‘wrist or ankle of my foot’

4.3d my calf = meat!, fruit 2 or belly 3 of my foot

An.
Mo.
Ar.
To.
La.
Lu.
Ko.
Ka.
Ki.
Am.

kinai (possibly related to ki-g3 ‘meat )
komgu apok uatna?

kopgu okur

kogu okurt

kapgu kabur ! (?)

ahegu aiopo®

ahegu aiapo®

aeg iapa®

aek gamaea = ‘calf of my foot’

kak ruo avo kane®



4.3e my heel = base of my foot 1

An. apanai [apa-x3 ‘fork’; ‘crotch’; ‘shoulder’. apa-g3 ‘end’]
Mo. komgu apa ine cf. An.

Ar, kopgu batne!

To. kogu batne!

La. kapgu bate!

Lu. ahegu aikuti = ‘penis of my foot’

Ko. ahegu aiguvi

Ka. aeg igub

Am. kak ruo pio!

4.3f my knee = joint of my footl

An. bolsi = ‘my knee’

Mo. komgu bune!

Ar. kopgu buno!

To. kogu buno

La. kapgu buno!

Lu. ahegu aivolvolu = ‘knee/elbow of my foot’
Ko. ahegu aivolvolu = ‘knee/elbow of my foot’
Ka. aeg kuball

Ki. aek sukia = ‘knee/elbow of my foot’

Am. kak ruo kuvuspe!

4.8g my toe = children! or toe? of my foot

An. élkpém tiga!

Mo. komgu titno!

Ar. kopgu titno!

To. kogu kuskus®

La. kapgu siple?

Lu. ahegu aizizik? (<POC*liki ‘little’)
Ko. ahegu aiziziks

Ka. aegigopa? cf.thumb

Ki. aek gope®

Am. kak ruo kokpe?

4.83h my toenail = claw of my foot !

An. gisim tiga! (also gisi ‘my toenail/fingernail’)
Mo. komgu talpes'

Ar. kopgu talpes'

To. kogu talpes!

La. kapgu katalpis!

Lu. ahegu aitai!

Ko. ahegu aitar

Ka. aeg itemia!

Ki. aek temial

Am. kak ruo vlisio!
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4.3i my sole = ‘belly? or ‘guts? of my foot (cf. palm )

An. pélpém tigal

Mo. komgu damaine!

Ar, kopgu damainé'

To. kogu damaine!

La. kapgu anto?

Lu. ahegu ailolo?

Ko.  ahegu ailolo®

Ka. aegilolo®

Ki. aek atea = ‘liver of my foot’
Am. kak ruogorio®

In all languages of the area, a single stem is used to refer to ‘hair’, ‘leaff and
‘feathers’. As this is extremely common throughout the Pacific and elsewhere, having
them as separate items on the Swadesh list is probably inappropriate. The Tok Pisin gras
also means ‘hair/leaf/feather’, but also ‘grass’ and ‘herb’. This may seem to be an
example of how English has been simplified in the pidginisation process, but is more
accurately an example of a newly created lingua franca reflecting the structures of
substrate languages. In most of the languages of the area, the word for this item occurs
only in the third person singular; consequently, another noun must be used with it to
specify the possessor of the ‘hair/leaf/feathers’. One cannot, for instance use
Am/uoruore, the reduplicated form of Am/uore, without the nominal compound meaning
‘head’. Even in languages like Lusi where affixes can occur directly with the stem
launi-, and the unmarked form normally means ‘hair of the head’, it usually occurs with
the noun for ‘head’ anyway. In other cases, as in 4.3k, where ‘hair’ can be deduced from
the verb, the word for ‘head’ usually stands for ‘hair’ as well.

4.8j my hair = hair of my head!

An. kile! (I12r suffixes mark this as a head part)
Mo.  opoguuole ine!

Ar. opogu elilo!

To. opugu elilo!

La. apupu kolouna!

Lu. zavagu ailauni! or launigu
Ko. volagu ailauni® or launigu
Ka. laborag ilaun!' or launig
Ki. kurik louloua! or loulouk

Am. guduk kane uoruore!
4.8k I comb my hair =1 comb my head!

An. ati kile = ‘I pull out my hair’.

Mo. pesex opogu!

Ar. peser opogu!

To. paser opugul!

La. paser apupul!

Lu. papele zavagu! (ailauni

Ko. papele volagu! (ailauni)

Ka. napele laborag! (ilaun)

Ki. nasilpeke kurik! or nasilpekau (reflexive)
Am. esirguduk!



4.31 my elbow = knot/joint of my hand!

An. punai (pu-I12 ‘oint’ (in bamboo ); pu-g3; ‘knot’ pu ‘bump’)
Mo. Ilumgu bune!

Ar, lupgu buno!

To. lugu buno!

La. molugu buno!

Lu. limagu aivolvolu = ‘knee/elbow of my hand’

Ko. limagu aivolvolu = ‘knee/elbow of my hand’

Ka.  bageg kubalt

Ki. vagek gope = ‘knee/elbow of my hand’

Am. lumok kuvuspe!

4.83m my fingers = ‘children?’ or finger/toes? of my hand

An. élkpémtimnar

Mo. Ilumgutitno!

Ar. lupgu titno!

To. lugu titno!

La. molugu siple?

Lu. limagu aizizik?2 (cf.POC*liki ‘little’)
Ko. limagu aiziziki?

Ka. bageg igopa? (cf. ‘thumb’)

Ki. vagek gope?

Am. lumok kokpe?

4.3n my fingernail = claw of my hand!

An. gisim timnai (also gisi ‘my fingernail/toenail’)
Mo. Ilumgu talpes!

Ar. lupgu talpes'

To. lugu talpes'

La. molugu katalpis!

Lu. limagu aitaf!
Ko. limagu aitaf!
Ka. bageg itemial
Ki. vagek temial

Am. lumok vlisio!
4.30 my palm = ‘belly? or ‘inside? of my hand’

An. pélpém timnait

Mo. Ilumgu damaine!

Ar. lupgu damaine!

To. lugu damaine!

La. molugu anto?

Lu. limagu ailolo®

Ko. limagu ailolo®

Ka.  bagegilolo?

Ki. vagek atea = ‘liver of my hand’
Am. Ilumokgorio?

85
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4.3p my thumb = ‘mother! ’ or ‘stone? of my hand’

An. paui?(pa-ul thumb’; pastone +ul garden-class suffixes)
Mo. Ilumguopmul

Ar. lupgu tna!

To. lugu tna!

La. molugu touk

Lu. limagu aigoga

Ko. limagu aigoga

Ka. bageg igopa kapei = ‘big finger of my hand’

Ki. vagekgopaipa

Am. Ilumok kokpe ui = ‘big finger of my hand’

4.3q my wrist = neck of my hand!

An.  agimki timnai

Mo. Ilumguagum ine!

Ar. lupgu agune!

To. lugu agune!

La. molugu agune!

Lu. limagu aigaulf

Ko. limagu aigalu!

Ka.  bagegigagal

Ki. vagek segepe = ‘joint of my foot’

Am. Ilumok laslak = ‘ankle/wrist of my foot’

Like ‘hair’, ‘leaf and ‘feather’, the words for ‘lip’ and ‘teeth’ are not part of the
endolexicon in many of the languages of NWNB. In the majority of the languages, these
are polymorphemic lexemes, as shown in 4.3r and 4.3s.

4.3r myteeth = ‘bones! or ‘fruit? of my mouth’

An. loga
Mo. ogu uatna?
Ar. oguerine' or ogu otna?

To. ogueriné or ogu otna?
La. agu kakar!

Lu. luogu
Ko. luogu
Ka. luog

Ki. ropak

Am. nok kane vre kokpe = ‘fingers/toes of my mouth’
4.3s my lips = skin !of my mouth

An. asigi bopga = ‘edge of my mouth’
Mo. ogutaxnal

Ar. ogu tarna!
To. ogu tanral
La. agu tanra!
Lu. aoagu aikukult
Ko. aoagu aikulkuli

Ka. aoag ikukull
Ki. aok kulkulia'
Am. nok kane vre kulkulio!
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There are two major points made in this section. First, by and large, the languages of
NWNB label the same categories in the same ways. Those languages that are adjacent
are the most similar. Those languages that have been in close association the longest
(Aném and Mouk, Amara and Kilenge) exhibit identical structures most often,
regardless of the linguistic taxonomy. If it is asserted that languages inherit unique
syntactic, semantic and phonological categories directly from their ancestral languages,
then the languages of NWNB should be more different from one another in these respects.
At minimum, the Bibling and the Siasi languages spoken in the area should be as
different in other ways from one another as they are lexically; and both should diverge
radically from Aném, which is not even an AN language. That they are so similar to one
another in all respects except lexical form demonstrates clearly that languages do not
inherit the bulk of their structures from protolanguages, but converge with the other
languages spoken in their multilingual regions.

Second, little appeal can be made to universals of semantics to account for the
similarities demonstrated among the languages of this area, because the endolexica of
languages differ from continent to continent. Beyond the examples given above, other
items that are supposed to be separate according to the Swadesh list are treated together in
all the languages of the area. For example, ‘bark’ is the same as ‘skin’, ‘hit’ is the same
as ‘kill’, and ‘all’ is the same as ‘many ’. Furthermore, several very important items in
the endolexica of the languages of NWNB are not included in the standard Swadesh list.
Without working long enough with the languages of the area, one could not predict what
they are. Among the notable missing in the Swadesh 100 list are: ‘appear/arrive/ exist/
happen’; ‘base/origin/stump/reason’; ‘cut’; ‘extract/dig up/pull out’; and ‘spear/pierce/
stab/ shoot’. These items are among the most basic lexemes in these languages—they are
high frequency items, among the first learned, and crucial to saying even the simplest
things in each language. If the Swadesh list were universally applicable, these items
would be included as surely as ‘leaf and feather’ are now included as separate entries
in the currently used Swadesh list.

4.4 Substratomania

Within the contexts of: (1) trying to classify particular Melanesian languages as
either AN or not, and (2) attempting to account for the marked diversity among
Melanesian languages, several Oceanic linguists have engaged in discussions of
pidginisation, language mixing, substratum influence and creolisation (Capell 1962,
1971, 1976; Chowning 1969; Dyen 1962; Grace 1962; Lynch 1981; Thurston 1982) . Some
authors have used these terms almost interchangeably, because the focus has been on the
classification of results (AN, NAN or semi-AN) rather than on the processes themselves.
Pidginisation and creolisation have been defined in section 3.2. I would prefer to reserve
the term ‘mixing’ for the types of convergence that occur among fully-indigenised
languages whose speakers are multilingual in the neighbouring languages. The results
of mixing and substratum are similar in many respects—both result in languages that
share many of their linguistic resources. Mixing, which is discussed more fully in the
following section, results in segments of the lexica of several formerly distinct
languages being copied into a single language; it also results in shared syntax and
semantics. As conceived of here, substratum influence operates primarily in the initial
stages of pidginisation when people are trying to construct a lingua franca using the
words of someone else's language. Since the process of pidginisation results in the
simplified relexification of one's first language, the lexical forms are derived primarily
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from a single language according to fairly regular phonological reinterpretations of the
target language. This, I believe, is what is responsible for the systematic sound
correspondences that the neogrammarian hypothesis was designed to account for. The
substratum in a language, then, is the sum total of features retained from languages
given up in favour of a newly created language; it is the phonologic, syntactic and
semantic matrix onto which lexical forms derived from another language are mapped.
Features of a substratum persist in a geographic area despite recurrent processes of
relexification.

The appeal to substratum has been used to explain the marked diversity of Melanesian
AN languages (Ray 1926; Capell 1962, 1971, 1976; Thurston 1982). The substrata of
diverse autochthonous NAN languages are seen to persist in those languages that are AN
almost exclusively in lexical form alone. The response to this model has ranged from
rejection of the idea (Dyen 1962; Goodenough 1962; Chowning 1969) to cautious
reservation (Grace 1962). On the languages of New Britain, Chowning states:

I should emphasize the fact that these NAN languages do not seem to have
greatly influenced any of the neighbouring AN languages.... It is certainly
begging the question to speak of an NAN substratum in such languages when
this substratum cannot be derived from any identifiable NAN language.

(1969:21)

Chowning's assertion is easy to make in the virtual absence of relevant data. Even
the rather sketchy data now available, however, seem to point toward the possibility of a
pre-Aném substratum in the Bibling and Whiteman languages. Aném mythology
mentions a group of little people, the Enieni, who used to live on the southern slopes of
Andeua. The Enieni are said to have spoken a language similar to Aném, with words
like uger for Aném/ugéx ‘he went down’. Today, the Lamogai do not know that a
language called Aném exists; nor do most of the people of western Bariai. Nonetheless,
all the languages of NWNB share a single syntactic and semantic structure. The
evidence available on the Whiteman languages (Johnston, ed. 1980; Goulden, fieldnotes)
seems to suggest that the range of this sprachbund extends much further east. Some
Whiteman languages even have a gender distinction like that of Aném.

Just as mythology can be easily dismissed, so shared syntax and semantics can be
equally a result of convergence through multilingualism or common substratum. To
argue that pre-Aném might have acted as an ultimate substrate language for the Bibling
and Whiteman languages, we would have to demonstrate that something akin to modern
Aném was probably spoken within the modern range of these AN languages. If a small
number of immigrant AN settlers managed to get the resident NAN speakers to take on
their languages, then one would expect the original NAN languages to persist for at least
a generation or two in some adjacent areas. With the NAN languages still at hand, one
would expect that some of their lexical forms might be copied into the new AN languages.
Because of the insufficient data on the Whiteman languages, the evidence supporting this
scenario is scant, but the initial published wordlists contain hints of words that look
remarkably like modern Aném, and unlike anything reconstructed for POC or PAN.
Some of these words are given in 4.4a.
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44a Proto-Aném in the Bibling and Whiteman languages

POC GLOSS ANEM BIBLING AND WHITEMAN

*apuR lime glim Rauto,La/oglum
Bebeli/gulum (Goulden,fieldnotes)
Mo/eglim ‘white’

*manuk  bird éknin Psohoh/e-kip (Johnston 1980)
Miu/egin (Throop and Throop 1980)
Kaulong/ekip (Throop and Throop 1980)

*tolu three bik Bebeli/miuk (Goulden, fieldnotes)
Kaulong/miuk (Throop and Throop 1980)
Atui/emik (Hoopert andWakefield 1980)

*pati four tanol Mo/apeinal Ar/apanal
Kaulong/mnal (Throop andThroop 1980)
Asengseng/inal (Throop and Throop 1980)
Atui/epinel (Hoopert and Wakefield 1980)

*pani give -sop-k3 Am/-sup
-sn-1r Mangsing/sugu (Johnston 1980)

The list in 4.4a is skimpy, partly because the data available on the Whiteman
languages are so superficial, and partly because it is difficult to identify a particular
word as AN or NAN with certainty. Aném shares a great number of ectolexical items
with the Bibling languages (see 4.5a). This may also be true for the Whiteman
languages. In Thurston (1982), I argue that Lusi is a recently-created language with an
Aném substratum. It appears, however, that the Bibling languages were probably
involved as well. Nevertheless, whether we hypothesise Aném or the Bibling languages
as substrata for Lusi, the results would be similar, because the Bibling languages
themselves retain substrate features of either Aném or a now-extinct close relative of
Aném. At this stage, what is most clear is that an enormous amount of research in the
basic descriptions of these languages and in comparative reconstruction remains to be
done before this can be satisfactorily sorted out.

4.5 Language mixing

In 1962, Capell suggested the category ‘semi-AN’ to include the superficially AN
languages of Melanesia that are difficult to classify unequivocally as either AN or NAN.
Since Capell's article is largely responsible for synthesising what was then known about
the languages of the Pacific and reasserting Ray's (1926) hypothesis regarding the mixed
ancestry of certain Melanesian languages, I feel that it is appropriate to quote parts of
Capell at length. Though some of the languages in question are in New Britain, the
problem is widespread throughout Melanesia.

In New Britain certain languages are known to be NAN, and others have
been reported as NAN although no specimens are available. In the west of the
island, where general information is scarce, a language called Idne is
reported to be NAN. All the languages of the southwest coast, though
classified as AN and certainly containing AN elements, are only NAN



languages overlaid with a veneer of AN. This applies from the west end of
the island (where Kilenge is much more clearly AN) right along the south
coast as far as Cape Orford. Some languages classified by Loukotka as
"Papuan” (A Kinun, Pulie) are members of the semi-AN group.

(Capell 1962:375)

...Loukotka (1957:66ff.) has classified the languages of New Caledonia and
the Loyalty Islands, as well as Aneityum in the southern New Hebrides, as
NAN;but this is not a fact. All these languages diverge very widely from the
AN, but do contain an AN element sufficiently large to justify grouping them
with those languages. They have been sources of difficulty to all classifiers
of Oceanic languages, and Codrington (1885:16) regarded the Loyalty Island
languages as especially troublesome to place. Ray (1926:76) was of the same
opinion. Structurally, however, as well as in a portion of the vocabulary, they
are AN. A better case might be made out for regarding the Tanna languages
as NAN, but even Loukotka does not do this. A subdivision of "semi-AN"
languages seems to be called for.
(1962:376-377)

This area [Santa Cruz and Reef Islands] hardly enters into AN studies.
Some of the languages are PN [Polynesian], and the remainder
predominantly NAN with a veneer of AN, chiefly vocabulary.

(1962:382)

Among the admonishments, Capell earned the following statement by Dyen in which
Capell's very credentials as a linguist are challenged—according to Dyen, Capell has
not kept up with developments in linguistic theory over the last century.

Some of [Capell's] attitudes are reminiscent of theoretical views abandoned
by the foremost comparativists of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries.... One of the powerful conceptions pressed by Meillet was the
presistence [sic] of a language as a unique entity. His postulate was: There
are no mixed languages. If languages do not mix, then each language
represents a continuous unique historical development.... A paraphrase of
Meillet's dogma is as follows: Once a language is discrete, it is always
discrete.... To the extent that the absolute nature of the principle that
languages do not mix is ignored, it becomes less possible to classify
languages genetically.... The hypothesis of pidginization is untenable.
(Dyen 1962:403-404, emphasis original)

Dyen's reply to Capell is most remarkable in that it reveals the exposed nerve, the
theoretical implication that must be considered: if pidginisation or language mixing (the
same thing for Dyen) were demonstrated among what we would now (for no good reason)
call ‘natural’ languages, genetic classification would be impossible. As shown in the
following chapter, although the processes of language change discussed here do indeed
have theoretical implications for glottotaxonomy, all is not lost.

Not all the criticism directed toward Capell is mere sniping from the trenches of
dogma. Grace, for example, recognises the implications of what Capell is pointing out.
Although he is understandably unsatisfied with Capell's scenario, he is well aware that
the linguistic data from Melanesia contain anomalies that need addressing. He even
lays out what sort of evidence would be required to substantiate Capell's position. His
comments form the major point of departure for my own research (Thurston 1982):
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...our hope for progress in determining linguistic relationships must depend
on two kinds of developments. First, we need to know more about the
processes of linguistic change and linguistic differentiation, and secondly,
we need a more consistent application of that knowledge which is already
available. There are some indications that the languages of Oceania might
contribute significantly to a better theory of linguistic change and
differentiation.

Capell has mentioned the pidginization hypothesis of the origin of the
Melanesian languages. Although I feel that that hypothesis is unfortunate, it
did arise in response to certain phenomena which appear to require
explanation. First of all, there are those facts which have led some to the
assumption that some of the Austronesian languages of Melanesia are more
Austronesian than others. To reject this particular interpretation of the facts
does not dispose of the facts themselves.

(Grace 1962:409, emphasis mine)

At the time this was being written, important developments in other areas of
linguistics were occurring that would have ramifications for Oceanic linguistics. In
1959, the first international conference on creoles was convened in Jamaica. Since then,
investigation into pidginisation and creolisation has become a respectable occupation for
a scholar; and consequently, the intellectual climate has become more receptive to letting
the data speak for themselves, rather than denying the data on the basis of
incontrovertible theory. By 1976, Capell was still defending the hypothesis of mixture
among AN and NAN languages in Melanesia, but the discussion had been joined by
Dutton (1976) and Wurm (1976). Recently Lynch (1981) has summarised four case
studies of language mixing in an effort to account for the diversity of Melanesian AN
languages in comparison with Polynesian linguistic homogeneity. In refutation of
Pawley's (1981) argument that Melanesian diversity can be accounted for by greater time
depth alone, without appealing to different processes of language change, Lynch argues
that ‘the factor of Papuan-AN contact cannot be ignored in any discussion of the process of
linguistic diversification in Melanesia’ (1981:122). I could not agree more.

The languages of NWNB share a single semantic map and the same general
syntactic structures. Since they belong to three subgroups of AN and one NAN isolate, it
is difficult to argue that all four groups, by mere coincidence, have developed in a parallel
manner. They have obviously exchanged linguistic resources; and these include more
than mere atomic lexical forms—they include, for instance, full paradigms. Lexicon
aside for the moment, it is obvious that these languages have been mixing with one
another by exchanging semantic and syntactic structures. It is also obvious that the
direction of influence has been from NAN to AN, from AN to NAN and from AN to AN.

An example of AN influence in Aném is the inclusive/exclusive distinction in the
first person plural pronominal suffixes. No such distinction is made in the subject
prefixes that occur with verbs. That the forms indicating this distinction are almost
entirely regular also suggests that they have been recently formulated and not subjected
to the processes of esoterogeny that have made the other pronominal suffixes so
unpredictable. Aném also has, as most basic in the possessive distinctions, the tripartite
inalienable/edible/neutral contrast that is one of the defining features of AN languages
in Melanesia.

In lexicon, Aném has copied several strata of vocabulary: (1) from the contiguous
Bibling languages, (2) from the Siasi languages, and (3) from Tok Pisin. Words copied
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from the contiguous Siasi languages are the most easily identified. They include
primarily names associated with maritime technology (Thurston 1982), but also a large
number of other items, including endolexical items such as ado ‘sun’ and kaua ‘dog’,
from Lu/azo and kaua, respectively. Until the work began on Mouk and the other Bibling
languages, I had assumed that most of the rest of Aném vocabulary was NAN. The data
on Mouk, however, point definitely to AN origins for many Aném words and cast
suspicion on the etymology of numerous others. For example, only the b in An/aba ‘pig’
looks anything like Motu/boroma, until Mo/abax and Ar/obar, all meaning ‘pig’, are
available for comparison. That Aria has a fossilised article in the form of o- rather than
the expected a- suggests that the vowel in the original stem might have been higher and
back, as in the Motu word. Similarly An/eni ‘tambaran’ may ultimately be derived
from POC*qanitu ‘spirit’. An/bli-g3 may derive from *muRi ‘back’. An/og-12r may be
related to Mo/guxno ‘canopy’ (of a tree), Am/-gud and Lu/-uru ‘carry on head’, and
Ki/kuri- ‘head’, all from POC*qulu.

That Aném shares a great number of lexical items with the neighbouring languages is
amply supported in the comparative lexicon presented in the appendix. Some words in
Aném are obviously AN, while other words in the AN languages are most likely derived
from pre-Aném. A few examples of the latter category are shown in 4.5a.

4.5a Aném Vocabulary in the AN languages of NWNB

ANEM GLOSS NWNB AN LANGUAGES

sakéx ginger bed Mo/saxkei, Am/asarke, Lu/sareke

tatigél boulder Mo/tatigel

texik chicken Am/otorokok

iftk leaf wrapper Mo,La/eiuk, Am/eiuek

bégét husband Mo/bogot, La/pagat, Ka/beget, Am/avagad
ébik hole Mo,Ar,La/obuk

épil hot Mo,Ar,La/epil

éuzié men's lodge La/oudiep

omba big Mo, Ar/omba

As stated earlier, pidginisation is a process in which the lexical forms of someone
else's language are mapped in a quite regular manner onto the phonology, syntax and
semantics of one's first language. Pidginisation, then, is relexification, a kind of
copying; and it results in fairly systematic sound correspondences between the new
lingua franca and the target language. Exchange of lexical forms, however, obscures the
pattern, especially when words are copied from several related languages. For example,
Lamogai has both eiuk and orou for ‘leaf wrapper’, the first from pre-Aném, the second
from *laun ‘leaf. It also has kolouna ‘hair/leaf/feather’ from *laun; that one form has r
as a reflex of *1, while the other has I, suggests different routes of inheritence for each
word. Similarly, POC *kiRam has three different reflexes in Mouk—akxa ‘ax’, kulaluo
‘adze’ and nakila ‘Papuan ax’. Identifying systematic sound correspondences, in such
cases, is dependent on being able to distinguish direct copies from indirect copies (see
also Biggs 1965). The prefix na- marks Mo/nakila as a copy from Ki/nakila copied by way
of Lusi; in terms of canonic form, Mo/akxa looks more like a typical Mouk word than
kulaluo, which is also found in Lusi. In other cases, the data are not available to allow
such judgments. For instance, sometimes *R is reflected in Mouk as x, as in max ‘come’
<*maRi; in other cases, it is reflected as 1, as in peli reciprocal, <*paRi Aria has nomuk
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‘mosquito’ from *namuk, while Mouk has lomuk with an unexplained 1. In the Bibling
languages, *k is sometimes reflected as p, as in Mo/pan ‘eat’ <*kani, but sometimes as k,
as in Mo/akxa ‘ax’ <*kiRam. Either something is terribly wrong with the
reconstructions, or the systematic nature of the sound correspondences has been obscured
by language mixture. The kind of etymological study required to sort out such problems
has been possible in European languages, because the written record extends back some
2,000 years, and because Europeans have lived in large societies with imperial social
organisation from the beginning of written history. Since Melanesian languages are
typically spoken by tiny linguistic groups with no central authority and no tradition of
literacy, we should anticipate that, even when all the languages of the area have been
thoroughly described, much of the relevant information will still be unavailable, because
many of the source languages for modern lexical forms have already become extinct.

Language mixing takes place primarily among fully indigenised languages. The
emblematic functions of a language have enormous influence on the degree and nature
of exchange in lexical form. For instance, the Siasi languages of NWNB are so similar
in endolexicon and structure that they have been called dialects of a single language.
The people who speak these languages, however, insist that Kove, Lusi and Kabana are
distinct languages. Once one starts to investigate more than the core vocabulary items,
the reasons for this insistence become apparent. Lusi has copied most of its ectolexicon
from Aném and Aria; Kabana has drawn heavily from Kilenge (which also has striking
similarities to Amara); and Kove has apparently copied, to some extent, from the Kimbe
languages to the north and east (Goulden, personal communication). Tourai is most
distinct from Aria in that it has copied heavily from Lamogai. By copying from one
language rather than another, languages that are otherwise identical diverge so much
that their speakers can point to blatant linguistic contrasts between themselves and other
groups.

All languages are mixed languages insofar as all have copied lexical forms and other
linguistic resources from neighbouring languages. Consequently, geographic proximity
is of greater significance than genetic relationship in accounting for the structure of a
language. Lexical form, however, is another matter. Since people generally construe
languages as being collections of words, it is primarily by lexical form that linguistic
groups identify linguistic contrasts among themselves (see also Grace 1975 and Laycock
1982).

Speaking of mixed languages as the norm while using such taxonomic terms as
‘Austronesian’ and ‘Siasi’ appears to be an incongruity in the model presented here. In
the following chapter, this is resolved by reinterpreting the meaning of linguistic
classification and limiting the criteria by which languages can be demonstrated to be
related to one another.



Chapter 5
DIVERSIFICATION

5.1 Diversification and the isolation myth

Explicit in the family tree model is the composite notion that: (1) a group of people
speaking a single language splits into two subgroups; (2) each goes its separate way; (3)
the inevitable processes of language change continue to affect the speech of the two
communities; and (4) since they are isolated from one another, the direction of change is
independent, leading first to what are distinct dialects which then diverge to the point
where they must be called separate languages. The notion of isolation is similar to the
concept used in classical evolutionary biology; and just as in biology, bodies of water and
mountain ranges are evoked as the physical barriers that permit the independent
divergence. Unlike most other organisms, however, humans are cultural—while genes
determine permanent biological characteristics of an individual, language is not
inherited in the same unalterable way. Unlike some other organisms, moreover,
humans typically live in social groups that are not totally isolated from other human
social groups. Among the best examples of isolated societies that come to mind are
Iceland and Polynesia, but even here, there is still evidence of contact with other peoples.
More importantly, the kinds of changes witnessed in Icelandic and in Polynesian
languages are not typical of the processes of linguistic change seen in most of the
languages of the world. They have not changed much in the last 1000 years. Icelanders
can still read the sagas with little difficulty, while during the same period, the language
of Beowulf has supposedly turned into that of Chaucer, Shakespeare and song-writers of
the 1980s. If Hawaii and New Zealand have been settled for approximately the same span
of time during which Anglo-Saxon has turned into modern English, Hawaiian and
Maori should be more different from one another than they are.

Rather than accelerating the speed of linguistic diversification and permitting it to
occur in the first place, true isolation appears to impede the sorts of radical changes that
one expects to find in languages. On the other hand, when we look more closely at the
social conditions in which we find radical language change, we discover language
contact rather than isolation. For example, Saxon disappears from the written record at
the time of the Norman conquest, just when England has been unsuccessful in repelling
Viking invasions. By the time Middle English is written again, most of the complex
morphology of Saxon is gone; English has a pronominal system similar to that of North
Germanic languages; English syntax looks much more like that of French; and a large
sector of the lexicon has been copied from French. In comparison with the change attested
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in those 200 years, the change in English since then has been relatively minor. The
change from English to Tok Pisin is somewhat more extreme, but of the same quality as
the change from Saxon to English.

In Melanesia, where there are many languages in contact, the diversity of AN
languages is greatest. On the one hand, the very fact that Polynesia was settled first by
Austronesians accounts for the small degree of dissimilarity exhibited by the languages;
it also accounts for the reason Polynesian languages have been so easily recognised as a
coherent subgroup within AN. There was no one there to greet the Polynesians in a
different tongue—no one to make a mess of their language in the attempt to learn it as a
second language. Melanesia, on the other hand, has been inhabited in some places for at
least 40,000 years. Any late-comers had to negotiate linguistically and otherwise with
their hosts. If a single mother community were to send out ten groups of successful
colonists, the result could be ten different new language varieties, some based lexically
on the speech of the colonist and some based lexically on the languages of the host
communities, depending on the variables in each case. Moreover, while we are
focussing on the interaction between AN and NAN languages, there is no reason
whatsoever to rule out interactions among AN languages, on one hand, and NAN
languages, on the other.

NWNB is mountainous and cut up by numerous rivers that were, until recently, well
stocked with crocodiles. Yet peoples speaking different languages traditionally attended
dances in each other's villages, traded overland, and arranged marriages. No one in
the area is monolingual today; moreover, before Tok Pisin, people generally had larger
inventories of languages in which they were competent. Language contact is evident
from the number of obvious lexical copies found in each language. To argue that the high
degree of linguistic diversitiy of NWNB is the result of the isolation of tiny groups for a
long time is to argue from dogma alone rather than from the facts as they are now
beginning to be known.

5.2 Linguistic speciation

The most basic process in the diversification of languages is the creation of new
languages. In this process, a population of adults creates a lingua franca using lexical
forms drawn from another language. In most respects, the phonology, syntax and
semantics of a new lingua franca are simplified subsets of substrate languages. This
process is what is usually discussed under the heading of pidginisation. At first, a new
lingua franca is used primarily to make interaction possible between two groups who
would otherwise share no language. A new language is simple, because its most
important function is to communicate literal information in the most straightforward
manner possible without frills like the obligatory tense and aspect marking that
normally occur in established languages. At the earliest stages, a new lingua franca is
also impoverished, in that it lacks a sufficient lexical inventory to permit sophisticated
communication about a wide range of culturally-relevant topics. If the usefulness of a
language is short in duration, it disappears without repairing this lack of lexicon and
normative structure. The more it continues to be used, however, the more its speakers
come to a consensus about proper form. This process of normalisation is creolisation.
As I use the term here, creolisation results in a grammatical structure and lexical
inventory that is more or less consistent from speaker to speaker. Creolisation and



96

pidginisation are overlapping processes—before pidginisation is finished, creolisation
is already well under way, and certainly without the necessity of children being the first
monolingual native speakers. At this point in the process, numerous social variables
come into play to produce different results.

Given the proper sociolinguistic setting, a new lingua franca can persist for a long
time without being adopted by a community as its linguistic emblem. Trade languages,
for example, may be based on the language of a trading community, but not necessarily
the same language as that used in either the traders' or the clients' villages. If a new
lingua franca (or even an established one) is indigenised, it must be supplied with all the
resources, primarily lexical, that are required to make it suitable for a full range of
communicative functions. The basic rule, then, is that the resources of a language
expand as a function of the communicative needs of its speakers, an idea already
expressed in Hymes (1971:84, Sankoff 1980) and elsewhere.

In NWNB, Lusi, Kove and Kabana are the result of exoteric speciation from another
Siasi language. That these languages are so similar in endolexicon suggests that they
are based on the same Siasi language. That they differ significantly in endolexicon
from Kilenge suggests that Maleu (Lolo and Kilenge) is derived from a different Siasi
language. Kilenge is also morphophonemically more complex than Lusi, Kove and
Kabana; and Kabana is slightly more complex than Lusi, which, in turn, is very slightly
more complex than Kove. From west to east, then, there is a gradient of increasing
simplicity among the Siasi languages on New Britain that indicates both that Maleu has
been established there longer than the other Siasi languages and that the Siasi languages
have been indigenised from west to east. By the same reasoning, all the languages of the
Bibling group have been spoken on New Britain longer than any Siasi language.

Lusi, Kove and Kabana constitute a single group within the Siasi group because they
are probably based on the same protolanguage. Much more data are required to establish
whether this protolanguage is still spoken elsewhere. Kove has maintained its relatively
simple structure because it still has important exoteric functions, while Lusi and Kabana
have assumed more esoteric rdles that have resulted in increased complexity. Though
based on the same language, they have diverged from one another mainly in the sources
of their ectolexica—Lusi has copied from Aném and Aria, Kabana from Kilenge and
Amara, and Kove from the Kimbe languages to the north and east. The three languages
are 'dialects of a single language' only at a superficial level. A wider view of the data
supports our informants' insistence that these are three separate languages. Where they
differ from one another is in their different lexical resources acquired in separate
processes of indigenisation. Once fully established, the distinction among the languages
has been magnified through further copying from the adjacent languages. This new
diversity is a function of a history of interaction with different linguistic groups.

Similarly, the members of the Bibling group differ from one another by virtue of their
longstanding relationships with different linguistic groups. Tourai differs from Aria
primarily in lexical items copied from Lamogai. The Mouk can set themselves apart
linguistically from the Aria by pointing to their use of words copied from Aném; while, at
the same time, they are in no danger of assimilating totally to Aném, because the Mouk
endolexicon continues to be basically Bibling rather than NAN.

In summary, then, there are two processes of linguistic speciation—exoteric and
esoteric. Exoteric speciation is a process in which words are taken without
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morphophonemic complexities from a target language and mapped onto the
phonology,syntax and semantics of a substrate language. The result is what looks like a
simplified version of the target language. Esoteric speciation is a process in which the
product of exoteric speciation is further subdivided by copying primarily ectolexical
resources from different contiguous languages. Esoteric speciation results in languages
that look very similar in endolexicon but quite different from one another in ectolexicon.
Both processes of speciation involve language contact rather than language isolation;
and both can produce great changes in a short period of time.

The two processes of linguistic speciation result in two corresponding kinds of
relatedness. For example, Lusi, Kove and Kabana are related by virtue of having a
common endolexicon, because the same language has acted as a model in the exoteric
speciation that has produced them. This is termed an endolexical relationship. Lusi,
however, is also related to Aném and Aria, because both have acted as models from which
Lusi has copied most of its ectolexicon. This is termed an ectolexical relationship.
Endolexical relationships are what are usually understood as genetic (or generic)
relationships. More specific terminology is required to emphasise the departure from the
usual gradualist interpretations of genetic relationship which assume that such
relatedness is the result of continuous and gradual diversification of a homogeneous
language into dialects and then into separate languages over a long span of time.
Endolexical relationships are salient because pidginisation works first on the
endolexicon.

Consequently, lexicostatistics, with its restriction to endolexical lists, is effective to a
degree, but not for the reasons usually given by its practitioners. Since endo- and
ectolexica are not rigidly discrete, endolexical items can, at times, be copied along with
ectolexical items. In any instance of exoteric speciation, the target language as a whole
acts as a model. If, for instance, an AN language has copied a NAN word into its
endolexicon, any subsequent processes of exoteric speciation in which that language acts
as a model will result in the intrusive NAN word being dispersed into derived languages
that are still endolexically AN. Hence, the phenomenon of shared innovation. Each
process of speciation potentially erodes the inventory of lexical items that allow
endolexical relationships to be traced.

5.3 The status of grammar in glottotaxonomy

Most of the work in classifying Melanesian languages so far has been accomplished
with short endolexical lists as the only data. As frustrating as this might be, I believe that
only more accurate and more appropriate lists of the morpheme inventories of these
languages can make possible any substantial improvement in the current classification
schemes. Though some linguists have lamented the lack of grammatical information in
making decisions about taxonomy, I believe that grammar, more precisely defined, has
absolutely no réle to play in establishing what we normally understand as genetic (i.e.
endolexical) relationships among languages. It is important, however, to clarify exactly
what is meant by grammar.

Grammar is commonly construed as including such items as inflections and
pronouns as well as word order, rules of concord, and so on. I consider this to be
unfortunate, because it obscures a distinction that is crucial for both linguists and native
speakers in classifying languages. The obligatory distinctions made in a language and
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the rules for combining elements in speech are both part of the grammar, while the
sequences of phonemes used to encode each morpheme constitute lexical form. The people
who speak the languages of NWNB contrast their languages with those of others
primarily on the basis of lexical form rather than grammar. For the most part, this has
also been the practice of linguists. For example, An/ue, Mo/gog and Lu/viau ‘I/me’ are
different lexical forms, but each fulfills exactly the same set of grammatical réles in the
different languages. That is, the grammar of the pronouns in these languages is the
same; only the sequences of phonemes used to encode the pronouns differ from one
language to another. These differences in form, moreover, are the only basis for
distinguishing one language in the area from another. In contrast, the pronouns of
English differ from those of NWNB languages both in grammar and in form.

This is not to say that grammar cannot be used to classify languages—it can, but the
result is a typological classification, rather than a genetic or generic classification.
Capell's classification of AN languages on the basis of word order (1969, 1971) results
merely in language types, and is at odds with the classifications based on lexical criteria
(Lincoln 1977b). On the basis of grammar alone, all the languages of NWNB would be
classified together. Aném would stand out from the other languages only in the greater
number of possessive classes, its gender and in its realis/irrealis distinction. An
isogloss for the last feature would place Aném among some of the Siasi languages spoken
on New Guinea.

Both grammar and lexical form are inherited in the creation of a new language, but
typically from different sources. In the pidginisation process that results in a new
language, endolexical forms are inherited from the target language, while most of the
phonology, semantics and syntax are inherited from the substrate language(s). Any
divergence in grammar from the contiguous languages is levelled later on in the
processes of convergence. Consequently, the linguistic resources of any language are
inherited from several sources—the two primary sources at the time of creation, and any
number of languages that come into contact with it subsequently. To use a Melanesian
metaphor, one language provides the bones, the other the meat—a language has at least
two parents, one of which may be a sprachbund. The parent from which the endolexical
forms are taken is the one linguists normally identify as genetically related; the other
language or sprachbund may be said to be substratally related. A substrate relationship
is usually the same as an ectolexical relationship, but the latter focusses more
specifically on lexical form than on grammar. For example, Tok Pisin is endolexically
related to English—therefore, both are Germanic languages. At the same time, Tok
Pisin is substratally related to the coastal languages of Melanesia, which constitute a
sprachbund (Goulden, in progress). Ectolexically, Tok Pisin has a relationship with
Tolai, part of the coastal Melanesian sprachbund which is substratally related to Tok
Pisin. Since, in most cases, the direct parent of a language cannot be identified, genetic
relationships are treated as sibling relationships unless, as in the case of English and
Tok Pisin, there is evidence pointing to one as the parent of the other. In this scheme, a
protolanguage is a hypothetical parent language reconstructed on the basis of the lexical
forms of languages being treated as though they were metaphorically siblings, even
though one of the siblings may, in fact, be the endolexical (genetic) parent of the whole
group.

This model of what genetic relationships are and how they come about, I believe, has
several advantages over the models currently used in diachronic linguistics. Foremost
is that the model proposed here is more congruent with the data. Languages share
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grammar most with contiguous languages rather than, necessarily, endolexically
related languages. Similar semantic and syntactic structure is more a measure of
geographic proximity than of common ancestry as it is currently construed. The
proposed model disentangles the concepts of language and other cultural components
from that of race. It is hazardous to assume that people who speak endolexically related
languages are biologically related. The proposed model also accounts for the apparent
differential rate of change among languages, while recognising the source of continuity
in lexical form over time despite recurrent transfers into new languages.

5.4 Linguistics and prehistory

Historical linguists and archaeologists use the results of each others' research in
prehistory; both groups are typically working with the anachronistic models of
evolutionary biology developed in the nineteenth century and with notions derived from
the great chain of being that were the foundations of mediaeval philosophy and European
imperialism. Bellwood's (1980) summary of Pacific prehistory reflects well the
consensus in the literature. It is primarily a reconstruction of the prehistory of AN-
speaking peoples focussing on the Polynesians; it is a story in which Melanesia is a
constant problem. Though most of the criticism here is directed at Bellwood, it applies
equally to much of the current literature on Pacific prehistory, such as May and Nelson,
eds (1982) and Kirk and Szathmary, eds. (1985).

To begin with, Bellwood uses the racist taxonomy of humans now discredited by
modern biological anthropology. In his Pacific theatre, the players include Austroloids
and Mongoloids who have been mixed in varying proportions to produce the modern
distribution of genotypes in the Pacific. Bellwood acknowledges that ‘human skeletal
remains in support of this view have not yet been uncovered’ (1980:180); and that ‘genetic
diversity... 1is not correlated in any obvious way with linguistic diversity’ (183).
Nonetheless, he is not discouraged from equating Austroloid with NAN (including
Australian) while equating Mongoloid with AN. Contrary to Bellwood's proposition,
Melanesian gene frequencies are not the result of interbreeding between original pure
strains, but the sort of clinal variation that is found in most species that are distributed
over a large geographic area. Pigmentation, the variant most obvious to Europeans and
the one with which they have been so highly obsessed, ranges widely from Polynesia to the
Solomons, but is also highly variable within any chosen smaller region. In NWNB,
there are very dark people and lighter-skinned people; and though black hair is the norm,
there are also brunettes, blonds and redheads, some frizzy, others with loose curls. The
founder effect and a social organisation with exogamous political units are enough to
account for both the local diversity and the clinal variation. Population genetics,
however, has nothing to do with linguistic classification—a point often overlooked by
prehistorians. Phenotype is limited in range by genotype, but neither alone can be used
as an index of the language spoken by an individual or a society.

Just as prehistorians tend to correlate language and genotype, so they attempt to make
the untenable inference from artifact type to linguistic taxon:
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...archaeological and linguistic evidence suggests that Papuan-speaking
[=NAN] populations settled the Melanesian islands of New Britain and New
Ireland (and perhaps the Solomon Islands) no later than 6,000 years ago and
perhaps much earlier.

Bellwood 1980:177)

The linguistic evidence mentioned here is that NAN languages are spoken in the
Bismarcks and the Solomons today. This current range may be much narrower or wider
than 2,000 years ago. The archaeological evidence demonstrates only that the islands
have been inhabited for the last 6,000 years. Bellwood's inference that these earliest
inhabitants spoke the languages ancestral to modern Aném, Kuot and Nasioi is
conjecture. Human settlements leave traces, but unless those traces include written
documents such as baked clay tablets, there is no way to infer the language spoken from
the detritus left behind. (Even written documents can be misleading, but this is another
issue.) The fact is that such evidence is neutral on the possibility of such inferences—it
neither supports nor refutes the connection between specific remains and any particular
language of its hypothesised ancestor. To be sure, given the intrusive nature of the
distribution patterns of AN languages, the languages of the earliest inhabitants of
Melanesia were probably NAN, but ancestral to which extant NAN languages, if any, is
not even hinted at. For all we know, the precursors of Aném and other NAN languages
east of New Guinea may have permeated the area only 500 years ago.

The same argument holds with respect to the Lapita pottery scenario.

About 3,500 years ago in western Melanesia representatives of the Lapita
culture had established themselves, perhaps in the vicinity of the Bismarck
Archipelago, where their distinctive stamped and incised pottery has been
found.... So far there is no archaeological evidence on the precise point of
origin of the Lapita culture, and it may even be that the characteristics that
distinguish Lapita pottery actually evolved in Melanesia.

Whatever its origin, the new population did not make extensive genetic or
cultural contact with the neighbouring Melanesians.... Over the next 500
years [they] went on to colonize Tonga and Samoa.... The Polynesians had
at last arrived in Polynesia.... Where archaeological facts are absent.... the
linguistic evidence is suggestive.

(Bellwood 1980:184, emphasis mine)

The Aném make masks that look remarkably like those made by speakers of Kilenge, an
AN language. The Aném have not given up speaking Aném as a result of becoming
fisherfolk like the Lusi. This is mere cultural diffusion which results from the kind of
contact encouraged by Melanesian social systems. Given what is now known about
Melanesian social organisation, it is impossible to imagine any plausible scenario that
would allow the Polynesians to sneak through Melanesia without coming into contact
with Melanesians. Artifacts are the physical expression of technology, which, like
language, is cultural—it can be learned and passed on to others wholesale or in pieces.
Like language and religion, technology is susceptible to processes akin to pidginisation.
Again, the evidence is neutral with respect to what languages were spoken by the makers
of Lapita pottery. In any case, the imitation of language and technology is not bound by
genetics. The ethnographic and ecological evidence suggests that it is highly unlikely
the Proto-Polynesians passed through Melanesia genetically and culturally isolated.
The small offshore islands on which the Lapita pottery makers might have lived (like the
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modern Kove and Siasi) are too ecologically impoverished for the subsistence of any
society without access to the resources of the mainland which was, presumably, already
inhabited by Melanesians. The current ethnography suggests that any group living in
Melanesia can do so only by establishing contacts with neighbouring groups. To do
otherwise, the so-called Lapita people would have to have been both militarily powerful
and endogamous, a reconstruction for which there is no evidence whatsoever. By way of
explanation for the small impact that the passing Polynesians had on Melanesian
societies, Bellwood suggests that malaria kept the more delicate Austronesians from
settling and overwhelming the NAN inhabitants with what he considers to be their more
advanced culture (1980:180). The people of NWNB, however, maintain that malaria is
one of the diseases that arrived with European contact. On the basis of obsidian with a
New Britain signature being found in sites 2,600 kilometres away, Bellwood maintains
that the Lapita people ‘were skilled mariners who were able to maintain some degree of
contact between their widely scattered settlements for several hundred years’ (1980:184).
This is equivalent to saying that, because the Romans wore Chinese silk, the Romans
and the Chinese were members of the same ethnic group. Bellwood's requirement is to get
the Polynesians, whose feudal-like social organisation has always impressed
Europeans, out into the Pacific away from the contaminating effects of Melanesians
while keeping intact the Polynesian constellation of genotype, technology and language.
A more reasonable hypothesis is that obsidian travelled from group to adjacent group via
trading routes of the sort described in Harding (1967).

Bellwood, obviously unfamiliar with Melanesian ethnography, fails to appreciate the
complexity and worth of Melanesian political organisation:

As for prehistoric social and economic developments in Melanesia, if an
initial assumption can be made, the records both of archaeology and of recent
ethnography provide some guidance. The necessary assumption is that
Melanesian societies in prehistory were no more complex, particularly with
respect to political integration, than they are today. If this was the case, then I
suggest that the initial hunter-gatherer populations of New Guinea were
organized into fairly mobile bands, each consisting of a few families.... The
next prehistoric phase could have been the initiation of horticulture in New
Guinea and perhaps in adjacent islands. Along with horticulture would have
come settlement into more or less permanent villages adjacent to garden
areas. As mobility became limited, the Melanesian ethnographic pattern, in
which ethnic groups occupy small areas and tend to marry within them, came
into existence.

(Bellwood 1980:183, emphasis mine)

Here, Bellwood makes the same value judgment that pervades the literature—namely,
that the hereditary social hierarchies of Polynesia and feudal Europe are more complex,
and therefore more sophisticated (not to say more highly evolved), than the system based
on individual accomplishments that is the norm in Melanesia and, ideologically at
least, in modern Western-style democracies. Keeping track of exchanges in pigs,
kinfolk, shell money and other goods which are involved in the operation of Melanesian
politics is so complex that it amounts to a lifetime project for social anthropologists and
Melanesians alike (see Scaletta 1985). Furthermore, the people of West New Britain
would be outraged at Bellwood's summary of their social organisation as a lot of
endogamous ethnic groups; in the Melanesian scheme of the world, such an arrangement
would be incestuous. Bellwood has merely mapped the great chain of being onto a



102

misrepresentation of classical evolutionary biology, and used it as a paradigm from
which to interpret human prehistory. This paradigm, unfortunately widely shared
among prehistorians, including linguists, also underlies the doctrine of migrations.

Just as Europeans see the spread of the Romance languages as resulting from the
expansion of the Roman Empire, so they attempt to read migrations into the distribution of
AN languages spoken in the Pacific today. The model is not applicable in either case, but
because it was originally formulated with a peculiar view of the Roman Empire in mind,
it has been almost impossible to avoid making the same interpretations from linguistic
data elsewhere, and equally impossible to suggest other ways of looking at the Pacific
without addressing the original model itself. The Romans, per se, neither displaced nor
exterminated alien populations as they expanded their empire; many of their problems
had to do with the administration of numerous ethnically different peoples they did not
quite understand. Around much of the Mediterranean, people who found themselves
under Roman rule eventually gave up their traditional languages in favour of new
lingue franche endolexically derived from Latin. Not all of those empire-building
soldiers could have grown up within view of the Tiber. While some actual Latin-
speakers were probably involved in the early Roman conquests, by the beginning of the
Christian era, the language itself was most likely relegated to literary, bureaucratic and
formal functions. Otherwise, it was extinct as a vernacular, having been replaced by a
constellation of regional variants collectively called Vulgar Latin.

The received version of the Roman Empire and the family tree model is even less
consonant with the situation in the Pacific. At least in Melanesia, there is no evidence
whatsoever of imperial social organisation. Pawley (1981) hypothesises the early
migration of a homogeneous Oceanic-AN group into the areas of Melanesia where AN
languages are now spoken. He further hypothesises that, after settling in, this Oceanic
society broke into tiny isolated fragments, each diverging linguistically from others and
forming part of the array spoken there today.

The interpretation of the linguistic data through the assumptions of the family tree
model is the only evidence that might possibly suggest large-scale social organisation
and migration. Indeed, large-scale social organisation must be hypothesised if the
linguistic model, as such, is to work in the first place, but all the ethnographic evidence
points in the reverse direction. In NWNB, as in most of the rest of Melanesia, until
European conquest, people lived in politically autonomous hamlets consisting of a few
households. Each hamlet was related to other similarly structured hamlets in a network
based on kinship, friendship and trade. This is still the case, and there is no reason to
believe that, in gross outline, the region was much different in the past. It is more in
keeping with the data to suggest that when Austronesians first arrived in Melanesia, they
came in tiny groups whose contribution to the begetting of more Austronesians has less to
do with genetics and much more to do with cultural transmission, which, for me, includes
technology and language.

The first Austronesians, whatever their biological characteristics, arrived in tiny
groups, probably a couple of canoes-full of people, likely from several different areas
outside Melanesia, and almost certainly in repeated drips (rather than waves) over time.
(The Sahe-Kove described in sections 2.9 and 2.13 are an example of this phenomenon in
this century.) Wherever they landed, they found people already living there, and had to
make tolerably friendly relations with them as quickly as possible. The stories of initial
contacts from New Britain mention exchange of women as one of the first steps in
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establishing peaceful settlement. Bringing in trade items, dance, new technology, and
new forms of social organisation are also important in allowing the immigrant culture
to survive and flourish. Subsequently, new recruits to the culture must come largely from
the indigenous population who then, by virtue of shared culture, become Austronesians
themselves. After only a few such scenarios, the biological contributions of the original
immigrants are insignificant; while the cultural contributions have been reproduced,
with modifications, and spread further by Melanesians to other Melanesians.

It is unlikely that any single group travelled very far in a single generation and
equally improbable that voyages took place consistently in any particular direction. The
gradual extension of AN culture to most of the coastal areas of Melanesia could be
accomplished in much the same way as dye gradually disperses in water—through
random movement in all directions. Since part of AN culture involves seafaring, this
accounts for why AN languages are spoken primarily in maritime environments. It is
not, however, difficult to imagine only some aspects of a culture being replicated in some
cases so that a recipient culture might copy the seafaring technology of the AN donors, but
not the language; and, perhaps, vice versa. Consequently, we should expect to find some
seafaring peoples who do not speak AN languages, and some AN-speaking groups
without maritime technology. Examples of both possibilities are found in NWNB.
Whereas the Mouk speak an AN language and dwell in the mountains, the Aném, who
speak a NAN language, have recently become fisherfolk. Much more care must be
exercised in the use of linguistic data for the reconstruction of human prehistory.
Without proper examination of the assumptions and implications of linguistic models,
the inferences made from linguistic data are liable to be mere fiction.

WORDLIST

The following comparative wordlist is provided as support for some of the points made
in the text. Some items are annotated, starting at 1 on each page, where additional
information seems appropriate. Numbers following arrows (>) refer to a full paradigm
given in the main text; sometimes words do not look like cognates until the entire
paradigm is available for comparison. Other arrows point to entries elsewhere in the
wordlist that should be compared. Null (&) indicates that the form was elicited, but that no
such word exists in that language. Hyphens (-) indicate a bound form—generally, verbs
have a hyphen to the left, while inalienable nouns have a hyphen to the right. Where the
English gloss is ambiguous, further specification is given to the right; for example, ‘burn’
[A__P] is a transitive verb with agent as subject and patient as object, ‘burn’ [P__] is an
intransitive verb with patient as subject, ‘fear’ [E__P] is a transitive verb with
experiencer as subject and patient as object, and ‘comb’ [N] is a noun rather than a verb.
The citation form of Aném nouns is described in section 3.8. Amara body parts are
generally given in third person singular form.
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‘one’ ‘two’ ‘three’
An midé niak bik
Mo keine, kaine! 0xuo etli
Ar kene! oruo etlu
To kene! oruo etlu
La isa akap? etlu
Lu eze rua tolu
Ko eze hua tolu
Ka ede rua tol
Ki tea lua tol
Am kapuk ruo tel

! In these languages, the forms for ‘one’ are the third person singular of an inalienable
noun meaning ‘alone’ or ‘by oneself: Mo/ke-Isak by themselves.
2 Compare La/-kap, Mo/-kap accompany, with.

‘four’ ‘five’ ‘six’
An tanol ési kémli
Mo apeinal® elme lumakaine
Ar apanal® elme lumakene®
To apanal® elme elmekene®
La apanal® elme elmeisa
Lu pape lima lima ga eze
Ko pape lima lima ga eze
Ka pape lima lima ga ede
Ki pape masat masa me tea
Am pap lume lume kapuk

3 These forms combine *pa from POC with *nal from pre-Aném.
4 Possibly from *lima isa.

‘seven’ ‘eight’ ‘nine’
An kisa dénil démlik
Mo lumaxuo lumetli lumesnal
Ar lumaruo® lumetlu® lumesnal®
To elmeruo® elmetlu® elme apanal®
La elmeakap elmetlu elme apanal
Lu lima ga rua lima ga tolu lima ga pape
Ko lima ga hua lima ga tolu lima ga pape
Ka lima ga rua lima ga tol lima ga pape
Ki masa me lua masa me tol masa me pape
Am lume ruo lume tel lumepap

5 In the numerals from ‘six’ to ‘nine’, the Tourai say that their numerals are more like
those of Lamogai, while the Aria claim the set that resembles Mouk as properly their
own. They tend to use both sets interchangeably, however.



‘ten’ ‘twenty’ ‘one hundred’?

An léx leniak buno
Mo sopotno isoxuo buno

Ar sopotno isoruo buno

To sopotno isoruo buno

La sopotno isoruo buno

Lu sapaulu saparua vuno

Ko sapaulu sapa hua vuno

Ka sapaul saparua buno

Ki sapaul sapaul lua

Am sopoul supuruo kuvuspe

1Most of these words appear to be derived from the Bibling word meaning

‘knee/joint/knot’. Am/kuvuspe also means ‘knee/elbow/knot’.
‘adze (>ax) ‘afternoon’ ‘again, too’

An aziu ol blap
Mo kulaluo, akxa? kixui blap
Ar kulaluo, akra? kirui blap
To kulaluo, akra? marup blap
La kulaluo marmum sap
Lu aziu; kulaluo? leilei paze
Ko aziu lailai pape
Ka adi; kolaluo? lailai pade, pau
Ki kolalu, kila? leilei pau
Am okudi reureu pau

2 These are different kinds of adzes.

‘algae’ ‘another’ ‘appear, happen’
An gulumu?® goblap -1
Mo gulumu silap -polou
Ar gulumu?® silap -polou
To gulumu® silap -polou
La malmal silap -gel
Lu gulumu? eze paze -otu*t
Ko gulumu® eze pape -otu
Ka gulup?® ede pade -ot,-uot
Ki lumlum?3 tea pau -pot, -uot
Am olmud? silepg pau -pod, -uod

3The forms for ‘algae’ are the same as those for ‘moss’ in these languages.
4 Also Lu/potu ‘outside’, a locative adverb.
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‘ash’ ‘ask for’ ‘at, to, in, with’
An goxub -nép-k3-12r a-x3, a-12r!
Mo gxoup -pmi tan
Ar group -pap ke
To obrop -pap ge
La obrop pe
Lu kahu -veta pa(ni)
Ko kahu -veta pa(ni)
Ka aupu -gau pan
Ki loa -veta, -sun kpe
Am okoro -nopop ne

1 An/a-12r is used only with animates. An/a-x3 is used with either animates or

inanimates, especially in simplified Aném.

‘ax (>adze) ‘back’
An kebesi bli-g3
Mo aige dogux
Ar gitu, selembo odop,dogur-
To gitu otou
La akra tou-
Lu kavasi zugu-,muri-
Ko hezi zugu-,muhi-
Ka kabasi dige-,muri-
Ki kavasi gunguni-
Am ogugo vine pio

2 Ka/paeamao is the normal form for ‘bad’, while ‘sat’ occurs
Compare Lu/poea mao ‘not good’.

‘bamboo’® ‘banana’

An osu okuk
Mo oxsu, akexne obul
Ar akerne obul
To akerne obul
La akerne obul
Lu sasavu puzi
Ko sasapu puzi
Ka rob pud
Ki rop pur
Am apluk eivul

3 These are all responses to TP/mambu, but may be either generic or specific depending on

the language.

‘bad’
zilik
soulu
soulu
sasi
soulu
sasi
sasi

paeamao, sat?

siapa-
gidapa

in formalised phrases.

‘bandicoot’
moum
melim
melim
melim
melim
maumu

maumu
maeva
emilim



‘barkcloth’

‘base, origin, stump’

‘basket’ (handbasket)

An malo bisé-x1 sék
Mo apas batne uasak
Ar molo batne osak, kerka
To molo batne osak, kerka
La kamut tanra! bate kidika
Lu malo pu-,ipu- kanika
Ko malo pu- kanika
Ka malo pu-, opu- bisipa
Ki malo pu- visipa
Am emelo pio aval
1 La’kamut tanra ‘tree bark’.

‘bat, flying fox’ ‘bathe’ ‘bean’t
An abiap -pak-il sel
Mo bleik -XIS esel
Ar aiua? -ris kligo
To aiua? -ris kligo
La sapaiua? -ris krigo
Lu viapa -liliu voluae
Ko viapa -liliu voluae
Ka biapa -Iiliu boluae
Ki viapa -ualiu veleu
Am asaurum? -1 eveliou

2 These forms are possibly from Lu/sape aiuaha ‘widow's uncle’.
3 A similar form occurs as An/sauxum and Lu/saurum referring to another species of bat.
4 A local cultigen similar to the wingbean grown on New Guinea.

‘bear, give birth’ ‘bed (>place)’ ‘belly’
An -dim-d4 eig,nan pél-p2
Mo -kakluk® kaba dama-
Ar -dibir koba pele-
To -dibir koba pele-
La -iri opus pele-
Lu -popo muli apo-
Ko -popo muli apo-
Ka -popo muli apa-
Ki -sigi muli apo-
Am -kavo® omur kope

5 These forms also mean ‘carry’.
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An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

1 Areca catechu, the betelnut.

‘betel’ !

ezim
eliep
bile
bile
bile
vua
vua
bua
vua
eilep

‘betel pepper’ 2

omot
esis
esis
esis
kadep
zogi
zogi
dog
rek
epto

‘big’

omba

omba

omba, mamil
omba, mamil
mamil
pazopa

paka

kapei

aipa-

ui

2 A vine, Piper betle, the leaves or fruit of which are chewed with betel.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

3 These forms also mean ‘eat’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

4 Related to Lw/-vi-ni ‘swell’ and Luw/-vivi ‘squeeze’, in conjunction with Lu/gaea ‘pig.

‘bird’
éknin
monuk
monuk
monuk
monuk
manu
manu
man
mon
emen

‘blood’ (>red)

esin
maxau
marau
marau
morou
sipi-
sipi-
sipi-
tepo-
otopo

‘bite’
-pai-4
-pand
-ret
-ret
-pen’
-potu
-potu
-pot
-kala
-kere

‘blow ’ (onto fire)

-kil-ag3
-upi
-ipu
-ipu

-ip
-pupu
-pupu
-uso

-S0
-usok

‘black (>charcoal)

kpix

obox

obor

obor

obor
asosopa
kasoka
kusuksuk
asoaso
kuksukpe

‘boa constrictor’
binigaia*

mepex

moro, meper
maruk

maruk, meper
vinigaea*

mararaiapala

ovoire mekle



An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

1 These forms also mean ‘skin’.

‘body’

pala-m4
taxna!
tarna!
tarna!
kana-
tini-
tini-
tini-
tini-
tinio

‘bone’

exi-k3,exe-g3
exi-

eri-

eri-

kaka-
tuatua-
tuatua-
tuatua-
volvoli-

gigio

‘bow (& arrow)?

tixgo
tixgok
malel
malel
malel
kpen
napanipa
pandepa
panapa
amalel
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2 Primarily toys used by boys who sometimes hunt birds with them. The word for ‘arrow’

is the same as ‘spear’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

3 Also the word for ‘taro’.

‘brains’

énip-12r
eski®
sisil-
sisil-
sisil-
uto

uto
utouto
uto
tevelio

‘breadfruit’
étélim
pelim
pelim
pelim
brane
unu
unu
un
kun
epelim

4 Artocarpus altilis, also commonly used to make barkecloth.

5 Used either alone or with juice’ these forms also mean ‘milk’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

6 These forms also mean ‘eat’.

‘burn‘ [A__P]

-pma-d4
-buk
-tin

-tin

-tin
-tunu
-tunu
-tun
-tun(i)
-tin

‘burn’ [P__]

-titim, -kau
bublo
bublo
bublo
bublo

-kau

-esi

-ean®

-kan®

-ken®

related to -4 eat, which usually has the form -t.

‘breast’®

i-4
sisi-
sisu-
sisu-
osu-
tuzu-
tuzu-
tudu-
su-
nempe

bush hen’

keiau
keiau
keiau
keiau
keiau
kaiau
keneo
kaiau
kaiau
okoiou

An/-titim is a reduplicated reflexive, probably also
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‘butterfly’ Canarium ‘canoe’
An sael apaxi éudél, égim?
Mo bakuak apaxi gomot?
Ar bakuok apari gomot?
To bakuok apari gomot?
La kalaplap apaul gomot?
Lu vovo apari oaga
Ko vovo apahi oaga
Ka bobo apal oaga
Ki Ivovo? apal oga
Am ovovo ovrupo ogomod?

1 This seemingly odd initial consonant cluster always follows the noun-marking prefix na-.
2 An/éudél, Ak/égim.
3 Possibly from POC*wapkap ‘canoe’ + *motu ‘island’.

‘carry’ ‘carry on head’ ‘cassowary’
An -kal-ax3 -ia-d4 tabu, ekein*
Mo -kakluk -sun alau®
Ar -kalke -sin alau®
To -kakuk -sin alau®
La -lolo -sun lau®
Lu -visi -uzu soko
Ko -poga -uzu soko
Ka -bisi -ud kaini
Ki -ig -kuri rurum
Am -kavo -gud akaiuor®

4 An/tabu, possibly from POC*tampu; Ak/ekein.

5 Possibly from a form meaning ‘leaves’, reflecting a hunting taboo. The Lusi use tavu,
from An/tabu, while hunting or butchering cassowaries to avoid uttering soko, which
would cause the meat to be tough.

Casuarina ‘catch’ ‘cave, rock shelter’
An lale, ialu -sau-d4 nilé
Mo elei -sau omus
Ar ialu -sau omus
To ialu -kapak omus
La ialu -kapak momus
Lu ealu -sau omus
Ko ealu -sau
Ka eal -sau omus, par pari
Ki au -sau, -sipi
Am elei -sau omus

¢ An/pélpém nil ‘sky’ (LIT: ‘belly of the cave’).



An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘charcoal’
sisix

asipix, asop
asipir, soposo
asipir, soposo
asipir, asop
oaso, matmata
eai aitahe!
asaso

asoaso

asop

‘chest’

pom-k3
omun?
omup?
opgup®
opgup®
gogo-

gogo-

gogo-

ati-, pok poki
kosio

‘chew betel’

-kin
-pas
-pes
-pes
-pes
-sopgo
-so0po
-sogo
-s0p0
-pas
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1 This form may be the same as Lwzipa aitahe and Ka/dipa itae, all of which mean ‘fire
shit’, referring to either ashes or charcoal.
2 Compare An/émip ‘song’ and émip-g3 ‘breath/lung’.

3 This form also means ‘coconut’.

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘chicken’

texik

kuako

kuako

kuako

kuako

kokoako, kokako
kokoako, kokako
kokako

koako

otorokok

‘clam/freshwater’*

tu
baiu
ebiak
ebiak
ebiak
tue
tue
tue
tue
etiue

‘child’

kekele
enen
mimi
mimi
mimi
kekele
kekele
gergeo
melamela
emim

‘clam/giant’

golomada
golomada, kaiapan
golomada
golomada
golomada
golomaza
golomaza
golomada

olol

akunkun, oruor®

4 Generic for freshwater and mangrove clams.
5 Am/akunkun is generic for giant clams, while oruor and golomada (from Kabana) refer to
the largest which are used for pig plates.

6 Copied with 3s suffix from Kilenge.

‘chop down, fell’

-lie-4
-gusip
-gusip
-gusip
-gusip
-hezi
-hezi

-tal
-tele

‘claw, fingernail, toenail’

gis-1r
talpes
talpes
talpes
katalpis
tai-

tai-
temia-¢
temi-
vlisio
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‘clay pot’ ‘cloud’ ‘cockatoo’

An ulo olok moxus
Mo ulo, kixdau saxaba aplau?
Ar ulo sirba aplau®
To ulo sirba aplau®
La ulo sirba aplau®
Lu ulo vuvuri, buburi elea

Ko ulo bubu, bubuhi elea

Ka ulo laulau! elea

Ki kulo pano taea?® ataka
Am ekirau eiuek! aplau®

1 Refer to the leaves used in the rain magic to generate clouds.
2 Means ‘sky shit’. This idiom is also used in the Siasi islands.
3 Derive from forms meaning ‘head + leaf/feather’.

‘coconut’ ‘cold’ ‘comb’ [A__P]
An édip epen -tit
Mo opgup epen -sex
Ar opgup epen -ser
To opgup epen -ser
La opgup epen -ser
Lu niu pulpuli -pele
Ko niu pulipuli -pele
Ka niu memedpa -pele
Ki niu rogapa- -silpei
Am opgup penpenio -sir

4 Means ‘extract, pull out’.

‘comb’ [N] ‘come’ ‘cook’ [A__P]
An lélik -mén -tépm-ag3®
Mo uensik -max -kamlu
Ar emsik -me -kamlu
To emsik -me -kamlu
La emsik -me -kamlu
Lu pelepa -nama -nono
Ko pelepa -nama -nono
Ka pelepa -nam -nono
Ki giub -mai -saman, -samo
Am emensik -me -peiou®, -some

5 Compare Lu/giu, the species of bamboo used to make combs.

6 These forms consist of an unidentified form plus ‘fire’. Am/itépmagi ‘they cooked it’
derives from *i-té-kmi-a-g-i, a marginal form rejected by all speakers, because it is too
drawn out and does not sound good’.



‘cooked’
An -ninik
Mo lipma
Ar lipma
To lipma
La insak, lipma
Lu misit
Ko gazegaze
Ka misi!
Ki -mis!
Am -monei*

1 Also mean ‘dried out’.

‘count’ 2

An -tik
Mo -tik
Ar -tik
To -tik
La -titik
Lu -uaze
Ko -uaze
Ka -uade
Ki -nini
Am -tit

‘copulate’

-n-1r
-isu
-isu
-isu

-gare

-eat
-paiti
-sai

‘crab/mangrove’

amlapo
apgis
apgis
apgis
apgis
amlapo
alimapo
amlapo
almapo
kaudama
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Cordyline

esip

anup

anup

kaduk

kaduk, anup
more, molmolo
mohe

more, molomolo
molomolo
ainup

‘crab/river’s

klakix, kpaxe
takalou
taklou

taklou

taklou
kalakir, kpare
kalakiri
kakaroka
kakaroka
kakaroka

2 These forms are in response to TP/kaunim which also means ‘distribute’.
3 The taxonomy of river crabs is problematic. An/klakix (Lu/kalakir) differs from An/kpaxe
(Lwkpare), but it has not clear whether the other items in the list represent different

species from these.

‘crab/generic’
An kaxauki
Mo A, kaxoki*
Ar 17
To 17}
La kaso
Lu karoki, karauki
Ko karoki
Ka eso
Ki goga
Am okoso

‘crawl’

-xaxai
-xaxai
-didara
-didara
diraga
-rarai
-hahai
-rarai
-rara
-rarar

‘crazy’®

mapamapa
mapamapa
mapamapa
kaka-
mapamapa, gara
mapamapa
mapamapa
mapamapa

gara

kakakapo

4 Salkei-Mouk uses this, but other groups claim there is no generic in Mouk.
5 Also means ‘deaf, ‘physically handicapped’.
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‘crocodile’ ‘crow’ ‘cuscus’
An poea kokxak atém
Mo apua kokxak kxapap
Ar aki tna! kokrak krapip
To aki tna! kokrak kaukaui
La aki tna', poka kakrop kaukaui
Lu puaea karo salakiu
Ko puaea, vagele? karo sahakiu
Ka puaea, bagele? akrok nabaimar
Ki pua akor aiplaka
Am apua akrok akparap

1 Means ‘river mother’, possibly reflecting hunting taboo.
2 Alternate terms used to avoid the name of an in-law if it is the same.

‘cut’ Cycas ‘dance’
An -kp-1 uau -iu
Mo -blou matalo -tixie
Ar -blou matalo -tirie
To -blou matalo -tirie
La -rap matalo -de sakul®
Lu -keti vavaka -tori
Ko -keti vavaka, matolo -tohi
Ka -ket babaka -tol
Ki -tal patolo -gale
Am -suput epetoro -tere

3 Means ‘do song’.

‘deep’ ‘defaecate’ ‘die’®
An io -tébil -zik/-1kil
Mo olu -use -mete
Ar olu -use -mete
To olu -use -mete
La olu -pipre -uren
Lu lamani -vevea -mate
Ko silit -vevea -mate
Ka sil -bebea -mate
Ki lama- -veve -mate
Am eli -paikai -mo

4 Compare Lu/sili ‘high tide’.
5 These forms mean ‘die’ only with the completive, otherwise, they mean ‘faint’, ‘be
unconscious’, ‘numb’.



Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘dig,
-ies
-ias
-ias
-ias
-ias
-lei
-lei
-lei
-kel
-kel

‘dog’

kaua

oulei, gemle!
gemle
gemle

oulei

kaua

kaua

kaua

gaune
ogoune

‘dirty’
oxou
amum
amum
amum
amum
parapa
pahapa
parapa
parapa
mukmukpe

‘dove’
ugim
belis
belis
belis
belis
velis
vazuhi
barur
avol
arvu
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‘do, make

-gén(-4)

-due, -de

-due, -de

-due,-de

-de

-kazo

-kazo

-kado

-kep, -kiv

-kama, -kep, -kapin

‘down’

-géx-il
-duxu
-duru
-duru
-kai
-zio
-zio
-sulug
-raun
-tutuk

1 The Mouk use gemle more frequently than oulei but claim only the latter as truly Mouk.

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

‘drink’
-1k-il
-inim
-inim
-inim
-in
-unu
-unu

‘drum’

buamu
kude
kude
kude
kobom
avomu
kuze
abam
pariua
esiran

(dry,

pit

epis, kakxak
epis, kakrak
epis, kakrak
popok, kakrak
mamasa
mamasa
mamasa

-gol

-par, -posapa
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‘dull’ (eg. knife) ‘ear’ (>3.7e) ‘earth’
An tux, tul gét-3 eidf
Mo pom slapa ebes
Ar pom tala ebes
To put tala tatlak
La put beine titlak
Lu tura, tula tapa- tano
Ko tula talipa- tano
Ka tula tapa- tano
Ki mate eavo! tapa- tatano
Am pumpumpe telpe epes

1 Literally, ‘eye-its not’. The cutting edge of a blade is construed as its eye in all these
languages. Consequently, it is possible to have similar constructions for ‘it is dull’ in
all these languages: An/eilim mantu, Lw/aimata mao.

‘earthquake’ ‘eat’ ‘eel’?
An uun -4 tuna
Mo uexgi -pan bleten
Ar orgi -pen aidap
To orgi -pen aidap
La ano -pen aidap
Lu nauregi, naurigi -ani tuna
Ko nahuge -ani tuna
Ka nauruge -ean tuna
Ki tiutiu -kan(i) tuna
Am etiti -ken evlei

2 Generic, but in the interior languages, usually referring to freshwater eels.

‘egg’ ‘enough’ ‘enter, in’
An nil-p2 didi -kei-1
Mo dobutno iagos -sep
Ar tobutno iagos -sep
To tobutno iabos -sep
La tubutno nokrus, sou -sep
Lu kakatolu karapa -lopa
Ko kaka kahapa -lopa
Ka kakatol karapa -dudupa
Ki palo- -sou -lu

Am otolio -sou -ru



Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

1 A fused form <*ila au, where ila is the 3s neutral possessive and au means ‘father’.

Eucalyptus

obupobup
opon
opon
opon
opon
ovupovup

‘faeces’

pik
ata
ata
ata
ata
tahe-
tahe-
tae-
tae-
ata

‘fat’, ‘obese’

Dpop
-xum
-rim
-rim
mamil
veve-
veve-
-tub
-tup
-rum

‘extract, pull out, dig up’

-pi, -put
-put
-pasu
-pasu
-pasu
-kule
-reg

‘fall’

-pég-il
-gone
-gene
-gene
-mlu
-tapu
-tapu

-ta D
-mol, -top
-makluk

‘father’ (>3.7j)

tita-nl, ai-n1
ilaul

timla

timla

tumla

tama-

tama-

tama-

tama-

arep teme?

‘eye’ (>3.7d)

eil-1r
bitna
bitna
bitna
anta
mata-
mata-
mata-
mata-
mete

‘far’

sué, kié, maua
maua

emia, maua
emia, maua

emia

mamaza, mazaza
mamaza, avahi
aluae

aluae

melak

fear’ [E__P]

-ki-4

-lou

-lim

-Iim

-lim
-matauzi
-matauzi
-mataud
-motau
-motou

2The form arep usually accompanies singular forms of ‘father’, but not in the plural.
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Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

1 Mo/lodi is a specific freshwater fish,
Ar/obar opua ‘wild pig’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘fence’

aka

axi

ari

ari

ade, ari, mapo
ala

ala

ala

sira

odo

‘fish’

ia
apua?
lodu?
lodu?
opua
iha
iha
ia

ia
oupa

‘flower’

eipuxu-g3
doxopen 2
rorogon 2
roropon 2
roropon ?
puru-
puhu-
pur-
ruapa-
dukpe

Ficus
oxon,oxén
tamaxa
tamara
namaipo
namaipo
oren
laoani, logane
oren

kaio

akao

‘float’

-monmono
-maxo, -ples
-maro
-maro
-maro, -ples
-monmono
-momeno

-momono, -patpat

-sul
-padpad

while Ar/ogua means ‘wild food’ or ‘game’, as in

fly’ [A_]
-ié
-uxok
-kei
-kei
-kei
-roro
-hoho
-roro
-lolo
-rourou

2 Derived from verbs meaning sprout ‘new growth’.

‘fire’

kmi
eiou
eiou
eiou
el
zipa
eai
dipa
ripa
eiou

‘flood’

opon
opon
opon
ogon
ogon
oapa
oapa
oapa
opa
edgim

‘fly’ (insect)

laplapo
lopgo
lopgo
lopgo
lopo
laplago
lapolago
lapolapgo
lapo
olopgo



‘fog’
An poulup
Mo polip
Ar gaugau, gaup
To apare ila eiou?
La gaugau
Lu gauku
Ko gaugau
Ka gagau
Ki papau
Am agaugau

1 Literally, ‘a wallaby's fire’.

‘foot’, ‘leg’ (>3.7i)

An ti-g3
Mo kamla
Ar kamla
To kamla
La kamla
Lu ahe-
Ko ahe-
Ka ae-

Ki ae-
Am ka ruo

‘fold’

-ko-4,-polu-ag3
-mol

-pol

-pol

-lom

-polu

-polu

-pol

-ruki

-kop

‘forest’

asiax

omop

omop

omop

omoy, bubla
saru

sahu

tibur
uroura
eivur
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‘follow’

-l1éxém-1
-didi

-didi

-pupru
-pupru
-nasi

-nasi, -tani
-nasi
-kirim, -oata
-nasi

‘frog’

kalo
bael
bael
kala
matao
kalo
kalo
kalo

gou
aval, amkik?

2These are specific names referring to a large and small variety respectively. There is no

generic.

‘fruit’
An ébél-g3
Mo uatna
Ar otna
To otna
La ota
Lu puapua-
Ko puapua-
Ka puapua-
Ki molemole®
Am kane

3 Probably a reduplicated form from *molamola- with the 3s suffix.

‘full’+
épéx
apax
bon
bon
bon
-onu
-onu
-on,-uon
ano-
-pon

‘fuzz, barbs’
émkis
omsop
omsop
omsop
kisislep®
asile
asile
asile
momosa
asile

4 The rection sometimes differs from English: An/karasin épéx axi lam ‘The lamp is full
of kerosine’. An/lam épéx would mean ‘It is full of lamps’. Compare, however,
Am/ekirau ipon ne eiki ‘The pot is full of water’.

5 Compare the forms for ‘hurt’, especially An/sis and La/kisis.
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‘gall bladder’ ‘garden’ (>place, bed) ‘ginger’/Alpinia 3
An eni-k3 nan, pén, ai épgix
Mo onu- iage,! omux agiau
Ar onu- iage,! omur egiau
To onu- iage,! omur dabol
La onu- iage! egiau
Lu oasu- zazapa agia
Ko asu- mopa zozoni
Ka asu- dadapa palam °
Ki osi- kumo,? pano petepa
Am osio okmopo? orgur

1 jage also means ‘industrious’. Compare Mo/iage kobok ‘he's lazy ’ or ‘he has no
garden’.

2These forms are probably cognate: Am/okmopo <*a-kumo-po.

3 Both specific and generic for plants whose leaves are used for wrapping food, butchering
platforms and makeshift beds.

‘ginger’/Zingiber * ‘give’ ‘go’
An éudik, emles -sn-1r,-sop-k3 -k/-ul
Mo emles -kax -la
Ar emles -kar -la
To emles -karou -la
La emles, sapger -karou -la
Lu haia -pani -la
Ko haia -pani -la
Ka laia -pani -la
Ki gena -kiv -la
Am emles -sup -la

4 Generic for ginger whose rootstock is used for medicinal/magical procedures.

‘good’ ‘grate’ ‘greasy’

An leim -pi-d4 -zék

Mo itau -nou dikpen
Ar itau -nou dikpen
To itau -nou dikpen
La itau -nei doko

Lu poea -nau mona-
Ko doko -nau mona-
Ka kemi -nau mona-
Ki papua- -nau mona-
Am parape -nou -mimis

4 Used to compliment food.



2 Probably with metathesis.
3 Ki/kiue, Am/ekiue ‘rat’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘green, blue
bié

ebix

ebir

ebir

ebir
viviripa
vivihipa
birbiriapa
vilviliapa
virviriapa

‘hard’

kéxés

nagax

nagar

adar

kairak, koklop
matua

vohu

matua

volvoli-
kakrakpe

‘hear’

-degip-k3
-klipen
-klipen
-tlipen
-rogon
-logoni
-logoni
-lopo
-lopo
-lopo

‘hair, leaf, feather’

ki-12r

uole

elilo

elilo

kolouna

launi-

launi-

launi-

loulou-, laulau-
uore,uoruore

‘hawk’

ui

pamxi
pamri
akom

akom

ui

lago

uloto

kamo kiue®
kamo kiue®

‘heavy’

mi

talu

kodu

anit

anit, kadu
kulupu
kua
kulupu
patapa-
patape
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‘hand, arm’ (>3.7h)

tim-n1
limla
limla
limla
meila?
lima-
lima-
bage-
vage-
lume

‘head’ (>3.71)

og-12r
apna
apna
apna
apna
zava-
vola-
labora-
kuri-
gura

‘help’

-lua-d4
-lua
-lua
-lua
-lua
-lua
-lua
-lua
--pulai
-koro
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Hibiscus! ‘hide [A__PT ‘hip’
An amsexe, palu -ki-1r omtu-g3
Mo amsexe, palu -kukep omtu
Ar palu -lun omtu
To palu -kukuop omtu
La palu -kukop omtu
Lu amsere -muzani omtu,uvu-
Ko ansehe, napolpol -posi vu-
Ka ansere -mudan ubu-
Ki polpol -totolpa sapepa-
Am opuru -volkou gelio

1 Used for wrapping tobacco. Compare the forms ‘for fold’.

‘hit, kill’ ‘hold’ ‘hole’
An -b-3/-pel-4 -kisi-ax3 ébik
Mo -mluk -kis obuk
Ar -mluk -kisi obuk
To -mluk -gisi obuk
La -mluk -gis obuk
Lu -rau -kisi vovo
Ko -hau -kisi vovo
Ka -rau -kisi baba
Ki -lau -toko, -kisi ripe
Am -pun -kiskis orur,vre

Homalium ‘honeycomb’12 ‘honeycomb’ 23
An maxda uame aplég
Mo boi uame aplek
Ar boi uame aplek
To boi uame aplek
La boi uame aplek
Lu marara oame aplek
Ko mahaha oame 17
Ka marara bon 17}
Ki 1%
Am ovoire epimuk, ovon 7]

2 Refers to both the wax and honey made by a non-stinging bee about the size of a
housefly, called An/eidenim uame, Mo/uame ilaide, Ar/uame tna, Lu/oame aitna,
Ka/bon itna, Am/epimuk tne all meaning ‘mother of honeycomb’. Ka/bon and
Am/ovon refer to the wax made by this bee and used for tuning drums. Ki/latia sulia
means ‘honey”: sulia means ‘its juice’, but the meaning of latia is unknown.

3 Made by a large stinging wasp that makes paper nests in trees.



‘hornbill’

mexiap
mexiap
meriap

' meriap

meriap
meriap
meriap, bea
orogon
akpok
akpok

‘hot’

épil

epil

epil

epil

epil
oanana
oanaoana
oanaoana
-nounou
menene
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‘house/woman's’

ene
ninu
ninu
ninu
itar?
luma
luma
luma
nia?
eivin?

1 Traditionally houses for women and their children. Men lived apart in the men's lodge.
Married men now live in their wife's house.
2 Also means ‘village’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘house/men's lodge’
éuzié
oxmun
ormun
ormun
odiep
lumu
lumu
lum
ulum
ourum

‘how many’
migé
sesue
sesue
sesue
aisen
piza
piza
pida
pia
usei

‘hunt with net’

-gla
-bax
-bar
-bar
-bar
-ere
-ehe
-ere

-ele

3 The men's lodge was traditionally the spirit house and cemetery associated with each
patriclan. Now it functions mainly as a dormitory for bachelors and widowers.
4 That is, to drive pigs and cassowaries into nets with a lot of noise.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘hurt, pain’
sis

nisi

doro

doro
kisis
-aiai, -eiei
-aiai

-elel
-karkar
-pid

5 Either specifically Imperata

Inncarpus

uapge

uapge, iou, amsi
eiui

eiui

kamrip

ua

ua

ua

ip

eip

Imperata °

odo

ogu

ogu

ogu
ogu,ougu
ugu

ugu
gupa

gu

ogu

or generic for open patches of grassland.
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Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

‘inside’
emkei-k3, eilo-x3
aitno
aitno
aitno
anto
lolo-
lolo-
lolo-
remo-
gorio

‘island’

nu
omot, nu
omot, nu
omot
omot

nu

nu

inu
motmot
omod

‘Juice’
komu-k3
olune
olune
olune
adaine
suru-, suri-, sulu-
suhu-
sulu-
suli-
sirio

‘intestines’

lis-k3
mogolu
mogolu
mogolu
mogolu
mogari-
mogali-
mogali-
mogali-
gorgorio

‘itchy’

adi

kaklak

kaklak

kaklak

kaklak
-tuntun, -akala
-akala

-tuntun
-tuntun
-tuntun

‘knee’ (>joint, 100)

bols-1r
bunene
buno
buno
buno
volvolu-
volvolu-
kubal
suki-
kuvuspe

‘ironwood’

buané
bana
bana
bana
bana
vona
bona
bana
vona
ovono

[543 ’

jaw

gim-g3
baxpa

bapa

bapa

bapne
azeze-, balbalu-
azeze-
adade-, balubalu-
givasi-

para
‘knife’

te

elil

elil

udage
udage, lupai
uzage

hai

didid

pul

eseve



An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

1 Also means ‘see’.

‘know’

-pun-1r
-ile

-ile

-ile
-rek!
-oatai
-oatai
-oatai

-otai
-klele

2 Derived from ‘back’

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘laugh’

-bazé-1
-dibel
-ibel
-ibel
-debel
-pipi
-pipi
-pip
-pip
-pip

‘ladder, bridge’

tete
sipen
sapga
sapga
sapga
tete
tete
tete
tete
atatapo

‘leaf wrapper’
iik

eiuk

eiuk

eiuk
eiuk,orou
laulau
laulau
laulau
laulau
eiuek

‘later’

mesi, adidi
batne
batne, mase
batne

rop... no
muriai?
muhiai?
muriai?
aimul
gidmeipo

This form elicited with great difficulty (see 2.15).
with a locative suffix.

‘leech’

kpal

kpal, dipman
7]

7]

agol

dikman

7]

naroma
roma
edidmen

125

3 Alpinia, banana or banana-like leaves used to cover food for cooking in stone ovens or
for storage.
4 Found clinging to leaves in the damp rainforest at higher altitudes.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘lefthand’

gala

gala

gala

gala

gala

gagala
gagala
gagala, apas
pas

pas

‘lie, false’®

-pape-1
-iak

-iak
-katkatu
-katu
-dumu
-bulobulo
-pakaka
-pokaka

-pagara

5 Also used for ‘tease’, ‘fool’, ‘trick’, ‘unreal’.

‘lightweight’
iéxik
maxkan
markan
markan
markan
malmalani
mal(a)malani
malmalan
makelepa-
kopospe
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‘lime powder™ ‘little’ ‘liver (>lungs)’
An glim boid, kuke klap? él-k3
Mo akau magit ono?, otno atna
Ar okou daudep bomso
To okou daudep pupu
La oglum sadi pupu-
Lu eaoa kahaku atete-
Ko eaoa kahaku atete-, atate-
Ka eaoa kakau ede atate-
Ki au kapori- ate-
Am okou kapora se? katkate

1 Calcium oxide, a white caustic powder, made by heating clam shells, coral or
limestone, and used for chewing with betel, for making paints and for
medicinal/magical procedures. Compare the forms for ‘white.’

2 Obligatory diminutive particle occurs as second element.

‘long’ ‘lose ’ [A__P] ‘lost’ [P__]
An ségél -tis-k3 -tis
Mo kos -dno
Ar alap -sogon -mina
To alap -sopon -popmo
La malkat -paip -popmo
Lu voru -kinani -susu
Ko zaezae -kinani,-kininani -susu
Ka mamarae -susu
Ki molopa- -pasoli -solia
Am muntukpe -usis

‘louse’ ‘lungs’ (liver) ‘magic’t
An seim popxos-g3, pa-nl molo
Mo otu Ppopxos logle
Ar otu popros borou
To otu popros borou
La otu bomse, bose berou
Lu tuma popros vorou
Ko tuma malmalani vorou
Ka tuma boroeo- borou
Ki gine pisopiso- vorou
Am ekid vovse ovorou

3 Referred to as ‘the second liver’ and often confused with it. Consequently, the form
for ‘lungs’ in one language is often related to ‘liver’ in another.
4 Generic for magic excluding ‘sorcery’.



An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘malay apple’

poi
puai
puai
bekei
iarup
puai
puai
poai
pokai
opokai

‘mango’

korae
kadai
kadai
kadai
kadai
kozae
kozae
kodae
uoe
oglis

‘marry’

-1l-4, -gén amlak

-1
-gi
-g1
-ul
-oai
-oai
-oai
-ole
-uole

‘male’

axap

axap

arap

arap

apgrap
tomone
tamone
arapa

tamta

adan, tamane

‘mangrove’

bal

bale

bale

bale

bale

vale

vale, bale
bare
goro
arpgom

‘meat, flesh’

ki-g3
okux
okur
okur

mezameza-

mezameza-

medameda-
meramera-

kurio

3 ’

man

dokam
gute

gute

ute

tou

tanta

ava

eaba
tamta, vola
otogou

‘many, all (5100, knee)

" buno

buno

buno

puda
puda
vuno, salai
salai

busa

aipur, aiuol
vuturu

‘monitor lizard’

pixdém, paxia
pixdem, paxia
paria
paria
paria
paria
pahia
paria
palo!
epero
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! Compare Ki/pariua ‘drum’. The tympanum of an hourglass drum is made from the

skin of a monitor lizard.
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An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘moon’

klip
taiko
taiko
taiko
saiko
taiko
taiko
taiko

top
ognumur

‘morning’
ugé séksék!
nasaksak,! gotu?®
kotkotu?
kotkotu?
kotkotu?
bopbopi®
vopvopi’
gaisala
utue
dipdipo

1 The forms are complete verb phrases.

2 Compare the forms for ‘tomorrow’.
3 Compare the forms for ‘night’.
4 Compare the forms for ‘sandfly’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘moss’

gulumub
olmut
gulumu®
gulumu®
olmut
gulumu®
gulumu®
gulup$
lumlum®
olmud®

‘mother’ (>3.7k)

aia-nl, eide-nl
ilaide <*ila ide
tna

tna

kina

tna-

tina-

tna-

tna-

akmarep tne®

‘mosquito’ 4

kneili
lomuk
nomuk
nomuk
nomuk
kikilamo
makinkini
makinkin
mugingin
ovunkin

‘mountain’
ébét

ebet

murup,” gigri
murup,” gigri
gime

lusi

lusi

lusi

lolo

olusi

5 The forms for ‘moss ’ are the same as those for ‘algae’ in these languages.
¢ Am/akmarep ‘old woman’ occurs with singulars but not plurals.
7 Compare Ak/mip ‘mountain’, An/mip ‘steep grade’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

8 Compare the forms for ‘ear’.

‘mountain crest’

abél

obxou
obrou
obrou
obrou
vereo

bereo
olo-
akamele

‘mouth’ (>3.7g)

bop-g3
aine

ene

ene

aona

aoa-

aoa-

aoa-

ao-
nakane vre

‘mushroom’

ki
makue
makue
makue
makue
tatalipa®

tatalpa®
talpa®
euil



Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

1 Compare the forms for ‘morning’.

‘name’

epi-1r
lagpa
apan-
apan-
an-
eza-
eza-
eda-
pasis
serio

‘nest’

enik

onuk
onuk
onuk
onuk
enik

giniu
giniu
giniu
onuk

‘night’
nib
epmes
epmes
epmes
opmos
vopn!
vopi!
bop!
vop!
vilpop

‘near’
lék
uanuk
luo

luo
oluo, reit
siomoli
siomoli
boloma
tauoi
teuei

‘net’

opu
omdu
omdu
omdu
apkal
puo

puo, kuba
puo

puo

opuo

‘nose’

pipi-1r
epxip

topur-
topur-

dor-

nuzu-

nuzu-
nunu-,nudu-
vani-
sporeka
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‘neck’

agim-k3
agum

agun

agun

agu-

gali- gagali-
gagalu-
gagali-
goli-

adepe

1 ’

new

masik
uoku
oku
oku
tapan
pau
pau
pau
pau-
uakpe

‘obsidian’
étik
odlop
eglop
omos
omos
aliali
aliali
adial
elpa
eirer
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Octomeles ‘old’ (thing) ‘paddle’
An odoga adigi pore
Mo koxdo pamen ina? melba
Ar kordo oglou ina? melba
To kordo oglou ina? melba
La okiom alipgo melba, pue, pode
Lu oagatau! momoho poze
Ko oagatau? mohomoho poze
Ka oaga! mugamuga pode
Ki kilmo mugapa- pe
Am ogororo vugop ka? opoi

1 Compare the forms for ‘canoe’. This tree is favoured for canoe building.
2 Literally: ‘from before’. The second element is the edible 3s possessive.

Pandanus 1, ‘mat” Pandanus 2* ‘parrot’
An mik parpara kasép
Mo omoi padapada kalapa
Ar omoi banda kalapa
To omoi banda kalapa
La parak parpara kalapa
Lu moe pazpaza karapani
Ko moe pada kahapani
Ka moe padapada kalapan
Ki matuk para aikalapa
Am omoi apadapada akalapa

3 Has leaves 10-20 cm wide which are sewn together to make sleeping mats. Interior
people claim this to be a recent introduction from the coast.

4 Has leaves 6-10 cm wide, formerly used by interior people for mats. Bears a large
fibrous segmented fruit. Possibly Nypa fruticans.

‘path’ ‘penis’ ‘people’
An lup él-p2 onu
Mo ienim uetne osep
Ar ekrep otne, merge osep
To ekrep otne,merge osep
La sukuna, osou is- oduk
Lu ezapu uti- pana
Ko ezapu uti- pana
Ka edap uti- panua
Ki roro kuti- tamtamaol

Am ekrep kutio otodgoio



‘phlegm’ ‘pig/generic’ ‘pig/black’
An poy-k3 aba zizip
Mo opxus abax nakum
Ar epris obar nakum
To epris obar nakum
La epris kanem nakum, morop
Lu popo- gaea oasaso
Ko popo- gaea kasoka
Ka popo- gaea kosuksuk
Ki muli- ga asoaso
Am opur espei apakum
‘pig/brown’ ‘pig/hairless’ ‘pig/spotted’?
An malilip gelet loggolopgo
Mo mexden gelet lopgolopgo
Ar merden gelet lopgolopgo
To merden gelet loggolopgo
La maraiden galat tultuli
Lu ururi zagi logologo
Ko uhuzi zagi logologo
Ka urur dag lopgolopgo
Ki oleolepa- gelet simbombom
Am amarakai egeled kalopge
1 Young have horizontal stripes which disappear with age.
2 White with large black spots.
‘pig/white’ ‘pig tusks’ ‘pillow’
An ogu puti san
Mo ogu, paulik bole uelpen
Ar paulik bole elio
To paulik bole elio
La ogu, pailuk paidala kaklop
Lu suku vole alio
Ko kapkapa oakioaki alio
Ka bodebode dopa nakulpa
Ki vore- ropa kulupa
Am osuk evid okulpo

3 Upper canines of hogs are removed to allow lower canines to grow continuously in an
arc that may form a complete circle. After butchering, these are retrieved and bound
together in a pair which is worn around the neck or held between the teeth during
dancing or warfare.

4 Traditionally carved from the midrib of a sago frond.
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Ka
Ki
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1 A cultigen resembling sugarcane.

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

3 Compare with the forms for ‘deep’.

‘pitpit?
gak
tobox
tobor
tobor
lopu
tauari
tavuahi, tabuka
tabual
pas
ogoropo

‘p]ay,

-page-1
-kole
-kole
-kole
-kole
-kaliapa
-kavapahi
-titiau
-rikarika
-lovlovo
‘pond’ (in river)
koboxiu, obubu
bubu, olu3

bubu

bubu

tilu

ililii

liuliu

eli volio®

‘place (>bed, garden)

nan

omux
omur
omur

tuvuru
tuvuhu
tibur?

nia, pano?
epeno

‘plant’ [A__P]

-kén-ag3
-uasak
-usak

-usak
-uasek

-zoa

-zoa

-earum
-kumo,-guni
-se

Numerous varieties are grown for their edible
seedstalk. Possibly Saccharum spontaneum. Compare with the forms for ‘sugarcane’.

2 Ka/tibur also means ‘forest’; Ki/nia ‘house’, ‘village’; Ki/pano ‘ground’.

Poinciana
lag, amoxu
daga

daga

daga

daga
amoru
amoru
amoru

edege

‘post’
kél

kadapa
kadapa
kadapa
kazapa
kazapa
kadapa
sil
opup

Pometia

nuap
emlip
emlip
adada
aulop
noap
naulpili
gaual

emlip

‘prawn’*

agf
agen
agen
agen
geil
gelema
gelema
gelema
gelema

eigin

4 Generic for ‘prawn’, ‘lobster’, and ‘shrimp’, but freshwater prawn’ is the focal
meaning, especially in the interior languages.
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1 These forms mean ‘belly’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘pregnant’

peni
somogu
somogu
somogu
sumugu
apo-!
apo-!
apa-!
apo-!
kope!

‘pus’z
énip-k3
anak
anak
anak
anak
nanai
nanai
nanai
nana-
enene

‘pull’

-nini-k3
-XIx1

-riri

-riri
-nak,-riri
-zaza

-zaza

-dada
-sarie,-uleke
-it, -dada

‘push’

-d4

-tapul, -baluk
-pul

-pul

-sapul
-suku(lani)
-sukulani
-susuran
-patila

-tilak

2 Also refers to the viscid sap of some plants.

3 Also generic for ‘snake’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
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Ki
Am

‘quickly’

paide
paide

-bale, paide
-bale, paide
-bale
samoreani
samehani
manamana
kairik
nigrik

‘rain’
luo
axagu
arugu
arigu
oruon,erei
aoara
aoaha
aoara
sava
asal

‘punting pole’

toa
otou
otou
otou
otou
toa
toa
toa
to
otou

‘python’

tiel
aulas®
emei
emeil
amat?®
tiele

motanpa

akanpo

‘rapids’*
zizil
didli
diglu
diglu
didlu

zizil
salia

kurio

4 A place where a river could be forded with little danger from crocodiles.
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‘rat’ ‘rattan’ 1! ‘rattan’ 22
An kuruke kexi axila
Mo kiue etikex kixia
Ar kiue aber kiria, nalia
To kiue aber lilou
La abi teker lilou
Lu kuzuke keri arila, ahila, nalia
Ko kuzuke kehi ahila
Ka kuduke keri aria
Ki kiue kora alia
Am ekiue akloun aria

1 Large-leafed rattan used for roofing on temporary shelters.
2 Small-leafed rattan used for hafting and making pubic aprons. Ar/Lu/nalia is copied
from Ki/na-alia. Lu/ahila is from Kove.

‘raw’ (>unripe) ‘red’ (>blood) ‘reef (>shallow)

An -na éxiék sia

Mo akat eibmox asax

Ar akat dimor asar

To akat dimor asar

La akat dimor, dimotmot asar

Lu kasiki sipsipia sia

Ko pau sipsipia sia

Ka kasiki sipsipia sia

Ki vita- kilkilupa- kur

Am naprikpe toptopapa okur, asar
‘return’ ‘ridgepole’ ’righthand’

An -sim-fl ududu seim

Mo -bauluk? komdupo lokono

Ar -dip komdupo odup

To -dip komdupo odup

La -uris komdupo odup

Lu -lua- uzuzu tau

Ko -lua- uzuzu tau

Ka -lua- udud uatai

Ki -mule® ano- ono

Am -mle3 ovnippo togou

3 Mo/bauluk ‘turn’. Compare Ki/puli, Am/pul ‘turn’, both of which have corresponding
oral grade onset.

4 Compare Mo/odup, To/otou ‘straight’; La/tou, Am/otogou ‘man’; and Mo/Ar/lokono,
To/La/logono, Lu/Ko/Ka/tau ‘true’.



135

‘ringworm” ‘ripe’ ‘root’
An pelpel osu zilpén-2
Mo pelpel osou dimolo
Ar eper sisiou gitno?
To eper sisiou gitno?
La eper sisiou gitno, gito?
Lu pelpel vulavula oaoari-3
Ko kezikezi vini oaoahi-3
Ka pelpel blabla oaroari-?
Ki pelpelepa- -kis oka-
Am epelpelpo sosou remte

1 Compare with the forms for ‘monitor lizard’. The disease makes the skin look like that
of the lizard.

2 Also mean ‘tail’.

3 Compare the forms for ‘vine’.

‘rotten’ (>wet ) run ‘sago’
An ékis -gxig-il kaxabo
Mo okus -suop txapan
Ar okus -suap tarpan
To okus -noplu tarpan
La meia -noplu, -sop tarpan
Lu -vuza -laguzi momo
Ko -vuza, -vuga, -vusa -lazo momo
Ka -buda -lado mama
Ki -vua -ut momo
Am -morop -ud atarapo

‘sago hammer’ ‘saltash’™ ‘salty, sweet’
An ualu lésip masmasi
Mo okoli sedik galo
Ar koli sedik galo
To koli sedik galo
La koli, kolia sedik galo
Lu ualu lesin masmasi
Ko ualu 17] mas(i)masi
Ka ual 7] masmasi
Ki guvapa 7} taitaiapa-
Am aualpo papakpe

4 Formerly made by interior people by burning driftwood.
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‘sand’ ‘sandfly” ‘scar’?
An labu kiki,xemxemo esik-m4
Mo labu moxomo amal, asuk
Ar labu moromo amal
To labu moromo amal
La labu marama amal
Lu lavu kemkemo, moromo gil
Ko lavu nimnimu, kemkemo muli-
Ka riripa nimnim, kikiramo gil
Ki maga kikiramo rava-
Am olov,omoge omromo vagalgalpe

1 Various species.

2 Compare An/esik used to refer to the skin colour of Europeans, and Am/osuk ‘white’,
‘albino’. Mo/Ar/To/amal also refers to designs and the colour of European skin as
well as to scars.

‘sea eagle’ ‘sea, saltwater’ see
An bogi pesia -ké-12r
Mo bogi misuon -xik,-ulup
Ar bogi misuon -erke, -pati
To bogi musien -rik
La biso musien -rik,-rek
Lu vogi tazi -kona
Ko vogi tazi -kona
Ka bogi tad -gera
Ki saumoi tai -li
Am saumoi emeo -rei

‘seed’ ‘sew’ ‘shallow’ (>reef)
An lali-k3 -dimili-ag3 tat
Mo londo -sisix taxtax, asax
Ar otna® -mter* tortor, asar
To otna® -mter?* tortor, asar
La ota® -sisir toto
Lu puapua-3 -zizi sia
Ko puapua-3 -zizi sia
Ka puapua-3 -saisai sia
Ki naroparo- -sai kanrespa-
Am pagilio -seisel moko

3 Also means ‘fruit’.
4 Also means ‘stab’, ‘spear’.
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1 Possibly from POC*tampu.
2 Made from Triton sp.

‘shell money’

matabu!
teli

teli

teli

teli

vula

vula

bula
matavup!
amatavu?

‘shell trumpet’2

koni
kuliep
kuliep
kuliep
kuliep
taule

taule
taule
okulep

3 Not traditional among coastal groups.

Mo
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‘shiver’

-gig-il
-negigik
-nakarkar
-nakarkar
-nakarkar
ligligi
-ligligi
-samimi
-samimi
-samimi

‘Siasi dish’
tebila

tumxo, tabila
tumoro, tabila
tumoro, tabila
tumro, tabila
tavila

tavila

tabla

tavila

otovro

‘short’

pitik

babit, bolbolo
bolbolo
bolbolo

eket, bolbolo
volvolo
volvolo
bolobolo
moro-,tuktuki
kmuspe

‘sick’

-peia

-paia

daupon
daupon
-sar,dagon
-zivali
-zivali,-zivazi
-dibal

-rival

-sago

‘shield’

asia

asua

osua

osua

osua

gariu
gahiau
gariau
gariau, sipel
egeliou

‘shoulder’

pol-g3
opol

opol, eriak
opol, eriak
riak

oala-
oala-

pol

alo-
galapa

‘sister’ (>3.7m)*

sial-1r
lutno
lutno
lutno
luto
liu-
liu-
liu-
liu-

lio

4 Sibling or parallel cousin of opposite sex: Luw/ailiu ‘his sister’ or ‘her brother’.
se‘my brother’ (female speaking), Am/luk map se ‘my sister’ (male speaking), both

forms with Am/se

‘diminutive’.
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An
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1 Also means ‘stay’, ‘remain’, ‘be located’; equivalent to TP/stap.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
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Am

‘sit’
-sik/-sull
-dop!
-dop!
-dop!
-ma
-zoa-
-zo-
-mado
-mate
-meitet

‘skirt’

didu
kokxei
koro
koro
koro
ozoa
0zoa
odoa
mul
osoro

‘skin, bark, shell’

a-m4, palau-g3
taxna

tarna

tanra

tanra

kukuli-
kulkuli-
kukuli-
kulkuli-
kulkulio

‘sleep’, ‘lie’
-sém/-tel
-munu
-munu
-munu
-makaduk, -mlok
-eno

-eno

-eno

-kono
-kono

‘skinny’

toxtox
toxtox
andar
andar
roria
-pegpege
-pegpege
-pegepege
-vokvok
perperpe

‘slippery’ (>smooth)

-gé klot

daglik

diglik

diglik

didlik

sakeke

momoli, sakekepa
kles

kirikkirik
didlikpe

2 Traditional women's clothing woven from shredded rattan leaves into flat fringed
bundles which are held in place, front and back, with a barkcloth belt. Undecorated
skirts are now part of mourning dress for women.
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‘slit gong’

gilamo
akolop
gilamo
7]

7]
gilamo
gilamo
kude
kure
edge

‘slow, carefully’

son-ax3

molil

molil

epis

-penpen
misilani
misilani

kemi = ‘good’
mosmos

omos

‘smell’ [E__P]

-sép-k3
-kun

-kun

-kun

-kun

-nuzi

-nuzi

-nud

-tope kuni-3
-dup kio®

3 Ki/na-tope kuni-a ‘I smell its smell’; Am/o-dup kio ‘I smell its smell’.
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1 Compare with forms for ‘tobacco’.

An
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2 No generic elicited in Kilenge. Varieties include: Ki/palala,

‘smell’ [NI]

tomo-i4
mna
amna
amna
miapan
uazi-
uazi-
uadi-
kuni-
kio

‘snail’ (river snails)

poxe
somoxo
somoro
somoro
somoro
zuzue
zupzupi
dudue
g 2
opogor

‘smoke’!
bil

asi

asu

asu

asi

vosu
vosu
basu
vupa-
omupo, ompo

‘snake’

mota

aulas = ‘python’

mota

uan sasi = ‘bad thing’
amat = ‘python’

mota

mota

mota

mota

omoto

other languages also have an array of different types.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘soft’
-niék
omuk
omuk
omuk
babia
marumu
mahumu
marum
maruma, vesa-
mulumpe

‘son, daughter’ (>3.71)

gi-p2
otno, enen
otno

otno
ginou
natu-
natu-
natu-

tu-

etio se®
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‘smooth’ (>slippery)
Il

kelil

kelil

kelil

kelil

sakeke

sakekepa, momoli
kles

kirikkirik
didlikpe

‘sneeze’
-psia
-gispi
-gispi
-kispi
-kispi
-kapusia
-kapuse
-kapisia
-kasine
-kaspi

siuasiua, and ulsusu. All

‘song’™
émip
sakul
sakul
sakul
sakul
vopa
voupa
baupa
vaupa
ovoupo

3 Am/otuk se ‘my son’, Am/otuk map se ‘my daughter’, both with se ‘diminutive’.
4 To sing in all languages is the equivalent of ‘do song’; eg. An/u-1 émip ‘he sang’, Mo/ti-
due sakul ‘they sang a song’. An/émip-g3 ‘breath’.
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‘soon’ ‘sore, ulcer’ ‘speak, talk’
An bélém, klap kxik beta-m4 -uai
Mo ono blap ono egle -uai
Ar masalap egle -uai
To masilap egle -pelio
La masilap egle -kanes
Lu tepaze, teta paze voto- -posa
Ko kahaku teta voto- -posa
Ka teta pade boto- -posa
Ki moleeavo kankanpa-! -popo,-vul
Am seblep se ekenkenpo? -kole

1 Compare forms for ‘eat’.

‘spear’ [N] ‘spear, stab, pierce’ ‘spirit’ 1, ‘masalai’?
An obul -tl-1 pape, ebli®
Mo uala -mtex logle
Ar ola -mter egle = ‘sore’
To ola -mter barau
La belip, bilip -grai barau
Lu izo -gali iriau?®
Ko izo -gali ihiau®
Ka ido -gal iriau®
Ki io -gali ruk
Am eila -se ovorou = ‘magic’

2 A lonely spirit associated with specific places. Causes illness by capturing the souls of
the living to keep it company.
3 Also means ‘young unmarried man’.

‘spirit’ 2, ‘tambaran’ ‘spirit’ 3, ‘soul’d ‘spit’, ‘saliva’
An eni él-1r boid
Mo maxba an- omsok
Ar malilu an- omsok
To malilu an- omsok
La toptop an- omsok
Lu antu anunu- mou-
Ko anitu anunu- mou-
Ka antu anunu- mau-
Ki aitu anuni- pao-
Am okunid kanio epsok

4 Spirit that changes form, often between bird and human, and eats people.
5 Also means ‘shadow’, ‘image’ or ‘reflection’.
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‘stand’

-lik/-1ul
-mxi
-bri
-bri
-tir
-gunu
-gunu
-madid
-mari
-mid
‘stick 1/carrying”
sigi
sigi
sigi
sigi
sigi
sigi
sigi
sigi
varapa
esik

‘star’
eili
biku
biku
gigimo
gigimo
gigimo, motala
motala
gigima
Itoto
epituk

‘stick 2/digging’

bi

apma, nampan
apma

nampan
nampen

azo

0azo

eado

ai

egete
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‘steal’

-bulo-d4

-kubu

-panako

-panako

-gam

-pahano

-pahano, -panako
-lub

-kop

-kov

‘stick 3/walking’

oto

otou, matu
matu
matu
matu
atoko
atoko

toto

toto
opukpuk

1 Used by two men to share the weight of a heavy load on their shoulders. Also any stick
supported at both ends with something in the middle, for example, a pot over a fire.

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

‘stone’

pa
opmu
opmu
opmu
tapo
patu
patu
pat
pot
okum

‘straight’
tin, -gé plis
osuk, odup
osuk

otou

odup
-tutui
-tutui
-tutui
motpa-
nalpe

‘sugarcane’ (>pitpit)

zopa
amxa
amra
amra
auau
tou
tou
tou
tou

elgo
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Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

Mo

To

Lu
Ko

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

‘sun’

ado
oklou
oklou
oklou
oklou
azo
0azo
ado
iualo
enipid
‘swim’
-délim
-delim
-delim
-dolim
-buria
-oaoali, -oalali
-oaoali
-eaoal
-suk, -suguk
-kultip

‘tame’

mudu
mudu
aim
aim
aim
muzu
muzu
mud
namui

eivin le = ‘of house’

‘swamp, mud’

pappapa
dogox
digor
digor
digor
pappapa
papapapa
papapapa
papapa
ovul

‘swollen’

-If
-xes
-sop
-sop
-sop
-vini

-uui
-uiui
-rumrum

‘taro’

moi
eski
esi
esi
esin
moi
moi
moi
mo
ama

‘sweet potato’

saxabatne
saxabatne
serebatne
serebatne
kirimpak

saravatne

serembat
serembat
eseremvad

‘tail’

taba-, git-léx1
gitno

gitno

gitno

gito

hihiu-

hihiu-

uui-

vovo-

egidue, egudio

Terminalia

tande
talde
talde
talde
17
tade
talize
salke

asalke
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1 An/lan, ler after masculine nouns, san, ser after feminine nouns.

Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

2 Compare with forms for ‘smoke’.
3 Compare An/-kizi ‘get up before dawn’, and Ar,To,La/kotkotu ‘morning’.
4 Compare An/kaudék, ‘a bird that cries just before dawn’.

‘testicle’

nil-p2 = ‘egg
lasna

lesna

lesna

losa

lavlave-
lavlave-
labe-

lave-

kovure kane

‘this’
ler, ser!
ka
ane
ane
oge
ne
ne
ne
ko
ane

‘tobacco’?

uas

uas

uasi

uasi

uasi, ombos
uasi

uasi

guas

guas, vuas
aguas

‘that’

lan, san!
to

are

are

ore

na

na

na

io

adi

‘throw’

-po-4
-uxi,-tapxe
-uri

-uri

-taper
-tazo

-tazo, -talo
-tado
-parue

-ur

‘today, now’

maméd
etnika
etnikane
okuane
karban
lovone
lavonene
labone
alavoko
tnigane

‘thing’
dék
uon, on
uan
uan
pan
zapa
zapa
dapa
vulpa
ovolo,eveigo

‘tie’
-dapo-4
-pou
-pou
-pou
-pou
-lauzi
-lauzi
-kaukau

-pasi, -kaukau

-kaukau

‘tomorrow’

emkizi®
masil
kotu?
kotu?
kotu®
savale
savalele
sabale
aule
koudok*
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Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

‘tomorrow/day after’

ompolo
gasak
kasak
kasak
kasak
voprua
vopohua
boprua
vopa
vopo ruo
‘tree’, ‘wood’, ‘stick’
ap

akai
akai
akai
kamut
avei
avei
abei

ai

akai

‘trunk’ (of tree)

pli-p2 = ‘waist’
palma

palma = ‘thigh’
palma = ‘thigh’
leina

lua-

luo-

lua-

mani-

maganio = ‘neck, thigh’

‘tongs’

keida, kaida
diglou, kaida
kaida

kaida

kapipen, kaida
kaiza

kaiza

kaida

aira

ankap

Trochus, ‘armband’

mase
mese
mese
mese
mese
mase
mase
mase

emese

‘turn’ (A__P]

-pi-1r
-bauluk
-bauluk
-bauluk
-bauluk
-puli
-puli
-pul
-puli
-pul

‘tongue’

élép-g3
lime-

blene

blene

blene

mae-

mae-

mae-

mae-

meme gudio

‘true, very’

meim

lokono
lokono
logono
logono
aoatau, tau
aoatau, tau
tautaupa, tau
onaona
molmol, tau

‘turtle’

ponu

ponu

ponu

punu

punu, kounan
ponu

ponu

pon

pon

opon



An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘unripe’

ata!

akat!

akat!

akat!

akat!

kaiaka
galigali, kaiaka
gargar

naprikpe!

1 Also means ‘raw’.

An
Mo
Ar
To

La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘urine’
zi-p2
moxduk
marai
marai
marai
meme-
meme-
meme-
mailu-
epligo

2 Also means ‘house’.

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

‘vine’
ség
galou
kedue
kedue
imle
oaro
oaho
oaro
olo
ouro

‘up, ascend’

-kezik-il
-dite,-deite
-tito

-tito

-pane, -sae
-zae

-zae

-dae

-se

-paid

‘veins, tendons

zixén-k3
uaxana
arnau
arnau
kanil
oararo-
oaoaho-
uaruari-
alislisi-
alislisio

‘vomit*
-glik-il
-mtoko
-mteke
-mteke
-pugiok
-lualua
-lualua
-ruarua
-malalua
-memto

‘arinate’

-kezip-il
-duxie
-durie
-durie
-duriep
-meme
-meme
-meme
-mail
-liglip

‘village’

agonu
axmok
armok
amrok
itar?
tuapa
tuapa
tuapa
nia?
eivin?

‘vulva’

bi-p2
epit

epit, paio
epit, paio
kuku-
keze-
keze-
kede-
pui-
piokane
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An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

1 Compare the forms for ‘rattan’ in the Bibling languages.

‘walk’

-li
-Irla
-lila
-lila
-lilia
-lalao
-lalao
-lalala
-lala
-leila

‘wall’

baboxo
baboxo
babro
babro
babro
vavoro
vavoho
didpa
riripa
aver!

2 This form means ‘its belly stinks’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

3 Compare the forms for ‘speak’.

Mo

To
La
Lu
Ko

‘want’®

.gé
-aise
-uaike
-uaike
-kei
-zega
-vaga
-kim
-voli
-kole

‘waterfalls’

les

aki nosux, silmei
aki nosur, silmei
aki kepiuk

ouri kopiuk

les

napiso

opso

‘wash’ [A__P]

-kpib-1
-8x0Q
-grop
-8T0Q
£0p.
-Sigiri
-sagihi
-men
-meni-
-pus

‘weep, cry’

-ki-1
-sipit
-kpis
-tpis
-kirpin
-tapi
-tapi
-tap
-tap
-tap

‘wallaby’

apose, agxojp...
apose, natus...
apose

apare

apare, airok, kenep
kuta

kuta

duadua

ruarua

kope kio?

‘water, river’

komu
aki

aki

aki
ouri,uri
eau

eau

eau
eako
erki

wet (>rotten)
ékis
okus
epis
epi
epi, eplik
kua
petaka
budisipa
vusavusa-
dokdokpe



An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘what’
gimén
sua
sua
sua
sana
saoa
saoa
saoa
sae

saga
‘white’!

lagu

eglim, akau

okou

okou

eglim, kapalpal
kapkapa, vozvoze
kapakapa
bodebode

vore-

plaulaupe

‘when’

emige
aloge
lesen
lesen
naisen
peza
peza
peda
niap
napame

‘who’

mén

segi

sei

sei

gina, egina?
sel, sapaza?
sel, sapaza?
sai, sapad?
sie, sime?
sei, seipa?

1 Compare the forms for ‘lime powder’.

2The second of these forms is plural.
3 Compare the forms for ‘fish’.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

4 Compare Ka/bage- ‘hand’.

‘wind’

pén

iepen

epen

epen

ue

namule <Ki
namule <Ki
namule <Ki
mule
akaulip

5 Compare La/akap ‘two’.

‘wing’
ke-n1
pena
pena
pena
pena
vagvage-
vagvage-
bagbage-*
vani-
vaivaio

‘where’

au

ge

ge

ge

kaino, no
soza

soza

sida, siane
siap

pai, napai

‘wild’

sagsagi
sagsagi
opua’, kebena
opua’, kebena
opua’, kebena
sagsagi
sagisagi
sagsag
valauta
asaksak

‘with, accompany’

-kan
-kap
-kap
-kap
-kap®

tomopani, -peza

tomapani
toman, -peda
-pere
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An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘woman’, ‘female’

dobalip
apmap
apmap
apmap

elim

tamine
tamine

taine

iua-

akmap, map!

‘yam’l (=TP/yam)
égin
uada
oda
oda
nanap
amezo
amezo
kiu
kiu
oudo

1 Am/map has very narrow collocational restrictions.

An
Mo
Ar
To
La
Lu
Ko
Ka
Ki
Am

‘yellow’

iapo?

iapou?

gaol

gaol

gaol, gaguak
eapopa
eapoeapo
eapopa
papopa-
aipo

‘yesterday’

koxub
paxep
narep
narep
nanropino
nora

noha

nora

nola

noro

‘vam’ 2 (=TP/mami)
bidi

bidi

bidi, mamim
bidi, mamim
mamim

vizi

vizi

bid

vir

argin

‘yesterday/day before’

teniak
ninuox
ninuor
ninuor
nupgo
oazira
oahiza
oadla
olia
uerio

2 Also the name of a type of ginger with many of the qualities of turmeric.

NOTES

1 Except in the acknowledgments, the names of informants have been changed to protect
privacy.

2 On the map, a full circle indicates the approximate site of a village whose location has
been verified. The names of Kilenge villages are not given because we have not
actually conducted research there. An empty circle indicates a village whose location
is unknown; other maps and the verbal descriptions of informants have been used as a
guide in these cases. Empty squares indicate the sites of villages outside the study area;
these are given only to place the other languages in context. Language boundaries,
indicated by broken lines, merely enclose those villages speaking the same language;
they are not intended to reflect land claims.
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GLOSSARY

Because several new terms are introduced in the text, and because several conventional
terms are used in slightly unconventional ways, this brief glossary is included as an aid
to the reader. The arrow (>) points to sections in the main text where the term is discussed
more fully.

Aucxiliary noun refers to an inflectional base for the head noun of a noun phrase, for
example: le-in Lu/le-gu gaea ‘my pig’ (>3.7).

Complex language refers to a language with a relatively high degree of allophony,
allomorphy, and suppletion. Complex languages have large vocabularies with
many near-synonyms and many opaque idioms. Complex languages also make
numerous obligatory grammatical distinctions and are relatively difficult for
adults to learn to speak well (>3.4). Complex languages are generally associated
with esoteric functions.

Copy refers to what is usually termed ‘borrow’ in the literature. I prefer ‘copy’ because it
reflects more accurately one of the processes by which people add resources to their
language, technology or other domains of culture.

Creolisation is a process in which normative rules are established for the use of a new
lingua franca. The end product of creolisation is not necessarily what others
authors call a creole. There are no firm criteria to distinguish ‘creoles’ from so-
called ‘natural languages’. Creolisation and pidginisation are overlapping
processes (>3.2, 5.2).

Dual-lingualism, a term coined by Lincoln (1975, 1979), is "the pattern of language use
such that in conversations between speakers of two different languages each
consistently speaks one language in response to utterances in the other language"
(Lincoln 1979:65).

Ectolexicon refers to the body of lexemes in a language that have low frequencies of
occurrence in mundane conversation and which are usually learned after most of
the endolexicon has been mastered. Ectolexical items are similar to non-core
vocabulary items (>4.3). Two languages are said to have an ectolexical
relationship if they share much of their ectolexica (5.2).

Endolexicon refers to the body of lexemes in a language that have high frequencies of
occurrence in mundane conversation and which are usually among the first forms
mastered in a language. Full control over the endolexicon of a language is one of
the minimal requirements for speaking a language. Endolexical items are
similar to core vocabulary items, but also include functors such as pronouns,
demonstratives, and all inflectional affixes (>4.3). Two languages are said to have
an endolexical relationship if they share much of their endolexica (5.2).
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Esoteric languages function primarily as codes of communication among people of the
same social group. Esoterogeny (>3.2) is a process that adds structural compexity to
a language and makes it more efficient as a medium of communication among
people of the same social group, while making it more difficult for outsiders to learn
to speak well. Esoteric speciation (>5.2) is a process in which two or more
endolexically-related languages are differentiated by copying resources (primarily
ectolexical) from different sources.

Exoteric languages have, as one of their important functions, use as a lingua franca
between people of different social groups. Exoteric languages tend to be structurally
simple, because they must be easily learned by adults with different linguistic
backgrounds. Exoterogeny is the process of simplifying an esoteric language to
create a register that is more easily acquired by outsiders. Exoteric speciation
(>5.2), like pidginisation, is a process in which endolexical items are taken, without
complexity, from one language and mapped onto the phonology, syntax and
semantics of a substrate language to create a new language.

Indigenisation is the process in which a lingua franca becomes the language by which a
group of people identifies itself (>3.2). This is similar to the way in which
creolisation is used by some authors.

Pidginisation is the process of copying lexical forms from another, not well-known
language and mapping them onto the phonology, syntax and semantics of a
substrate language to create a new lingua franca (>3.2). Pidginisation is an
alternate name for exoteric speciation (5.2).

Simple language refers to a language with a relatively high degree of regularity in all
forms and a small morpheme inventory that can be combined freely using
straightforward analogy to derive a larger lexicon (>3.4). Adults can easily learn
to speak simple languages well. Simple languages are generally associated with
exoteric functions.
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