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Abstract

Austronesians in Papua:
Diversification and change in South Halmahera-West New Guinea

by
David Christopher Kamholz
Doctor of Philosophy in Linguistics
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Andrew Garrett, Chair

This dissertation presents a new subgrouping of South Halmahera-West New Guinea
(SHWNG) languages. The 38 SHWNG languages form a small, poorly known branch
of Austronesian. The Austronesian family originated in Taiwan and later spread into In-
donesia, across New Guinea, and to the remote Pacific. In New Guinea, approximately
3500 years ago, Austronesian speakers first came into contact with so-called Papuan
languages—the non-Austronesian languages indigenous to New Guinea, comprising more
than 20 families. The Austronesian languages still extant from this initial spread into New
Guinea fall into two branches: SHWNG and Oceanic. In great contrast to Oceanic, only
a few SHWNG languages are well-described, and almost nothing has been reconstructed
at the level of Proto-SHWNG. Contact with Papuan languages has given the SHWNG lan-
guages a typological profile quite different from their linguistic forebears.

Chapter [1| puts the SHWNG languages in context, describing their significance for Aus-
tronesian and their broader relevance to historical linguistics. It outlines the theoretical
framework of the work, covering models of language diversification, diagnostic features
for subgrouping, and language contact. A scale is proposed for ranking innovation types
from most to least diagnostic for subgrouping. Morphological innovations are ranked
above phonological innovations in this scale.

Chapter P gives an overview of the Austronesian family, focusing on the aspects most
crucial to understanding the rest of the work: an outline of Proto-Austronesian phonology
and the history of the branches ancestral to Proto-SHWNG.

Chapter 3 summarizes previous work on SHWNG languages, covering language mem-
bership, environmental and social characteristics, descriptive sources, shared innovations,
subgrouping, reconstruction, and contact-induced change.

Chapters —eg are the main empirical contribution. Chapter A covers segmental sound
change in 25 SHWNG languages and dialects. Chapter 5 covers tonogenesis in the Raja
Ampat languages Ma'ya and Magey Matbat and the Cenderawasih Bay languages Moor,
Yaur, and Yerisiam. Chapter f covers subject agreement and inalienable possessive mor-



phology in 37 SHWNG languages and dialects. In these chapters, the goal is to identify
shared innovations and determine their usefulness for establishing subgrouping relation-
ships among SHWNG languages. Morphological innovations are found to be more diag-
nostic than phonological innovations, confirming the scale proposed in chapter 1.

Chapter 7| proposes a new subgrouping for SHWNG languages, synthesizing the results
of chapters % The homelands of Proto-SHWNG and its branches are also discussed. The
homeland of Proto-SHWNG is located in southern Cenderawasih Bay.

Chapter 8 concludes by considering the contributions of SHWNG languages to models
of language diversification and change, and laying out questions for future research.

The Appendix contains the complete database of SHWNG cognate sets from which the
analysis in chapters 4 and E is drawn.
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Transcriptional conventions

Transcription closely follows original source orthography. Remijsen (2001b) uses IPA
transcription, with superscript numbers indicating tones. For other sources, the principal
deviations from IPA are ’ = [?],g = [gl,gh = [yl,gw = /8"/,j = [d3l,ng = //,v =
[B1, ¥y = [jl. See chapter § for the tonal transcription of Moor, Yerisiam, and Yaur.

I have modified original source orthography in two cases, in order to create consistency
with other languages’ orthography. For Held (1942b), I have rewritten w as v. For van
Hasselt and van Hasselt (1947), I have rewritten j as y and € as 2, and removed the non-
phonemic grave accent on vowels.

The PMP vowel normally written *e is written *a throughout. This accurately reflects
its phonetic value and additionally prevents confusion in comparison with PCEMP and
PEMP, which contrast *2 and *e.

The Appendix precisely follows original source orthography.

Boundaries written with a hyphen (-) are present in the original sources or otherwise
justifiable on synchronic grounds. Boundaries written with a slash (/) have no indepen-
dent justification; their purpose is to separate a proposed reflex from other material.

Bracketing in reconstructed forms follows the conventions introduced by Ross (1988):
(x) indicates that it cannot be determined whether x was present; (x,y) indicates that
either x or y was present; and [x] indicates that the item is reconstructible in two forms,
with and without x.

In tables of synchronic paradigms, (x) indicates that x is not present in all contexts;
[x] indicates that x is optional in all contexts. Commas separate equivalent forms, with
the selection of form determined by phonological context, inflection class, or dialect.
Semicolons separate forms which belong to distinct subparadigms that the comparative
table does not otherwise differentiate.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 South Halmahera-West New Guinea in context

The South Halmahera—West New Guinea (SHWNG) languages form a small, poorly known
branch of the vast Austronesian family. The largest of the 40-odd SHWNG languages is
Biak, with 30,000 speakers; most languages have many fewer. And yet, the SHWNG
languages play a significant role in the history of the Austronesian family, in the course
of its spread from Taiwan into Indonesia, across New Guinea,! and into the Pacific. For
it was in New Guinea, approximately 3500 years ago, that Austronesian speakers first
came into contact with so-called Papuan languages—that is, the 800 non-Austronesian
languages indigenous to New Guinea, comprising more than 20 families.

In New Guinea, Austronesian speakers encountered languages typologically quite un-
like their own. The incoming Austronesian speakers would have spoken a language with
VSO or SVO basic word order; perhaps a voice system distinguishing active and passive;
no inflectional morphology; and no tonal contrasts. Assuming that they were similar to
the present-day, the Papuan languages that Austronesian speakers encountered would
have had SOV basic word order; clause chaining, but no voice distinctions; moderate to
complex inflectional morphology; and tonal contrasts as often as not.

Today, the Austronesian languages still extant from this first incursion into New Guinea
fall into two branches: SHWNG and Oceanic. The Oceanic languages, nearly 500 in
number, have spread eastwards into the remote Pacific, reaching as far as New Zealand,
Hawaii, and Easter Island. Some Oceanic languages remain in New Guinea as well.

The Oceanic subgroup is well-studied; many languages are well-described, and Proto-
Oceanic speakers’ grammar, lexicon, homeland, and culture have been well-reconstructed.?
The contrast with SHWNG is stark. Only a few SHWNG languages are well-described, and

'In this work, ‘New Guinea’ refers to the island that is divided in half politically between Papua New
Guinea in the east and two provinces of Indonesia (Papua and Papua Barat) in the west. Papua New Guinea
is a former British and Australian colony; its lingua franca is Tok Pisin. The Indonesian side, until recently
known as Irian Jaya, was part of the Dutch East Indies; its lingue franche are Indonesian and Papuan Malay.

2See, for example, Lynch et al. (2002); Ross et al. (1998).
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almost nothing has been reconstructed at the level of Proto-SHWNG. We thus possess lit-
tle knowledge about this group, one of only two independent witnesses to the eastward
spread of Austronesian across New Guinea.

In the present work, I contribute to filling this gap by greatly elaborating our knowl-
edge of the internal history of SHWNG. To do so, I employ the standard comparative
method, focusing on phonology and morphology. These topics were selected because they
are the most likely among the available data to shed light on internal history. For each
phonological and morphological feature, I identify inherited Austronesian morphemes,
comparing reconstructions with their SHWNG reflexes. This allows for the identification
of shared innovations—new features shared by two or more SHWNG languages that are
unlikely to have arisen independently or have been borrowed. Shared innovations form
the basis of subgrouping arguments—hypotheses about the branching structure of the
SHWNG family tree.

The state of available documentation on SHWNG languages makes this procedure a
challenging task. Full-length grammars and comprehensive dictionaries are available for
only a handful of SHWNG languages (83.3). The rest are represented by brief sketches and
short, often unreliable wordlists. In order to collect additional data, I undertook several
field trips to Indonesia, during which I documented four SHWNG languages of southern
Cenderawasih Bay: Moor, Umar, Yaur, and Yerisiam.?

I selected these four languages because existing documentation indicated that they
were quite different both from each other and from other SHWNG languages. Most in-
triguingly, Moor was reported to be tonal (Laycock 1978). During the course of my field-
work, I determined that Moor, Yaur, and Yerisiam were all tonal (see chapter 5). One of
the major conclusions of my comparative work is that southern Cenderawasih Bay, where
these languages are spoken, is the homeland of Proto-SHWNG (8[7.7).

In addition to field data, I consulted many published and unpublished sources and
archival materials. In order to fill in gaps in morphological paradigms, I found and con-
tacted speakers on Facebook.*

Determining the internal history of SHWNG languages also poses significant analytical
challenges. The breakup of Proto-SHWNG may have occurred as much as 3500 years ago
(82.5). In all likelihood, SHWNG languages were in contact with Papuan languages from
the very beginning. This contact has caused the SHWNG languages to have a typological
profile that is quite different from their linguistic forebears. In addition to the emergence
of tone in some languages, all SHWNG languages have lost their inherited voice system (if
indeed it was present: see 82.5), gained inflectional morphology, and undergone certain
word order shifts (§3.10). They have also lost large amounts of their inherited Austrone-

3This fieldwork took place from 2008-13. It was partially supported by an Individual Graduate Scholar-
ship from the Endangered Languages Documentation Programme (‘Documentation of Moor, an Austrone-
sian language of Cenderawasih Bay, Indonesia’, 2010-13).

“These contributors were Hamim Al Fatih for Gane, Legaya Jumahir Jamulia for Patani, and Kalu Mata
for Gebe.
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sian vocabulary, to the extent that one author (Donohue 1999) classified two languages
as non-Austronesian (§j3.7).

The presence of strong areal pressure for millennia makes it no easy task to detect inter-
nal changes in SHWNG and distinguish them from other kinds of change. Well-articulated
models of language diversification and change are required in order to accomplish this
task. The history of SHWNG, in turn, is an important case study that can inform the
further elaboration of such models.

I return to the question of the broader contribution of SHWNG to models of diversi-
fication and change in the conclusion (chapter 8). The rest of the introduction contains
an overview of the theoretical framework employed in this work, covering models of
language diversification, diagnostic features for subgrouping, and language contact.

1.2 Models of language diversification

Historical linguists have traditionally used two complementary models of language diver-
sification: the family tree model and the wave model (Francois 2015). In the family tree
model, diversification is viewed as a series of discrete splits of uniform proto-languages.
Daughter languages can acquire their features in one of four ways: (1) retentions inher-
ited from their ancestor; (2) innovations with respect to their ancestor; (3) borrowings
from other languages or dialects; (4) universal tendencies (e.g., mama for ‘mother’). As-
suming chance can be ruled out, similarities among languages must have one of these
four explanations.

In the wave model, by contrast, diversification occurs as individual innovations inde-
pendently arise in specific locations and spread to other places. In this way, different
speech communities acquire different combinations of criss-crossing innovations, form-
ing a pattern that cannot neatly be captured with a family tree. This basic process of
diffusion subsumes the family tree model’s concepts of borrowing and inheritance. As
Francois (2015: 168) puts it, “language-internal diffusion of innovations gives rise to the
genealogical relations among languages ... such a process is not fundamentally different
from what is involved in language contact”.

Neither the family tree model nor the wave model fully captures the complexity of
language diversification. Ross (1997) is a modern, sophisticated attempt to synthesize
these models with more recent variationist work, resulting in what he terms the social
network model. The locus of change in Ross’s model is the speech community, a socially
linked network of individuals who communicate using mutually intelligible lects (dialects
or languages). The social network constituting a speech community takes various forms;
there might be a close-knit network within a village, a loose-knit network among villages
in a larger region, and so on. Multilingual individuals can belong to multiple speech com-
munities. In this way, Ross’s model can capture a variety of modes of social interaction
and differentiation.
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Ross (1997 210) terms language diversification events speech-community events (SCEs),
“since a linguistic event often reflects a change in the life of the speech-community (e.g.
division, growth, contact)”. He recognizes several kinds of SCE, of which the most rele-
vant for this work are language fissure and lectal differentiation. Language fissure “occurs
when speakers of a lect become geographically or socially isolated from other speakers of
the same or closely related lects, thereby forming a new speech community” (1997: 212).
Lectal differentiation is described as follows (1997: 223):

As a community grows, it establishes new settlements which remain in contact with
each other, contact being naturally greatest with the geographically most accessible
sister settlements. There is an increase in structural heterogeneity, but, unlike lan-
guage fissure, it does not entail a sharp reduction in the density of links so that one
unit becomes two but rather a gradual reduction in intensity and multiplexity which
shades into a reduction in network density.>

These two kinds of SCEs produce different patterns of innovations. Language fissure
results in a discrete, family-tree-like split, producing what Ross (1997: 220) terms an
innovation-defined subgroup, “since its membership is defined by shared innovations rela-
tive to a proto-language”. Lectal differentiation typically results in criss-crossing, wave-
like innovations, producing what he terms an innovation-linked subgroup or linkage (1997:
224).

Ideally, different innovation patterns can be used to work backwards and infer a sub-
group’s complex history of SCEs. However, there are at least three situations in which
this is challenging. If an innovation arises in one lect of a linkage and spreads to all other
lects, it produces a pattern that is identical to what would result from language fissure
(Ross 1997: 224). Likewise, if an innovation spreads only to some lects of a linkage, but
those lacking the innovation are no longer extant, it appears to have been present in all
lects. Finally, related lects may undergo parallel changes because of a common tendency
inherited from their ancestor, a process known as drift.

In these three situations, the traditional practice has been to reconstruct the innovation
to a common proto-language. Babel et al. (2013) argue for a more nuanced procedure
which distinguishes inherited from diffused or parallel innovations. They define clade
as “a group consisting of all the languages or dialects descended from a single ancestor”,
taxon as “a group of related languages or dialects sharing a significant set of features”,
and apomorphic taxon as a taxon whose defining features are innovations (2013: 446).
The important distinction between clade and apomorphic taxon is conflated in Ross’s
concept of innovation-defined subgroup: clades reflect descent, whereas apomorphic taxa
may also reflect diffusion or parallel change (Babel et al. 2013: 448). Attending to this
distinction allows for a more accurate model of language diversification.

SRoss (1997: 217) defines density as “the number of relationships an individual has with other individu-
als”, intensity as “the amount of time two people spend together and the intimacy of that relationship”, and
multiplexity as “the number of purposes for which two people relate to each other”.
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The primary goal of this work is to infer as accurately as possible the sequence of
proto-languages that formed during the diversification of SHWNG languages. Only once
this family-tree-like branching is worked out will it be possible to properly consider what
other SCEs may have taken place. As Ringe and Eska (2013: 263) put it, “it is much
easier to fit recalcitrant data into a network model; for exactly that reason a hypothesis
of non-treelike diversification is less useful and should be preferred only when reasonable
alternatives have proved untentable”. I will therefore from now on exclusively use the
term subgroup to mean a group of languages descended from a common proto-language
(Babel et al.’s clade).

In order to increase the probability that my proposed subgroups are clades, I focus on
innovations that have what Ross (1997: 220) terms diagnostic substance—that is, innova-
tions that are unlikely to have arisen independently and unlikely to have diffused across
lects. This crucial concept, not always explicitly discussed in subgrouping proposals, de-
serves a more in-depth presentation.

1.3 Diagnostic features for subgrouping

One must cite shared innovations in order to properly justify a subgroup. Ideally, these
innovations should be exclusively shared, i.e., not present in any languages outside the
subgroup. The most important criterion, however, is the likelihood that the innovations
are the result of diffusion or parallel development. Lower likelihood of diffusion or paral-
lel development means higher likelihood of inheritance from a common proto-language.
Innovations that meet this criterion therefore carry more weight for subgrouping (in Ross’s
terms, they have greater diagnostic substance).

Various different kinds of innovations can be used to justify subgroups. Proto-SHWNG
itself was established mainly on the basis of phonological innovations (see chapter E).
Two recent Austronesian subgrouping proposals are summarized here to further illustrate
norms in the field.

Adelaar (1994) argues that the Tamanic languages of West Kalimantan (Borneo) form
a subgroup together with the South Sulawesi languages. To justify this, he cites phonolog-
ical innovations, lexical replacements, irregular phonological changes in particular words,
and semantic changes. He also cites innovations in the pronominal system, including the
development of ergative/absolutive marking, the specific forms of these markers, and
their syntactic distribution.

Van den Berg (2003) argues for a subgrouping of the Muna-Buton languages of south-
east Sulawesi that includes Tukang Besi but excludes other languages such as Wolio. Van
den Berg’s evidence includes phonological innovations, sporadic sound changes, irregular
phonological developments, morphological innovations (e.g., in the pronominal system,
derivational morphology, and demonstratives), and lexical replacements.

The above authors would presumably recognize that not all of their proposed innova-
tions have equal diagnostic substance, but such evaluations are rarely made explicit in
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the literature. Rather, it is the cumulative weight of innovations that implicitly renders
a subgrouping argument convincing. However, in some cases, such as SHWNG, large
numbers of innovations are not readily identifiable. It is therefore useful to have a more
explicit model of diagnostic substance. I outline such a model here.

Phonological innovations have traditionally been widely used for subgrouping, but
they are not always ideal for this purpose. Babel et al. (2013: 482) conclude that several
shared regular sound changes in Western Numic (a subgroup of Uto-Aztecan) are best
explained by diffusion, and so are not diagnostic for subgrouping. In their view, which
I share, diffusion of phonological change is an under-recognized confounding factor in
subgrouping.

Ringe et al. (2002: 66-68) make the important observation that parallel phonological
changes are widely attested, including within the same family, so that they are not indi-
vidually reliable for subgrouping. They conclude that, while this problem is substantially
mitigated when multiple shared phonological innovations are cited, or when changes
have unusual conditioning environments, “sound changes provide much less information
for subgrouping than might be supposed”.

Morphological change bears a different profile from phonological change. Comment-
ing specifically on changes in inflectional morphology, Ringe et al. (2002: 68) note that
parallel developments are rare, “apparently because inflectional systems are such tightly
integrated constructs that conditions which would give rise to similar changes are unlikely
to recur in different languages”. Diffusion of inflectional change is also rare.®

The main disadvantage of morphological innovations, as Ringe et al. also observe, is
that it can be difficult to distinguish innovations from retentions. Fortunately, in SHWNG
this problem generally does not arise. Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (PMP), the most recent
well-reconstructed ancestral stage to Proto-SHWNG, is known independently of SHWNG-
derived evidence. PMP retentions can thus easily be recognized in SHWNG languages.

As with phonological changes, not all morphological changes are equally valuable for
subgrouping. For example, some changes entail the remodeling of an entire inflectional
paradigm—what I term a paradigmatic innovation. These are clearly more diagnostic than
innovations that affect only a single paradigm cell.

I turn now to lexical innovations. These deserve a longer treatment than they are some-
times given, both because they are often cited in the Austronesian literature, and because
they are crucial to many recent applications of computational phylogenetic methods to
historical linguistics (e.g., Gray et al. (2009)).

There are at least three distinct phenomena that might be termed lexical innovations.
The first is lexical replacement—the replacement of the etymon used to express a par-
ticular meaning with an unrelated (perhaps non-inherited) etymon. Lexical replacement
can come about when a borrowed or newly derived word replaces an old word for a con-

6Derivational morphology is less clear-cut. It is not discussed here, because it is not relevant to my
analysis of morphological innovations in SHWNG.
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cept (presumably after a period of coexistence). It can also occur when a word changes
meaning, filling the same “slot” as another word and eventually winning out.

The second phenomenon is semantic change, which is basically the flip side of the
second kind of lexical replacement. For example, when PMP *waRoj ‘vine’ came to mean
‘rope’ (probably prior to Proto-SHWNG), the form *waR3j underwent semantic change,
while the meaning ‘rope’ underwent lexical replacement.

The third phenomenon is irregular phonological change—a phonological development
that unpredictably affects only a small number of etyma. An example is the change in
quality of the first vowel of PMP *inum ‘drink’ > Moor anum-i. Changes of this sort can
only be identified once regular sound changes have been established.

Lexical replacement and semantic change have often been used in Austronesian sub-
grouping arguments (e.g., by Blust: see chapters E ). However, this procedure has
serious pitfalls. It can be difficult to distinguish innovations from retentions, diffusion
generally cannot be ruled out, and parallel cases of semantic change are common. For
these reasons, I have not used these kinds of innovations in my SHWNG subgrouping
proposals.

Irregular phonological changes have significantly greater diagnostic substance than
other kinds of lexical innovation. Precisely because they are irregular, these changes are
unlikely to arise in the same words independently. Innovations are sometimes difficult to
distinguish from retentions, but fortunately, in SHWNG this is not the case (see above).
Diffusion cannot always be ruled out, but its likelihood is reduced if the changes occur in
basic vocabulary and so are unlikely to be borrowed. Marck (2000) is a well-known study
that relies largely on irregular phonological changes to subgroup Polynesian languages.

A final kind of innovation that is sometimes used in subgrouping arguments is struc-
tural/typological change. Examples are changes in basic word order, changes in align-
ment (nominative/accusative vs. ergative/absolutive vs. split intransitive), development
or loss of particular morphology (e.g., case markers, subject markers), development or
loss of tone, and so on. Dunn et al. (2005) use typological features to classify the Papuan
languages of Island Melanesia as a single family, and to subgroup these languages. How-
ever, as Donohue and Musgrave (2007) point out, typological features are likely to diffuse
areally, and so are highly unreliable for classification and subgrouping. Additionally, ty-
pological features typically only have a small number of realizations (e.g., there are only
so many basic word order types), so it can be difficult to rule out independent develop-
ment (Ringe and Eska 2013: 262). For these reasons, typological features have limited
diagnostic substance.

I have developed a scale of diagnostic substance in order to guide my SHWNG sub-
grouping decisions, shown in Figure . This scale is intended as a rule of thumb rather
than an absolute. The specific details of any change must always be evaluated in order
to determine its usefulness for subgrouping. However, I consider the final two mem-
bers of the scale (lexical replacement/semantic change and typological change) to have
sufficiently low diagnostic substance that I have not investigated them systematically in
SHWNG.
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Ranking from more to less diagnostic:
paradigmatic morphological change
single morphological change
irregular phonological change
regular phonological change

lexical replacement/semantic change
typological change

Figure 1.1: Proposed diagnostic substance scale.

1.4 Language contact

If diversification and change are the foregrounded subjects of this work, language contact
is the background: always present, but rarely discussed explicitly.

Two basic kinds of contact-induced change are borrowing and shift-induced interference
(Thomason and Kaufman 1988). In borrowing, a speaker bilingual (to some degree) in
languages A and B takes a feature present in A and uses it in B. If other speakers of B
adopt it and it becomes an established feature of B, borrowing has occurred. Thomason
and Kaufman (1988: 74) propose a borrowing scale, going from casual contact with
lexical borrowing only to very strong cultural pressure with heavy structural borrowing.

Shift-induced interference can occur when a speaker shifts his or her primary language
from A to B. As a new learner of B, he or she may learn it imperfectly and unconsciously
use features of A when speaking B (may have an “accent”). If there is a group of speak-
ers shifting from A to B and they are numerous or influential enough, or isolated from
other speakers of B, their imperfectly learned B may become the norm. In such a case,
language B has undergone shift-induced interference. This is more likely to occur when
the shift is abrupt (Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 41). Effects are typically apparent in
the phonology and syntax of B, but not the morphology or lexicon.

One outcome of contact-induced change that does not neatly fit the above typology is
metatypy, or ‘change in type’ (Ross 1996, 2007). Metatypy can occur when speakers of
A and B communicate with each other in A. If speakers of B use A frequently, they may
impose parallel structures on A and B in order to reduce cognitive load. Since speakers
of A may not know B or use it frequently, whereas speakers of B use both languages, the
tendency in this situation is for structures of B to be remodeled after A, rather than vice
versa. Only structural features are affected; grammatical forms are not borrowed. Lexical
and grammatical calquing typically precede metatypy, which is distinguished from them
by the presence of changed morphosyntactic structure. Metatypy is clearly not shift-
induced interference (Ross 2007; 131). Thomason and Kaufman treat it as a case of
‘structural borrowing’, but Ross (2007: 133) argues that this is not fully appropriate. In
any case, metatypy does not conform to Thomason and Kaufman’s borrowing scale, since
it typically involves minimal lexical borrowing.
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SHWNG languages have undergone various contact-induced changes over the course
of their history (§1.1], §3.10). The presence of large amounts of non-Austronesian vocab-
ulary suggests borrowing; the emergence of tone suggests shift-induced interference; and
the structural features shared with Papuan languages suggest metatypy. However, it is
generally not possible to infer the specific languages with which SHWNG speakers came
into contact, or to reconstruct the sociolinguistic situation in which it occurred. The time
depth of Proto-SHWNG is as great as 3500 years, and its speakers would have likely been
in contact with Papuan languages from the beginning (§). It is entirely possible that
these languages belonged to families that are no longer extant, whether as a result of shift
to Austronesian languages or historical accident. Furthermore, little is known even now
about the ongoing contact situations of SHWNG languages.

Because it is generally not possible to say anything very precise about the effects of
language contact in SHWNG, the focus of this work is on internal change. However,
there is a good chance that future documentation of SHWNG languages and their Papuan
neighbors, especially lexical documentation, will make it possible to better detect some
of the effects of contact.

1.5 Outline

The plan of the rest of the work is as follows:

Chapter E provides a very basic overview of the Austronesian family, focusing on
the aspects most crucial to understanding the rest of the work: an outline of Proto-
Austronesian phonology and the history of the branches ancestral to Proto-SHWNG.

Chapter 3 summarizes previous work on SHWNG languages, covering language mem-
bership, environmental and social characteristics, descriptive sources, shared innovations,
subgrouping, reconstruction, and contact-induced change.

Chapters —eg are the main empirical contribution. Chapter A covers segmental sound
change in 25 SHWNG languages and dialects. Chapter 5 covers tonogenesis in the Raja
Ampat languages Ma'ya and Magey Matbat and the Cenderawasih Bay languages Moor,
Yaur, and Yerisiam. Chapter f covers subject agreement and inalienable possessive mor-
phology in 37 SHWNG languages and dialects. In these chapters, the goal is to identify
shared innovations and determine their usefulness for establishing subgrouping relation-

ships among SHWNG languages.
Chapter [/l proposes a new subgrouping for SHWNG languages, synthesizing the results
of chapters 4. The most likely homelands of Proto-SHWNG and its branches are also

discussed.
Chapter 8 concludes by considering the contributions of SHWNG languages to models
of language diversification and change, and laying out questions for future research.
The Appendix contains the complete database of SHWNG cognate sets from which the
analysis in chapters 4 and E is drawn.
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Chapter 2

The Austronesian family

2.1 Introduction

The Austronesian family contains over 1200 languages, most of which are spoken in in-
sular Southeast Asia and Oceania (Lewis 2009). Figure 2.1 on the following page shows
the geographic extent of the family and its major language groupings.

Linguistic evidence places the Austronesian homeland in Taiwan. The most persuasive
argument for this hypothesis is the fact that Taiwan is home to nine of the ten primary
branches of Proto-Austronesian, i.e., the 14 Formosan languages (Blust 1999).! Proto-
Austronesian is generally correlated with the Neolithic in Taiwan around 5000-4000 BP
(Bellwood 2007: 119; Pawley 2007: 23).2

Austronesian languages first spread southwards into the Philippines, then into the
Indonesian islands of Borneo and Sulawesi. In Indonesia, the spread continued both west-
wards (towards Java, Sumatra, and the Malay peninsula) and eastwards (towards the
Moluccas and New Guinea). Proto-Oceanic was spoken in the Bismarck Archipelago east
of New Guinea 3400-3100 BP. Linguists and archaeologists generally equate it with the
Lapita culture (Pawley 2007).

Figure 2.2 on page 12 shows the higher order subgroups of the Austronesian tree,
according to Blust’s generally accepted model. These branches are discussed further in
§@—§

1Ross (2009) argues that several of these branches group together as Proto-Nuclear Austronesian. The
result is largely compatible with Blust’s analysis.
2For a recent opposing view, see Donohue and Denham (2010).
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Proto-Austronesian

T

Formosan Proto-Malayo-Polynesian
Western Malayo-Polynesian Proto-Central-Eastern

Malayo-Polynesian

/\

Central Malayo-Polynesian Proto-Eastern
Malayo-Polynesian

A

Proto-South Halmahera—West Proto-Oceanic
New Guinea

Figure 2.2: The higher branches of the Austronesian family tree, after Blust (2013:
729-743), originally appearing as Blust (1977). Nodes in italics are not proto-languages,
but rather are cover terms for multiple primary branches.

2.2 Proto-Austronesian phonology

Tables and show the reconstructed vowel and consonant inventories of Proto-
Austronesian, adapted from Blust (2013: 554).2 The diphthongs in Table were not
separate phonemes. The proto-vowel *3 is usually written *e in the Austronesianist litera-
ture (with no implied difference in phonetic value). It is written *a throughout this work
in order to avoid confusion with PCEMP and PEMP *e, which is a mid front vowel and
contrasts with *a. The phonetic values of the proto-consonants in Table follow Blust
(2013: 554). Not all scholars would agree with them.

There is disagreement over whether Proto-Austronesian had contrastive stress. Blust
(2013: 554-558) examines the main proposals and concludes that there is not sufficient

monophthongs diphthongs

i u -iw -uy
E)
a -ay, -aw

Table 2.1: Proto-Austronesian vowels.

3Ross (1992) disputes the evidence for reconstructing *c, *D, *A, and *r to PAn. If this is correct, these
consonants were PMP innovations.
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p t CIltf] ¢ [ec] k q

b d DIdl z[Hl jldl g

m n i [n] Y
S [s] s [c] h
1 N [I']
r [r] R [R/T]

w y [j]

Table 2.2: Proto-Austronesian consonants. Assumed phonetic values follow in IPA
transcription, when different.

evidence to support the hypothesis. Stress has not been reconstructed at the levels of
PMP, PCEMP, or PEMP. In 85.4, I propose that Proto-SHWNG had penultimate stress.

Most Proto-Austronesian roots were disyllabic, taking the form CVCVC (Blust 2013:
212). Medial clusters also occurred as a result of fossilized reduplication (e.g., *sapsap
‘suck’).

2.3 Proto-Malayo-Polynesian

Proto-Malayo-Polynesian is the ancestor of all Austronesian languages spoken outside of
Taiwan (about 1200 languages). It was most likely spoken in the Batanes Islands and
North Luzon, about 4000-3600 BP (Pawley 2007: 23). PMP divides into the Western
Malayo-Polynesian languages, spoken mainly in the Philippines and Indonesia (about 500
languages), and Proto-Central Eastern Malayo-Polynesian. The evidence for the integrity
of PMP is substantial (Blust 1977, 2001, 2013). PMP is characterized by an extensive set
of phonological, morphological, and lexical innovations.

The principal PMP sound changes are PAn *t, *C > PMP *t; PAn *n, *N > PMP *n;
and PAn *S > PMP *h, which apparently did not merge with PAn *h (Adelaar 2005: 5;
Blust 2013: 748). Additionally, there was sporadic prenasalization of medial obstruents
(*b > *mb, *s > *ns, etc.). The phonological inventory of PMP was therefore the same
as PAn, except that it lacked *C, *S, and *N.

PMP’s morphological and lexical innovations are not relevant to this work, so they are
not summarized here.

More has been reconstructed at the level of PMP than at any other level ancestral to
SHWNG.* There are reconstructjions of pronominal paradigms (Ross 2006), verbal para-
digms and clausal syntax (Ross 2002), derivational morphology (Blust 2013: 370), and
more than 4000 individual forms (Blust 2014).

4PMP was, in fact, the first Austronesian proto-language to be reconstructed, in Dempwolff (1934-38)’s
foundational work. Dempwolff did not have access to Formosan data. The modern terminological distinc-
tion between PAn and PMP dates to Blust (1977).
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2.4 Proto-Central-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian

Proto-Central Eastern Malayo-Polynesian is the ancestor of the Central Malayo-Polynesian
languages, spoken in southeastern Indonesia and East Timor (about 160 languages), and
Proto-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian (Blust 1982, 1983—-4, 1993). Blust’s proposed innova-
tions characterizing PCEMP are *c > *s; the reduction of medial consonant clusters (*C,C,
> *C, /V_V); 9 irregular phonological changes; 33 lexical innovations; and 6 semantic
innovations. Blust also proposes that PCEMP innovated proclitic subject markers and an
alienable/inalienable possessive distinction.

The most significant irregular phonological changes involve sporadic lowering of high
vowels to mid vowels: PMP *uliq > PCEMP *oliq/ *uliq ‘return’; PMP *ma-qitom > PCEMP
*ma-qetom/*ma-qitam ‘black’. Another important irregular change is PMP *maRi > PCEMP
*mai ‘come’. Some of the important lexical innovations are PMP *tawa > PCEMP *malip
‘laugh’; PCEMP *kandoRa ‘cuscus, phalangerid’; PCEMP *mans(a,a)r ‘bandicoot, perame-
lid’; PCEMP *kazupay ‘rat’; and PCEMP *keRa(n,n) ‘hawksbill turtle, Eretmochelys imbri-
cata’. As can be seen, two of these words also contain mid vowels. PCEMP thus possessed
two new proto-vowels, *e and *o. Otherwise, the phonological inventory of PCEMP was
the same as PMP, except that it lacked *c and *D.°

The PCEMP words for cuscus and bandicoot are particularly significant, since these
marsupial mammals are only found east of the Wallace Line (Blust 1982). Since PMP was
spoken west of the Wallace Line, *kandoRa and *mans(a,a)r must be innovations (they
also do not resemble any PMP faunal terms). Some WMP languages are located east of
the Wallace Line, but they do not have reflexes of these forms. Since reflexes of *kandoRa
and *mans(a,a)r are found over a large geographical area and mostly show mostly regular
sound correspondences, Blust argues that they must have been present in PCEMP.

According to Ross (1995: 81), of all the right-hand branches in Figure , PCEMP
is “the least well supported by the comparative method”. Adelaar (2005: 25) points out
that Blust’s morphological innovations are highly problematic, because it is not possible
to reconstruct subject agreement and inalienable possession paradigms for PCEMP (as
can be done, for example, for Proto-Oceanic). But by far the most serious challenge to
the PCEMP hypothesis has come from Donohue and Grimes (2008). They examine the
non-lexical innovations proposed by Blust and argue that most are not found consistently
throughout the CMP area, and many are found in the WMP area as well. Their conclusion
is that PCEMP did not exist: instead, PMP split into many primary branches, most of
which are small subgroups that do not span more than one large island, with the only
large subgroup being PEMP.

Blust (2009) is an extended rejoinder to Donohue and Grimes (2008). His most signif-
icant objection is that they do not give weight to the lexical innovations, which he consid-
ers to be among the strongest evidence for PCEMP, particularly *kandoRa, *mans(a,a)r,

SBlust (1993) does not discuss the status of *D in PCEMP. However, Blust (2013: 575) states that *D
only has distinct reflexes from *d in WMP languages. I therefore assume that *D > *d in PCEMP.
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and *keRa(n,n). Donohue and Grimes (2008: 117) state that *kandoRa and *mans(a,a)r
“could be (and likely are) borrowed from an as yet unidentified non-Austronesian source.
Once established in any trade vernacular, they would be spread through all and any sub-
groups in contact.” As Blust (2009: 24) rightly points out, no known Papuan language
can be cited as the source of these words, and there is no evidence for a prehistoric trade
language of such wide extent.

Schapper (2011) further criticizes the PCEMP hypothesis, claiming that the linguistic
evidence for *kandoRa and *mans(a,2)r is weak. In her view,*kandoRa cannot be recon-
structed for PCEMP, and “it remains to be seen whether PCEMP *mans(aa)r (and in turn
the subgroup itself) will stand the test of time” (2011: 270). In his response, Blust (2012)
argues that, like Donohue and Grimes, Schapper fails to provide a more convincing pro-
posal than his original one.

Resolving the question of PCEMP’s integrity is outside the scope of this work. Fortu-
nately, it is also not crucially relevant, as for any given PCEMP reconstruction, there is
generally sufficient evidence to reconstruct the same form at the level of PEMP or Proto-
SHWNG. I am therefore justified in citing Blust’s PCEMP reconstructions as evidence for
sound change within SHWNG.

2.5 Proto-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian

Proto-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian divides into Proto-SHWNG and Proto-Oceanic (Blust
1974, 1978a, 1983-4). Most of the proposed evidence is in the form of 47 lexical in-
novations, 6 irregular phonological changes, and 4 semantic innovations.® According to
Blust (2013: 732), the most important of these are PMP *anak > PEMP *natu ‘child’;
PMP *bahuq > PEMP *boi/bui ‘smell, stench’; PMP *nunuk > PEMP *qayawan ‘banyan,
strangler fig’; PEMP *ka(d,R)a ‘cockatoo, parrot’; PEMP *sakaRu ‘reef’; and PMP *basuR
> PEMP *m(a,0)suR ‘satiated, full after eating’. While some of the proposed innovations
may turn out to be retentions, they are numerous enough that the PEMP hypothesis de-
serves serious consideration.

Only one potentially significant phonological change characterizes PEMP: the change
of penultimate *2 to *o. Remaining instances of *2 would have then changed to *o in Proto-
Oceanic. As Blust (1978a: 211) and Ross (1995: 84) both point out, this is not a very
convincing shared innovation. It is more likely that two changes occurred indepenently,
conditioned in Proto-SHWNG and unconditioned in Proto-Oceanic.

PEMP also underwent two minor sound changes (Blust 2013: 748): *h > (), and
monophthongization of final diphthongs (*-ay > *-e; *-aw > *-o0; *-uy, *-iw > *-i). The
phonological inventory of PEMP was therefore the same as PCEMP, except that it lacked
*h.

6These numbers were calculated by combining the innovations proposed in Blust (1978a, 1983-4) and
subtracting those later assigned to PCEMP in Blust (1993).



CHAPTER 2. THE AUSTRONESIAN FAMILY 16

Van den Berg and Boerger (2011)) reconstruct a Proto-Oceanic passive formed from
the inherited PMP infix *in.. This morpheme would thus have been present in PEMP,
possibly with a passive function as well.

Ross considers it most likely that PEMP was spoken on Halmahera, “on the principle
that the location of the more conservative members of a language group is likely to be
its homeland”. The speakers who went in the first wave east were the ancestors of Proto-
Oceanic. Later, after the formation of Proto-SHWNG, other groups went east and settled
in Cenderawasih Bay (1995: 85). It is not obvious why Ross considers South Halmahera
languages to be the most conservative. In any case, it is not clear why the rapidity of
language change should depend on how far speakers have spread from their ancestors’
point of origin. The location of the PEMP homeland is therefore best treated as an open
question (see also chapter 8).

The time depth of PEMP is not known, but given the estimated time depths of Proto-
Austronesian, PMP, and Proto-Oceanic (see above), a plausible figure is about 3500 BP.
The time depth of Proto-SHWNG is less certain: it must be more recent than PEMP, but
it is not known by how much.

Most Austronesianists have accepted the validity of PEMP, if they have considered the
question at all. The principal objector is Dyen (1978), who cites a number of lexical items
which are shared by Buli and Numfor with WMP and CMP languages, but are not found
in Oceanic. Dyen argues on this basis that the SHWNG languages should not be grouped
with Oceanic. The obvious problem with his argument is that the forms he cites could
just as well be retentions as innovations, and he makes no attempt to distinguish the two.
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Chapter 3

The South Halmahera-West New
Guinea subgroup

3.1 Introduction

SHWNG languages are spoken in Indonesia on the southern half of Halmahera in the
northern Moluccas, on the Raja Ampat islands to the east of Halmahera, and—continuing
eastwards and skipping over the Bird’s Head peninsula of New Guinea—along the coast
and on the islands of Cenderawasih Bay,! ending at the mouth of the Mamberamo river.>
Some putative SHWNG languages are also spoken on the Bomberai Peninsula south of the
Bird’s Head. Figures @@ show the locations of individual SHWNG languages.

SHWNG contains 42 languages (38 if the Bomberai languages are excluded), listed
below according to geographic location (ISO 639-3 codes in brackets, alternative names
and dialects in parentheses):®

+ South Halmahera (6 languages): Buli [bzq] (dialect: Wayamli), Gane [gzn] (Giman;
dialect: Saketa), Maba [mqga] (Bicoli), Patani [ptn], Sawai [szw] (Weda), Taba
[mky] (East Makian, Makian Dalam; dialects: Kayoa, Southeast Makian)

* Raja Ampat (8 languages): Ambel [wgo] (Amber, Waigeo), As [asz], Bata, Biga
[bhc], Gebe [gei] (dialect: Minyaifuin), Maden [xmx] (Palamul; dialects: Ban-
lol/Butleh/Fiawat, Kawit, Tepin/Tipin), Matbat [xmt] (dialects: Magey, Tomolol),
Ma'ya [s1z] (dialects: Kawe [kgb], Laganyan [1cc], Misool, Salawati, Wauyai [wuy])

1 Also known by its former names of Geelvink Bay and Sarera Bay.

2The northern half of Halmahera and the Bird’s Head are occupied by Papuan languages.

3Language names and status as language or dialect are drawn from recent fieldwork when possible: for
Taba, Bowden (2001); for Raja Ampat, Remijsen (2001b) and van der Leeden (1993); for Bedoanas and
Erokwanas, Harald Hammarstrém (p.c., 2010); for Irarutu and Kuri, Jason Jackson (p.c., 2010); for Moor,
Umar, Yaur, and Yerisiam, my own fieldwork; for Roon, David Gil (p.c., 2010); for Warembori and Yoke,
Donohue (1999). Otherwise, information is drawn from the Ethnologue (Lewis 2009). The Ethnologue
considers Bata to be a dialect of Ma'ya, so it has no ISO 639-3 code.
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* West New Guinea (28 languages):

— Bomberai: Bedoanas [bed] (Kambran), Erokwanas [erw] (Yarik), Irarutu
[irh], Kuri [nbn] (Nabi)

— Cenderawasih Bay: Biak [bhw] (dialect: Numfor), Dusner [dsn], Meoswar
[mvx], Moor [mhz] (Mor, dialects: Ayombai, Hirom, Kama), Roon [rnn] (Ron),
Tandia [tni], Umar [gop] (Yeretuar), Wandamen [wad] (Wamesa, dialects:
Windesi, Wondama), Waropen [wrp], Yaur [jau], Yerisiam [ire] (Iresim)

- Yapen Island: Ambai [amk] (Wadapi-Laut), Ansus [and], Busami [bsm],
Kurudu [kjr], Marau [mvr], Munggui [mth], Papuma [ppm], Pom [pmo],
Serui-Laut [seu], Wabo [wbb] (Nusari), Wooi [wbw] (Woi)

- Mamberamo: Warembori [wsa], Yoke [yki]

In this work I sometimes refer to the Magey dialect of Matbat simply as ‘Matbat’,
since it is the only dialect for which data are available. Because the Waigeo dialects of
Ma'ya are somewhat divergent, I refer to them simply as ‘Kawe’, ‘Laganyan’, and ‘Wauyai’,
compared with ‘Ma'ya (M.)’ for the Misool dialect and ‘Ma'ya (S.)’ for the Salawati dialect.

Consensus is lacking for the inclusion of the Bomberai and Mamberamo languages in
SHWNG. For the purposes of this work, the Bomberai languages are excluded and the
Mamberamo languages are included (see §3.7)).

3.2 Environmental and social characteristics

Speakers of SHWNG languages typically live on or near the coast. Their staple diet is
fish and sago. Supplementary items include tubers, maize, beans, bananas, and coconuts,
grown on small-scale garden plots, as well as wild forest products and game.

Languages are generally associated with ethnic groups. Settlement is in small villages
of 100-500 people. Each village is headed by a non-hereditary ‘big man’. The population
is made up of various patriclans, some of which are spread across multiple villages.

Throughout recorded history, the most important political and trade influences on the
SHWNG region were the sultanates of Ternate and Tidore. These two sultanates, located
on neighboring volcanic islands in the North Moluccas just west of Halmahera, were
already vying for control of the spice trade when the first Europeans arrived in the early
16th century.

When Dutch gained control of the Moluccan spide trade, they solidified an existing sys-
tem whereby each sultanate had a recognized sphere of influence (Andaya [1993; Huizinga
1998). The sultans were expected to enforce Dutch regulations within their territories
(e.g., on the cultivation and sale of cloves), and had the right to collect tribute. If tribute
was not received from a locality, it could be taken by force with a so-called hongi raid.

Ternate’s sphere of influence mainly extended to the west, but also included the is-
lands of Makian and Kayoa (where Taba is spoken) and the region of Gane in southern



Figure 3.1: Map of the SHWNG region, with South Halmahera languages marked. The Raja Ampat language As,
also marked, is spoken on the mainland just east of the Raja Ampat archipelago.
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Figure 3.2: Map of Raja Ampat languages, from Remijsen (2001b: 16). Kawe is spoken
on Waigeo in the villages of Selpale and Salyo. Laganyan is spoken on Waigeo in the
villages of Lupintol, Arway, and possibly Bew (Remijsen 2001b: 15).
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Halmahera (where the language of the same name is spoken). Makian was an important
source of cloves. Gane was a source of sago, areca nut, and slaves (Andaya 1993: 95).

Tidore’s sphere extended to the east, including the east coast of Halmahera (where
the remaining South Halmahera languages are spoken), the Raja Ampat archipelago, and
western New Guinea. Tidore’s influence in New Guinea theoretically extended as far
as Cenderawasih Bay, but in practice decreased greatly with distance. These regions
remained subjects of the sultanates of Ternate and Tidore until the Dutch put an end to this
system in the early 20th century. The Halmahera territories were sources of ambergris,
tortoiseshell, birds of paradise, slaves, and spices. The Raja Ampat islands were sources
of slaves, sago, tortoiseshell, ambergris, and spices (Andaya 1993: 99).

Regarding religion, Ternate’s territories Makian, Kayoa, and Gane were Muslim at the
time of Dutch contact, and have remained so. Tidore’s territories in Halmahera and Raja
Ampat were approximately half Muslim at the time of Dutch contact. The other half of the
population adhered to traditional beliefs, as did the entire population of Cenderawasih
Bay. Missionaries from the Utrechtse Zendingsvereniging later converted these popula-
tions to Christianity in the early to mid-20th century (Kamma [1981-93).

In Tidore’s Halmahera territories, the Maba, Patani, and some of the Buli and Sawai
were Muslim at the time of contact, and have remained so. The remaining Buli and Sawai
later converted to Christianity (Hueting 1929: 181ff).

The inhabitants of the Raja Ampat archipelago are divided by Remijsen (2001b: 163)
into sea- and land-oriented groups. The Ma'ya, the sole sea-oriented group, are primarily
Muslim;* practice fishing as their main economic activity; and engage in trade with the
Moluccas. The remaining groups are land-oriented, and in contrast are Christian (since
their conversion in the mid-20th century); produce sago, both for themselves and for the
sea-oriented people, as their main economic activity; and had little contact outside Raja
Ampat until the later 20th century. The Raja Ampat archipelago is also home to a sizable
number of Biak migrants, known locally as Beser, who have maintained their language
(Remijsen 2001b: 180).

From the beginning of recorded history in the 16th century until the Indonesian
takeover in 1963, the territory of the Raja Ampat archipelago was formally divided among
four rajas (‘raja ampat’ in Malay): East Misool, West Misool, Salawati, and Waigeo (Re-
mijsen 2001b: 172). The rajas lived in Ma'ya villages and were vassals of the sultan of
Tidore. The rajas in turn held sway over the local Raja Ampat big men, as well as some
nearby coastal areas of New Guinea.

In Cenderawasih Bay, there were no significant political institutions larger than the
village. The Biak were the primary direct recipients of trade and influence from Tidore,
which they then passed on to the interior of the bay (Held 1957: 4). The Wandamen
also exerted influence on southern Cenderawasih Bay. Cenderawasih Bay was a source of
birds of paradise, tripang (sea cucumber), massoy (an aromatic bark), tortoiseshell, and

“The exceptions are the Kawe and Wauyai of Waigeo, who maintained traditional beliefs until they
became Christian in the mid-20th century.
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pearls (Swadling 1996: 122). In return for these items, locals received iron tools, textiles,
beads, and china.

3.3 Descriptive sources

The major published descriptive materials for SHWNG languages, as well as some impor-
tant unpublished and archival materials, are summarized here. Unless otherwise specified,
I have examined all published, unpublished, and archival materials mentioned below, and
make use of them where relevant in this work.

In South Halmahera, the best documented language is Buli, for which there is both a
grammar (Maan 1951) and dictionary (Maan 1940). There is a good grammar of Taba
(Bowden 2001), but only a limited lexicon (Collins 1982). For Sawai, there is a phonology
(Whisler 1992), a study of pronominal prefixes (Thomas 1983), and a substantial lexicon
and brief sketch in the Comparative Austronesian Dictionary (Whisler and Whisler 1995).
The remaining South Halmahera languages are represented only by the wordlists of Tel-
jeur (1982) and Stokhof (1980).

In Raja Ampat, the best documented language is Ma'ya, for which there are several
phonological studies (van der Leeden 1983, 1993, 1997; Remijsen 2001a, 2001b, 2002),
and unpublished lexical and grammatical materials (van der Leeden, n.d)). For Matbat,
there is a phonological description (Remijsen 2001b, 2007) and morphological sketch
(Remijsen 2010). Remijsen (2001b) also contains short wordlists and paradigms for most
Raja Ampat languages. Cowan (1953) and Grace (1955-6) contain brief notes on several
languages.

In Cenderawasih Bay, the best documented language is Biak, for which there are two
substantial recent grammars (van den Heuvel 2006; Mofu 2008) and two dictionaries
(van Hasselt and van Hasselt [1947; Soeparno 1977). Wandamen is also well-represented,
possessing a brief sketch (Cowan 1955), a dictionary (Henning 1991), an_unpublished
sketch and wordlist (Kamma, n.d/), another unpublished sketch (Saggers 1979), and a
recent dissertation focused on morphophonology (Gasser 2014). For Waropen, there is
a grammar (Held 1942a), dictionary (Held 1942b), and unpublished sketch (van Velzen,
n.d)). For Dusner, there is a recent sketch (Dalrymple and Mofu 2012) and short lexicon
(Dalrymple and Mofu 2011). David Gil has given several recent presentations on Roon,
of which one is Gil (2008). Cowan (1953) and Grace (1955-6) contain brief notes on
several languages.

In southern Cenderawasih Bay, the only substantial published work is Laycock (1978)
on Moor. As a result of recent fieldwork, there are now fairly substantial published lex-
icons of Moor, Umar, Yaur, and Yerisiam (Kamholz 2013). Approximately 70 hours of
recordings, including 9 hours of transcribed texts, are to be deposited at the Endangered
Languages Archive (ELAR) in 2014.

Among the Yapen languages, the best described is Ambai, for which there is a gram-
mar (Silzer 1983), a book of fish names (Silzer et al. 1986), a substantial unpublished
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lexicon (Price, n.d.) (not available to me), and an unpublished prosodic analysis (Price
and Donohue 2008). For Ansus, there is a recent lexicon (Price and Donohue 2009). For
Serui-Laut, there is an unpublished sketch and wordlist (Slump 1924-38). There is an
ongoing Wooi documentation project at the Center for Endangered Language Documen-
tation at the Universitas Papua in Manokwari, but the materials are so far unpublished. I
have examined only Sawaki (2009).

For the Mamberamo languages Warembori and Yoke, the only published description is
Donohue (1999). There is a small amount of additional Yoke data in Clouse et al. (2002).

There are several wordlist collections, sometimes containing material not available
elsewhere. Anceaux (1961a) contains short wordlists and paradigms for most Cendera-
wasih Bay languages. Smits and Voorhoeve (1992a, 1992b) is the complete dataset used
in Anceaux (1961a), containing comparative wordlists for all Cenderawasih Bay and Raja
Ampat languages; unfortunately, the data vary greatly in reliability. The Austronesian
Basic Vocabulary Database (Greenhill et al. 2008) currently contains wordlists from 12
SHWNG languages, some of which are otherwise unpublished.

The Koninklijk Instituut voor Taal-, Land- en Volkenkunde (KITLV) in Leiden contains
two important archival collections for SHWNG languages. The J. C. Anceaux collection
(aanvraagnummer D Or. 615) contains several notebooks with short grammatical notes
on many languages of Cenderawasih Bay. The I. S. Kijne collection (aanvraagnummer D
Or. 421) contains notebooks with wordlists and transcribed texts in many languages of
Cenderawasih Bay.

Finally, there are several early publications containing lexical data. Fabritius (1855)
gives numerals for Ma'ya and most Cenderawasih Bay languages. Wallace (1869) contains
wordlists of Ma'ya and Matbat. The reports of de Clercq (1888, 1889a, 1889b, 1889¢)
note various lexical items in Ma'ya, Moor, Wandamen, Waropen, and Yaur. Peski (1914)
contains a wordlist of Ma'ya. Adriani and Kruyt (1914) contains lexical data and brief
grammatical notes on all South Halmahera languages. Aside from the grammatical notes
in Adriani and Kruyt (1914), these early sources have largely been supplanted by later
sources.

There are no clearly evident structural differences between varieties described in ear-
lier and later sources, and few lexical differences. The only substantial structural differ-
ence of which I am aware is Umar, which shows s in earlier sources for modern h.

3.4 Early classifications

Adriani and Kruyt (1914: 3:302-305) were the first to propose the subgroup that later
became known as SHWNG.® They present a 101-item comparative wordlist from Buli,
Gane, Sawai, and Taba, and state: “From this list it is entirely clear that [Taba] belongs
with the languages of South Halmahera [= Buli, Gane, and Sawai], the region of the

SThis summary of Adriani and Kruyt (1914) is partly based on Blust (1978a: 183).
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Kalana Fat (Waigeo, Salawati, Misool), Numfor [a dialect of Biak], and its relatives.”® In
support of their claim, Adriani and Kruyt note four “typical features” shared by this group
of languages:

1. final vowels are lost

2. many words show a syncopated form in which the syllable preceding the (new) stress is
reduced, probably owing to stress shift

3. the third person plural pronoun si is postposed as a nominal plural marker

4. the “reverse genitive” (possessor—possessum order) is used

Adriani and Kruyt made no attempt to determine whether these four features were
exclusively shared innovations (arguably none actually are). Nonetheless, their proposal
was significant because it recognized previously unnoticed shared characteristics among
languages that were geographically quite widely separated.

Esser (1938) was the first to use the label South Halmahera—West New Guinea for Adri-
ani and Kruyt’s unnamed subgroup. He included the South Halmahera languages, Biak,
Wandamen, Kowiai (classified as CMP by Blust (1993)), and other unspecified languages
(indicated by “etc.”). The Sarmi coast languages (spoken east of Warembori and Yoke),
later conclusively shown by Grace (1971) to be Oceanic, were placed in the Melanesian
subgroup, not SHWNG. Esser did not provide any justification for his classification.

Dyen (1965) presented a lexicostatistical classification of about 250 Austronesian lan-
guages, among them 9 languages now considered to be SHWNG. These were classified
into three groups: the Bigic Subfamily (As, Biga, Buli, Gebe); the Geelvink Hesion (Biak,
Numfor, Wandamen, and Ambai’); and Waropen. The Bigic Subfamily was classified as
a primary branch of Austronesian, while the Geelvink Hesion and Waropen were placed
in the Moluccan Linkage. The Moluccan Linkage, which extended from Flores in the west
to the Sarmi coast in the east, was a primary branch of the Malayo-Polynesian Linkage
(not coextensive with what is now called Malayo-Polynesian). Dyen’s classification has
not been accepted by other Austronesianists.

3.5 SHWNG according to Blust

Blust (1978a) was the first attempt to put the SHWNG hypothesis on a sound empirical
basis using the comparative method, that is, on the basis of exclusively shared innovations.
It is the only previously published work to present a detailed argument for SHWNG and
its subgroups. Blust (1978a) is an abridged version of a much longer, unpublished paper
presented at the 2ICAL conference (Blust 1978b). A partial copy of the unpublished paper

6“Het is uit deze lijst geheel duidelijk, dat het Oost-Makiansch bij de talen van Z. Halmahera, het gebied
der Kalana Fat (Waigeoe, Salawati, Misol), het Noefoorsch en zijne verwanten behoort.”
’Dyen calls this language “Japen”. Silzer (1983: 9) evidently was able to determine that it was Ambai.
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has been made available to me, which I have used to supplement the published work when
relevant.

Blust’s starting point for investigating the subgrouping of SHWNG languages is a com-
parison of PMP reflexes and other phonological developments in Buli and Numfor (a
dialect of Biak), which he summarizes in a rather hard-to-read table (1978a: 192). Given
this table’s significance for understanding Blust’s arguments for SHWNG and the difficulty
of reading the original, I have reproduced it in clearer form as Table 3.1 on the follow
ing page.® Numbered changes are those which are common to both languages. Blust
groups sound changes so as to highlight what he treats as single changes for the purpose
of subgrouping (e.g., the four rows that make up change 4). When Buli and Numfor show
divergent reflexes, these are sometimes presented in separate rows (e.g., the outcome of
PMP *-).

Blust cites Buli and Numfor forms to support the numbered sound changes in Table
3.1. His presentation of supporting forms, though generally persuasive, suffers from two
drawbacks: paucity of forms, and irregularity of reflexes.’ In several cases, only one or
two supporting forms are given. Sometimes additional supporting forms can be found
elsewhere in the paper.!® The small number of forms is probably due both to the small
percentage of inherited PMP words in Buli and Numfor (in fact, in all SHWNG languages)
and to limitations of space in Blust (1978a), but without full access to Blust (1978b), it is
not easy to know whether a given sound change has more supporting evidence.

Not all changes proposed by Blust are exceptionless. For example, the Buli reflex of
PMP *a is listed as a in change 9, but in change 10, i is listed as a “rare” Buli reflex for
PMP *a in the ultima (e.g., PMP *uRat > Buli uit ‘vein, tendon’). Another case is Numfor
reflexes of *b, which are sometimes p rather than b (1978a: 222, fn. 9). Some irregular-
ities go unmentioned: PMP *pajan > Numfor nasan ‘name’ instead of expected **nasen,
and PMP *tazim > Buli dalim ‘sharp’ instead of expected **talim (or “rare” **calim).!!

In the unpublished version of the paper, Blust makes it clear that he views rare and
irregular correspondences as expected: “the definition of regularity adopted here is that
of recurrent (rather than exceptionless) correspondences” (1978b: 29), and “it is not
uncommon for morphemes ... to show some irregularity in their correspondences” (1978b:
28). He devises what he calls “the deficit system” as a way of rating the level of irregularity

8Most modifications are for clarity of presentation, but I have also made also one substantial change:
reflexes are given from PMP rather than PAn, since changes from PAn to PMP are not relevant to the status
of SHWNG. (At the time of Blust’s paper, there was not yet consensus on the validity of PMP.) An error in
change 10 has also been corrected: the original reads *u,, i.e., *u in the penult, but it is clear from elsewhere
that *u in the ultima is intended. The orthography and reconstructed PMP phonology follow Blust (2013).
9These caveats also apply to the supporting forms from other SHWNG languages presented later in the
paper.
10For example, although only one supporting form is given under change 1 (PMP *pitu > Buli fit, Numfor
fik ‘seven’), one of the supporting forms for change 9 also illustrates change 1 (PMP *pa(n)pan > Buli fafan,
Numfor am-bafen ‘plank’).
Blust (1978b: 29) notes the irregular correspondence in dalim, stating that it is the only case of *t > d
in Buli.



CHAPTER 3. THE SHWNG SUBGROUP

PMP Buli Numfor
consonant shifts 1. *p f f
*t ¢ (rare) k
) P (b)
*-d- r (rare) [s.b.]
vowel shifts 2. *3 (in penult) 0 o
epenthesis *a- ya ya
consonant mergers 4. *t/_* s s
*c S s?
*-j- S s
*s S s
g [s.b.] s?
5. *k @ %]
*q %) %)
*h @ @
*.j [s.b.] (%)
*R %) r
*p @ (rare) [s.b.]
6. *d, *D l -
B2 l r?
*1 l r
*r l r
*-j l [s.a.]
7. *n n n
*A n n
>':U U n
*n p (rare) [s.a.]
8. cluster reduction (C merges with zero) + +
vowel and 9. *a a e
diphthong mergers *3 (in ultima) a e
10. =i i e
*u (in ultima) i e
*a (in ultima) i (rare) e
11. apocope 1 (V merges with zero) + +
12. syncope (V merges with zero) + +
13. apocope 2 (original final vowels and + +
final vowels from diphthongs merge
with zero)
contraction - +

27

Table 3.1: Phonological developments in Buli and Numfor (Blust 1978a: 192, adapted).
(s.b./s.a = see below/above in table for reflex)
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in a given word’s correspondences, and only admits cases with zero or low irregularity as
cognates. It should be kept in mind, then, that although there is good evidence for most
of the sound changes that Blust proposes, the data are also fairly messy and may indicate
a more complex historical scenario.

I turn now to Blust’s analysis of the sound changes in Table and their value in
arguing for the SHWNG subgroup. In the course of his discussion, it becomes apparent
that changes 4 and 5 should be separated into component changes, which I indicate as
follows:

4a. PMP *t became s before *i

4b. PMP *c, *s, and *-j- merged as s
5a. PMP *q and *h were lost

5b. PMP *-k- was lost

5c. PMP *k- and *-k were lost

The special status of change 12, syncope, should also be mentioned. It falls somewhere
between a regular sound change and a lexically specific change of form. Blust (1978a:
207) states that “syncope is to some extent lexically specific”, but that the lexical items
affected are mostly consistent across SHWNG languages.!?

Blust presents evidence for the relative chronology of some of the changes in Table
3.1|. He shows that change 3 (*a- > ya-) must have come after 5a and before 5c in both
Buli and Numfor, since forms derived from *q- and *h- undergo it, whereas forms derived
from *k- do not. Similarly, change 13 (final vowel loss) followed 5a, since forms derived
from *-q and *-h undergo it in both languages. The relative chronology of changes 13
and 5c appears to vary: in Buli, words derived from *-k preserve their final vowels (13
precedes 5c), whereas they are lost in Numfor (5c precedes 13). Blust attributes this
ordering difference to wave-style diffusion: change 13 spread west-to-east and change
5b/5c spread east-to-west (1978a: 195).

Having made a good prima facie case for a subgroup that includes Buli and Numfor,
Blust next examines nearby languages to see whether they also underwent the shared
changes in Table @ His conclusion is that all languages of South Halmahera, as well
as “all of the languages of Misool for which information is available” (Ma'ya and Matbat:
see Remijsen (2001b: 22)), underwent all changes in Table @ except 4a (for which no
evidence was available to decide), 5c, and the *a part of change 10 (1978a: 198). The
Cenderawasih Bay languages all underwent changes 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, and “apparently” 12, and
the Bomberai language Irarutu underwent at least changes 2, 4, 6, and 9 (1978a: 206).
On the basis of subgrouping assumptions (see §3.8), Blust presents supporting forms for

12BJust cites the following proto-forms as undergoing syncope in various SHWNG languages: PMP *banua
‘inhabited area’, PMP *bulu ‘feather’, PMP *mata ‘eye’, PMP *paniki ‘fruit bat’, PMP *t-ina ‘mother’, PMP
*tinaqi ‘intestines’, PEMP *matu ‘dry coconut’, PEMP *natu ‘child’.
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a subset of languages only: Gane and Taba (South Halmahera); Dusner, Kurudu, Moor,
Serui-Laut, Wandamen, and Waropen (Cenderawasih Bay); and Irarutu.

I infer from the above claims that Blust considers the following sound changes to be
common to all SHWNG languages:!3

2. PMP penultimate syllable *2 became o
4b. PMP *c, *s, and *-j- merged as s
5a. PMP *q and *h were lost
5b. PMP *-k- was lost
6. PMP *d, *D, *z, *I, and *r merged as l or r
9. PMP final syllable *2 merged with *a as a or e

12. lexically-specific syncope

Although he does not explicitly say so in all cases, Blust apparently holds that these
changes had all occurred by the Proto-SHWNG stage. As he notes, some changes are
of greater subgrouping value than others. The most distinctive changes from an Aus-
tronesian perspective, and therefore the most valuable as subgrouping evidence, are 2, 6,
9, and 12 (1978a: 194). Particularly distinctive is the outcome of PMP *3 (changes 2 and
9), which “sets these languages off from all other members of the AN family, and could
be taken by itself as subgrouping evidence to be reckoned with” (1978a: 208).

In addition to regular sound changes, Blust claims that SHWNG languages exclu-
sively share a set of lexical innovations, semantic innovations, and irregular phonological
changes. He cites “representative examples” of four irregular phonological changes and
one semantic change (1978a: 208): *(ma-)Dalom ‘deep’ undergoes consonant metathesis
and the irregular change *I > n (Buli m-laman, Numfor ramen); *pafiu ‘sea turtle’ shows
e for expected o (Buli fen, Waropen eni); *si iDa ‘they’ shows irregular loss of *D (Buli,
Wandamen si); *t-ina ‘mother’ shows sporadic palatalization (Buli hiie, Wandamen sifia);
and *qabara ‘shoulder’ > ‘carry on the shoulder’.

As a final argument, Blust gives what he considers “perhaps the most interesting and
powerful piece of evidence for a SHWNG subgroup”: the wave-style diffusion of changes
5c and 13, whose territories overlap in a “transition area”. In the westmost languages
(Gane and Taba), only change 13 is attested. As one progresses eastward, in Buli, change
13 occurred before 5c. Further east, in Numfor, change 5c occurred before 13. Finally, in
the eastmost languages (e.g., Waropen), only change 5c is attested. This is claimed to be
highly significant because “it is commonly believed that the diffusion of linguistic inno-
vations is possible among dialects of the same language, but difficult or even impossible
over distinct languages” (1978a: 209).

13Change 4a might be added to this list, since all languages investigated by Blust either undergo it or
show no evidence against it. It was left out because Blust does not clearly state that he considers it to be a
Proto-SHWNG innovation.
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However, by admitting dialect differences in Proto-SHWNG, Blust is essentially ad-
mitting that some changes occurred after the breakup of the proto-language. In other
words, they are not Proto-SHWNG innovations after all. These sort of spreading innova-
tions, while obviously important for other reasons, should not be used as evidence for a
subgroup if they clearly occurred after its breakup (§).

In a later paper, Blust (1993: 272) states that the “most useful” innovations for show-
ing that a language belongs to SHWNG and not CMP are changes 2 and 12, and the
replacement of PMP *anak ‘child’ with PEMP *natu. It is not clear whether he is referring
to the ease of verifying that a language has undergone these innovations, given the state
of available documentation, or to their strength as subgrouping features.

Blust (1978a: 211) locates the Proto-SHWNG homeland in Cenderawasih Bay on the
basis of its much greater linguistic diversity.

3.6 SHWNG according to Ross

Ross (1995) is an overview of the entire Austronesian family, within which is included
is a brief evaluation and revision of Blust (1978a)’s SHWNG proposal. Ross (1995: 84)
considers the subgroup to be very well supported (“the unity of Proto-SHWNG is remark-
able”). Having made his own analysis of the lexical data in SHWNG languages, Ross
(1995: 84) gives the following list of phonological innovations that in his view define
Proto-SHWNG:!*
1. PMP *p became Proto-SHWNG *f
2. PMP penultimate *2 became Proto-SHWNG *o
3. PMP initial *a- became Proto-SHWNG *ya-
4a. PMP *t became Proto-SHWNG *s before *i
4b. PMP *-j- merged with *s as Proto-SHWNG *-s-
PMP *k, *q, *h, *H and *? were lost
PMP *d, *Z, *l and *r merged as Proto-SHWNG *1
PMP *n and *fi merged as Proto-SHWNG *n
PMP final syllable *a merged with final syllable *a as Proto-SHWNG *a

© N o w

Ross (1995: 85) states that changes 2, 6, and 9 “are quite striking and their occurrence
in combination proves the integrity of Proto-SHWNG as a language”.

Ross (1995: 102, fn. 33) also notes that “these innovations differ in their formulation
somewhat from Blust’s not only because my reconstruction of PMP differs from his PAN,
but also because I have checked data from a larger number of SHWNG languages and

141 have relabeled Ross’s changes to be consistent with the numbering used throughout this chapter. Note
that Ross’s *Z = Blust’s *z, and that Blust does not recognize PMP *H or *?.
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obtained somewhat different results”. He does not mention which languages he checked
(only that it was a greater number than Blust), and does not provide supporting forms for
his sound changes.

I evaluate and compare Blust and Ross’s proposals in §@ below.

3.7 Boundaries

Blust (1978a) does not fully delineate the boundaries of SHWNG. He explicitly includes
all languages of South Halmahera, the Raja Ampat languages Ma'ya and Matbat, and all
languages of Cenderawasih Bay classified by Anceaux (1961a).!®> He presents evidence
that various other Austronesian languages close to Halmahera and New Guinea (Bacan,
Ambon, Seram, Buru, Kei, and Sula) have clearly different phonological histories from
SHWNG languages (1978a: 209). These languages were later classified as CMP (Blust
1983-4).

Van der Leeden (1993: 14), having examined materials from more Raja Ampat lan-
guages than Blust, concludes that “in view of the many obvious similarities between all
languages about which I have more than superficial information, I do not doubt that all
[Raja Ampat] languages ... are to be classified either as SH languages, or as belonging
to a separate subgroup of [SHWNG]”. He presents no evidence for this claim. I show in
chapter ¢ that Raja Ampat languages undergo most sound changes proposed for Proto-
SHWNG.

It is difficult to determine Blust (1978a)’s position on Irarutu. He claims to have de-
termined whether or not Irarutu belongs in SHWNG (1978a: 206), but never mentions
what the decision was. Since he claims that Irarutu underwent changes 2, 4, 6, and 9,
one is led to the conclusion that he means to include it in SHWNG.'® However, Blust
(1993: 271) claims that in the earlier paper, “based on information from the late Profes-
sor J. C. Anceaux, Irarutu was excluded from SHWNG.” This may have been a personal
communication from Anceaux, since Anceaux (1961a) merely excluded Irarutu from his
Cenderawasih Bay subgroup (see below) and did not address the question of SHWNG.

Blust (1993: 270) attempts to more precisely delimit the boundary between CMP and
SHWNG. For Irarutu (and “by implication” its neighbor Kuri), he finds no conclusive
evidence to classify it as CMP or SHWNG. Voorhoeve (1989: 114) and Ross (1995: 85)
are two further attempts to classify Irarutu. Voorhoeve presents evidence that Irarutu
underwent Blust’s changes 2, 4b, and 6, but not 4a, and probably not 9. Ross presents
supporting forms to show that Irarutu underwent his changes 1, 2, 5, and 6. Both authors
argue, contra Blust (1993), that Irarutu belongs in SHWNG. I agree with Voorhoeve and
Ross that there may be some kind of shared history between Irarutu and other SHWNG
languages, but if so, Irarutu was probably the first language to branch off (Voorhoeve has

15Anceaux (1961a) includes all Cenderawasih Bay languages listed in § except Tandia, Umar, Yaur,
and Yerisiam.
16y oorhoeve (1989: 114) also assumed that Blust included Irarutu in SHWNG.
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a similar view). Due to its ambiguous status, Irarutu has been excluded from SHWNG for
the purposes of this work. As for Kuri, its similarity to Irarutu should not be assumed
until more data is available.!” It has been excluded in this work due to lack of evidence.

Blust (1993) classifies Sekar, Onin, Uruangnirin, Arguni, and Kowiai (all spoken on the
Bomberai peninsula or nearby islands) as CMP, on the basis of phonological and lexical
innovations. Nearby Bedoanas and Erokwanas are not classified due to lack of data. I
have excluded Bedoanas and Erokwanas in this work for the same reason.'®

Donohue (1999) classifies Warembori and Yoke (spoken near the mouth of the Mam-
beramo river) as non-Austronesian. He now (p.c.) considers them to be Austronesian, and
based on the published materials, I agree. Given their geographic location, and the fact
that they are clearly not Oceanic, Warembori and Yoke are good candidates for member-
ship in SHWNG. I show in chapterﬁ that Warembori underwent most SHWNG-defining
sound changes. The evidence from Yoke is not sufficient to be conclusive. Since Donohue
(1999) states that the two languages are closely related, Warembori and Yoke are both
included in SHWNG for the purposes of this work.

3.8 Previous internal subgrouping proposals

I now consider previous subgrouping proposals that have been made within SHWNG,
starting with the South Halmahera languages.

Blust (1978a: 198) states that available descriptions of Buli, Maba, Patani, and Sawai
suggest that they are “a dialect continuum in which even the extremes do not vary greatly”.
He terms these the Central-Eastern languages, which are distinguished from the other
South Halmahera languages by “a major bundle of phonological and lexical isoglosses”.
The other two South Halmahera languages, Gane and Taba, are termed the Southern
languages. The only evidence presented for either group is a list of lexical innovations in
Gane and Taba to justify the Southern subgroup (1978a: 199). However, since the lexical
divergence between these two groups is obvious on first inspection, this classification is
a reasonable starting point.

To justify joining the Central-Eastern and Southern groups under a South Halmahera
branch, Blust (1978a: 201) notes that Buli, Gane, and Taba share some innovations that
set it apart from Numfor (and other Cenderawasih Bay languages): PMP *b > p and PMP
*R > (.19 These sound changes are sufficiently distinctive to provide an initial justifi-

17 Jason Jackson (p.c., 2010) informs me that Irarutu and Kuri have few similar vocabulary items on a
basic wordlist, but that speakers of one language claim to understand the other without difficulty. This
suggests pervasive bilingualism between Irarutu and Kuri speakers, complicating how to interpret reports
of their similarity.

18Smits and Voorhoeve (1992a, 1992b), apparently published after Blust (1993) was written, contains lex-
ical data from Bedoanas and Erokwanas. Unfortunately, the data are not sufficient, or sufficiently reliable,
to be used for classification.

19 Another feature that distinguishes the South Halmahera languages, although Blust does not mention it
(perhaps because it is not highly diagnostic), is the outcome of the merger in change 6 as [ rather than r.
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cation for a subgroup. Ross (1995: 85) states that he has independently examined the
evidence for a South Halmahera subgroup and accepts its validity, but does not mention
on what basis.

Blust (1978a: 202) considers Ma'ya to be a South Halmahera language on the basis of
phonological and lexical innovations.?® Only the lexical innovations are exemplified, in
the form of a list of shared, non-inherited words between Buli and Ma'ya, because they
are “more specific”.

Remijsen (2001b: 34) argues that all South Halmahera and Raja Ampat languages
belong to one subgroup of SHWNG, which he proposes should be called RASH to reflect
its geographic extent. His evidence, for which he provides supporting forms, is that they
share the outcome of change 6 as [ and the loss of *R. Of these two changes, only the
latter is sufficiently distinctive to be probative.?!

Van der Leeden (1993: 15) considers it likely that the Raja Ampat languages constitute
a subgroup of their own, since they innovated tone.?? However, as Remijsen points out,
some Raja Ampat languages, such as Ambel, are not tonal. Furthermore, the two Raja
Ampat languages for which tone has been described have rather different tone systems
(see 85.2), so it is far from clear that tonogenesis occurred only once. This is thus not
convincing evidence for a subgroup.

Turning now to the West New Guinea languages, it is sometimes assumed that Blust
(1978a) demonstrated the validity of Proto-WNG (e.g., by Ross (1995: 85)). In fact, he
simply took over the proposal of Anceaux (1961a) that all Cenderawasih Bay languages
belong to a single subgroup. However, Anceaux’s subgroup was mainly based on lexi-
costatistics, and since the only other language in his sample was Irarutu, Anceaux’s ar-
gument is quite weak: he does not consider what other languages might belong to the
group, or what innovations define it. Blust never claims that there are any innovations
exclusive to the Cenderawasih Bay languages or the West New Guinea (Cenderawasih
Bay plus Irarutu) group. A possible phonological innovation is the outcome of change 6
as r, but this cannot be an innovation in both Proto-RASH and Proto-WNG (unless Proto-
SHWNG started with neither *I or *r, which seems unlikely), and is of inconsequential
subgrouping value in any case. Ross (1995: 85) claims to have independently verified the
validity of Proto-WNG, but does not present any evidence. Thus, although Proto-WNG is
sometimes assumed to exist, no evidence for it has ever been publjshed.

I turn now to Anceaux (1961a)’s classification, shown in Figure 3.4 on the next page.?
Anceaux describes Waropen as occupying a “central position” between Biakic and Yapen,

20For the identification of this language (called Misool by Blust) as Ma'ya, cf. Remijsen (2001b: 17).

21 Additionally, the outcome of change 6 is not a Proto-RASH innovation if Proto-SHWNG already had *1
(as, for example, Ross has claimed).

22He apparently excludes Gebe from this subgroup, considering it to be “an offshoot of the Patani language
from southeastern Halmahera” (van der Leeden 1993: 10).

23The tree is copied from Blust (1978a: 205), who received clarifications from Anceaux of some unin-
tended ambiguities in the original classification. The Biak Group has been renamed Biakic for clarity, and
the group as a whole (not named by Anceaux) has been labeled Cenderawasih Bay.



CHAPTER 3. THE SHWNG SUBGROUP 34

Cenderawasih Bay

Yapen
Biakic East Yapen
Biak Roon Dusner Meoswar  Waropen Moor  Wandamen o Kurudu Wabo

Figure 3.4: Anceaux (1961a)’s lexicostatistical classification of Cenderawasih Bay
languages. The dots stand for the remaining Austronesian languages of Yapen Island.

with Moor “about half-way” between Waropen and Yapen (1961a: 146-7). As Blust
points out, these statements are inconsistent with a tree model, so as a matter of conve-
nience, he considers Waropen and Moor to be primary branches (1978a: 205).2*

Since Anceaux’s classification is not based on the comparative method, he does not
propose any shared innovations to justify his subgroups. The only subgroup that is clearly
justifiable on these grounds is Biakic. Roon (David Gil, p.c.) and Dusner (Dalrymple and
Mofu 2012) clearly share numerous morphological innovations with Biak that could not
have arisen by chance. There are few data available for Meoswar. Several Biak speakers
have told me that Meoswar is partly mutually intelligible with Biak, so it is reasonable to
include it on a preliminary basis.

Silzer (1983: 232-243) argues for a Western Yapen group on the basis of a striking
series of shared morphological features in verbal subject prefixes. This group includes
all of Anceaux’s Yapen languages except for East Yapen. A few of Silzer’s features are
analyzable as retentions, but the rest are sufficiently numerous and specific that his argu-
ment is quite convincing. Silzer (1983: 15-19) internally subgroups the Western Yapen
languages on the basis of shared sound changes (e.g., final consonant loss and *s > ).
This subgrouping is much less convincing, as the cited sound changes are phonetically
natural and could have easily diffused or occurred independently.

Van Velzen (1994) proposes a Sarera Bay subgroup containing all Cenderawasih Bay
languages except Tandia, Umar, Yaur, and Yerisiam, which were excluded for lack of
data. The Sarera Bay group splits into two primary branches: Biakic (containing the

24As mentioned above, Blust (1978a) uses Anceaux’s classification in order to determine what evidence
is sufficient to show that all Cenderawasih Bay languages underwent a sound change: it must be shared
by Biakic, Waropen, Moor, and Yapen. This line of reasoning is somewhat obscure. Since the changes in
question presumably occurred in Proto-SHWNG, and since Blust appears to accept Anceaux’s Cenderawasih
Bay group, finding evidence of SHWNG innovations in any individual Cenderawasih Bay language should
be enough to make a good case for including the whole group in SHWNG. Perhaps Blust thought that there
was better evidence for Anceaux’s subgroups that for the group as a whole.




CHAPTER 3. THE SHWNG SUBGROUP 35

same languages as above) and West Sarera Bay (containing the remaining languages). The
West Sarera Bay group splits into Wandamen-Yapen (similar to Silzer’s Western Yapen)
and Waropen-Moor. Van Velzen justifies these groups on the basis of shared phonological
and morphological features, but he does not distinguish innovations, retentions, and areal
features, and is not always explicit about how the subgrouping was produced.

Of the above proposed subgroups, I accept as already sufficiently demonstrated only
Central-Eastern and Southern South Halmahera, Biakic, and Western Yapen. However, in
chapters @—EI perform all comparisons at the level of individual languages. This is done
in order to permit revisions to these subgrouping assumptions if compelling evidence is
found.

3.9 Van den Berg’s reconstruction of possessive
marking

Van den Berg (2009) tentatively reconstructs Proto-SHWNG possessive marking on the
basis of data from eleven languages: Buli, Sawai, Taba (South Halmahera); Irarutu (Bom-
berai); Ambai, Biak, Moor, Wandamen, Waropen (Cenderawasih Bay); and Warembori
(Mamberamo).?> He reconstructs two different possessive paradigms, alienable and inali-
enable, since the distinction is exhibited in almost all SHWNG languages.?® Van den Berg
first reconstructs possessive paradigms at the level of Proto-SH, Proto-RA, and Proto-WNG,
and then reconstructs up to Proto-SHWNG.?” He claims that Proto-SHWNG had nominal
suffixes for inalienable possession, and two classifiers for alienable possession, *na and
*ri, which also took suffixes. Van den Berg then compares the Proto-SHWNG inalien-
able paradigm to the Proto-Oceanic direct possession paradigm, and shows that there is
substantial agreement.

Van den Berg’s is the first serious attempt to reconstruct the morphology of Proto-
SHWNG or any of its putative subgroups. I present an analysis of inalienable possessive
marking aimed at subgrouping rather than reconstruction in §6.4.

3.10 Contact-induced change

Certain structural features of SHWNG languages have been attributed to contact-induced
change from Papuan languages. The features most frequently mentioned in the litera-

25Van den Berg relies on Anceaux (1961a) and Laycock (1978) for Moor, which contain various inaccu-
racies, but better data would probably not significantly change his analysis.

26The only language in van den Berg’s sample that does not make the distinction is Taba, which he argues
has lost it.

27This procedure appears to be at variance with van den Berg’s acceptance of Remijsen’s Proto-RASH,
and with his statement that “I will not be concerned with the details of subgrouping in this article” (2009:
218). His reconstruction presupposes a different subgrouping from Remijsen’s, and moreover, one that not
been proposed elsewhere to my knowledge.
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ture are the alienable/inalienable possession contrast, possessor—possessum word order,
clause-final negation, and lexical tone. Here I summarize the main proposals that have
been made.

The most detailed argument regarding the appearance of the inalienable/alienable pos-
session contrast in Austronesian comes from Donohue and Schapper (2008). They first
observe that prefixal possessive marking and an alienable/inalienable contrast are com-
mon in Papuan languages. Austronesian languages usually have suffixal possessive mark-
ing, only showing the alienable/inalienable contrast in languages that are spoken near
Papuan languages (or in their descendents, such as Oceanic languages). A few of these
Austronesian languages have also developed prefixal possession. Donohue and Schapper
proceed to argue that the appearance in Austronesian of the alienability contrast, prefixal
possession, and the “indirect” possession construction for alienables (using a possessive
classifier) are all attributable to Papuan contact. Although they are not fully explicit on
this point, it appears they believe that this change happened many times independently
as “a response to regional norms” (2008: 323), but that the construction had been fixed
by the time of Proto-Oceanic and possibly PEMP.

Klamer et al. (2008) argue that shift-induced interference from Papuan to Austrone-
sian is responsible for a number of features of CMP and SHWNG languages: the alien-
able/inalienable contrast, possessor—possessum order, clause-final negation, and possibly
lexical tone. Their approach is more typologically-oriented than Donohue and Schapper’s,
but Klamer et al. also discuss in detail language-specific differences among Austronesian
and Papuan languages in the expression of possession and negation. They argue that
these changes probably occurred separately as different Papuan groups intermarried with
more powerful Austronesians and shifted to their languages, but that at least the features
of alienable/inalienable possession and clause-final negation had emerged by the time of
Proto-Oceanic (2008: 138).

In the case of clause-final negation, Klamer et al. (2008: 133) note that there are
striking resemblances in the form of the negator in CMP, SHWNG and some nearby Papuan
languages: it is fa in Moor, Wandamen, and Biak; wo(mo) in one dialect of Waropen;
(wWwa in North Halmahera; bar in Mansim and big in Hatam of the East Bird’s Head
family (apparently -ar/-ig is a regular correspondence in these languages); waeid in the
CMP language Kei off the southwest coast of New Guinea; and even *b"ali with a shortened
form *b"a in Proto-Oceanic. I have found similar negators in Yerisiam (ve) and the East
Geelvink Bay language Tarunggare (wawa). It would indeed seem that there are too
many similarities to be due to chance, although the mechanism that could produce such
an outcome is unclear.

Donohue (2004) argues that split intransitivity in Taba is attributable to Papuan in-
fluence (e.g., from North Halmahera languages). Reesink (2005: 191-194) notes that
an “experiential construction”, with experiencers expressed as objects, is found through-
out the Bird’s Head and Cenderawasih Bay, in both Papuan and Austronesian languages.
Donohue and Reesink’s claims are suggestive, but in my opinion neither presents enough
data to justify that the constructions in question are comparable across languages. Holton



CHAPTER 3. THE SHWNG SUBGROUP 37

(2008)’s description of split intransitivity in North Halmahera, on the other hand, bears a
striking resemblance to the stative predicate split that I have observed in Moor (although
Holton makes no claims about contact with SHWNG languages).

Remijsen (2001b: 11-13) suggests that some features of SHWNG languages may be
attributable to Papuan contact, including lexical tone in Raja Ampat languages and Moor,
lack of an [-r contrast, and a possible imperfective/perfective aspect contrast in Ambel.
In the case of tone in Ma'ya and Matbat, the scenario is sketched out in more detail: tone
arose under shift from a tonal Papuan language (2001b: 119). Remijsen claims that this
hypothesis is able to account for otherwise hard to explain features of the Ma'ya tone
system, such as a lack of preference for monosyllabic words. However, it is not obvious
why contact should be the best explanation for lack of monosyllabism; the outcome of
tonogenesis need not be so uniform.

Price and Donohue (2008) make a similar claim for the Austronesian languages of
Yapen. They first describe the Ambai stress system, and concluding that there is “no
known way of justifying” its complexity. They then note that other languages of Yapen
also have complex stress systems (including Saweru, a Papuan language), and that tonal
languages have been found around Cenderawasih Bay: the East Bird’s Head languages
have been described as pitch-accented, Moor is tonal, and the inland Papuan languages
(Wissel Lakes and Lakes Plains) are tonal. Their conclusion is that the original (Papuan)
languages of Yapen were tonal, and that with the arrival of Austronesian languages, there
has been a process of language shift and tono-exodus. This is a very interesting claim, but
it would be more convincing if Price and Donohue specifically stated why the Ambai
stress system could not have arisen from internal change alone.
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Chapter 4

SHWNG historical phonology I:
Segmental phonology

4.1 Introduction

This chapter evaluates the historical segmental phonology of SHWNG languages, on the
basis of current lexical data and PMP, PCEMP, and PEMP reconstructions.

Table 4.1 on the following pagq lists the sources consulted in compiling this chapter.
Given the state of available documentation, language coverage is necessarily uneven. The
diversity of SHWNG is nonetheless well represented, with the unavoidable exceptions of
Kurudu and Wabo.

PMP, PCEMP, and PEMP reconstructions are drawn from Blust (1978a, 1993, 1999,
2014) and Ross (2006). Blust (1978a, 2014) and Greenhill et al. (2008) were consulted
as starting points for cognacy judgments. Final cognacy decisions are my own. See the
Appendix for the complete list of cognate sets from which the data in this chapter are
drawn.

To make the presentation of data more manageable, reflexes are organized accord-
ing to three geographic groupings: South Halmahera, Raja Ampat, and Cenderawasih
Bay/Mamberamo. This is for convenience only, and does not represent a subgrouping
claim.

Tables of PMP, PCEMP, and PEMP reflexes contain a representative sample of the
available data, whenever possible illustrating reflexes in initial, medial, and final posi-
tions. Uncertain reflexes have generally been excluded from the tables.

A recurrent issue throughout the chapter is irregularity in sound change. The same
proto-sound does not always produce the same reflex in a given language. Some potential
ways to resolve discrepancies of this sort are (1) more precise specification of the condi-
tioning environment; (2) appeal to dialect mixture; (3) categorization as something other
than sound change; (4) rejection of the regularity hypothesis.

Strategy (1) is rarely possible in the case of SHWNG, since only a small number of
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proto-form reflexes are typically attested in any given SHWNG language. For example,
Moor reflects medial *p only in PCEMP *kanzupay > arttha ‘rat’; PMP *qapuR > dr-
a ‘lime’; and PMP *sa-puluq > tdura ‘ten’. The discrepancy between h and & could
conceivably be explained by phonological conditioning. However, it is difficult to make

Language = Works consulted
SH Buli Blust (2014); Greenhill et al. (2008)
Gane Greenhill et al. (2008)
Sawai Whisler and Whisler (1995)
Taba Bowden (2001)); Greenhill et al. (2008)
RA Ambel Remijsen (2001b)
As Greenhill et al. (2008)
Biga Greenhill et al. (2008); Remijsen (2001b)
Fiawat Remijsen (2001b)
Gebe Greenhill et al. (2008)
Kawe Remijsen (2001b)
Laganyan  Remijsen (2001b)
Matbat Remijsen (2001b)
Ma'ya Blust (2014); Remijsen (2001b)
Wauyai Remijsen (2001b)
CB Ambai Blust (2014); Greenhill et al. (2008); Silzer (1983)
Ansus Blust (2014); Price and Donohue (2009)
Biak Blust (2014); Greenhill et al. (2008); van Hasselt and van Hasselt (1947)
Dusner Dalrymple and Mofu (2011)
Kurudu Blust (2014)
Marau Blust (2014)
Moor Kamholz (2013)
Munggui Blust (2014)
Pom Blust (2014)
Roon Blust (2014)
Serui-Laut  Blust (2014); Slump (1924-38)
Umar Kamholz (2013)
Wandamen Blust (2014); Gasser (2013); Greenhill et al. (2008); Henning (1991))
Waropen Blust (2014); Greenhill et al. (2008); Held (1942b)
Wooi Blust (2014)
Yaur Kamholz (2013)
Yerisiam Kambholz (2013)
M  Warembori Donohue (1999)
Yoke Donohue (1999)

Table 4.1: Sources of lexical data in this chapter.



CHAPTER 4. SEGMENTAL PHONOLOGY 40

solid generalizations on the basis of the small number of examples.

Strategy (2) is sometimes plausible, but often difficult to substantiate. To take another
example from Moor, initial *k is reflected in the Hirom dialect as PMP *kahiw > ka/’liata
‘wood’ and PMP *kutu > kii’-a ‘louse’. In the Ayombai dialect, we find ka/’tata ‘wood’
and 11’-a ‘louse’. We might therefore suppose that the original reflex was k in Hirom and
¢ in Ayombai, and that Ayombai has borrowed ‘wood’ from the Hirom dialect. This
argument would be more convincing if we could show a systematic pattern of borrowing,
and if ‘wood” were a more likely word to be borrowed. As it stands, the argument is
suggestive, but not conclusive.

Strategy (3) is applicable when there is reason to believe that a morphological process
has altered the form of a word in some way. For example, Yaur reflects *a in PMP *manuk
> ma’-ré ‘bird’ and PCEMP *matay > méé’-ré ‘die’. It initially appears that there is a
variable outcome of a or e. However, on closer inspection it turns out the citation for
meé’-ré is also the third person form, and shows the effect of a historical infix <> (§6.3.2).
The first person form i-mad’-ré did not have an infix. Therefore, the regular outcome is a.

Strategy (4) is not really an explanation, but rather an admission that one cannot
further account for irregular phonological developments. This is presumably what Blust
(1978b: 29) means when he states, “the definition of regularity adopted here is that of
recurrent (rather than exceptionless) correspondences”. In practice, this is often the best
one can do. Indeed, for many instances of irregularity noted in this chapter, none of the
above strategies is convincing. In such cases, the irregularity is generally noted without
comment; however, I hope that further research will be able to clarify some of them.

4.2 Comparative phonology

4.2.1 *q

The regular outcome of *q is ¢ in all SHWNG languages (see Tables @). The change
of *q > (0 is very common in Austronesian, so does not provide good subgrouping evi-
dence.

PMP *daRaq ‘blood’ Buli la
PMP *ma-Ruqanay ‘man’ Buli man, Gane maon, Sawai mon, Taba mon
PMP *qabu ‘ash’ Buli gigi/ap, Sawai ge/yap, Taba yap-yap

PMP *qinap, PCEMP *genap Sawai -yenef
‘lie down to sleep’

PMP *Rumagq ‘house’ Gane um, Sawai um
PMP *tinsaqi ‘intestines’ > Buli hfiao, Sawai sno
‘belly’

Table 4.2: Reflexes of *q in South Halmahera.
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PMP *daRaq ‘blood’ Gebe la

PMP *ma-Ruganay ‘man’ Ambel man, As -man, Biga wa/'man, Gebe man, Kawe
'man[a], Lag. 'man[a], Mat. wa’y/ma?*'n, Ma'ya 'ma*®n,
Wau. 'manfa]

PMP *qabu ‘ash’ As yap-apin

PMP *ginap, PCEMP *genap Ambel -ane, Biga -e'nef, Fia. -ene, Gebe yencf, Kawe -e'nef,
‘lie down to sleep’ Lag. -'enef, Ma'ya (S.) -'ene’f, Mat. -e*'n, Wau. -'enef

PMP *Rumaq ‘house’ Biga um, Gebe um, Kawe um, Ma'ya 'u’m

PMP *tinraqi ‘intestines’ > Ambel nyay, Biga nyao, Fia. na, Gebe hfiao, hfiainora, Kawe
‘belly’ a-'nyay(o), Lag. a-'nyay(o), Ma'ya 'na(o), Wau. ka-'nyay(o)

Table 4.3: Reflexes of *q in Raja Ampat.

PMP *daRaq ‘blood’ Moor rara, Wrp. rara, Yer. rdra
Wmb. ke-ra-ro
PMP *qabu ‘ash’ Umar au, SL wabu, Wrp. avu
PMP *qinap, PCEMP *genap Ambai ena, Ansus ena, Biak enaf, Dus. enep, Moor end, SL ena,
‘lie down to sleep’ Wan. ena, Wrp. ena-ko, Yer. éen/é
PMP *Rumagq ‘house’ Biak rum, Dus. rum, Moor ruma, Umar ron, Wrp. ruma, Yaur
rutg-ré ‘ceremonial house’, Yer. rima ‘ceremonial house’
PMP *insaqi ‘intestines’ > Ambai ene-, Ansus ane/u, Biak sne-, Moor siné, SL ane, Umar
‘belly’ hna, Wan. sane, Yaur hnda-ré, Yer. hind

Table 4.4: Reflexes of *q in Cenderawasih Bay and Mamberamo.

4.2.2 *h

The regular outcome of *h is J in all SHWNG languages (see Tables @«@) The change
of h > J is very common cross-linguistically and in Austronesian, so does not provide
good subgrouping evidence.
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PMP *hapuy, PCEMP *api
‘fire’

PMP *hikan, PEMP *ikan
‘fish’

PMP *kahiw, PCEMP *kayu
‘wood’

PMP *ma-hiaq, PCEMP
*mayaq ‘ashamed’

PMP *paRih, PCEMP *paRi
‘sting’

Buli yap

Buli ian, Gane ian, Sawai in
Buli ai, Sawai ay, Taba ai
Buli ma

Buli fa ‘stingray’, Sawai fa ‘stingray’

Table 4.5: Reflexes of *h in South Halmahera.

PMP *hapuy, PCEMP *api
‘fire’

PMP *hikan, PEMP *ikan
‘fish’

PMP *kahiw, PCEMP *kayu
‘wood’

PMP *ma-hiaq, PCEMP
*mayaq ‘ashamed’

Ambel lap, As yap, Biga lap, Fia. lap, Gebe yap, Kawe lap, Lag.
lap, Mat. ya’p, Ma'ya 'la’®p, Wau. lap
Gebe in, Kawe 'in[i], Mat. yi'n, Ma'ya (M.) 'i*’n

Ambel ay, As a, Biga ay(o0), Gebe kai, Kawe w/ay(o), Ma'ya
'ai(o)

Gebe moi, Ma'ya -'ma?®

Table 4.6: Reflexes of *h in Raja Ampat.

PMP *hapuy, PCEMP *api
‘fire’

PMP *hikan, PEMP *ikan
‘fish’

PMP *ma-hiaq, PCEMP
*mayaq ‘ashamed’

PMP *kahiw, PCEMP *kayu
‘wood’

PMP *tobuh ‘sugarcane’

Yer. jdai
Biak in, Dus. in, Moor (H.) ijana
Biak ma, Umar mae, SL. mamaya, Wan. mamaya, Yer. mdi

Ambai ai, Ansus ai, Biak ai, Dus. ai, Moor ka/’tlat-a, SL ai,
Umar ae, Wan. ai, Wrp. ai, Yaur d-jé, Yer. di

Wmb. ayo-ro, Yoke a

Ambai tovu, Ansus towu, Biak kob, SL tovu, Umar to, Wrp.
kovu, Yaur o0o-jé, Yer. kdou

Table 4.7: Reflexes of *h in Cenderawasih Bay and Mamberamo.



CHAPTER 4. SEGMENTAL PHONOLOGY 43

4.2.3 *p

The regular ou e of *p is f in most South Halmahera and Raja Ampat languages (see
Tables 4.8 and #.9). Exceptions are Taba, where the outcome is h (presumably via f), and
Ambel, where the outcome is f ~ § ~ h.! Apparent reflexes of PCEMP *api ‘fire’ show
the irregular outcome p in all attested examples.

utcomes of *p in Cenderawasih Bay and Mamberamo are more varied (see Table
4.10). In Dusner, it remains p, whereas it becomes f in closely related Biak. In Yerisiam,
the outcome is & ~ p. In Moor, the outcome is & ~ h. (There are no obvious conditioning
factors in either case.) In the remaining languages, *p > .

I assume, on the basis of phonetic plausibility, that languages reflecting *p as h or @
first underwent the change *p > *f. However, this is such a cross-linguistically common
change that it cannot persuasively be used as subgrouping evidence. Furthermore, the
fact that Biak and Dusner, both members of the small Biakic subgroup, have divergent
outcomes shows that this change must have happened independently at least twice.

PMP *gpat, PEMP *pat ‘four’  Buli fat, Gane -fot, Sawai -fot, Taba -hot

PMP *hapuy, PCEMP *api Buli yap
‘fire’
PMP *ma-nipis ‘thin Buli m-lifis, Gane manifis, Sawai -menifes, Taba mnihis
(materials)’
PCEMP *marip ‘laugh’ Buli a-mlif, Gane mlif, Sawai -mlif, Taba -(ha)mlih
PMP *paniki ‘fruit bat’ Buli fni, Gane fnik, Sawai fni
PMP *paRih, PCEMP *paRi Buli fa ‘stingray’
‘sting’
PMP *qatap ‘roof’ Buli yataf, Gane yotaf, Sawai yotef

Table 4.8: Reflexes of *p in South Halmahera.

PMP *apat, PEMP *pat ‘four’  Ambel ¢at, As fat, Biga fat, Gebe pi-fat, Lag. fat, Ma'ya 'fa’’t

PMP *hapuy, PCEMP *api Ambel lap, As yap, Biga lap, Fia. lap, Gebe yap, Kawe lap, Lag.
‘fire’ lap, Mat. ya’p, Ma'ya 'la’®p, Wau. lap
PCEMP *kazupay ‘rat’ Biga kalof, Ma'ya keluf
PMP *ma-panuq ‘full’ Ambel an/hon, Biga fon, Fia. fon, Kawe fon, Lag. fon, Mat.
fo’n, Ma'ya 'fo'*n
PCEMP *marip ‘laugh’ As -meli/s, Biga -mlef, Gebe -mnif
PMP *qatap ‘roof’ Gebe yataf

Table 4.9: Reflexes of *p in Raja Ampat.

! Arnold (2014) shows that Ambel f, ¢, and h are variants of a single phoneme /f/.
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PMP *apat, PCEMP *pat-i, Ambai -a, Biak fiak, Dus. pati, Marau ati, Moor &’-6, SL -a,
PEMP *pat ‘four’ Umar eat, Wan. at, Wrp. ak/o, Yaur r-ia-hé, Yer. dak/a

PCEMP *kazupay ‘rat’ Ambai karu, Moor arttha, SL karu

PMP *ma-nipis ‘thin Umar mnieh, Wan. minis, Yaur né-mnihé, Yer. mdnfijdhé
(materials)’

PCEMP *marip ‘laugh’ Ambai miri, Ansus mari, Biak mbrif, Moor mari/’-a, SL mari,

Umar mari, Wan. mari
PMP *paRih, PCEMP *paRi Yer. pdr/ééma ‘stingray’, ari mdanda ‘ray sp.’
‘sting’
PMP *punti ‘banana’ Moor htit-a, Umar idi, Wrp. ui, Yaur idi-e, Yer. pfiti
Wmb. uti-ro, Yoke si
PMP *gapuR ‘lime, calcium’ Biak afar, Dus. aper, Moor (A.) dua, Moor (H.) dr-a, Umar au,

Yer. dau
PMP *gatap ‘roof’ Moor r/a’a, Wrp. aka, Yer. dkd-rdania
PMP *sa-puluq ‘ten’ Ambai sura, Ansus ura, Biak sa-m-fur, Dus. sa-m-pur, Moor

taura, SL sura, Wrp. sauro

Table 4.10: Reflexes of *p in Cenderawasih Bay and Mamberamo.

4.2.4 *b?

The regular outcome of *b is p in South Halmahera (see Table 4.11)).

Raja Ampat languages show considerable variation between p and b (see Table 4.12).
The variation is partly predictable by word, partly by language. In the available data, As
and Gebe consistently show p, and Matbat consistently shows b. The remaining languages
all show some variation.® Variation by word is evident when we compare reflexes of PMP
*batu ‘stone’ and PMP *buaq ‘fruit’, which are consistently p; reflexes of PMP *baRay ‘give’,
which are consistently b; and reflexes of PMP *ba-b<n,ahi ‘woman’, which are evenly
divided.

In Cenderawasih Bay and Mamberamo, the regular outcome of *b is b in Biak, Munggui,
and Warembori;* B in Dusner, Moor, Yaur, and Yoke; and, on the basis of a single word,
w in Kurudu (see Table @.13). The remaining languages show word by word variation,
as in Raja Ampat: Ambai shows b ~ 8 ~ w; Ansus shows b ~ w; Serui-Laut shows § ~ w;
Wandamen and Waropen show b ~ f3; Umar shows f§ ~ 0; and Yerisiam shows b ~ @.

There is no obvious phonological conditioning accounting for the observed variation,
and it would be difficult in any case to generalize on the basis of the small number of ex-
amples. It is clear that there was a change *b > p in South Halmahera, and possibly some
Raja Ampat languages. This change is distinctive enough to be of moderate subgrouping

2Gee §E.2.21 for *mb clusters.

3More data might well produce evidence of variation in As, Gebe, or Matbat as well.

4Warembori has a single phoneme /b/ which is pronounced b word-initially and f intervocalically. These
allophones are spelled b and v, respectively.
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value. However, the irregularity of reflexes in Raja Ampat significantly weakens the case
for a shared innovation with South Halmahera. It is unclear precisely what happened

without further evidence.

In Cenderawasih Bay, there was evidently a progression of changes from *b > f > w >
0. These changes are less distinctive than the devoicing change, and the fact that closely
related languages (Biak and Dusner; Ambai and Serui-Laut) show divergent outcomes
weighs against using them as subgrouping evidence.

PMP *ba-b<insahi, PCEMP
*bdmpai ‘woman’

PMP *batu ‘stone’

PMP *buagq ‘fruit’

PMP *bunugq ‘kill’

PMP *Roabak ‘to fly’

Buli ma-pin, Gane mapin, Sawai mepin, Taba mapin

Buli pat

Buli pio, Taba sa/po

Buli pun, Gane pun, Sawai -pun, Taba -pun
Buli opa, Gane opa, Sawai -ope, Taba -opa

Table 4.11: Reflexes of *b in South Halmahera.

PMP *ba-b<in-ahi, PCEMP
*bdnvai ‘woman’

PMP *batu ‘stone’

PMP *baRay ‘give’

PMP *buagq ‘fruit’
PMP *bunugq ‘kill’

PMP *Roabak ‘to fly’

Ambel bin, Biga wa/'bin, Fia. bin, Gebe mapin, Kawe pin, Lag.
pin, Ma'ya 'pi’n, Wau. pin

As pa, Biga ka-'pat, Gebe ka-pat, Kawe a-'pat, Lag. a-'pat, Mat.
pa*’t, Ma'ya ka-'pa'?, Wau. ka-'pat

Ambel -bi, Fia. bi, Lag. 'bi(0o), Mat. be?!, Ma'ya 'bi(0), Wau.
bi(o)

As nu/pu-, Biga puo, Gebe ka-pio

Ambel buni, As -bun, Biga bun, Fia. bun, Gebe -pun, Kawe bun,
Lag. 'bu’n, Mat. bu’n, Ma'ya 'bu’n, Wau. bun, fal/'pun

Ambel -apo, As n/apo, Biga -o'bo, Fia. -op, Gebe -opo, Kawe
-'op[o], Lag. -'op[o], Ma'ya (S.) -'opo?, Wau. -'op[o]

Table 4.12: Reflexes of *b in Raja Ampat.
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PMP *ba-b<in-ahi, PCEMP
*bdnpai ‘woman’

PMP *baRa ‘arm’

PMP *bagaru ‘new’
PMP *batu ‘stone’

PMP *baRay ‘give’
PMP *baRsay ‘canoe paddle

)

PMP *buagq ‘fruit’

PMP *buku ‘knot’

PMP *bulu ‘feather, body
hair’

PMP *qabu ‘ash’

PMP *Roabak ‘to fly’

PMP *tobuh ‘sugarcane’

Ambai vivin, Ansus wawing, Biak bin, Moor vavin-a, Umar
ing/go, SL vavin, Wan. vavi, Wrp. bino, Yer. find

Wmb. bin-do

Ambai wara-, Ansus wara/u, Biak bra, Dus. vra, Moor veréa,
Mun. bara, SL wara, Wan. vara, Wrp. va(ha)-, Yaur vrd-
‘ugwdje, Yer. ba-ki

Wmb. ke-vera-ro, Yoke fura-

Ambai wa/woru, Ansus wa/woru, Biak ba/bo, Kur. woru, SL
va-voru, Wan. va/voru, Wrp. voa, boa

Moor vd’-a, Umar atu, Yer. dakii

Dus. ve, Umar ve, Yaur vé-né

Ambai bo, wo, Ansus bo, wo, Biak -boras, Dus. vors, Moor vor-
a, SL bo, Wan. bo, vo

Ambai bon, Ansus ai/bong, Biak ai/bon, Moor vé, SL bo, Wan.
buo, Wrp. vo, Yer. u

Wmb. bua, Yoke fua

Moor vii’-a, Umar vu, Yaur viu-jé, Yer. bu-gtia

Ambai na-wa/vuru, Moor viru, Umar uru, Wrp. vuro, Yer.
turd-gua

Wmb. ke-vun-do, Yoke bo

Ansus w/awu, SL w/abu, Umar au, Wan. w/abu, Wrp. avu

Wmb. aivu-ro

Biak rob, Wrp. ro/ko (?)

Wmb. dove

Ambai tovu, Ansus towu, Biak kob, SL tovu, Umar to, Wrp.
kovu, Yaur o0o-jé, Yer. kdou

Table 4.13: Reflexes of *b in Cenderawasih Bay and Mamberamo.

4.2.5 *t°

The regular outcome of *t in South Halmahera and Raja Ampat is t (see Tables 4.14 and

4.15).

In Buli, a few words irregularly reflect *t as ¢, and in one case as d (m-dalim

‘sharp’). In Raja Ampat, the reflex of PCEMP *todan ‘sit’ irregularly shows s in Ma'ya and

h in Matbat.

In Cenderawasih Bay and Mamberamo, there is evidence in several languages for a

progression of the form *t > k > ? > (J. Biak, Roon (not shown here), Warembori,
Waropen, and Yerisiam consistently reflect *t as k. In Moor, there is variation between
k and 2.° In Yaur, *t becomes ? word-initially and & elsewhere. In Ambai, Ansus, and

5See §M for palatalization of *t before *i. See § for *nt clusters.

5In several words, the outcome is k in the Hirom dialect and ? in the Ayombai dialect. Examples are
Hirom mukd’-a, Ayombai mu’d’-a ‘afraid’; Hirom ki’-a, Ayombai 1i’-a ‘louse’. (Moor has no word-initial
contrast between ? and @ on nouns.)
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Serui-Laut, *t is lost finally, otherwise it is preserved as t. In the other languages, *t

remains unchanged.

We might suppose that all languages that underwent the change *t > k, before pos-
sibly progressing further, share an innovation—i.e., Biak, Moor, Roon, Warembori, Wa-
ropen, Yaur, and Yerisiam. However, there are three convincing arguments against this
claim. First, this putative grouping would cross-cut the well-established Biakic subgroup,
including Biak and excluding Dusner. Second, there are no other known innovations sub-
grouping this particular set of languages. Finally, Blust (2004) has shown that the change
t > k has occurred independently numerous times in the history of Austronesian. On this
basis, I conclude that the change *t > k most likely occurred independently several times,

and so does not provide good subgrouping evidence.

PMP *batu ‘stone’

PMP *gpat, PEMP *pat ‘four’

PMP *kita ‘we (incl.)’
PMP *kulit ‘skin’

PMP *kutu ‘louse’
PMP *lapit ‘sky’

PMP *mata ‘eye’

PMP *ma-takut ‘afraid’
PMP *ma-tazim ‘sharp’
PMP *tanam ‘to plant’
PMP *tapis ‘to cry’
PMP *tolu ‘three’

PMP *tuzuq ‘indicate’

Buli pat

Buli fat, Gane -fot, Sawai -fot, Taba -hot
Buli ite, Gane kit, Sawai it, Taba tit
Gane kulit, Taba kulit

Buli ut, Gane kut, Sawai kit, Taba kut
Buli lapit, Gane langit, Taba langit

Buli mta, Gane mto, Sawai mto, Taba mto
Buli am-cait

Buli m-dalim

Gane tonam, Sawai tonem

Buli tayis, Gane tangis

Sawai -tel, Taba -tol

Buli culi

Table 4.14: Reflexes of

*t in South Halmahera.
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PMP *batu ‘stone’ As pa, Biga ka-'pat, Gebe ka-pat, Kawe a-'pat, Lag. a-'pat, Mat.
pa'’t, Ma'ya ka-'pa’, Wau. ka-'pat
PMP *apat, PCEMP *pat-i, Ambel ¢at, As fat, Biga fat, Gebe pi-fat, Lag. fat, Ma'ya 'fa’’t
PEMP *pat ‘four’
PMP *kutu ‘louse’ Ambel ut, Biga wut, Fia. wut, Gebe ut, Kawe wut, Lag. wut,
Mat. wu’t, Ma'ya (S.) 'u’t, Wau. wut
PMP *lapit ‘sky’ As lanit
PMP *qatay ‘liver’ Ambel latey, Gebe atai, Kawe la'te(y), Lag. 'lati, Mat. ta®y,
Ma'ya (S.) 'lati®
PMP *talina ‘ear’ As tana, Fia. tena, Ma'ya ta'na(o), Wau. ta'na(o)
PMP *tapis ‘to cry’ As -tanis, Biga -tinis, Gebe -tenis
PMP *tu(n)dar, PCEMP Gebe tlon, Kawe to'lon, Lag. to'lon, Mat. ho'?'l, Ma'ya (S.)
*todan ‘sit’ 'solo®n, Wau. to'lon

Table 4.15: Reflexes of *t in Raja Ampat.

PMP *batu ‘stone’ Moor vd’-a, Umar atu, Yer. dakti
PMP *apat, PCEMP *pat-i, Ambai -a, Biak fiak, Dus. pati, Marau ati, Moor &’-6, SL -a,
PEMP *pat ‘four’ Umar eat, Wan. at, Wrp. ak/o, Yaur r-ia-hé, Yer. dak/a
PMP *kutu ‘louse’ Ansus utu, Biak uk, Moor (H.) kii’-a, SL itu, Umar utu, Wrp.
ghui, vui, Yaur 60-jé
PMP *ma-takut ‘afraid’ Ambai matai, Ansus matai, Biak mkak, Dus. mtat, Moor (A.)

mu’d’-a, Moor (H.) mukd’-a, SL maitai, Umar mtat, Wan.
matai(t), Wrp. akak/o, Yer. ngkdk/é

PMP *qatay ‘liver’ Biak ke/n, Kur. ate, Moor a’a, Wan. ate/ni, Yer. dkéé/na

PMP *t-ama ‘father’ Ambai tama-, Biak kama, Dus. tma, Moor kamd ‘grandparent’,
Wan. tama

PMP *tanam ‘to plant’ Ambai tana(m), Ansus tanam/i, Moor ’anam-i, SL tana, Umar
tnam, Wan. tanam, Wrp. ana/ko, Yaur i-’am-né ‘I plant’, Yer.
kdamdn/é

PMP *tunu ‘roast food over a  Biak kun, Dus. un, Moor ’un-i, SL tunu, Yaur ’tin-de, Yer. kiiun-

fire’ d
Wmb. kuni

Table 4.16: Reflexes of *t in Cenderawasih Bay and Mamberamo.

4.2.6 Palatalization of *t before *i

There is evidence for palatalization of *t to *s preceding *i in most SHWNG languages for
which evidence is available (see Table 4.17).

The Raja Ampat evidence is hard to interpret, because there is only a single attested
candidate word in each language, the reflex of PMP *tin-aqi ‘belly’. However, the devel-
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opment of syncopated *tin- > hfi- in Gebe, as well as in the South Halmahera language
Buli, suggests that palatalization of some sort did take place in these languages.” Raja Am-
pat languages other than Gebe evidently underwent the same development in this word,
after which the h was lost.

In Cenderawasih Bay, the palatalized *t merged with *s and became s, h, or &, in line
with the regular developments in the particular language. However, in Moor, *s resulting
from palatalization does not feed *s > t. That is, PMP *tin-aqi > siné ‘belly’, not **tiné.
This can be explained if we assume that original *s > *ts (or a similar intermediate stage)
prior to palatalization, after which *ts > .8

In the Mamberamo language Warembori, it is not possible to determine if *t > *s >
t, following the regular development of *s, or if palatalization never happened in the first
place. The outcome would be identical in both scenarios.

The lack of palatalization in some reflexes of PMP *punti ‘banana’ is due to the medial
nasal cluster (see §4.2.21). Lack of palatalization in the Biak and Dusner reflexes of
PMP *qatimun ‘cucumber’ most likely indicates that the word was borrowed from another
Austronesian language.

PMP *bitil ‘hungry’ Ambai wa/wisi, Ansus wawi, Biak bisor, Dus. m/buser, Wan.
va/wisi
PMP *ma-putiq ‘white’ Sawai -mfus
PMP *punti ‘banana’ Moor hiit-a, Umar idi, Wrp. ui, Yaur idi-e, Yer. piiti
Wmb. uti-ro, Yoke si
PMP *qatimun ‘cucumber’ Buli ti-timin
Dus. tinem
PMP *qutin ‘penis’ Sawai fsi
Ambai i-, Moor iisi
PMP *timuR ‘south or east Buli simi ‘south (wind)’
wind’
PMP *tinaqi ‘intestines’ > Buli hfiao, Sawai sno
‘belly’ Ambel nyay, Biga nyao, Fia. na, Gebe hfiao, hfiainora, Kawe

a-'nyay(o), Lag. a-'nyay(o), Ma'ya 'na(o), Wau. ka-'nyay(o)
Ambai ene-, Ansus ane/u, Biak sne-, Moor siné, SL ane, Umar
hna, Wan. sane, Wrp. n/ina, Yaur hnda-ré, Yer. hind
PMP *utik ‘marine fish with