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(Old _and New_Lardil) * _

Norvin Richards, MIT

In 1960and 1967 KenHale compiled extensivield notes on Lardil, a
Pama-Nyungah language spoken oMornington Island. At thatpoint the
language wastill spoken by manydults on the island, although tlyeunger
generation consisted primarily of monolingual English-speakers.

In July and August of 1996, Hale, along witAnna Ash, David Nash,
JaneSimpson, and the author,returned toMornington Island to complete a
dictionary of Lardilbegun by Hale durindnis earlier visits (Ngakulmungan
Kangka Lemanl997). Thelanguage is now spoken bgonsiderablyfewer
people, the youngest of whicre intheir earlyfifties. Furthermorethere are
certain systematicdifferencesbetween Lardil as it isspoken today by its
youngestspeakers (hereinafteeferred to asNew Lardil”) andLardil as it was
spoken at the time of Hale’s first work on the langug@gterred tohere as‘Old
Lardil”). There has thus apparently been a rapid, and fairly radical, change in the
grammar of the language in tkeurse ofthe last thirtyyears orso. In this
paper | will investigate the nature tifis changeand speculate briefly about its
origins.

Two distinguishing characteristics of Old Lardiare illustrated in the
sentences in (%)

Many thanks are due to my informants, especially Kenneth Jacobs
(Kulthangarr), Cyril Moon (Birdibir),andLindsay RoughseyBurrurr), for their hard
work and patience. Waa, ngithun kubarda jika--ngada malthurii ngawijmariku
kilmuun. Thanks, too, toAnna Ash, MichelDeGraff, DavidNash, RobPensalfini,
Jane Simpson, thaudience at the Australidninguistics Circle in January af997,
and especially Ken Hale, without whom this work would have been imposdillae
of these peopleare to beheld responsible for this paper's many faults, the
responsibility for which is mine alone.

Onepatrticularly egregioudlaw in this paper is the lack of any discussion of
similar phenomena in other languages; see, in particular, Schmidt 198%at887
for discussion of recent language change in Dyirbal and Tiwi, respectively. | hope to
remedy this flaw in future work.

1 Lardil is standardlyviewed as Pama-Nyungan; see Evgh895), howeverfor an
opposing viewpoint.

2 The abbreviationsused inthis paperare (see Ngakulmungan Kangkaman 1997
for detailed discussion of these terms):

ACT=actual (roughly, indicates that a verb is actually occurring or

has occurred)

DISH=disharmonic (see footnote 8)

DU=dual
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(1) a. Ngada latha diini libani
I spear this-OBJ pumpkinhead-OBJ
‘| speared/am spearing this pumpkinhead’

b. Ngada lathu diinku libanku
I spear-FUT this-FUT pumpkinhead-FUT
‘| will spear this pumpkinhead’

c. Diinku libanku lathu ngada.
this-FUT pumpkinhead-FUT spear-FUT |
‘| will spear this pumpkinhead’

As the sentences in (1yhow, Old Lardil has a nominative-accusativease
system, with morphological inflectiofor case onthe nominalhead and its
modifiers. Case and tense interact in interesting ways (which | will be unable to
discuss here); essentially, morphologically marked teasespread tdhe entire

verb phrase. Furthermore, thweord order isfairly free; (1b) and (1c) are
synonymous in Old Lardil.

Now let us turn to the properties New Lardil. A typical New Lardil
sentence is given in (2):

(20 Ngada lathathu diin liban
I spear-FUT this pumpkinhead
‘| will spear this pumpkinhead’

(2) differs from its OId Lardil counterpar{1b) in a number of ways. One
differencehas to do with the morphological form of the verb; this will be
discussed further insection 1.2.3.  Another difference is that the case
morphology on the object isequently dropped.Finally, New and Old Lardil
differ in that the word order in (2) is bar the most common iNew Lardil; a
comparison of thérequencies othe various possiblevord orderdfor transitive
sentences in the New and Old Lardil corgdgagiven in table 1:

Table1:0ld and New Lardil Transitive Word Order Frequencies

FUT=future

HARM=harmonic (see footnote 8)

IMP=imperative

INCL=inclusive

NEG=negative

OBJ=objective (marks case on objects)

PERF=perfective

PLUR=plural

RECIP=reciprocal
3 The OId Lardil corpus in question is a seriesteofts gathered byen Hale in1960
and 1967. The New Lardil corpus consists of texts dictionary examplesentences
gathered by Anna Ash, Ken Hale, and the author during the summer of 1996.
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SVO VSO O0OSV SOV O0VS VOS
Old Lardil 49 @8%) 25 Q0%) 19 (15%) 19 (15%) 13 (0%) 3 (%)
New Lardil 146 ©4%) 3 @%) 4 Q%) 1 (1%) 1(1%) 0 0%)

We have seetwo majordifferencesthen, between Oldand New Lardil; New

Lardil has comparatively impoverishaminal morphologyand amore fixed

word order than Old Lardil. It seems reasonable to assume that these changes are
at least partlydue tothe decline incommoneverydayuse of Lardil,and to its

contact with English. These two factar® sociologicallyrelated, ofcourse, in

that Lardil has largely been replacedbyglish in everydayuse. Still, they are
linguistically distinct.

One might hold, for instance, that the changes in Lardil are entiuelyto
English influence; the internal grammars of New Lardil speakers, on this theory,
largely or entirelyreflect the structure ofEnglish, with the onlydifferences
between New Lardibnd English being the lexical itemssed. Orthis theory,

New Lardil word order is overwhelmingly SVO because this iswibed order of
English, and New Lardil, lik&english, hasmpoverishechominal morphology.
| will refer to this approach as the “English influence theory”.

Alternatively, one might believe that Lardil has changed in the way that it
has purelybecause ofthe scarcity of thelLardil data available to children
attempting toacquirelLardil. According to this theory,because Lardil is no
longer used as often as it once was, Lardil learners doeantcrucialdatawhich
would leadthem to positand acquirghe Old Lardil grammar,andarrive at the
New Lardil grammar instead. A theory thfis typewould owe us an account,
of course, of why we see the particular charthas we do. Let usefer tothis
approach as the “scarce data thetry”

These two positions are extremes, and a numbarteimediatepositions
could be distinguished, but at ocurrentlevel of understandingruling out one
or another of these extremes may be the best we can do. pafés Iwill try
to argue that the English influence theory, though plausible, factnincorrect.
| will suggest that the scarce data theory is closer tdrthh, andwill offer an
account of why New Lardil differs from OId Lardil in the way that it does.

We saw thafNew and Old Lardil differ in two majorregards,one having
to do with morphology and the other with word order. Section 1 will discuss the
morphologicaldifferencesbetween Newand Old Lardil at greatedength, and
section 2 will consider word order.Finally, in theappendices, will consider
briefly a couple of other distinctiortsetween Oldand New Lardil which may
have arisen.

1. Morphology

4 A number of authors have noted that language change appears to accelerate in
situations in which children are learning the language on the basisaofe data; see
Dorian (1981), Schmidt (1985), Maandi (1989), Pensalfini (thisvolume) for
discussion.
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Section 1.1 willdiscuss the morphological properties@fl Lardil. In
Section 1.2, | will focus on how New Lardil differs from New Lardil.

1.1 Old Lardil

In this section we will investigate the morphologigabperties of Old
Lardil in more detail. Old Lardil distinguishes a number of morphologiaaés,
as can be seen in Table 2:
Table2: Old Lardil nominal morphology

kirdikir ‘moon’ wangal ‘boomerang’

Nominative kirdikir wangal
Objective kirdikirdi-n wangalk-in
Future kirdikirdi-wur wangalk-ur
Marked Non-Future  kirdikirdi-ngarr wangalk-arr
Locative kirdikirdi-i wangalk-e
Genitive kirdikirdi-kan wangal-kan
Intransitive Allative kirdikirdi-ya wangalk-iya
Transitive Allative  kirdikirdi-mari wangal-mari
Intransitive Ablative kirdikirdi-burrii wangal-burrii
Transitive Ablative kirdikirdi-burri wangal-burri
Comitative kirdikirdi-ngun wangalk-ingun
Proprietive kirdikirdi-wur wangalk-ur
Privative kirdikirdi-werr wangal-werr
Instrumental kirdikirdi-wur wangalk-ur

Old Lardil nominal morphology is added to th&se which is often distincfrom
the nominative or citation form; for instance, the basekfadikir ‘moon’ is

/kirdikirdi/, and the base fowangal ‘boomerang’ is/wangalk/. The citation
form is predictablefrom the base, roughly via the rules given irff@& further
discussion, cf.Hale 1973, Klokeid 1976, Wilkinson 1988,Ngakulmungan
Kangka Leman 1997):

3) a final high vowels become non-high
/nguku/--> nguka‘'water’
/kerndi/--> kernde'wife’

b. trisyllabic (or longer) bases are shortened

[kirdikirdi/--> kirdikir ‘moon’
C. monomoraic bases are lengthened

ljal--> jaa ‘foot’

lyak/--> yaka'fish’

fjul/--> julda ‘hair’

/kang/--> kangka'speech’
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d. final clusters are simplified
/wangalk/-->wangal‘boomerang’

e. certain final consonants (including all bilabials and velars) are
deleted
/kurkang/-->kurka‘panja’

Note that although the citation form jBedictablefrom the base, thesverse is
not true;identical citation forms may arise from distinct bases, agmimimal
pairs like that in (4):

4 fwun/--> wunda‘rain’ (undergoes rule (3c))
/wunda/ --> wunda'stingray sp.’ (no change)

Thus, the relatiometweenthe citation form of a nourmand the base towhich
nominal morphology is added is opaque.

A version of rule (3c) canalso be seen in the&lomain of verbal
morphology. Verbswith monosyllabic baseseceive anaugment /-thaivhen
they are uninflecteel Compare theparadigmfor the monosyllabic baséa/
‘spear’ with that of the polysyllabic base /kebe/ ‘get':

Table3: Old Lardil verbal inflection

kebe ‘get’ latha ‘spear’
Plain kebe ldha
Future kebe-thur la-thur
Marked Non-Future kebe-tharr la-tharr
Negative kebe-jarri la-jarri
Negative Imperative kebe-ne la-ne
Negative Future kebe-nengkur la-nengkur
Negative Non-Future  kebe-nerr la-nerr
Contemporaneous kebe-jirr la-jirr
Evitative kebe-nymerr la-nymerr

Thus, the citation formatha ‘spear’ reflects amonosyllabic basela/. Of
course, a polysyllabic base /lathaduld also surface as latha; the rules in (3)
would make no alterations to such a base. Interestingly, hovibeesappear
to be no verbal bases of this form in the Old Lardil lexicon; thath&reare no
bisyllabic bases of which thsecondsyllable is /tha/ (although this syllable
certainly occurs in longebases, as irdarrathala ‘sweat’ or jithale ‘put in
coolamon’).

5 In fact, the augment does appear with certgives of inflection, in particular, the
prefix yuurr- ‘perfective’ (the only inflectional prefix in the languagendthe suffix
-kun ‘actual’. Both of these are arguably clitickun appears to be @educedform of
the verbkunaa'to be’, andyuurr- cansometimes bdound in isolation, unattached to
the verb (see Klokeid 1976 for some discussion).
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1.2 New Lardil

Now let us consider thehangesnade bythe New Lardil speakers to the
Old Lardil morphological system. As noted above, New Lardil speakers often do
not inflect object&

Table4: New Lardil nominal inflection frequencies

unmarked marked
objective 66 66%) 34 34%)
future 23 68%) 11 32%)

Thus, objects are inflected in Ndvardil roughly a third of theéime. Here the
English influence theory woulday that the morphological system Lardil is
becoming more like that of English. On teearce dataheory, on theother
hand, the data in Table réflect aconclusiondrawn bythe New Lardil speakers
on the basis of a comparativegmall amount ofLardil data, which they
presumably would not havdrawn hadhey been exposed tmore Old Lardil as
children.

To see what this conclusion might be, letaomsidermore carefully the
allomorphs of the Old Lardil objective and future object markers:

(5) a. -()(n) ‘objective’
wangalk-i(n) ‘boomerang-OBJ’

bultha-(n) ‘dust-OBJ’

b. -(K)(u)(r) ‘future’
kurkang-ku(r) ‘panja-FUT’
birdibirdi-wu(r) ‘crescent moon-FUT’
wangalk-u(r) ‘boomerang-FUT’
bultha-(r) ‘dust-FUT’

In Old Lardil, the Objective and Future cases are marked with suffixesnd-ur
respectively. For man@Id Lardil speakers, however, the final consonants of

6| have not included a count for subjects here; in New Lardil, as in Old Latdijects
never receivanflectional morphology. For reasons which will later beconwear,
this count does not include objects of imperative verbs. For purposes of this count, |
counted as “marked” nominals like those in i. and ii., in which only part obbject
exhibits case morphology:
i. Dangka yuud- dene niwemmaarn jirrka

person PERF leave his-OBJ spear north

‘Someone left his spear in the north’
ii. Ngada barrkithu dilku  daljirr

| cut-down-FUT this-FUT wild-cassava

‘I'm going to cut down this wild cassava’
Of the 34 marked objects, 12 were of this type, and of théutlite-markedobjects, 3
were partially marked. 10 of the 12 partially marked objects were like the one in i. in
that marking appeared on a modifier rather than onheednoun; all 3 of the
partially future-marked objects had this property.
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these suffixes often fail to appéafor a certain set o®Id Lardil speakersthen,
the suffixes appear asand-u. Furthermore, for vowel-final basesjen these
forms often fail to appear in Old Lardil: the objectieding-i vanishesafter all
vowel-final basesandthe Futureending-u is not found afterbases ending in
vowels other than /i/.

In other words, the Objectivend Future markingsare often absengven
in Old Lardil, especiallywith vowel-final bases. Thscarce datéheory might
therefore claim that New Lardil speakers havgeneralizedthis absence of
inflection On this theoryNew Lardil speakers failed toealize, from thesmall
Lardil sample from which theywere working, that the relevant factor
determining whetheinflection appears omot has to do with th@resence or
absence of a base-final vowel. In other words, New Lardil differs from_étil
in that the null alternate of certain inflectional suffixes nagpearfreely, rather
than being phonologically conditioned.

The conclusion that inflectionaharkers could be freelgroppedmight
have beeraided by acollapse of theopaquerelation between baseand citation
forms which we saw in sectichl. Recall thatOld Lardil citation forms are
predictable from nominal bases via the rules in (3), repeated as (6):

6) a. final high vowels become non-high
/nguku/--> nguka‘'water’
/kerndi/--> kernde'wife’

b. trisyllabic (or longer) bases are shortened
/kirdikirdi/--> kirdikir ‘moon’

C. monomoraic bases are lengthened
ljal--> jaa ‘foot’
lyak/--> yaka'fish’
fjul/--> julda ‘hair’
/kang/--> kangka'speech’

d. final clusters are simplified

/wangalk/-->wangal‘boomerang’

e. certain final consonants (including all bilabials and velars) are
deleted
/kurkang/-->kurka‘panja’

7 Ken Hale (p.c.) informs me that the dropped final f@smost common foroots
of more than two syllables. Thus, zero marking of the objective may haventmen
uncommon than | have represented it as being here; it may have been marettson
of more than two syllables by failure to to undergo the truncati@in (3b), and on
shorter roots by the addition of /-(i)n/.
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Several of these rule§6c) and (6e)) havethe effect of creating vowel-final
citation forms out of consonant-final ba%esSuppose thaklew Lardil speakers

have reanalyzed these nominals, making the bases identical to the citation forms;
thus, theNew Lardil basdor ‘fish’, for instance,would be /yaka/, rather than

/yak/ as inOld Lardil. New Lardil wouldthen have considerablynore vowel-

final bases than Old Lardil, and consequently noaiges inwhich Objective and
Future endings would have a null realization even in Old Lardil.

In the nextthreesections we willseesomeevidencesuggesting that the
scarce datapproach is in fadhe correctone; therelevant distinctionbetween
New Lardil and Old Lardil is a loss of regulant opaquemorphosyntactic rules,
such as those which relate baaedcitation formsandthe one which says that
inflectional affixesareonly droppedafter vowel-final bases. Wavill see that
New Lardil casemorphologydiffers from English morphology in wayhich
are unexpected on the English influence account.

1.2.1 Imperative objects
In Old Lardil, objects of imperative verbs are in the nominative case:

(7 a Nyingki latha  kiini libani
you spear that-OBJ pumpkinhead-OBJ
‘You spear(ed) that pumpkinhead’

b. (Nyingki) latha kiin liban!
you spear that pumpkinhead
‘Spear that pumpkinhead!

This is apparently also true dflew Lardil. While objects of non-imperative
verbs, as we saware markedor objective caseroughly a third of thetime,
objects of imperatives are almost never marked:

Table5: New Lardil Imperative Object Marking
unmarked marked
34 (92%) 3 8%)

The difference between imperativeand non-imperative objects is statistically
significant (p<.001).

This result isexpected orthe scarce datéheory. On this theory, New
Lardil speakerandOld Lardil speakers havessentially the same grammar, but
New Lardil speakerdiffer in having generalizedthe null allomorph of the
Objective and Future case endings. Werefore expect New Lardil speakers to
always correctly mark objects of imperatives with nominative, whigbears to
be the case.

8 Of course, (6b) has thepposite effect. | have nodata tosupport this, but my
impression is that the nouns affected by (6c) are far more common thanafifected
by (6b).
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On the Englishinfluencetheory, on the othehand, theseresults are
unexpected. If New Lardibbjects ofterdrop their case becaugenglish objects
have no casemarking, thenNew Lardil, like English, should make no
distinction between objects of imperatives and objects of non-imperatives.

1.2.2 Regular and irregular opaque relations

Further evidencefor the scarce dataheory comes from thelifferent
morphological behavior oflifferent nominals inNew Lardil. Table 6 gives
frequencycounts forunmarkedand markedbjective forms of various common
New Lardil nominal elements. Recall from Table 4 that nominalgeimeral are
typically marked for objective case 34% of the time:

Table6: New Lardil objective marking on particular nominals

unmarked marked
yaka ‘fish’ 10 (63%) 6 (37%)
werne ‘food, animal’ 15 65%) 8 (35%)
dangka ‘man, person’ 12745%) 4 (25%)
bidngen ‘woman’ 10 L0%) 0 (0%)
diin ‘this’ 27 (93%) 2 (7%)
jika ‘many’ 8 B3%) 7 @47%)
ngada‘l’ 0 (0%) 15 (LOO%)
nyalmu ‘we (pl.ex.dish.)’7 {00%) 0 (0%)

By far the most statistically significanesul® in Table 6 is the behavior of
ngada‘l’, which appears in the objective form in difteen of its appearances in

the corpus as an object (p<.000001). Timight in principle betaken as
support for the English influence theory, given that pronouns are also among the
few nominals English declines. Such a theory would have no acdmwyer,

for the behavior ofnyalmu ‘we (plural exclusivedisharmonié®’; New Lardil
consistently fails to decline this, although its English equivalent is declined.

9 Another statistically significant result, which | will not try to accodott here, is
that diin is unusually infrequentlymarked for objective case (p<.001). One
possibility isthat this is adissimilation phenomenon, givethat the Old Lardil
objective form for diin is diinin. Note the infrequency obbjective marking on
bidngen‘woman’ as well (p.02), which might be explained in a similar wafiin is
marked for future case 27% of the time (3 out of 11 occurrences), whiohiriparable
to other nominals and would not be expected to trigger the same kiidsdmilation
(the Old Lardil form isdiinkur).

10 Like a number of other Pama-Nyungéanguages,Lardil has twosets ofnon-
singular pronounsconventionally referred to asharmonic and disharmonic. The
distinction has to do with how the members of the grmfprred to areelated to one
another; roughly, if every pair in the group is separated by an even n@mtleding
zero) of generations, harmonic pronouns are used, and disharmonic pra@meuwrsed
in other cases. Thus, harmonic pronouns might be used to refer to graipsings,
or grandparentandtheir grandchildren; disharmonic pronouwsuld befor groups
containing, for instance, a parent-child pair.
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In fact, it seems that the mostliable indicator of whether a Nelardil
nominal will be declinedhas to do withOId Lardil, ratherthan English. What
distinguishesngada'‘l’ from nyalmu‘we (pl.excl.dish.) and other nominals is
that its declension is entirely irregular:

Table7: three Old Lardil nominal declensions

ngada‘ll’  nyalmu ‘we (pl.excl.dish.)’ kurka ‘panja’
Nominative ngada nyalmu kurka
Objective ngithaanyalmuun kurkang-in
Future ngithantha nyalmung-ku kurkang-ku
M. Non-Future ngithunarr nyalmung-arr kurkang-arr
Genitive ngithun nyalmung-an kurkang-an

Learning thedeclension ofngada‘l’, in other words, is a matter dearning
severalcompletely irregulaforms. nyalmu ‘we (pl.excl.dish.)’, on theother
hand, has airregular Objective formbut is otherwise completelyegular; its
base is /nyalmung/, and all of its forms other thanQ@hgective ongincluding
the Nominative form) are predictable from this. Morphologically, thgm@lmu
is more likekurka ‘panja’ than it is likengada‘l’. Its declension ishandled
primarily by regular morphophonological rulesand these are precisely the
morphophonological rules which, on this analysis, are being losiein Lardil.
New Lardil speakers thus appear to have had enevgence to acquire irregular
forms in certain casesbut not enough to make thgeneralizationsacross
different forms which are needed to posit a regular morphophonological rule.

1.2.3 Further evidence for reanalysis: verbs

Further evidence for this particular account ofthe morphological
differencesbetween Newand Old Lardil comes from the behavior of verbs in
New Lardil. Recall thatOld Lardil verbs are subject to a minimalword
requirementmonosyllabic stemsyhen uninflectedreceive araugment-tha in
order to make them sufficiently metrically heavy:

10
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Table8: Old Lardil verb inflection

kebe ‘get’ latha ‘spear’
Plain kebe ldha
Future kebe-thur la-thur
Marked Non-Future kebe-tharr la-tharr
Negative kebe-jarri la-jarri
Negative Imperative kebe-ne la-ne
Negative Future kebe-nengkur la-nengkur
Negative Non-Future  kebe-nerr la-nerr
Contemporaneous kebe-jirr la-jirr
Evitative kebe-nymerr la-nymerr

In New Lardil, on the other hand, this augmeinat is oftenreanalyzed apart of
the verb basethus, theOld Lardil base/la/ ‘spear’, for instance, habeen
changed to /latha/ in New Lardil. Table 9 gives an exhaustive list offlalited
verbs ending in-tha in the New Lardil corpus; underlined forms are those
reflecting reanalysis otha as part of the base:

Table9: New Lardil augment reanalysis

Future Negative Negative Imperative

betha ‘bite’ bethajarri (1) bethane(1)
wutha ‘give’ wuthajarri_ (1)
latha ‘spear’ lathajarri (1)
jitha ‘eat’ jithathu (3)jithajarri_ (1) jithane (3)

jijarri - (6)
netha ‘bite’ nethu (1)
ditha ‘sit’ dithu (1)

Again, NewLardil appears to be ithe process of doingwaywith the opaque
(but regular) relation between the base and the éweril. On the othehand,
completely irregular relations appear to be retained, as was the case with nominal
inflection. The irregular vertvaastill appears in its irregular Old Lardil forms:

11| fact, this may be a case in whiahorphophonologicalirregularity hasactually

been createtvherenone existed before, althoudhs with many of theconclusions
drawn in this paper) more workould be needed testablish thisfor certain. If the
various forms in Table 9 reflect inconsistency on the part of individual speakers as to
the treatment of these forms (fmrstance, ifthere are New Lardil speakers who use
jijarri for the Negative form ofitha 'eat' but the reanalyzermijithathu for the
Future), then they have become irregular forms (whereadldnLardil they were
regular forms, with a regular morphophonological rule forcing the additiothafin

the unaffixed form).

11
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Table10: New Lardilwaa‘go’

Actual Future
Regularized tvaa-kun (0) *waa-thur (0)
Irregular waangun (31) waangku (7)

Waais never changed to a regular verb. Here, again, it looks as though the New
Lardil speakerdiadenoughdata onLardil to learncompletely irregularforms,
but not enough to posiegular morphophonological relationsetween forms;
the latter alternations are therefore being lost, while the former are retained.

2. Word Order

The second major distinction betwe®id and New Lardil had to dowith
word order. New Lardil word order is in pracfiéeonsiderably less flexible than
Old Lardil word order:

Tablel11: Old and New Lardil word order frequencies

SVO VSO osvVv SOV ovs VOS
Old Lardil 49 B8%) 25 @Q0%) 19 (@5%) 19 (@5%) 13 (@L0%) 3 @2%)
New Lardil 146 ©@4%) 3 %) 4 @%) 1 (%) 1(@1%) 0 %)

SV VS VO oV
Old Lardil 147 65%) 119 @5%) 179 77%) 52 @3%)
New Lardil 158 ©2%) 13 @%) 67 87%) 10 (L3%)

These factare clearly consistent with an Englisimfluence theoryjNew Lardil
word order, like English word order, is apparently essentially SVO.

On the other hand, a scarce data theory might be alilantdiethesefacts
as well. It is interesting to note that thlweord orderswhich havebecome
dominant in NewLardil arealso the most commoword orders in Old Lardil.
We might theorize, then, that some syntaptiscesses which disrupte basic
word order in Old Lardihave becoméess available, or ledsequently used, in
New Lardil. One can easily imagine a connection between this phenomenon and
the loss of nominal case endings in New Lardil.

Evidence against the English influence theory comes from the behavior of
a certain class of adverbs. These adverbs are typically preverbal iNdwstand
Old Lardil:

12 1t s probably worth noting that New Lardil speakers stilljudge sentences as
grammatical which appear quite infrequently in texts. Kenneth Jagaldshangarr),
a fluent New Lardil speaker, volunteered early our work together hisobservation
that Lardil word order was freer than English word order, using as his examppaithe
of grammatical and synonymous sentences in (i):

i. a. Ngada waangku b. Waangku ngada
| go-FUT go-FUT |
‘I will go’ ‘I will go’

12
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Table12: Lardil preverbal adverbs

Old Lardil New Lardil
preverbal  postverbal preverbal  postverbal

buda(a) ‘behind’ 1 1 2 0
budameen‘behind’ 0 0 3 0
jarma ‘quickly’ 1 0 8 0
maa ‘only, just’ 9 1 17 0
merri ‘again’ 4 1 1 0
nguthungu ‘slowly’ 22 1 5 1
walmaan ‘up’ 2 1 4 0

In English, on the othehand, theseadverbs are frequentlyinable to be
preverbal. Examples from théNew Lardil corpus which would be
ungrammatical in English are given in (8-10):

8) Bana Kirdikir, niya waaywalmaan waa
and moon he go up go
‘And Moon, he goes, goes up.’

9) ...ngaddudaa waa kangarakun
I behind go ask-for-food-ACT
‘I'll go behind, asking people for food’

(10) Nyingki jarma kangkakun
you quickly talk-ACT
‘You're talking fast’

Here, then, is a case in whi€d andNew Lardil word orderbehavealike. On
the Englishinfluence theorythis is rather surprising; why shouldadverbs be
unique in escaping the influence Bhglish? There isone clearmorphological
difference, however, betwedhe adverbs anshominal arguments; i©Id Lardil,
the latter but not théormer carried casemorphology roughly indicatingheir
semantic role. In New Lardil, as we have seen, this morphology has Ipegtly
lost; it is thereforenot surprising that thevord order ofjust thoseelements
which bore this morphology has changed in a certain way.

3. Conclusion

In general, it appearthat the role of Englistper se inthe transition
between Old and New Lardil isminimal. Thedifferencesbetween Newand Old
Lardil are not a matter ofinfluence by a particular languagbut rather of
ordinary languagehange, probablyccelerated byhe scarcity ofLardil data
available to theNew Lardil speakers athey were acquiringLardil. | have
theorized that this language change consists largely of the lasstaihregular
morphophonological rules @dld Lardil; variousregularalternations havéeeen
regularized in favor of garticularform. Completelyirregularalternations, on
the otherhand, have apparently been retainetlhhis seems consistent with a
theory in which children acquiring Lardil were exposetets Lardil datathan is
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typically available to learners of a first language. On this theory, thelldedit
speakerdeardenoughLardil as children to learhe Lardil lexicon, including
various irregulaforms, and anumber of arguably syntactic facts abduatrdil
grammar (for instance, the fact that objects of imperatives take nomicasee
or that certain adverbs areobligatorily preverbal),but not enough toacquire
variousregular but language-specifienorphophonological rules governing the
concatenation of morphemes. Thesulting impoverishment of nominal
morphology has had effects on the possifgers ofnominal elements in New
Lardil.

In the following appendices Will discuss two morapparentdifferences
between New and Old Lardil.

Appendix 1. Negative imperatives

In Old Lardil, negative imperativeare formed by addition of aegative
imperative suffix-neto the verb:

(11) Kunaa, kebee baya
be get-NEG.IMP. anger
‘No, don't get angry’

(12) Kilmu ngawithurame  niya, banda niya thaathur...
you-PL.DISH. miss-NEG.IMP. he  eventually he return-FUT
‘Don’t be sad about him; eventually he’ll come back...’

In New Lardil, by contrast, this suffix does nappearmwith this meaning in the
corpus. It may be that itan still have a negative imperativeeaning; the
suffix is seldom enouglused inthe New Lardil corpus that thispossibility
cannot be ruledbut. Theattestednstances ofne however, seem to involve a
more general negative modal fokée

(13) Diin wurdal birdi; ngada  jithae
this meat bad | eat-NEG.IMP.
‘This meat is bad; | can’t eat it’

(14) Diin thungal burndiny, murndamen  thungal,
this tree  mangrove-cedar mangrove-with tree
bana niwen werne, nyalmu jitha
and its fruit  we eat-NEG.IMP.
‘This tree, mangrove cedar, it grows with the mangroves, andowé¢ eat
its fruit’

This meaning ofne does not appear to be available in Old Lardil.

13 It is potentially relevant that the cases-o& in the New Lardil corpus allinvolve
verbs likejitha ‘eat’ which havemonosyllabic bases inOld Lardil and have been
reanalyzed with their augmertha as bisyllables in New Lardil.
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Negative imperatives itNew Lardil arenow typically formed using the
word ngawun Ngawunin Old Lardil seems to be adverbmeaning something
like “only a little bit, with restraint”, butcanalso apparenthhave a negative
imperative meaning:

(15) Ngawun kuubarnga
ngawun open-eyes
‘Open your eyes just a little (not too much)’

(16) Kernde-kambin thaldii. Ngawun merri waa kurrithu  burdalu.
wife child stand-umgawun again go see-FUT corroboree-FUT
‘Wife, child, get up. Don't go see the corroboree again.’

In New Lardil, by contrast,ngawunonly appearswith a negativeimperative
meaning:

(17) Ngawun dukurme ngithaan
ngawun deceive me
‘Don't lie to me’

(18) Ngawun duraniji
ngawun poke-RECIP
‘Don’t poke each other’

In New Lardil, then, the Old Lardil negative imperative sufiire hasapparently
beenreanalyzed abaving a moreggeneral negative modal forcand the adverb
ngawunis usedexclusively to form negative imperatives. As MiclzgGraff
(p.c.) has pointedut to me, thesdevelopmentsare somewhat reminiscent of
the evolution of negation in French, where the older negative ieehdslargely

been lost, to be replaced as the primary overt exponent of negative meaning by a

phrasal elemenpas formerly a nounphrase which wa$requently associated
with negation.

Appendix 2: third person pronouns

It is interesting to note that th®Ild Lardil non-singular thirdperson
pronouns irri ‘they (du. harm.) niinki ‘they (du.dish.)’,bili ‘they (pl.harm.)’,
bilmu ‘they (pl.dish.)’) do not appear in the New Lardil corpus. Moreotrere
aresome examples in the corpus in which the pronoiya ‘he/she’ appears
where we might expect to see plural fotfhs

(19) Nyingki yukarr, karan ngakurrwen mangarda jika?

14 The referent ohiya in (20) is not entirely clear, but it seemmstly likely that it
is the subject of its clause; it appears in the nominative formnigadlike ngada‘l’,
regularly appears in its objectivierm when it is an object ifNew Lardil (also like
ngada its objective form is irregular). It is perhaps worth noting that tleesamples
all come from asingle informant,our main New Lardil informant, KennethJacobs
(Kulthangarr).
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you husband where our-DU.INCL.HARM. child many
Niya denkawakun wajbelkan laka.
niya dance-ACT white-person-GEN way

‘Hey, husband, where are all our children? They’re doing disco.’

(20) Dangka, bidngen warnawu yaka, thurarra, barun, kendabal,
man woman cook fish shark/stingray sea-turtle sea-turtle/dugong
dilmirru--warnawu. Bana wuthaiya Kirdikir, Birdibir
dugong cook and giveiya moon crescent-moon
‘The men and women cook fish, shark, sea turtles, dugongs--they cook
them. And they give them to Moon, Crescent Moon.’

(21) Diin kiyanda,niya wayithu burdal marndar.
this two-persomiya sing-FUT corroboremarndar
Bana diin  kiyanda, diin kiyan dangkdya kubarithu,
and this two-person this two persamya make-FUT
luulithu  diin jika mangarda.
dance-FUT this many child
"These two, they're going to sing tmarndarsong. And these twdhese
two people, they're going to fix him, they're going to initiate (lit.
‘dance’) these boys'

In these casasya appears to have a plural antecedent. It may be thetbase,
that in New Lardil niya hasbecome a general third perspronoun with no
specifiednumber; again, this is language changehich cannot bescribed to
English influence. Note thallew Lardil, like Old Lardil, has an inclusive-
exclusive distinction in the first person plural pronouns, a singular-plural
distinction in thesecondperson pronounsand possibly also adual-plural
distinctiort; these distinctions are absent in English, of course.
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