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... Cassirer 1923 behandelt im ersten Teil seiner Philosophie der
symbolischen Formen die menschliche Sprache, wobei auch die
“Grundrichtungen der sprachlichen Klassenbildung” besprochen
werden . .. Das Wort “Philosophie” mochte vielleicht Namen, wie die
eines MAUTHNER und HOOGVLIET und andere mehr in
Erinnerung rufen, hier aber ganz zu unrecht. Dieses Buch ist reich an
Gedanken und Einsichten, duBerst suggestiv und lehrreich.

Es sei nicht die Aufgabe der Sprachphilosophie “die verschiedenen
Formen der Begriffs- und Klassenbildung, die in den Einzelsprachen
wirksam sind, zu beschreiben, und sie in ihren letzten geistigen
Motiven zu verstehen ... Die Wege, die die Sprache hier einschligt,
sind so vielfiltig verschlungen und so dunkel, daB es nur durch die
genaueste Versenkung und durch die feinste Einfithlung in das Detail
der Einzelsprachen gelingen kann, sie allméahlich zu erhellen. Denn
gerade die Art der Klassenbildung macht ein wesentliches Moment
jener “inneren Form” aus, durch welche sich die Sprachen spezifisch
voneinander unterscheiden”.

Man sieht, daB sich CASSIRER visionirer Fliige in das Reich der
erphantasierbaren Mdglichkeiten enthilt und dauernde
Fiihlungnahme fordert mit der reichen Mannigfaltigkeit der
sprachlichen Tatsachen. Aber wenn auch die verschiedenen
Klassifikationssysteme in verschiedenen Varianten wechselten, so
konnten doch in dieser groBen Mannigfaltigkeit “gewisse allgemeine
Gesichtspunkte” entdeckt werden. Zweifellos sei es moglich, diese
Gesichtspunkte so anzuordnen, “dall man dabei jenen standigen
Fortgang vom “Konkreten” zum “Abstrakten”, der die Richtung der
Sprachentwicklung iiberhaupt bestimmt, als leitendes Prinzip
benutzt”. Aber, so fligt CASSIRER ... hier richtig hinzu, man diirfe
nicht vergessen, “daB es sich hier nicht um eine zeitliche, sondern um
cine methodische Schichtung handelt, und daBl demnach in einer
gegebenen historischen Gestalt der Sprache die Schichten, die wir hier
gedanklich zu sondern versuchen, neben- und miteinander bestehen
und sich in der mannigfachsten Weise iibereinander lagern konnen”.

Gerlach Royen (1929:254-255)

... wer auf der Studierstube ein System zimmert, ohne es der Welt
anzupassen, der lebt entweder seinem System all Augenblick
schnurstracks zuwider, oder er lebt gar nicht.

Jakob Michael Reinhold Lenz (1774)
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Preface

We shall deal in this article with a single phenomenon, namely, the
classificatory formatives in the language of Kiriwina, Trobriand Islands, an
archipelago lying due north of the eastern end of New Guinea.

Bronislaw Malinowski (1922:37)

Classification is certainly a basic fact of life. That classification abilities are
necessary for the survival of every organism is an important insight of
biology. Human beings classify consciously and unconsciously—and
subconsciously, of course—in all situations. When we confront a scientific
problem, we try to solve it by first classifying the various parts of the
problem. Thus it is not surprising that the history not only of philosophy but
of all branches of science is also the history of how these sciences have
classified their research subject. Classification always implies selection
because, as Koestler (1978:201) stated,

(oun) minds would cease to function if we had to aftend to each of
the milions of stimuli which—in Wiliam James’s classic phrase—
constantly bombard our receptor organs in a “‘blooming, buzzing
confusion.”” Thus the nervous system and the brain itself function as a
multilevelled hierarchy of filtering and claossifying devices, which
eliminate a large proportion of the input as irelevant “'noise,”” and
assemble the relevant information info.coherent patterns before it is
represented to consciousness.

If we want to communicate about this perceived, classified, and filtered input,
we have to classify once more: We have to transform this input into classes
and categories provided by the systems that organize our communicative
verbal and nonverbal faculties. With our systems of language and gesture, we
again classify and filter on various levels while communicating. On one of
these levels, we decide, for example, on the grammatical structure we want to
use to refer to what we want to communicate about; on another level, we also
have to classify the referents of our communication. Linguistics is the science
that tries to describe, illuminate, and explain the processes of classification
that are relevant for communication—and this goal is the reason that many
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linguists find their discipline so fascinating. Indeed, human beings have
developed a number of different linguistic techniques to apprehend the
world, providing an enormous database for the analysis of this problem. This
book deals with a classification technique used by the speakers of an
Austronesian language, Kilivila.

In August 1982, I entered for the first time the district that was to be the
future site of my linguistic fieldwork—the Trobriand Islands in Milne Bay
Province of Papua New Guinea. I did so with, I suppose, almost the same
feelings of intense interest and suspense that Malinowski felt (Malinowski
1922:51). However, I had the enormous advantage of having read
Malinowski’s masterpieces on the Trobriand Islanders’ culture. Never-
theless, there is a difference between having read about a completely foreign
world and actually confronting it. The aim of my research project was to
describe and explain aspects of ritual communication. To achieve this aim, it
was necessary to acquire a certain competence in the language, of course.
Since there was no existing grammar of the Trobrianders’ language, writing a
grammar was one of the prerequisites (G. Senft 1986:3-5). Among the few
linguistically reliable sources on Kilivila was Malinowski’s fascinating article
“Classificatory Particles in the Language of Kiriwina,” published in 1920.
Working on this system of classifiers became one of my preoccupations as
soon as I was able to master the language. After fifteen months of field
research, I returned to Germany with a great deal of data on classifiers,
knowing that I would concern myself for a long time with the analysis of
these data and with an attempt to understand this system and its importance
for the language as well as for the culture. This concern is documented in a
number of publications (G. Senft 1983, 1985a, 1985b:133-134, 1986:68-72,
1987a, 1989, 1991¢, 1993).

In this book, I present the results of almost ten years” work on the system
of classificatory particles in Kilivila. However, I am not at all sure whether
this means that I am really “through” with my Trobriand friends’ classifier
system.

The work is offered as a contribution to the research on classifiers and
classifier languages.

It is an empirical work, based on data gathered during a period of fifteen
months of field research in 1982 and 1983 and four months of field research
in 1989. It is extremely data-oriented and emphasizes the use of classifiers in
social contexts. The aim of this work is to describe (1) the functions of the
system of Kilivila classifiers; (2) the acquisition of the classifier system; (3) the
inventory of Kilivila classificatory particles (produced in actual speech); (4)
the processes of language change that affect the system; and (5) the semantics
of the Kilivila classifier system.

The introductory chapter—based on a broad survey of the relevant
literature—gives a general definition of the concepts “‘classifier languages”
and “classifiers” and presents the aims and methods pursued in traditional
studies on the classifier systems of classifier languages in general and on the
Kilivila language in particular. Chapter 2 presents a description of the
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grammatical and discourse functions of the system of classificatory particles
(CPs) in the Kilivila language.

The third chapter is the central chapter of this book. After a description of
the aims and methods used in data collection, the CP data gathered in a
specially developed elicitation test, as well as CP data documented in my
overall corpus of Kilivila speech, are presented in detail. First, the CP
production data are presented and preliminarily interpreted separately for
each of the five age groups into which I divided my consultants. This data
presentation is meant to give the reader a first impression and a general
account of CP production in each of the five age groups. Second, the data
gathered in the CP elicitation test are presented in two ways: (1) the CP types
and the respective tokens produced by all consultants during the elicitation
test are given, including a description of which consultant produced how
many tokens of the respective CP type; and (2) the CP types produced by all
consultants in the elicitation test are given, allocating the tokens of the CP
type produced to the CP type or types actually expected. Finally, the CP
types and tokens documented in my overall corpus of Kilivila speech data are
presented.

This kind of data presentation serves as an empirical, checkable basis for
the analyses necessary to reach the aims of this study. T am aware that this
large-scale presentation requires space; however, it allows the critical reader
to check (and countercheck) all the analyses and all the inferences made
using these data. Moreover, it is hoped that this large-scale data presentation
makes it easier for the reader to understand the train of thought that starts
with the empirical datum elicited (on the basis of theoretical reflection and
ideas presented in the relevant literature) and leads to the description,
interpretation, and evaluation of this empirical datum, resulting in
theoretical conclusions.

Following the data presentation, the results of the CP research are given.
First, the question of how the CP system is acquired by Trobriand children is
considered. Here, all but one of the many side issues of this complex question
are answered. The subquestion of why the individual CPs are acquired in the
order found is the last question addressed in this chapter, because the answer
requires the information provided by the answers to the other two main
questions raised in the study. The question of how the individual CP types
are produced in actual speech is considered next. The third and last question
answered in chapter 3 is that of the semantic domains constituted by the CP
system. The headings of the sections and subsections in chapter 3 should
make it easy for readers to find the answers to aspects of this study that may
be of special interest to them.

Chapter 4 presents the results of a restudy I did in the Trobriand Islands in
1989, in which I reconsidered the results of my analyses of the Kilivila CP
system based on data gathered in 1982 and 1983.

Chapter 5 is an excursus; it discusses—with all necessary caution—possible
interdependencies between language, culture, and cognition based on an
analysis of the CP system.
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Chapter 6 summarizes the results of the study and presents a “network”
model for the description of classifier systems.

Appendix A lists the individual consultants used in gathering CP data in
1982 and 1983; appendix B lists which consultant produced which CP in
what text category in my overall corpus of Kilivila speech data; appendix C
lists the consultants I worked with during my restudy in 1989; and appendix
D presents some hypotheses on the origin of classifiers.

I would like to mention here two concepts that are central in
understanding the research and the arguments that I present.

First, 1 speak of the “system” of CPs in Kilivila and of “systems of
classification” in general. I do this not only because I follow the general
usage in the literature, but especially because I am convinced that my
analyses of the CPs in Kilivila justify the use of the term “system.”” One of the
aims of this research is to describe a set of elements—that is the set of CPs in
Kilivila—and the set of relations existing among these elements (Klaus
1968:634). I try to describe the internal order among linguistic elements and
to present the functional relation that can be found on various levels of
description and in relation to social and other subsystems (Bussmann 1983:
489).

Second, I speak of “referents” and of the “act of referring.” A referent is
an object or a fact in the extralinguistic reality to which noun phrases as
verbal signs “refer.” By “act of referring,” I understand on the one hand the
verbal reference to language-internal and language-external contexts and on
the other hand the relation between the verbal expression (name, word, etc.)
and the object in the extralinguistic reality to which the expression refers
(Bussmann 1983:428).

1 would like to end this preface with a warning to my readers: much of this
book contains rather dry linguistic descriptions. However, I hope that the
results presented help readers forget some of these long hauls and that they
may get at least an impression of the fascination I experience in dealing with
the complex linguistic phenomenon of classifier systems in general and in
particular the system of classificatory particles in Kilivila.

June 1995
Nijmegen, The Netherlands G.S.
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Chapter

Introduction

Kilivila (also known as Kiriwina and Boyoway} is one of the 40 Austronesian
languages spcken in the area of Milne Bay Province in Papua New Guinea.
It belongs to the “Papuan Tip Cluster” (Capell 1976:6, 9; Ross 1988:25-27),
and typologically is classified as having verb-object-subject (VOS) word
order (G. Senft 1986:107-112). The Kilivila language family comprises
Budibud (also known as Nada), Muyuw (also known as Murua), and Kilivila.
Kilivila has about 25,000 speakers, most of whom live on the Trobriand
Islands.

Bronislaw Malinowski’s ethnographic work on the Trobriand Islands has
made this area rather well known, even outside the field of anthropology.
In fact, Malinowski first reported the phenomenon that is the subject of this
book. As a result of his classic article, “Classificatory Particles in the Language
of Kiriwina” (Malinowski 1920), Kilivila is known to linguists as a so-called
classifier language {(Allan 1977:286-288).

The present chapter first defines the concepts “classifier” and “classifier
language”. It then gives an overview of the structure and function of classifier
systems and the methods and aims of traditional classifier studies, including
those on classifier languages in general and those on Kilivila in particular.

1.1 WHAT ARE CLASSIFIER LANGUAGES?

John Lyons (1977b:463) notes an important feature of classifier languages:

Languages which grammaticalize the distinction between entity-
denoting nouns and mass-denoting nouns tend to draw a sharp
syntactic distinction between phrases like “three men” on the
one hand, and “three glasses of whisky,”” on the other. Classifier
fanguages do not: they freat enumerable entities and
enumerable quanta in much the same way.
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Classifier languages also show the following three characteristics (Allan
1977:286-8):

1. They have a system of classifiers.

2. They follow the almost universal principle that “A classifier concatenates
with a quantifier, locative, demonstrative or predicate to form a nexus
that cannot be interrupted by the noun which it classifies” (Allan
1977:288; but see also Adams 1989:12, 24).

3. They belong to one of the following four classifier language types:
numeral, concordial, predicative, or intralocative.

Classifier languages are distributed around the world and are found in
such different language families as Malayo-Polynesian, Mon-Khmer,
Austro-Asiatic, Sino-Tibetan, Altaic, Dravidian, and Indo-Aryan (see, among
others, Adams and Conklin 1973:9; Foley 1968:77-91; Greenberg 1975:18).%
Numeral classifier languages are considered the paradigmatic type, and
Kilivila belongs to this class.®

Languages with numeral classifiers differ from other languages primarily
with respect to the following characteristic feature: in counting inanimate
as well as animate referents, the numerals obligatorily concatenate with a
certain morpheme, which is the so-called classifier.* This morpheme classifies
and quantifies the respective nominal referent according to semantic criteria
(see Serzisko 1980:1, 1982a:147; Hundius and Kolver 1983:166).°> Moreover,

!For further examples where one noun takes over similar classifying functions with respect to
a second noun in the noun phrase, see Adams and Conklin (1973); Allan (1977:292-293, 301);
Burling (1965:260); Clark (1976:449-450); Denny (1976:129); Greenberg (1975:22); Hla Pe
(1965:167), Hoa (1957:125-126); Katz (1982), Kolver (1982¢:162); Lee (1988:225, 242); Lobel
(1986); Harweg (1987a); Jackendoff (1968); Parsons (1970); Plank (1984); Verhaar (1986, 1987:503,
1988:21-23); Zubin and Kopcke (1986); and Jacob (1965); for a formal logical discussion of
count terms, mass terms, and quantification, see Lonning (1987); for the difference between
noun classes and classifiers, see Dixon (1982: Part D:157-159); Silverstein (1986); Chin (1989,
27-29); but see also Gomez-Imbert’s (1982) thesis on nominal classification in Tatuyo, a language
that has features characteristic of classifier systems as well as features characteristic of noun
class systems; for an interesting discussion of levels of semantic structuring in Bantu noun
classification, see Spitulnik (1988).

2Moreover, we find classifiers in American Sign Language (ASL); Egyptian hieroglyphics and
Mesopotamian cuneiform use graphemic classifiers (see, e.g., Klima and Bellugi 1979: 1315,
191-192; Kantor 1980; Newport and Supalla 1980; Kegl and Schley 1986; Supalla 1986; Rude
1986).

3This book deals with the classificatory system of Kilivila; thus, I will not discuss the other
three types of classifier languages mentioned. For a discussion of these types, see Allan
(1977:286-287) and Craig (1986:3-4).

“As the example of Kilivila shows, this morpheme may also be a so-called zero morpheme (G.
Senft 1986:75; see also Mufwene 1980c:246). Moreover, due to processes of language change,
it may well be that in some languages and some contexts the classifier is no longer obligatory,
but becomes optional (see Chin 1989:4-6), Stolz (1991) presents data for classical Nahuatl,
where the classifier is optional (see also Adams 1989).

3What Seiler and his research team call Das sprachliche Erfassen von Gegenstinden (and living
beings, I would add) by means of numeral classification is, by the way, just one of nine different
techniques this linguist defines as Sprachhandlungsprogramme describing the dimension
“apprehension” within the framework of the so-called Kolner Universalienprojekt (see Seiler
1982).
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in numeral classifier languages, we find classifier morphemes in anaphoric
{see, e.g., Downing 1986) and deictic expressions. Therefore, the term “numeral
classification” is somewhat inaccurate (see also Asmah 1972:90; Berlin and
Romney 1964:79; Unterbeck 1990b:90). Nevertheless, I will adhere to this
technical term as it is used in the general linguistic literature (see, e.g., Allan
1977:286; Becker 1975:114-115; Greenberg 1975:19; Haas 1942).

Greenberg (1978:78) has answered the question of why such classifying
systems apply only to nouns:

... itis the noun par excellence which gives rise to classificational
systems of syntactic relevance. It is not so much that the noun
designates persisting entities as against actions or femporary
states of persisting entities. It is that nouns are continuing
discourse subjects and are therefore in constant need of
referential devices of identification. As soon as we wish fo talk
about an action as such, we nominalize it; classification is a help
in narrowing the range of possible identification.®

In sentence analysis, the syntactic description of the phenomenon of
classification in numeral classifier languages is restricted to the noun phrase
level (see Kolver 1983:55).7 The order in which the three constituents—
classifier, numeral, and noun—appear varies across languages; however,
according to the principle formulated by Allan (1977:288), in general the
noun does not interrupt the nexus formed by the numeral and the classifier
{see also Adams and Conklin 1973:1; Adams 1989:12, 24).

The morphological/syntactic role of classifiers is generally neglected in the
literature in favor of their semantic functions. However, Goral’s statement
that “in [classifier] systems, syntax and semantics are  inextricably
intertwined” (Goral 1978:5; see also Friedrich 1970:381) holds for all classifier
languages and confirms the definitions proposed for the concept classifier.

1.2 WHAT ARE CLASSIFIERS?

We have defined classifiers as morphemes that classify and quantify nouns
according to semantic criteria.® Because of the twofold function of classifiers,
Serzisko (1980:7)—following Hla Pe (1965:166) and Bloomfield (1933:237)—
proposes the generic term “Numerativ’ to denote the “obligatorische
Konstituente in Quantifizierungskontexten” (see also Hundius and Kolver

¢See also Mufwene 1980a:1025 and Broadfield 1946:25.

7On the other hand, Schafer (1948:413) states the following about classical Chinese: “Classifiers
are also used with numbers accompanying verbs ....”

8 For general definitions of classifiers, noun classifiers, and nominal classifiers, see Allan 1977:285;
Becker 1975:114-115; Benton 1968:137; Berlin 1968:20; Burling 1965:249; Denny 1979:97; Hoa
1957:124; see also the contributions in Craig (1986). Mufwene (1980a:1025) characterizes classifiers
as “delimitative markers”; see also Mufwene 1984:200, 202.
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1983:167-169). The term numerative subsumes classifiers proper and
quantifiers.

Classifiers classify a noun inherently, that is, they designate and specify
semantic features inherent to the nominal denotatum and divide the set of
nouns of a language into disjunct classes (see Cholodovic 1954:49; Unterbeck
1990b:43).

Quantifiers classify a noun temporarily, that is, they can be combined
with different nouns rather freely and designate a specific feature of a noun
that is not inherent to that noun. Thus, quantifiers are predicative (see
Serzisko 1980:17, 68-69, 1982a:152; Berlin 1968:175; Friedrich 1970:397;
Denny 1986:302-307).

Contrary to one of Greenberg’s (1975:25) language-universal postulates,
not all but only the majority of nouns in numeral classifier languages lack
a marking with respect to the category ‘number’; in these languages, number
is usually marked with nouns denoting persons (see, e.g., Barz and Diiler
1985:170; Goral 1978:15; Miram 1983:36-37; Rausch 1912; Serzisko 1980:13,
48, 70; G. Senft 1986:45-46; Stolz 1991:18). Numeratives can take over the
syntactic function of marking number for the nouns to which they refer.

Referentially, nouns in classifier languages can be characterized as having
generic reference (see Royen 1929:775). With their referential function,
numeratives individualize nominal concepts; they can mark a noun as
obligatorily nongeneric in reference (see H. Seiler 1982:6, 8; Serzisko 1980:15,
86-87; also Carpenter 1992:147).

The functions that numeratives or classifiers fulfill are succinctly
summarized by Adams et al. (1975:2):

Besides ftheir function in numeral noun phrases, classifiers in
various languages function as nominal substitutes, nominalizers of
words in other form classes, markers of definiteness, relativizers,
markers of possession, and as vocatives; serve to disambiguate
senftences; establish coherence in discourse and regularly mark
registers and styles within a language.

These functions will be discussed in detail in chapter 2.

So far we have differentiated classifiers and quantifiers (see also Adams
1989:3-5, 194) or, to use Lyon’s (1977b:463) terms, “sortal classifiers” and
“mensural classifiers” (see also Unterbeck 1990b:40). However, along with
the definition of classifiers proper and quantifiers one generally finds a third
category, the so-called repeaters. A repeater is a noun that serves as its own
classifier, that is, the noun is repeated in the classifier siot. Hla Pe (1965:166)
defines the terms classifier (proper), repeater, and quantifier as follows:

A classifier is a word for an attribute of a specific object, some of
which may have more than one; a repeater is the specific object
itself or part of it, used as numerative; whilst a guantifier concerns
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itself with the estimating of things by some sort of measure—size,
extension, weight or number especially of ten or multiples of ten.

Repeaters are defined by Burling (1965:249) as “echo classifiers”, Fischer
(1972:69) calls them “identical classifiers”, and Kolver (1982c:178, 183,
1979:34) characterizes them as “semantischer dummy”; finally, Goral (1978:33)
defines repeaters as “autoclassifiers ... filling a syntactic slot ...” (see also
Adams and Conklin 1974:3-4, 7; Benton 1968:116; Smith 1979:88; Carpenter
1992:132). In connection with this phenomenon, Lehmann (1979:169) hints
at the possibility of studying this problem from a different point of view; he
notes: “... a classifier can also function as an independent noun ...”. Whether
this repeater category of numeratives, which probably has to be assigned
to the category classifier, carries the principle of classification to the point
of absurdity, as Kolver (1982¢:178) claims, must be doubted after a closer
inspection of the numeratives within the individual languages. Allan
(1977:295) discusses the problem of repeaters with all necessary caution and
offers some hypothetical answers to the question of why this category
develops in languages.” I shall not discuss this problem in detail here,'® but
1 want to emphasize that as far as T know there is no language described
so far where all nouns can be used as repeaters to classify themselves. Thus,
in all languages that have them, repeaters represent a relatively closed
category; they form—in principle—a finite set of formatives.

Moreover, most if not all classifier languages have, in the words of Lyons
(1977b:461), at least one “semantically neutral classifier, which may be
employed ... with reference to all sorts of entities .... In many languages
the semantically neutral classifier is restricted to non-personal, or even
inanimate, entities ....” (see also Asmah 1972:95). This general classifier (see
Serzisko 1980:24) has to be assigned to the category of classifiers, too (see
also Schafer 1948:410-411).

Finally, I want to note here that Malinowski (1920) does not differentiate
between classifiers proper, quantifiers, and repeaters, but refers to these
formatives as “classificatory particles”. I will use Malinowski’s general term
(abbreviated as CP) for these formatives to pay tribute to the master of
Trobriand ethnography.!?

9Jones (1970:2) states “It is interesting to speculate on the possibility that such usage arises
from an inadequate supply of classifiers once their use becomes firmly established”. See also
Adams (1991) and Adams (1989:1).

19Goral (1978:8) and Denny (1976:130) emphasize the strong affinity between nouns and
numeratives (see also Schafer 1948:410-411). However, keeping in mind Dixon’s (1968:114)
admonition that we know very little about the development of such systems, I do not want to
indulge in speculation on this topic here; but see appendix D of this volume and Dixon {1986);
Mithun (1986); Delancey (1986); Demuth et al. (1986); Royen (1929:58, 63, 78, 141, 254, 266-268,
543, 705, 780); G. Senft (1993).

"1 Royen (1929:iii, 37, 68, 185, 192, 305, 364, 889) emphasizes repeatedly that an interdisciplinary
approach is not only necessary but also inevitable for an analysis of nominal classifier systems.
See also Berlin et al. (1973:214). T want to mention for the sake of completeness that Berlin

{continued on page 9)
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Figure 1 summarizes this system-—or classification—of CPs or numeratives
and the technical terms found in the literature to refer to them.

General Terms for all Numeratives
Classifiers Classificatory particles (CPs)
Classifiers

Nominail clgssiﬁers
Noun classifiers

Z&hleinheifsworter
Terms for the Klassifikator
Category Classifier Classifler proper

True classifier -
inherent quTe classifier
Sortal classifier

Repeater
Reduplicative classifier
Imitative clossifier
Echo classifier
identical classifier

Semanticaily neutral/
Cannibalizing classifier
Genereller Klassifikator

Isolierter Klassifikator

Inherent classification
Inh&rente Klassifikation

Terms for the Quantifikator
Category Quoantifier Quantifier

Temporal state classifier
Mensural classifier

Action classifier

Semelfactive classifier

Metric classifier

Temporary classification
Temporére Kiassifikation

Figure 1. Classification of Classtfiers.
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1.3 STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF CLASSIFIER SYSTEMS

In classifier languages, nouns are classified and categorized according to
characteristics of their referents. This classification is based on semantic
principles and results in the ordering of objects, living beings, concepts,
actions, and events. In other words, it leads to a categorization of all the
nominal denotata, of all nominal “conceptual labels” (Hundius and Kélver
1983:182; see also Denny 1986) coded in the language. We can refer to the
units of this classification as “semantic systems” (Denny 1979:97) or as
“semantic domains” (Berlin 1968:34; Tyler 1969:8). Thus, CPs can be regarded
as indices or as “Exponenten von nach inhaltlichen Merkmalen geschiedenen
Nominalklassen” (K 6lver 1979:1); they represent the semantic (sub) structures
of a (classifier) language (see Friedrich 1970:379).

The critical questions to be answered are, What are the semantic criteria
and principles this kind of classification is based on? and, Are the
classifications in different languages culturally determined?

Before T attempt to answer these questions, I want to emphasize that the
classificatory systems of the various numeral classifier languages are usually
not comparable to folk taxonomies, but must, more often than not, be
regarded as paradigms (see Becker 1975:111; Berlin 1968; Berlin et al 1973;
Burling 1965; Conklin 1962:124; Ellen 1979:7-9; Foucault 1966:108, 110;
Frake 1969:34; Haas 1942; Barz and Diller 1985:176; Hundius and Kolver
1983:204; Miram 1983; Saul 1965; G. Senft 1987b; Tyler 1969:7-9). In
taxonomies, the respective nominal referents are classified on the basis of
the objectively perceptible and verifiable features. In paradigms, the single
nominal referents are categorized in contrastive relation to other nominal
referents. Mixed forms of taxonomic and paradigmatic classification do exist,
but they are exceptional; moreover, such mixed forms of classification depend
on the inventory of CPs these languages display. The inventory of CPs in
classifier languages ranges from 2 to 528 (or even 730) (see Adams and
Conklin 1973:9; Berlin 1968; Miram 1983:103).

Descriptions of the criteria that structure classifying systems generally give
the following features: + human; human and social status; human and
kinship; 4+ animate; sex; shape/dimension; size; consistency; function;
arrangement; habitat; number/amount/mass/group; measure; weight; time;
action; + visible (see Adams 1989; Adams and Conklin 1973; Allan 1977,
Becker 1975; Benton 1968; Burling 1965; Denny 1979; Friedrich 1970; Haas

(continued from page 7)

(1968) also describes “action classifiers” in Tzeltal; that Harweg (1987b) uses the term
Zdihleinheitsworter as a synonym for Numerativ; that Hoa (1957:128) introduces the term
“semelfactive classifier” for a “type of classifier which indicates single action”, referring to certain
numeratives in Vietnamese; that Adams (1989):177, 182) describes “the general or cannibalising
classifier”; that Hiranburana (1979:39-40) uses the terms “reduplicative classifier” and
“imitative classifier”; that Fischer (1972:69, 77) speaks of “isolierte Klassifikatoren” (ie., one
classifier classifies only one noun) and mentions “metric classifiers” (i.e., classifiers for numerical
and temporal units); and that Craig (1992:285-286) mentions “genitive classifiers” that are also
called “relational” or “possessive classifiers”. See also Seiler (1986).
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1942; Hiranburana 1979; Hoa 1957, Kaden 1964; Miram 1983; Royen
1929:82-83, 125-137, 142, 256, 396-397).*2

Classificatory systems are usually described by feature lists that give the
features in a relatively free order; however, there have been a few attempts
to order the features hierarchically (see, e.g., Goral 1978:38; cf. Craig 1986:5-6).
Becker (1975) describes the Burmese system of CPs hierarchically in the form
of concentric circles; Miram (1983) proposes functional diagrams—Fluss-
diagramme——to describe the system of Yucatecan Maya (I will discuss this
approach in more detail in section 1.4.1). What must be emphasized here is
the fact that most, if not all, of these features represent semantic categories
that are fundamental in all languages. For example, Friedrich (1970:404)
characterizes the feature “shape” as the “ultimate semantic primitive” (see
also Allan 1977:302). Moreover, it should also be noted that—at first sight, at
least—these features scem to be universal (Lyons 1977b:466). However, a
closer look at the CPs that constitute the semantic domains in individual
languages on the basis of these features reveals that these general, probably
universal, categories are defined in culture-specific ways (Berlin 1968:35). Tt
is also evident that the boundaries between the individual semantic domains
are rather fluid (Rosch 1978:36, 1977:4, 15, 18, 21). Thus, Craig (1986:1), on
the basis of prototype theory, claims rightly that “... categories ... should
be described as having fuzzy edges and graded membership ...” (see also
Posner 1986; Givon 1986).3

Therefore, the description of semantic domains within any numeral
classifier language requires a sound analysis of how these domains are
constituted, that is, which features are relevant for the definition of
the semantic domain (see Lenneberg 1953:468; Rosch 1978:28). This
ethnosemantic descriptive and analytical research is rather complex and
presupposes the linguist’s thorough knowledge of the language described.
This may explain why, at least in my opinion, typological, comparative
studies on classifier languages, which necessarily use a general approach,
neglect this microlevel of ethnosemantic analysis.** In these studies, relating
the general results of the description of semantic domains to a specific
language is possible only in a rather indirect, intermediate way. Moreover,
it may well be that the complexity of ethnosemantic analysis is the reason
that most descriptions of classificatory systems thrust the equally important
morphological/syntactic role of CPs into the background.

Now, what about the actual use of the CPs that constitute such complex

12 Apparently no classifier language makes use of a color classifier (see Adams 1989:5; Allan
1977:297; Asmah 1972:94; Berlin and Romney 1964:80; Carroll and Casagrande 1958:27-29,
31; Lee 1987:397; but see also Royen 1929:151).

13With respect to prototypes, see Rosch (1988); see also Mufwene (1980b:30, 31, 33, 36;
1980c;1983) who describes prototypes as “underlying principles of cognitive classification”
and discusses possible ambiguities because of their “metaphorical extension(s)”. For a critical
discussion, see MacLaury (1991); see also Fischer (1972:68), who pleads for a historical foundation
for the structure of so-called semantische Felder.

1“Here the eminent exception is Royen (1929)!
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systems?'> As mentioned previously, the inventory of CPs in classifier
languages varies from 2 to 730 lexemes. In languages with many CPs, it
must be emphasized that some CPs can refer to any nominal denotatum.
That is, even with inherent classification, CPs can be used to specify special
aspects of relatively general nominal concepts. In other words, complex
systems of CPs allow the possibility of referring to a noun within its semantic
domain either by the general, characteristic, “unmarked” CP or by a more
specific CP.'® The choice of the appropriate CP occurs on the semantic
level. It can be independent of the intended speech act, and thus attains
stylistic denotation, meaning, and significance (see Becker 1975:113; Burling
1965:259; Goral 1978:26). Individual speakers use these options in their
choice of CPs.!” They may even be innovative by using a certain CP in a
metaphoric way. Some linguists (e.g., Becker (1975:113), in his work on
Burmese CPs) even claim that the actual “use of classifiers ... is in part an
art” (see also Rosch 1977:42). This implies that analyses of CP systems must
take into account the function of CPs as sociolinguistic variables (Labov
1972:237; see also Hla Pe 1965:170). Thus, we can conclude that all CPs do
have meaning (Allan 1977:290; see also Adams 1989:7-8, 192; Adams et al.
1975:14, 17; Berlin and Romney 1964:79, 82; Mufwene 1984: 201, 203-204,
214; Schafer 1948:412). The problem of how to describe this meaning leads
us to basic linguistic methodological considerations.

1.4 METHODS AND AIMS OF TRADITIONAL CLASSIFIER STUDIES—
A BRIEF SURVEY

This section discusses studies on classifier languages in general, as well as
studies on Kilivila in particular.

1.4.1 Studies on Classifier Languages

The literature cited so far includes typologically oriented comparative studies,
on the one hand, and empirical descriptive studies of individual languages,
on the other. A discussion of the methods that typological comparative
studies use is unnecessary here. Rather, methodological techniques used in

15With the exception of Downing (1986) and Erbaugh (1986) this question is not answered in
any of the literature cited here.

16Benton (1968:111) states, “The ‘characteristic’ or unmarked meaning of a form is generally
that which is most likely to be encountered in a particular context and may not have any
direct connection with a specific set of inherent features”, and (Benton 1968:137), “Within a
domain, a change in classifier generally signals a change of meaning. That is, certain semantic

features of the noun ... are highlighted by a particular classifier ....” See also Adams
(1986:241-243) and Lehmann (1979:171), who mentions “... the semigrammatical (e.g., sarcastic
or insulting) deliberate choice of a ‘wrong’ classifier ....” See also Allan (1977).

17With respect to the topic “frequency of usage”, see for example, Rosch (1977:38). See also
Mufwene (1980a) who notes the discrepancy between CP inventory and actual CP usage.
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empirical descriptive studies of individual languages will be described, based
on Berlin’s (1968) and Miram’s (1983) monographs; other studies will then
be discussed in light of the questions raised by these monographs.

In his work on the system of CPs in the Mayan language Tzeltal, Berlin
presented two literate, Spanish-speaking, native Tzeltal speakers with 4,410
“phonemically possible forms”. Using these forms, he elicited from the two
consultants 528 numeral classifiers, which were counterchecked with the help
of three more consultants in “informal and nonsystematic checks of reliability”
(Berlin 1968:13, 19-20; see also Berlin and Romney 1964:80-81). The elicited
CPs are described according to their features. Using the same consultants
and a questionnaire, Berlin ordered the CPs hierarchically and according
to the semantic domains they constituted. Thus, the Tzeltal CPs were
described on the basis of the judgments of only two—or, if we include the
three counterchecking Tzeltal speakers, five—consultants.

In her study on the CPs in Yucatecan Maya, Miram (1983) also worked
with a literate and bilingual consultant, Edilberto Ucan Ek; he became her
assistant and also did transcriptions for her. Miram’s data are based on
observations of ordinary language spoken in a natural context, as well as
on interviews with consultants. During these interviews, she (or her assistant)
checked lists of possible or already described CPs and elicited further, “new”
CPs. It is unclear, however, which kind of data she is referring to in her study.
Miram elicited 730 CPs; on the basis of clearly defined criteria, she reduced
these CPs to 225 forms that were semantically analyzed. Her assistant
grouped 194 of these CPs into 47 semantic domains. What is decisively new
in her approach is her use of functional diagrams based on these data. The
diagrams are intended to simulate a native speaker’s decision processes in
choosing a certain CP. This form of data presentation allows a description
of the semantic domains as “open” systems that may be linked with each
other in various ways (see Ellen 1979:17).

The value of Miram’s novel approach is unfortunately partially diminished
by the somewhat unclear description of her consultants’ contributions and
by the important role her assistant played in the processes of data collection
and data processing. Linguists experienced in field research will probably
agree that Miram’s assistant falls into the category of the so-called
marginal native (Freilich 1970). This is true of Berlin’s consultants, too. In
general, all data gathered with the help of such consultants must be looked
upon with a certain amount of skepticism.

Although T am critical of the databases used in both of these studies
because they resulted mainly from work with only a few consultants, it
should be pointed out that Berlin and Miram at least reveal the methods
of their data collection. Although there are a few exceptions (e.g., Carpenter
1991), many other investigators either do not mention the methods used in
data collection or claim that theirs is a comparative study, which need not
use empirical data gathered by the author. Some studies are based on data
presented in already published papers and on judgments of native speakers
and (foreign) trained linguists. Kélver’s excellent study on Central Thai is
an example (Kolver 1979; see also Unterbeck 1990b:3-4, 61). Nevertheless,
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in general descriptive studies of the CP systems of individual classifier
languages have a number of significant methodological shortcomings.

The research interests of published CP studies can be summarized as
follows:

1. Descriptions of the syntactic role of CPs.
2. Descriptions of the semantics of CPs.

3. Descriptions of CPs with respect to their constitutive function for
semantic domains, as well as lists of these semantic domains.

4. Comparisons of semantic domains constituted by CPs in different
classifier languages, with respect to the question of language universals.

To my knowledge, only nine empirically founded studies deal with the
question of first-language acquisition of CP systems (Carpenter 1986, 1991;
Chin 1989; Erbaugh 1986; Gandour et al. 1984; Luke and Harrison 1986;
Matsumoto 1985; Sanches 1977); Clark (1976) unfortunately induiges in sheer
speculation.'® However, the studies of Allan (1977:295), Burling (1965:261),
Goral (1978:4), Haas (1942:201-202), and Tversky (1986:72-73) provide some
hints toward possible answers to the question of how the CP system is
acquired by native speakers.

With respect to data showing CPs in actual speech, the currently available
CP studies—with the exception of Becker 1986, Downing 1986, and Erbaugh
1986—only present isolated sentences as examples to support the syntactic
and/or semantic description of the CP systems. Context influence (Rosch
1978:42; Strawson 1950:334; cf. Levinson 1983:172-177) on the speaker’s
choice of a certain CP is a problem sometimes mentioned but not illustrated
by relevant data. Symptomatic of the state of the art with respect to this
question is Berlin’s (1968:23) statement (which he does not indicate is a
hypothesis) that “The actual occurrence of numeral classifiers in recorded
texts is relatively low ....” He then concludes that the occurrence of CPs
in various contexts can be ignored in analyzing the CP systems of individual
languages, and supports this conclusion with the statement that “... only
systematic elicitation for classifiers per se ... can hope to claim partial
exhaustiveness” (see also Craig 1986:8). Thus, Berlin supports Burling’s
(1965:264) guiding methodological principle for the analysis of CP systems:

Seeing the problems which arise in the atfempts to bring order
intfo the set of classifiers, one may feel that the best avaitable
“analysis” so far is simply the list of classifiers with their definition.

18For the acquisition of Niger-Congo noun class and agreement systems, see Demuth et al.
(1986:463—465). Noun classes and agreement in Sesotho acquisition are discussed in Demuth
(1988) and Demuth (1992). For a discussion of how and when number and countability
distinctions are acquired in English, see Mufwene (1984:207-208). This criticism and some of
the other statements presented here do not hold for studies on the ASL classifiers; see, for
example, Kantor (1980). For a criticism of Clark (1976) see Goral (1978:4), also Chin
(1989:156-158).
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For the lexicology of a classifier language, this is an important conclusion,
of course; however, for a CP analysis that tries to penetrate into the
microlevels of the CP system, the static listing of CPs is certainly not entirely
satisfactory.'®

Finally, there is virtually no information about processes of language
change in progress affecting CP systems.2?

1.4.2 Studies on Kilivila

The previous section surveyed rather briefly publications on numeral classifier
languages other than Kilivila, the Austronesian language whose CP system
is the focus of the analyses presented here.*!

Milner (1963:66) poses the following question:

Is an Oceanic linguist to concentrate on one language af a fime
fo treat it with the some searching analysis that is now taken for
granted in the study of, say, Latin or French, at the risk of oo
great a degree of specialisation, or is he to be content with
general surveys and comparative work founded generally on
second-hand and superficial knowledge of his material?

Faced with these alternatives, (see also Vachek 1976:225-226), 1 decided
on the first course, the analysis of the CP system of one language, namely,
Kilivila.

Kilivila CPs are first mentioned by Fellows (1901) and Ray (1907). Baldwin
(no date), who worked as a missionary on Kiriwina Island, lists 75 classifiers
in his unpublished fragment of Kilivila grammar, translates them into English,
and describes aspects of their morphological role and function. Malinowski
(1920) describes 42 CPs with respect to their morphological, syntactic, and
semantic functions. Capell (1969:61) lists 44 CPs in his description of noun
class division in Kiriwina.?? Capell (1971:273-274) and Lithgow (1976:461,
465-467, 480, 488-490) also refer briefly to the Kilivila CP system.

Ralph Lawton’s unpublished Master’s thesis “The Kiriwinan Classifiers”
(Lawton 1980) is the most comprehensive description of Kilivila CPs so
far, and thus warrants a brief review. After a description of the morphological

19That it is possible to describe the semantic domains constituted by the CPs as dynamic,
open systems is convincingly demonstrated by Miram’s (1983) monograph.

20As far as I know, only Asmah (1972:96); Becker (1975:120); Demuth et al. (1986); Dixon
(1986:110-111}); Erbaugh (1986); Jacob (1965); and Kélver (1982a:107, 115, 120) discuss possible
processes of language change affecting CP systems.

21 The CP system of Kilivila is mentioned briefly in the following publications: Allan (1977:285,
288, 290, 295296, 299, 300, 303-305); Chin (1989:24-25); Friedrich (1970:401-403); Greenberg
(1975:18-19; 1978:78).

2ZHowever, the CP ukdu that Capell mentions is not (or no longer?) known to Kilivila native
speakers; one explanation for this may be that this CP does not agree with Kilivila syllable
patterns (see G. Senft 1986:20-22).
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role the CPs fulfill and a discussion of the special relationship between CPs
and nouns, Lawton presents a semantic description of 147 CPs. He divides
these into two groups: Group 1 comprises 34 CPs, which “specify whole
items in terms of their features or properties” (Lawton 1980:80). Group 2
comprises 113 CPs, “which classify items in terms of some modification they
have undergone. Modification of items is conveniently divisible into three
categories labelled activity, partition and arrangement” (Lawton 1980:81).
Lawton then subdivides the CPs of group 1 into the following three classes:

1. Basic property specifiers which are subclassified according to the features
4+ animate, + human, dimension, and residue.

2. Subclassifying CPs within the semantic domains constituted by the
basic property specifiers.

3. Residue.

The individual CPs are listed and described, and a phrase or sentence is
given as a reference for the use of the respective CP.

In his semantic description of the CPs of group 2, Lawton subclassifies
the partitive classifiers according to the features “topographical, parts within
wholes, pieces, multiple reference”, and the arrangement classifiers according
to the features “inherent/non-inherent arrangement”; the feature non-inherent
arrangement is itself further subcategorized according to the features
“distributional”, “configurational”, and “quantitative”. The individual CPs
of group 2 are presented in the same way as the CPs of group 1.

Lawton then discusses the CPs in connection with adjectives, verbal
expressions, associations, and metaphors; the appendix presents a list of the
147 CPs according to Lawton’s classification principles and in alphabetical
order.

Some of Lawton’s expositions are problematic, but the whole topic is
complex. Thus, I shall not criticize Lawton (1980) in detail here. However,
I want to note that almost all the points of criticism mentioned in the
discussion of the studies of classifier languages in general hold for Lawton’s
thesis as well.



Chapter

Classificatory Particles in
Kilivila: Grammatical and
Discourse Functions

In this chapter, we will look at the grammatical and discourse functions®
of the Kilivila system of CPs, including the morphological relevance of CPs
with respect to Kilivila inflectional morphology and the functions that are
assigned to CPs in Kilivila,

2.1 MORPHOLOGICAL RELEVANCE

The Kilivila system of CPs contains at least 177 formatives. (Section 3.3.1
lists these CPs in detail.) I assume that with all the subtle and very specific
differentiations possible, there are probably more than 200 CPs in Kilivila.
Moreover, if we keep in mind all the pragmatic functions CPs can serve,
the Kilivila CP system can even be regarded as basically open; here it has
to be noted, however, that at least so far no loanword has been incorporated
completely or in part into the inventory of Kilivila CPs (see G. Senft 1991a,
1992a).

The system of noun classification in Kilivila is an important means of
word formation with (1) all but one of the demonstrative pronouns, (2) one

'Kilivila has a fourfold series of possessive pronouns, partly realized as free pronominal forms,
partly realized as pronominal affixes. One of these series is produced in a specific semantic
context, referring to food only; the other three series are used to distinguish different degrees
of possession: one series marks inalienable possession and two series mark nonedible alienable
possession (G. Senft 1986:47-54). These possessive pronominal forms classify the Kilivila noun,
too, of course (see also Royen 1929:186; Wurm 1981). However, I do not deal with this kind
of nominal classification in this book, but rather present research on the specific system of
formatives that consists of quantifiers, repeaters, and noun classifiers proper, which all are
referred to with the general term—classificatory particles—that Malinowski coined for them.
Finally, I am sure that Kilivila has verbal derivational classificatory prefixes similar to those
described by Ezard (1978) for languages of the Massim cluster; however, as stated elsewhere
(G. Senft 1986:28), I have omitted all consideration of derivational morphology in my description
of Kilivila.

16
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form of (numerical) interrogative pronouns/adverbs, (3) two classes of
adjectives, and (4) numerals. These word classes require concord with the
class of the noun to which they refer. This concord is secured by the CPs,
which are infixed or prefixed to the respective word frame or word stem. 1
have described these processes of word formation and the syntactic aspects
of constituents with CPs in detail elsewhere (G. Senft 1985a:374-379, 1986);
however, 1 will give a rather general account of the processes of word
formation here.

With the exception of the purely exophoric demonstrative pronoun besa
or beya ‘this’ (with a deictic gesture), all other demonstrative pronouns
consist of a fixed morphological frame, formed by the word-initial morpheme
ma- (or, according to phonological rules, m- or mi-), the word-final morpheme
-na; and an infixed morpheme, which is the CP. To distinguish between
singular and plural, there is also a plural marking morpheme -si-, which is
infixed between the CP and the word-final morpheme -na. Demonstrative
pronouns formed in this way express the concept of ‘this/these’. To express
the deictic concept of ‘that/those’, the morpheme -we- is infixed in singular
forms between the CP and word-final -na and in plural forms between the
plural marker -si- and word-final -na. To express the kind of deictic concept
that comes close to the English demonstrative ‘yonder’, the Kilivila speaker
takes the forms of the demonstrative pronouns expressing the concept of
‘that/those’ and changes the final vowel /a/ of the word-final morpheme -na
to an /e/ that is lengthened and has a minor accent.

There are three classes of adjectives in Kilivila. One class must be used
without CPs, the second may be used with or without CPs, and the third
must always be used with CPs that are prefixed to the word stem.

The numerals or, more precisely, the cardinal numbers in Kilivila consist
of the word stem and a prefixed CP.

There is also one form of an interrogative adjective or adverb that consists
of the word stem -vila and a prefixed CP (for CPs with an interrogative
quantifier see de Leon 1988:65-66).

I conclude this brief account of the processes of word formation in Kilivila
with the presentation of two sentences containing all four word classes
involved in the system of noun classification (see G. Senft 1989):

(1) Kevila waga lekotasi?
ke-vila waga  le-kota-si?
wooden-how many canoe 3Ps.Past-arrive-Plural?
‘How many canoes arrived?

21 tried to use as few abbreviations as possible for glosses and in the Kilivila orthography (see
Senft 1986). Here is the list of abbreviations used for these purposes:

Ps person

PP-1V fourth series of possessive pronouns
(sec note 1 to this chapter)

glottal stop

)
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(2) Keyu waga makesina kemanabweta (lekotasi).
ke-yu waga  ma-ke-si-na
wooden-two canoe this-wooden-Plural-this

ke-manabweta (le-kota-si).
wooden-beautiful  (3Ps.Past-arrive-Plural).
‘These two beautiful canoes (arrived).”

The speakers of these sentences in referring to canoes must indicate the noun
class of ‘canoe’ with the CP for ‘wooden things'—ke—in the interrogative
pronoun, in the numeral, in the demonstrative pronoun, and in the adjective.

Concerning the morphological relevance of the CPs in Kilivila, I have
already mentioned one function of these formatives, namely, to secure concord
between the noun and the four word classes involved. The next section
describes the functions of CPs in Kilivila in more detail.

2.2 FUNCTIONS OF CPS IN KILIVILA

I have already mentioned some functions CPs fulfill in classifier languages
in general. I will now describe the functions of CPs in Kilivila. I will illustrate
these functions by isolated phrases or sentences (see G. Senft 1989); however,
I refer anyone interested in the actual realization of CPs in Kilivila speech
production to the already published parts of my Kilivila text corpus
(Eibl-Eibesfeldt et al. 1987; B. Senft and G. Senft 1986; G. Senft 1985¢c-f,
1986, 1987¢,d, 1991b,d, 1992b).

2.2.1 Referential Function—Concord

As mentioned previously, CPs perform the referential function of securing
concord between the nouns and the word classes that use CPs in their word
formation. This concord, of course, creates redundancy in the information
conveyed by a sentence, as was illustrated in examples (1) and (2). The
reference of the various word classes is unequivocal, and the redundancy is
obvious: Trobriand canoes are made of timber; they are “wooden things”
(this aspect of redundant information will be discussed in section 2.2.3).

The complex inventory of CPs allows speakers to classify a noun
“temporarily” (Berlin 1968:175), that is, to emphasize certain characteristics
of the referent of the noun. This is illustrated by the following examples
(from G. Senft 1985a:380-387):

(3) natala yena
na-tala vena
animal-one fish
‘one fish’
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@) kevalalima yena
kevala-lima yena
batch drying-five fish
‘five batches of smoked fish’

(5) oylalima yena
oyla-lima  yena
string-five fish
‘five strings with stringed-on fish’

(6) makupona yena
ma-kupo-na yena
this-two string-this  fish
‘these two strings of fish’

(7) mapwasasina yena
ma-pwasa-si-na yena
this-rotten-Plural-this fish
‘these rotten fish’

These examples first represent the CP na meaning ‘animals’ and then illustrate
a set of the noun-modifying group of CPs that specify the noun with respect
to quantity, order, arrangement, and condition or state.

Example 8 presents the two gender-specifying CPs to/te and na (now
meaning ‘persons of female gender’) and the age-subclassifying CP gudi.

(8) Bibodi tetala natala guditala
bi-bodi te-tala na-tala gudi-tala
3Ps.Fut.-benefit male-one female-one child-one
‘It will benefit each man, woman, and child.’

The noun phrase in example (9) (see Lawton 1980:49) illustrates the
semantic power of CPs.

(9) kai mabubosina kwelatolu
kai ma-bubo-si-na kwela-tolu
wood this-cut across-Plural-this  potlike-three
‘these three potlike sawed-off sections of timber’

Example (10) shows that CPs can also be used metaphorically. Here, a
speaker refers to a ‘dinghy’ as a ‘child-canoe™

(10) Kugisi magudina waga kekekita okopo’ula waga dimdim!
ku-gisi ma-gudi-na waga  ke-kekita
2Ps.-look  this-child-this canoe wooden-small
okopoula  waga  dimdim

behind canoe white man
‘Look at this small dinghy behind the motorboat!’
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All these examples illustrate the referential function of CPs and their
semantic power. A closer look at some of these examples shows other
(grammatical) functions that CPs perform, as described in the next section.

2.2.2 Nominalization, Plural Marking, Numeralization, and
Verblike Expressive Functions

In example (8), the numerals tetala, natala, guditala are translated as nominal
expressions. This is legitimate, especially if we assume that the nouns of the
three noun phrases (tetala tau ‘one man’, natala vivila ‘one woman’, and
guditala gwadi ‘one child’) were omitted. This analysis—which is possible
because of redundancy conveyed by CPs—assigns proper nominal status to
the numerals. We also find this kind of nominalization with demonstrative
pronouns and adjectives (see G. Senft 1985a:384).

The noun phrases in (11) and (12), as well as those in (4)(6), illustrate
the plural-marking function of CPs.

(11) makena nuya bwaveaka
ma-ke-na nuya bwa-veaka
this-wooden-this coconut tree-big
‘this big coconut tree’

(12) mapo’ulana nuya bwaveaka
ma-po’ula-na nuya bwa-veaka
this-plantation-this coconut tree-big
‘this plantation of big coconut trees’

Besides plural marking, we also find some CPs that quantify numeralization,
a function independent of that of numerals proper. The noun phrase in
example (6), given previously, illustrates this function.

In examples (4), (5), (7), and (9), it is clear that some CPs take over the
function of verblike expressions within a noun phrase. This is especially true
for CPs that specify or refer to certain activities (see G. Senft 1985a:385).

So far we have dealt with CPs only on a sentence or phrase level. In the
next section we look at CPs as they are used in actual discourse.

2.2.3 Redundancy, Ellipsis, and Discourse Coherence

Example (8) shows that noun phrases can be composed of numerals without
the respective nouns to which they refer. I explained this type of noun phrase
construction by proposing that the noun is omitted and that the other word
class (in this case, the numeral) acquires nominal status.

Malinowski (1920:59-60) hinted at such an interpretation and compared
this type of sentence with elliptical utterances in English. Sentences that are
constructed like example (8) are, indeed, quite frequently produced in
Trobriand discourse. Trobriand Islanders introduce a certain nominal
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denotatum explicitly. If they then want to further refer to this noun in
discourse, using numerals, demonstrative pronouns, and adjectives, they
usually omit the noun. This is only possible because the CPs represent the
omitted nouns in a quasi-fragmentary way and the anaphoric reference of
CPs secures semantic concord beyond sentence boundaries. Now we can
explain why we sometimes find redundant information within the noun
phrase: the information redundancy given by the CPs within a Kilivila noun
phrase enables the omission of the noun without any loss of information,
even beyond sentence boundaries.

Thus, CPs perform the important function of securing coherence in
discourse. As a general rule, a noun can be elided as long as it is not
reclassified (e.g., for stylistic reasons) by another CP. If this occurs, the noun
must be overtly realized again as a constituent of the noun phrase to ensure
unequivocal and unambiguous reference. In my sample of transcribed Kilivila
speech data, I have one (rather extreme) example where a speaker (Tomalala,
Consultant No. V16) introduces a nominal referent to which he then refers
16 sentences (78 words, 113 morphemes) later with the appropriate CP;
nevertheless, the reference is unequivocal.

Examples (13)—«(15) illustrate these functions of CPs.

(13) Atatai tataba. Tauwau Tabalu mtosina makena si koni.

a-tatai tataba tauwau  tabaly
1Ps.-carve tataba-board men Tabalu-subclan
m-to-si-na ma-ke-na si koni

this-male-Plural-this  this-wooden-this their sign of honor
‘T carve a tataba-board. These men belonging to the Tabalu-subclan,
this is their sign of honor.

Here, the speaker refers to a certain board with carved patterns that marks
houses, food houses, and canoes as the personal property of men belonging
to the Tabalu-subclan. The reference of the two demonstrative pronouns is
unequivocal because in this context the CP fo can only refer to the noun
tauwau, and the CP ke can only refer to the noun tataba.

(14) Tauwau pela emesi bilebusi. Ekokwda’usi kebila mabudanaga ekugwasi

emesi.

tauwau pela e-me-si bi-lebu-si

men for  3Ps.-come-Plural 3Ps.Fut.-take-Piural
e-kokwa’u-si kebila ma-buda-na-ga

3Ps.-weave-Plural stretcher this-group-this-Emphasis

e-kugwa-si e-me-si

3Ps.-first-Plural  3Ps.-come-Plural

‘The men have come to take him with them. They have woven a
stretcher, the men belonging to this group who were the first to arrive.’
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Here, the speaker uses the CP buda with the demonstrative pronoun in the
second sentence to refer unequivocally to the noun tauwau in the first sentence
(see G. Senft 1985d:481).

(15) O davalusi esisusi tommota topaisewa. Vivila nasalau, tauwau tobugubagula
Tommota gala todubakasala, kena kumwedona enukwalisi bubunesi bwena.
o  da-valu-si e-sisu-si tommota
in 1Ps.incl-village-Plural 3Ps.-live-Plural people

to-paisewa vivila na-salau tauwau

human beings-work woman female-busy men
to-bugubagula tommota gala to-dubakasala
male-work in the garden people not  human beings-rude
kena kumwedona e-nukwali-si bubune-si bwena
but  all 3Ps.-know-Plural manners-their good

‘In our village live people taking pleasure in their work. The women
are busy, the men are good gardeners. The people are not rude, but all
have good manners.’

Exampie (15) illustrates that, in general, reclassification of a noun does
not allow it to be omitted. To emphasize the different characterization of
men and women, on the one hand, and all villagers, on the other, the nouns
can hardly be omitted. The speaker uses the CP to to refer to ‘human beings’
and to ‘persons of male sex’. The CP na is used to refer to ‘persons of female
sex’. If the speaker did not use the noun tommota in the last sentence again,
then this sentence would refer to ‘persons of male sex’ only (see G. Senft
1985a:387-388).

2.3 SUMMARY

The grammatical and discourse functions CPs perform in Kilivila are
following (see G. Senft 1991c):

1. They play an important role in the word formation of all numerals,
all demonstrative pronouns (with the exception of the general
demonstrative besa), some adjectives (see G. Senft 1986:85-88), and one
interrogative adverb or numerical interrogative pronoun.

2. They mark concord between nouns classified and the word classes
containing the CP.

3. They classify and specify their nominal referents, inherently as well as
temporarily, in many different ways and with much semantic power.

4. They can nominalize all numerals, some adjectives, and all demonstrative
pronouns (with the exception of besa).
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. Being collective terms (Kollektiva, see Royen 1929:595, 597, 601, 612,
251, 512), they can mark plural on the nouns to which they refer (see
also Adams and Conklin 1973:8-9).

. Some can perform verblike functions within noun phrases in a sentence.

. With their anaphoric referential function, they can constitute noun
phrases that are comparable to elliptical utterances: once a noun has
been introduced, as long as it is not reclassified, the following references
to this nominal denotatum may consist of numerals, adjectives, and/or
demonstrative pronouns only, that is, the noun itself is then no longer
realized; it is ellipsed in the noun phrases (see also Adams et al. 1974:1,
10-12; Bithler 1978:155-158).

. With their anaphoric referential potential, they can perform the function
of preserving coherence in discourse (see also Hopper 1986).



Chapter

The System of Classificatory
Particles in Kilivila

In this chapter, an analysis of the Kilivila CP system is provided. Section
3.1 describes the research aims and methods; section 3.2 presents the data
collected, as well as a first interpretation of the data; and section 3.3 presents
the results of my research, answering the questions raised in section 3.1.

The tables presented in this chapter are numbered according to the
following logic:

Tables 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 present the consultants and the questionnaire used
to elicit CPs.

Tables 3.2.0-3.2.216 present the data on which the analyses are based.

Tables 3.3.1-3.3.7 present ordered data for, and results of, analyses with
respect to the inventory, the acquisition, and the production of CPs.

Tables 3.4.1-3.4.22 present ordered data for, and results of, the CP
semantics as well as the semantic domains constituted by the CPs.

The table numbers do not correspond to numbered sections and subsections
within this chapter.

3.1 AIMS AND METHODS

In carrying out linguistic research in the Trobriand Islands, one of my main
interests—stimulated by reading Malinowski’s 1920 article—was to work on
the system of classificatory particles, as soon as I was able to master the
language in an appropriate way (this is, in my opinion, a necessary prerequisite
for performing such a study). I wanted to answer the following questions:

1. Number of CPs.

a. Which formatives constitute the Kilivila CP system? Malinowski
(1920:44) discusses 42 CPs, Capell (1969:61) lists 44 CPs, and Lithgow
(1976:480) mentions more than 50 noun classes.

b. What is the actual occurrence of CPs in recorded texts?

24
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2. Acquisition.

a. What is the general temporal progress of the CP acquisition process?

b. Are there any differences in the CP acquisition process with respect
to the production of demonstrative pronouns, adjectives, and numerals
that use CPs as morphemes in their word formation?

c. Are there any gender-specific differences in the CP acquisition process?

d. What is the order in which the individual CPs are acquired, and why
are the individual CPs acquired in this order?

e. Are there anmy parallels between Kilivila CP acquisition and CP
acquisition data for other classifier languages?

f. Are there any parallels between the Kilivila data and acquisition data
with respect to demonstrative pronouns, adjectives, and numerals for
such Indo-European languages as English and German?

3. Realization of CP types in actual speech.

a. Can a classification of the CP system be devised?

b. How do consultants realize the individual CP types, and can we observe
any processes of language change in progress? If I had an opportunity
to observe language change, I wanted to answer the following
questions:

i. Why are CP types affected by processes of language change, and who
opposes and who fosters language change?

il. What are the possible consequences of language change for the
grammar of Kilivila?

4. Semantic domains.

a. What semantic domains are constituted by the Kilivila CP system?

b. What are the dynamics of the semantic domains constituted by the
CPs and what rules do speakers use in their production of a certain
CP? This was of special interest to me because 1 assume that a
complete description of a classifier system must explain why a speaker
produces a certain CP to refer to a certain nominal concept. Thus,
the linguist’s description should predict which CPs a speaker will
produce (and with what relative frequency) to refer to certain nominal
concepts.

After answering these questions, my goal was to discuss possible
interdependences between language, thought, and culture (see chapter 3).

To achieve these aims, some basic methodological decisions had to be
made, especially concerning the method of data gathering. My overall corpus
of recorded and transcribed Kilivila speech data had to be checked with
respect to the CP types produced when I returned from my fieldwork.
However, I also wanted to do a study in the field on the system of CPs.
Thus, I started my first informal pretests on how to clicit CP data in January
1983, after having lived in Tauwema village for five months. Of course, my
corpus then was not as extensive as it was at the end of my fifteen months
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of field research (see: G. Senft 1985b:131-134); therefore, it could only serve
an auxiliary function with respect to this specific research interest.

My first aim was to make an inventory of Kilivila CPs. Using Malinowski’s
(1920) list, and Baldwin’s list in his unpublished (and undated) manuscript
“Biga Boyowa” (see G. Senft 1987a:102, 119), as well as writing down all the
CPs I heard in everyday conversation in the Trobriand Islands and checking
my transcriptions, I arrived at a total of seventy formatives. I checked these
with my main consultants and then compiled a list of CPs to be used as a
basis for further data gathering with other consultants.

At this point, a decision had to be made with respect to consultants: I
could have worked either with consultants living in different villages scattered
all over the Trobriand Islands or with consultants living in Tauwema village,
my place of residence during my field research. I chose the latter alternative
because of transportation problems and because working with people in
various locations would have meant a serious neglect of other interests I
wanted to pursue during my field research. Thus, I conducted my research
on CPs using the language variety of Kilivila that is spoken by the inhabitants
of Tauwema village on Kaile’una Island (see G. Senft 1986:6-8).

At the time of my research, Tauwema had 239 inhabitants (120 adults: 58
women, 62 men; 119 children; 52 girls, 67 boys). I decided on a random
sample of 60 consultants (30 female and 30 male), representing five different
age groups ranging from approximately 4 to 75 years. Table 3.1.1 shows the
age and gender of the consultants with whom [ worked (appendix A presents
the individual consultants with their consultant number, name, age, and
clan). This sample included 20% of the children and 30% of the adults living
in Tauwema. Because there is no official or reliable registration of dates of
birth on the Trobriand Islands, the age of all consultants had to be estimated.
Pretesting had shown that there was no point in trying to elicit CPs from
children younger than 4 years of age; children start to acquire these formatives
around the age of 4 (46 months). Within all five age groups, I tried to
balance the consultants according to gender and age, especially in the two
adult groups that spanned ages 14 to 39 years (in the actual test: 11 to 38
years; see appendix A). As demonstrated elsewhere (B. Senft and G. Senft
1986, Senft 1987b), the size of this sample is adequate to meet all the
requirements that the aims of studies like the one presented here demand.

Table 3.1.1. Consultants

Age group Female Male All
I Children, approximately 4-7 years 6 6 12
11. Schoolchildren, approximately 8-14 years 6 6 12
IIL Adolescents, approximately 15-20 years 6 6 12
Iv. Adults, approximately 21-35 years 6 6 12
V. Adults, approximately 36-75 years 6 6 12

Total 30 30 60
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Regarding an appropriate method of data gathering, I decided to compile
a questionnaire to elicit data on CPs. The questionnaire used the 70 CPs in
my inventory. To elicit these formatives, I asked my main consultants in
various sessions for typical nouns or noun phrases that are classified most
appropriately and unequivocally by the respective CP and thus would elicit
the production of this CP. These typical nouns and noun phrases, the qualities
they described, and the class indicated by the particular CP were noted. The
stimuli for the CPs elicited by the questionnaire were presented in random
order. Table 3.1.2 presents the questionnaire with the CPs in alphabetical
order, together with the then known meaning(s) of the respective CPs (for
all meanings of the CP types found in this study, see Table 3.3.1 in section
3.3.1) and with the eliciting nouns or noun phrases and their translation. The
actual order in which the CPs were elicited in the test is indicated by a
number (in the third column in Table 3.1.2).

Table 3.1.2. The gquestionnaire

CP to be elicited Eliciting noun/noun phrase No. in fest
bobu ‘block cut off bobu ‘log, round timber’ 65
bogi ‘night’ bogi ‘night’ 45
bubwa ‘(parts) cut off’ babwabutou kai ‘1 will cut off wood’ 20
buda ‘group, team’ boda ‘group, team’ 55
bukwa ‘fruit cluster’ budubadu nuya ‘many coconuts’ 17
bwa ‘trees, wooden things’ kai ‘wood, tree’ 44
deli ‘group, company on the deli ‘group’

move’ 56
duli ‘cluster, bundle’ duli ‘cluster, bunch, bundle’ 57
duya ‘door, entrance’ duyava ‘door, entrance, window’ 47
gili ‘row’ vakala ‘belt of spondylus shell discs’ 38
giwi ‘cut’ giwi ‘cut’ 66
gudi ‘child’ gwadi ‘child’ 43
gula ‘heap, group’ budubady tetu ‘many yams’ 39
gum ‘bit, small piece’ gum ‘bit, small piece’ 67
iga ‘name’ yegila ‘name’ 58
kabisi ‘compartment of a (drawing)Jr

foodhouse’ 25
kabulol ‘protuberances, point’ tasisia matala peni ‘one has the

point of a pencil’ 22

kabulo2, kabulu ‘village sector’ kabuluyuvela “village sector’ 48
kada ‘road, track’ keda ‘road, track, way’ 11
kaduyo ‘door, entrance’ vaya ‘door’ 12
kai ‘stone blade’ beku ‘stone (axe) blade’ 7

TA drawing was used, rather than verbal elicitation.
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Table 3.1.2. (confinued)

CP to be elicited Eliciting noun/noun phrase No. in test
kala ‘day’ yam ‘day’ 31
kapwa ‘bundles (wrapped up), fuba ‘bundle’
parcel’ 32
kasa ‘row, line’ kasa ‘row’ 37
kavi ‘tool’ kavi ‘tool’ 49
ke ‘wooden things’ kai “wood, tree’ 3
kila ‘cluster, hands of bananas’ usi amakala beya (gesture) ‘bananas
like this’ (arms crossed before
the breast) 15
kova ‘fire’ kova ‘fire, fireplace’ 68
kubila ‘large land plot’ kwabila ‘ground, land’ 28
kudul ‘band of fibers’ (at the doba ‘grass skirt’
waistband of a skirt) 35
kudu2 ‘tooth’ (noted as kuduu)I kudu “tooth’ 59
kumla ‘earth oven’ kumkumla ‘earth oven’ 50
kwe ‘thing, anything unknown’ dakuna ‘stone’
(unmarked form for
inanimates) 4
kweya ‘(severed) limb’ imitabogu ‘my finger’
kwoila ‘clay pot’ kwena ‘(Amphlett) pot” 10
kwoya ‘mountain, hill’ koya ‘mountain, hill’ 51
liku ‘compartments of a liku ‘foodbouse’
foodhouse’ 24
lila “bough, branch’ keyala deli kelima ketolu ‘spear with
nine off-branching heads’ 13
lilo ‘walk, journey’ lola ‘journey, trip’ 52
luva ‘wooden dishes’ kaboma ‘plate, bowl’ 9
metla ‘part of a song’ wosi ‘song’ 27
mmwa ‘conical bundle (of taro)’ budubadu uli ‘much taro’ 34
nal ‘persons of female sex’ vivila ‘girl, woman’ 2
na2 ‘animals’ (noted as *bunu) bunukwa ‘pig’ 46
nina ‘parts of a song’ wosi kwetala biga ‘one word of a
song’ 26
nuny ‘corners of a garden’ nunula bagula ‘corner of a garden’ 23
nutu ‘kneaded things, dot, drop’ notu ‘kneaded things, dot, drop’ 69
oyla ‘string, fish on strings’ wela ‘string of fish’ 60
pila ‘part, piece’ akatui nuya ‘1 cut a coconut’ 18
pona, pwanina ‘punctured, hole’ pwanana ‘hole’ 53
po’ula ‘plantation, grove’ po’ula ‘plantation, grove’ 61

TWith “noted as” I refer to the fact that I noted down kudo2 as kuduu to differentiate it from kudol (which
was noted as kudi) in my data. The same holds for the notation of na2 (as bunu).

$The gloss “(Amphlett-)pot” for kwena refers to the fact that these pots come from the Amphlett Islands.
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Table 3.1.2. (continued)
CP to be elicited Eliciting noun/noun phrase No. in test
sa ‘nut bunch’ budubadu buva ‘many betel nuts’ 16
si ‘small bit’ tasisia pikekita tobaki ‘one has a bit

of tobacco’ 42
sipu ‘sheaf’ sipu ‘sheaf’ 62
sisi ‘bough, cut off, part of a sisila ‘branch’

tree’ 6
siva ‘time’ tuta ‘time’ 30
siwa ‘sea portions’ bwalita ‘sea’ 29
ta ‘basket’ peta ‘basket’ 63
tefto ‘persons of male sex’ tau, tauwau (dra.wing)Jr ‘man, men’ 1
utu ‘scrap, parts (cut off)’ babwabutou pikekita tou igau,
tasisia ... ‘I will cut off a bit of

sugar cane, then one has ...’ 21
uva ‘span’ kuvi amakala (gesture) ‘(long) kuvi

yams tuber like this’ (gesture:

extending the arms) 41
vili ‘untwisted’ tobaki amakala (gesture) ‘tobacco

like this’ (gesture: straightening

a stick of tobacco) 19
vilo ‘place, village’ valu ‘village’ 14
wela ‘batch/string of fish’ basuya yena ‘1 will string fish’ 33
ya ‘flexible, thin things’ yoyu ‘palm branch’ 5
yaml ‘day’ yam ‘day’ 54
yam2{yuma ‘hand’ yama ‘her/his hand’ 70
yulai‘bundles of four things’ tasisia kwevasi buva ‘one has four

betel nuts’ 36
yuva ‘shoal’ boda (kena yena kena avaka)

‘(a) group (of fish or so)’ 64
0 ‘a basketful of yams® (zero tetu ‘yams’

classifier) 40

I approached potential consultants to find out whether they would like
to cooperate in the study, using the following statement:

(1) magigu kupaisewa deli yegu
magi-gu ku-paisewa deli yegu
wish-my 2Ps.-work with 1
‘T want you to work with me.

I then showed them a drawing of two men and elicited an adjective, a numeral,
and a demonstrative pronoun in combination with the word for either ‘man’
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or ‘men’. I received responses like the following:

(2) tomanabweta tau (tauwau)
to-manabweta tau (tauwau)
male-beautiful man (men)
‘beautiful man (men)’

(3) mtona (mtosina) tau (tauwau)
m-to-na (m-to-si-na) tau (tauwau)
this-male-this (this-male-Plural-this) man (men)
‘this (these) man (men)’

(4) tetala tau (teyu tauwau)
te-tala tau (te-yu tauwau)
male-one man (male-two men)
‘one man (two men)’

Having elicited the CP te/to in this way, T explained that I would like to
continue along the same lines, presenting to them different nouns that they
would then use with an adjective, a numeral, and a demonstrative pronoun.
I did this in the following way:

(5) Alivala makala tomanabweta tau, tetala tau, mtona tau. Igau alivala dakuna
(...), igau yokwa bukulivala ...

a-livala makala to-manabweta tau te-tale tau
1Ps.-say like male-beautiful man male-one man
m-to-na tau igau a-livala dakuna (...) igau
this-male-this man then 1Ps.-say stone (...) then
yokwa buku-livala ....

you 2Ps.Future-say ....

‘I say, beautiful man, one man, this man; then I say, stone (etc.); then
you will say ...

At this point, I wanted to hear the adjective, numeral, and demonstrative
with the CP that agreed with the class of the noun presented (in this example,
dakuna kwemanabweta ‘beautiful stone’, etc.). If the consultant did not react,
I said the following:

(6) Gala tomanabweta dakuna kena ...
gala to-manabweta dakuna kena ....
not male-beautiful stone but ....
‘It is not male-beautiful stone, but ...

I then would pause. If the consultant reacted, the CP he or she produced in
connection with the noun was noted down for all three word classes on a
separate list; if the consultant did not react, I noted that, too.
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This method was tested in some informal pretests where it became evident
that the best way of eliciting data was the following:

1. To ask for one word class after the other and not attempt to obtain a
combination of adjective, numeral, and demonstrative pronoun together
with the noun within just one utterance (although such utterances are
documented in naturally produced phrases such as mtona doketa tetala
toveaka ‘this one fat medical doctor’).

2. To ask for the adjective first, then for the numeral, and finally for the
demonstrative pronoun.

The second point was quite important, especially in working with children.

This way of gathering data, using a questionnaire and lists to note the
consultants’ responses (some of the tests were also tape recorded to document
the data collection), as well as the standardized introduction, marked the
situation as being quite formal. Nevertheless, my consultants did not seem
to be bothered by this; on the contrary, they were highly cooperative and
gave no sign of losing interest. Even the children, to whom the test seemed
to be a new kind of game, cooperated enthusiastically and attentively. This
is quite surprising, considering that it took some consultants up to forty
minutes to complete the questionnaire. All sixty tests were done in one session
with each consuitant.

These data constitute the first CP sample for my analyses. The second CP
sample consists of all the CPs I found in my overall transcribed corpus of
Kilivila language production. I noted who produced the CP, the word class,
and the context (see appendix A and appendix B); I also noted the complete
noun phrases in which the CPs were produced.

The data elicited in the test were ordered and processed for analysis using
an IBM PC and ordering programs supplied by the Max-Planck-Institute
for Psycholinguistics, Nijmegen, The Netherlands.!

After the analyses were computed (1987-1989), I returned to the field in
1989 to confirm the main results. This restudy, including its aims, methods,
and results, is presented in chapter 4.

Before presenting the data, I want to make a final, rather general, remark:
It should be clear from the methods used to gather the data that the emphasis
of my research was on actual language production with respect to the system
of CPs in Kilivila. The data and the resuits presented in the following sections
show the system of CPs used in actual speech production by a relatively
high percentage of the inhabitants of Tauwema village on Kaile’una Island.

3.2 THE DATA

In section 3.2.1, the data are first ordered according to the age group of the
consultants, and first interpretations are given. Section 3.2.2 then presents
T want to thank Wolfgang Klein, Pim Levelt, Peter Wittenburg, Gerd Klaas, and especially

Kees van der Veer for their friendly and generous support. I tried a scalogram analysis
(Guttmann) on my data, but recording the data did not produce a typical Guttmann pattern.
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the CP types and their tokens as they were produced by all consultants
during the elicitation test and in the overall corpus of Kilivila speech. This
twofold presentation should help readers maintain their orientation in spite
of the large amount of data given and it should make it easier for the critical
reader to evaluate the results in section 3.3.

3.2.1 Interpretation of the Data by Age Group

This section presents the CP data according to the age group of the
consultants. First, the data that were elicited with the questionnaire are
considered; then, the CP data documented in the overall corpus are presented.

Using the questionnaire, 1 elicited §7 CP types and 10,583 CP tokens. In
Table 3.2.0, these tokens are classified according to the consultants’ gender
and the three word classes.

3.2.1.1 Age Group |

Table 3.2.1 gives the number of responses (CP tokens) to the eliciting stimuli
presented for demonstrative pronouns, numerals, and adjectives and the
number of CP types produced by each consultant in age group I (age range:
4-7 years).

The number of responses elicited from the consultants ranged from 4
{(consultants 2, 3, and 9) to 164 (consultant 10). Table 3.2.1 confirms that
children start to acquire and to produce CPs at approximately the age of 4
(see consultants 2, 3, 9, and 7). The frequency of CPs produced rises rather
dramatically at about 6 years of age; however, consuiltant 1 seems to be an
exception to this observation; the only explanation I can offer for her very
few responses to the stimuli presented is that Igiobibila is a rather shy little
girl indeed. If we compare consultant 5, Kwelubituma, who is almost 6 years
old, with consultant 8, Yabilosi, who just passed his fifth birthday, we can
conclude that 5 is the critical age with respect to the developing CP acquisition
process.

Table 3.2.1 also shows that in this age group CPs are most often produced
with adjectives, then with numerals, and then with demonstrative pronouns.
The frequencies can be interpreted as indices for the order of acquisition of
the respective word classes; thus, I tentatively conclude that adjectives are
acquired before numerals, and numerals are acquired before demonstrative

Table 3.2.0. CP fokens elicited from 60 consulfants using the guestionnaire

CP/demonstrative CP/numeral CP/adjective Total
Men 1,775 1,807 1,818 5,400
Women 1,666 1,734 1,783 5,183

Total 3,441 3,541 3,601 10,583
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Table 3.2.1. Responses in age group |

Consultant no. Demonstrative No. of
(age) pronoun Numeral Adjective types
Girls
1(6y) 4 6 6 8
2 (4y) 2 1 1 2
3@y) 2 1 1 2
4(7y) 26 42 45 18
5(5y) 18 42 50 12
6 (6) 20 40 58 16
Total 72 132 161
Boys
7 4y) 5 6 5 6
8(5y) 4 4 5 5
9 (4y) 1 1 2 2
10 (6) 53 52 59 29
11 (6y) 25 54 58 19
12 (7y) 53 54 54 20
Total 141 171 183
Total, age group 1 213 303 344

pronouns. The consultants of this age group produced only 6.2% of all
demonstratives, but 8.6% of all numerals and 9.6% of all adjectives elicited
from the 60 consultants in the study. Consultants 4, 5, 6, and 11 produced
far fewer demonstrative pronouns than numerals and adjectives, suggesting
that demonstratives are more difficult to acquire and to produce than
numerals and adjectives. However, these four consultants’ decrease in CP
production in connection with demonstratives is so dramatic that I cannot
completely exclude the interpretation that it may reflect signs of diminishing
attention, aithough this conflicts with the impression I had when 1 was
working with these children.

Table 3.2.1 also documents a difference in the CP production of boys and
girls. Adding up the production frequencies of all three word classes for girls
(72+132+ 161 =365) versus boys (141 + 171 + 183=495), we find that girls
in age group I produced 44.1% of all their responses in connection with
adjectives, 36.2% in connection with numerals, and 19.7% in connection
with demonstratives, whereas boys in age group I produced 37% of all their
responses in connection with adjectives, 34.5% in connection with numerals,
and 28.5% in connection with demonstratives. On the basis of these
findings, I conclude that the order of acquisition and production of the three
word classes is even more marked in girls than in boys.

The children of age group I also showed differences with respect to the
number of CP types they produced: For girls, the number of types produced
ranged from 2 (consultants 2 and 3) to 18 (consultant 4). For the six girls of
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group I, an average of 7.7 CP types were produced. For boys, the number
of types produced ranged from 2 (consultant 9) to 29 (consultant 10). For
the six boys of group I, an average of 13.5 CP types were produced. Thus,
the boys of this age group not only produced more responses, but they also
produced a broader variety of CP types than the girls. This difference may
be a result of the Trobrianders’ education system, which offers boys a much
broader range of possibilities for experiencing their surrounding environment
than it offers to girls (see B. Senft 1985). However, the {act that the girls are
responding to an adult, foreign, white, male researcher should also be kept
in mind.

Before proceeding, [ want to clarify my use of the term “CP type”. At this
stage of the data presentation, I assign provisionally to all the CPs listed in
the following tables the status “CP type”. The subsequent analyses will show
which of these CPs are proper CP types and which are merely variants.

Table 3.2.2 lists the 37 CP types that were produced by the consultants
in age group 1, along with a basic gloss (for the meanings of the individual
CPs, see Tables 3.1.2 in section 3.1 and 3.3.1 in section 3.3.1).

As shown in Table 3.2.2, the CPs to/te and nal were produced by all
consultants; obviously, they are the first CPs that are acquired. The CPs ke
and kwe were produced by 4 girls and 5 boys; thus, it can be assumed that
these two CPs are acquired next. The CP kumla was produced by 4 girls
and 3 boys; pwanina/pona was produced by 3 girls and 4 boys; kova, na2, ta,
and ya were produced by 3 girls and 3 boys; ka’i was produced by 3 girls
and 2 boys; and sisi was produced by 2 girls and 3 boys. Thus, I infer that
these CPs are acquired after to/te, nal, ke, and kwe.

Only girls produced the CPs kwoya, kaduyo, lilo, va, and yuma. On the
other hand, 4 boys, but only 1 girl produced the CP gudi; moreover, only
boys produced the CPs bubwa, buda, bukwa, duli, kai, kapwa, kweya, kwoila,
luba, luva, notu, pila, and sa. Again, this seems to reflect the broader range
of experiences for boys compared with their female peers.

With all other CPs produced by the consultants in age group I, there were
no striking asymmetries. However, the list documents the rather dramatic rise
in CP production at about 6 years of age.

Table 3.2.3 shows the CP types ordered according to the number of tokens
produced by the 12 consultants. It confirms the interpretations given for the
data in Table 3.2.2; with the exception of kada, all the CP types that I propose
are acquired in the first three stages of the CP acquisition process were
produced most frequently (i.e., had the largest number of tokens). Consultants
6 and 12 produced the CP kada as a response to the stimuli presented to
elicit the CPs kada, duya, and kaduyo; this explains the relatively high number
of tokens (17) for this CP type. Thus, to understand the rather high number
of tokens for some CP types, we must consider which CPs were expected
compared with which CPs were actually produced by the consultants. Table
3.2.4 presents the result of this comparison.

A full discussion of the data presented in Table 3.2.4 will be given in section
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Table 3.2.2. CP types/tokens produced by age group |

No. of girls/boys

Tokens produced

CP type producing CP type by girls/boys
bubwa ‘part cut off’ 0/1 0/1
buda ‘group’ 0/2 0/8
bukwa ‘fruit cluster’ 0/1 0/3
bwa ‘tree, wood’ 171 9/1
duli ‘cluster’ 0/1 0/3
gudi ‘child’ 1/4 1/6
iga ‘name’ 2n 4/6
kada ‘road’ 12 512
kaduyo ‘entrance’ 1/0 1/0
kai ‘stone blade’ 0/1 0/3
ka’i ‘tooth’ 32 8/5
kapwa ‘parcel’ 02 0/5
kasa ‘row’ 113 3/8
ke ‘wood’ 4/5 85/119
kova ‘fire’ 3/3 9/8
kumia ‘earth oven’ 4/3 10/9
kwe ‘thing’ 4/5 134/171
kweya limb’ 0/1 0/3
kwoila “clay pot’ 0/2 0/5
kwoya ‘mountain’ 1/0 1/0
lilo ‘walk’ 1/0 1/0
luba ‘bundle’ 0/1 0/1
luva ‘wooden dishes’ 0/1 0/1
nal ‘female person’ 6/6 15/18
nal ‘animals’ 313 22/18
notu ‘kneaded, dot’ 072 0/3
pila ‘part, piece’ 0/3 0/11
pwanina, pona ‘hole’ 3/4 710
sa ‘nut bunch’ 0/1 0/4
si ‘small bit’ 172 /4
sisi ‘bough’ 2/3 4/8
ta ‘basket’ 3/3 10/9
to/te ‘male person’ 6/6 19/19
utu ‘scrap’ 212 4/4
va ‘door, window’ 1/0 1/0
va ‘flexible, thin’ 3/3 10/12
yuma ‘hand’ 1/0 1/0
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Table 3.2.3. Number of tokens produced for each CP type—age group |

Type Tokens Type Tokens
kwe ‘thing’ 305 ke ‘wood’ 204
na? ‘animals’ 39 tolte ‘male’ 38
nal ‘female’ 34 ya “flexible’ 22
kumla ‘earth oven’ 19 ta ‘basket’ 19
kada ‘road’ 17 kova ‘fire’ 17
pwaninalpona ‘hole’ 17 ka'i ‘tooth’ 13
sisi ‘bough’ 12 kasa ‘row’ 1
pila ‘part’ 11 bwa ‘tree’ 10
iga ‘name’ 10 buda ‘group’ 8
utu ‘scrap’ 8 gudi ‘child’ 7
kapwa ‘parcel’ 5 kwoila ‘pot’ 5
si ‘bit’ 5 bukwa ‘cluster’ 3
duli ‘cluster’ 3 kai ‘blade’ 3
kweya ‘limb’ 3 notu ‘kneaded’ 3
bubwa ‘cut off’ 1 kaduyo ‘entrance’ i
kwoya ‘mountain’ 1 lilo ‘walk’ 1
luba ‘bundle’ 1 luva ‘dishes’ 1
sa ‘nut bunch’ 1 va ‘door’ 1
yuma ‘hand’ 1

Types total: 37; tokens total: 860

Table 3.2.4. CPs produced versus CPs expected—age group |

Produced

Expected

bubwa ‘cut off’
buda ‘group’
bukwa ‘cluster’

bwa ‘tree’

duli ‘cluster’
gudi ‘child’

iga ‘name’

kada ‘road’

kai ‘stone blade’
ka’i ‘tooth’
kapwa ‘parcel’

kasa ‘row’

utu ‘scrap’
buda ‘group’, yuva ‘shoal’
bukwa ‘cluster’

bwa ‘tree’, bubwa ‘cut off’, kabisi ‘compartment/foodhouse
‘wood’, utu ‘scrap’

duli ‘cluster’

gudi ‘child’

iga ‘name’

kada ‘road’, duya ‘door’, kaduyo ‘entrance’
kai ‘stone blade’

kudu2 ‘tooth’

kapwa ‘parcel’

kasa ‘row’, iga ‘name’

>, ke
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Table 3.2.4. (confinued)

Produced Expected

ke ‘wood’ ke ‘wood’, bubu ‘block cut off’, bubwa ‘cut off’, bukwa ‘cluster’ bwa
‘tree’, duya ‘door’, giwi ‘cut’ kabisi ‘compartment/foodhouse’,
kabulo ‘point’; kabulu ‘village sector’, kasa ‘row’, kila ‘hands of
bananas’, lila ‘bough’, lilo ‘walk’, luva ‘disk’, mmwa ‘bundle’,
oyla ‘string’, pila ‘part’, sa ‘nut bunch’, si ‘bit’, sipu ‘sheaf’, utu
‘scrap’, uva ‘span’, vili ‘untwisted’, ya ‘thin’, yulai “bundle of four
things’, yuva ‘shoal’

kova ‘fire’ kova *fire’, yuma ‘hand’
kumla ‘earth oven’ kumla ‘earth oven’
kwe ‘thing’ kwe ‘thing’, bogi ‘night’, buda ‘group’, deli ‘group’, duli ‘cluster’,

gula ‘heap’, gum ‘bit’, iga ‘name’, kabisi ‘compartment/
foodhouse’, kala ‘day’, kapwa ‘parcel’, kila ‘hands of bananas’,
kubila “land plot’, kudul ‘fibers’, kwoila ‘clay pot’, kwoya
‘mountain’, liku ‘compartments/foodhouse’, lilo ‘walk’, meila
‘song part’, nina ‘song part’, notu ‘kneaded’, nunu ‘corner/
garden’, po’ula ‘grove’, pwaning ‘hole’, sa ‘nut bunch’, sipu
‘sheaf’, siva ‘time’, siwa ‘sea portion’, uva ‘span’, vilo ‘place’,
yam ‘day’, yulai ‘bundle of four things’, yuma ‘hand’, yuva
‘shoal’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

kweya ‘imb’ kweya ‘limb’

kwoila ‘clay pot’ kwoila ‘clay pot’

kwoya ‘mountain’ kwoya ‘mountain’

lilo ‘walk’ lilo ‘walk’

luba ‘bundle’ kapwa ‘parcel’

fuva ‘dish’ luva ‘wooden dishes’

nal ‘female’ nal ‘female persons’, bubu ‘cut across’, deli ‘group’, kweya ‘limb’,
uva ‘span’

na2 ‘animals’ na2 ‘animals’, gum ‘bit’, wela ‘batch of fish’

notu ‘kneaded’ notu ‘kneaded, dot’

pila ‘part’ pila ‘part’, kabisi ‘compartment/foodhouse’, kubila ‘land plot’,
meila ‘song/part’

pwaninalpona ‘hole’ pwanina ‘hole’

sa ‘nut bunch’ sa ‘nut bunch’

si ‘small bit’ si ‘small bit’, ya ‘flexible, thin’

sisi ‘bough’ sisi ‘bough’, ya ‘flexible, thin’

ta ‘basket’ ta ‘basket’, giwi ‘cut’

tolte ‘male’ tolte ‘male persons’, deli ‘group’, yuma ‘hand’

utu ‘scrap’ utu ‘scrap’, si ‘small bit’, vili ‘untwisted’

va ‘door’ kaduyo ‘entrance’

ya ‘flexible’ ya ‘flexible, thin’, bubu ‘olock cut off’, gili ‘row’, pila ‘part’, sisi
‘bough’

yuma ‘hand’ yuma ‘hand’
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3.3. However, at this point, the following can be noted:

1. kasa ‘row/line’ was produced as a response to the stimulus for the
expected CP iga ‘name’. This is not acceptable in adult Kilivila; the CP
kasa does not agree with the noun yegila ‘name’.

2. Kova ‘fire’ was produced as a response to the stimulus for the expected
CP yuma ‘hand’. This is not acceptable; kova does not agree with the
noun yamala ‘her/his hand’.

3. nal “female persons’ was produced as a response to the stimuli for the
expected CPs bubu ‘block cut off’, kweya limb’, and uva ‘span’. This is
not acceptable; nal does not agree with the nouns bobu ‘log, round
timber’, kuvi ‘type of long yams’, and imitabogu ‘my finger’ (here the
reference is unequivocal: the consultant producing this CP and the
person eliciting this CP were both male).

4. Na2 ‘animals’ was produced as a response to the stimulus for the
expected CP gum ‘bit’. This is not acceptable; na2 does not agree with
the noun gum ‘bit, small piece’; however, gum is also the name for a
snail-like ornament on a canoe board. If consultant 5 knew this rather
special meaning, then na2 would agree with the noun, presuming that
the consultant wanted to refer to the snail in the ornament. However,
this explanation is rather unlikely.

5. Ta ‘basket’ was produced as a response to the stimulus for the expected
CP giwi ‘cut’. The consultant may have confused the stimulus giwi ‘cut’
with givi. Givi translates as ‘serving of fish’, which is often presented on
a small, woven, fiber mat. The consultant may have thought of this mat
when she produced this (then acceptable) response.

If we correlate these observations with the individual consultants, we note
that one dubious case of CP production occurred with consultants 4 and
11; with consultant 5, there were 7 dubious cases of CP production. Therefore,
Table 3.2.4 demonstrates that speakers do make mistakes in the production
of CPs and that they show linguistic insecurity with respect to the appropriate
usage of some CPs. This becomes more evident if we look at the cases where
individual consultants produced more than one CP type as a response to a
given stimulus. Table 3.2.5 presents the responses documenting such multiple
classification. It will be discussed in greater detail in section 3.3.

1 will now present the CPs documented in the overall corpus of Kilivila
speech data that were produced by children of the same age as the consultants
in age group I. Table 3.2.6 lists the consultants (see appendix A) and the
number of CP types and tokens for demonstrative pronouns, numerals, and
adjectives.

Table 3.2.6 presents a somewhat different picture from that in Table 3.2.1.
However, Table 3.2.6 does not provide any counterevidence for the
interpretation of the data in Table 3.2.1 with respect to the order of acquisition
of CPs with the three word classes. As documented in appendix B, the
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Table 3.2.5. Responses documenting multiple classification in age group |

Cases of
Consultant no. multiple classification Percent!
Girls
1 0 0
2 0 0
3 0 0
4 5 28
5 3 25
6 5 31
(Average: 14)
Boys
7 0 0
8 0 0
9 0 0
10 6 21
11 4 21
12 1 5

(Average: 8)

No. of cases of multiple classification in relation to all CP types produced by the consultant.

Table 3.2.6. Consultants and CP fypes and fokens—overall corpus of Kilivila
speech data

Consultant no. Demonstrative No. of
(age) pronoun Numeral Adjective types
Boys

I/8 (5y) 0 1 0 1
12/10 (6) 64 15 15 10
B 7y 68 7 8 7
Total 132 23 23

relatively high frequency of CP tokens produced with demonstratives depends
on the text category in which the CPs are produced: 125 of the 132 CP
tokens with demonstrative pronouns were produced in the text category
“fairly tale”. This offers the interesting possibility that fairy tales are told not
only to entertain children and to transmit cultural ideas and values, but also
as a means to foster the language acquisition process (see also Erbaugh
1986:412).

The number of CP types that the three boys in the overall corpus produced
ranges from 1 to 10. Table 3.2.7 presents the types and the tokens produced
by consultants T1/8, 12/10, and 13. 1t supports, at least in part, the
interpretation of Tables 3.2.2 and 3.2.3. The CPs nal, to/te, na2, ke, kwe, and
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Tabie 3.2.7. CP types and fokens produced by the three consultants in the
overall corpus of Kilivila speech data

Demonstrative
Type pronoun Numeral Adjective Total
bukwa “cluster’ 4 0 2 6
dumia ‘swamp’ 0 0 1 1
kada ‘road’ 5 0 0 5
kai ‘blade’ 0 1 0 1
ke ‘wood’ 17 4 3 24
kova ‘fire’ 2 0 0 2
kwe ‘thing’ 9 4 6 19
nal ‘female’ 38 1 4 43
na2 ‘animals’ 19 7 2 28
pila ‘part’ 0 2 0 2
pwanina ‘hole’ 0 0 1
tolte ‘male’ 27 3 5 35
ya ‘thin’ 10 1 0 11
Total 132 23 23 178

ya are acquired in the first stages of the CP acquisition process. The CP
dumia ‘swamplike’ was produced by consultant 12/10 as part of the adjective
dumiaveaka, but without a noun to complete the noun phrase; the noun
phrase using this adjective translates as ‘big swamplike ground’. There was
no peculiar usage of any of these CPs with respect to the noun they referred
to and agreed with. However, the following facts should be noted:

1. Consultant 12/10 produced the CP bukwa “fruit cluster’ with an adjective
and a demonstrative pronoun to refer to the noun bwaibwai ‘green
coconut’, which he introduced three and seven sentences before the
respective references.

2. Consultant I3 not only played with the contextually adequate usage of
the CPs to/te ‘male persons’ and nal, but also showed two cases of
self-correction; he started the following phrase twice with a CP that did
not agree with the noun: makadana ... mmna ... manakwa koya ‘this-
(*)road-this ... hm ... this-thing-this mountain’.

In summary, the following observations can be made about the acquisition
and production of CPs in consultants ranging in age from 4 to 7 years:

1. Children start to acquire and produce CPs at the age of 4; 5 is the
critical age with respect to CP acquisition. At about 6 years, there is
an explosion in children’s production of CPs.
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. If the use of specific CPs in certain text categories is ignored, the general
tendency for this age group seems to be that CPs are most often
produced with adjectives, then with numerals, and then with demon-
strative pronouns. These frequencies are interpreted as indices for the
order of the acquisition and production of the respective word classes.
This order is more marked in girls than it is in boys.

. Boys produced more CP types and tokens than girls.

. The first CPs that are acquired are to/te and nal; ke and kwe come
second; and kumla, ka'i, kova, na2, ta, ya, pwanina/pona, sisi, and (at
least for boys) gudi come third.

. Some of the CPs produced in this age group did not agree with the
nouns or noun phrases they referred to. In addition to these cases of
dubious or not acceptable CP usage, the production of quite a few of
the CPs showed linguistic insecurity in some of the consultants (i.c.,
they used a CP to refer to a given nominal donatatum inappropriately).

3.2.1.2 Age Group I

Table 3.2.8 gives the number of responses (CP tokens) to the eliciting stimuli
presented for demonstrative pronouns, numerals, and adjectives and the
number of CP types produced by each consultantin age group II (8—14 years).

The number of responses elicited from the consultants ranged from 126
{consultant 14) to 210 (consultants 13, 18, and 20). However, it should be

Table 3.2.8. Responses in age group i

Consultant Demonstrative No. of

no. {age) pronoun Numeral Adjective types

Girls
13 (11y) 70 70 70 22
14 (8y) 31 38 57 16
15(11y) 63 63 64 33
16 (11y) 63 63 63 21
17 (12y) 69 69 69 32
18 (14y) 70 70 70 24

Total 366 373 393

Boys
19 (13y) 66 67 66 34
20 (9y) 70 70 70 29
21 (12y) 68 68 68 35
22 (14y) 69 69 69 29
23 (10y) 64 65 65 21
24 (8y) 65 65 65 31

Total 402 404 403

Total, age group II

768

777

796
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noted that consultant 14, Olopola, just passed her eighth birthday. If we
compare the number of her responses with those produced by consultant
24, Luluwasikweguyau, who is almost 9 years old, and with the number
produced by consultants of age group 1 (Table 3.2.1), the following
interpretation seems plausible: The number of responses Olopola produced
may indicate that 9 is another critical age with respect to the CP acquisition
process. The production rate of CPs obviously increases at about 9 years of
age. Thus, we can modify our first comment on Table 3.2.8 in the following
way: Leaving aside consultant 14, the number of responses elicited in the
other 11 consultants of age group I ranges from 189 (consultant 16) to 210
(consultants 13, 18, and 20).

There are no apparent differences with respect to the order of production
of CPs with the three word classes, again excluding consultant 14. Thus, I
infer that 9 is indeed not only a critical age with respect to the CP acquisition
process from the point of view of CP production frequency, but also from
the point of view of the balanced use of CPs with adjectives, numerals, and
demonstrative pronouns.

The consultants of this age group produced 22.3% of all demonstatives,
21.4% of all numerals, and 22.1% of all adjectives elicited from the 60
consultants in the study.

Boys in age group II produced only a few more CPs than girls, and this
difference becomes negligible if consultant 14 is excluded from the
interpretation of Table 3.2.8 and if the average frequency of CP tokens
produced is calculated for the remaining five girls (demonstratives=67 CP
tokens; numerals=67 CP tokens, adjectives=67.2 CP tokens) and for the
boys (demonstratives =67 CP tokens, numerals = 67.3 CP tokens, adjectives
=67.2 CP tokens).

With respect to the number of CP types produced by boys and girls the
data show the following: The number of CP types produced by the girls of
age group 1I (again, excluding consultant 14) ranged from 21 (consultant 16)
to 33 (consultant 15). For the six girls of age group II, an average of 24.7
CP types were produced; if we exclude Olopola once more, the average is
26.4 CP types produced. With the boys, the number of CP types produced
ranged from 21 (consultant 23) to 35 (consultant 21). For the six boys of this
age group, there were an average of 29.8 CP types produced.

Thus, the boys of this age group produced only a few more CP tokens
than the girls as responses to the stimuli presented; however, it should be
noted that the boys still produced a broader variety of CP types than the
girls did. Again, this difference may be due to differences in the Trobrianders’
education system, which offers boys a much broader range of possibilities
to experience their surrounding environment.

Table 3.2.9 presents the 57 CP types that were produced by the consultants
of age group II. The CPs iga, kada/keda, ke, kova, kumla, kwe, nal, na2, sisi,
ta, and to/te were produced by all consultants. The CP utu was produced
by 6 girls and 5 boys; ya was produced by 5 girls and 6 boys; and gudi was
produced by 5 girls and 5 boys. Thus, I infer that the process of acquiring
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Table 3.2.9. CP types/tokens produced by age group lf

No. of girls/boys Tokens produced
CP type producing CP type by girls/boys
bogi ‘night’ 0/1 0/2
bubu ‘cut across’ 12 3/4
buda *team’ 514 12/8
bwa ‘tree’ 313 14/12
deli ‘group’ 171 1/3
dudi ‘cluster’ 1/4 3/12
giwi ‘cut’ 215 4/13
gudi ‘child’ 5/5 15/15
gula ‘heap’ i1 5/3
gum ‘bit’ 2/4 3/6
iga ‘name’ 6/6 16/18
*) iki vt 10 10
kabisi ‘compartment’ 212 4/6
kabulu ‘sector’ 0/1 0/2
kadalkeda ‘road’ 6/6 32/49
kaduyo ‘entrance’ 1/0 1/0
kai ‘blade’ 4/6 10/17
ka’i “‘tooth’ 3/6 9/21
kapwa ‘parcel’ 33 9/9
kasa ‘row’ 3/5 9/23
ke ‘wood’ 6/6 2321267
kila ‘cluster’ 1/0 2/0
kova ‘fire’ 6/6 18/18
kubila ‘land plot’ 1/3 3/9
kudu ‘tooth’ 1/0 3/0
kumla ‘earth oven’ 6/6 18/18
kwe ‘thing’ 6/6 438/366
kweya ‘limb’ 3/5 9/11
kwoila ‘clay pot’ 5/4 15/11%
kwoya ‘mountain’ 1/1 173
liku ‘compartment’ 213 219
luba ‘bundle’ 12 3/6
fuva ‘wooden dish’ 1/0 3/0
megwa ‘magic’ 0/1 0/1
mmwa ‘bundle’ 0/1 0/2
nal ‘female’ 6/6 21/18
na? ‘animals’ 6/6 28/39

TIn tables, (*) indicates that, according to my other consultants, there is no such CP in Kilivila.
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Table 3.2.9. (confinued)

No. of girls/boys Tokens produced

CP type producing CP type by girls/boys
notu ‘kneaded/dot’ /5 3/9
nunu ‘corner’ 1/0 1/0
pila ‘part’ 3/4 17/22
po’ula ‘grove’ 0/1 0/3
pwanina ‘hole’ 4/6 8/16
sa ‘nut bunch’ 0/2 0/3
si ‘small bit’ 2/0 510
sipu ‘sheaf’ 1/4 1/10
sisi ‘bough’ 6/6 30/32
suya ‘batch/fish’ 2/0 6/0
ta ‘basket’ 6/6 16/18
tam ‘sprouting’ 0/3 0/10
tolte ‘male’ 6/6 24/22
utu ‘scrap’ 6/5 21/11
va ‘door’ 2/0 710
vili “untwisted’ 0/1 0/1
wela ‘batch/fish’ 1/0 3/0
ya ‘thin’ 516 43/45
yam ‘day’ 0/2 0/4
yuma ‘hand’ 0/1 0/2

these CPs has been almost completed in this age group. Six boys but only
4 girls produced the CPs kai and pwanina; 6 boys but only 3 girls produced
the CP ka’i. Thus, I infer that the boys have acquired these CPs, while the
girls are still in the process of acquiring them. Five girls and 4 boys produced
the CPs kwoila and buda; 5 boys and 3 girls produced the CPs kasa and
kweya. 1 infer that the process of acquiring these CPs has been almost
completed. Five boys but only 2 girls produced the CP giwi, and 5 boys but
only 1 girl produced the CP notu. Thus, I infer that boys acquire these two
CPs carlier than girls. This seems to hold for the CPs duli, sipu, and gum,
too: 4 boys but only 1 girl produced duli and sipu, and 4 boys but only 2
girls produced gum. The CP pila was produced by 4 boys and 3 girls; bwa
and kapwa were produced by 3 boys and 3 girls. Boys seem to acquire the
CPs kubila, liku, and tam earlier than girls: 3 boys produced these CPs,
whereas only 1 girl produced the CP kubila, two girls produced the CP liku,
and no girls produced the CP tam.

Consultant 15 produced the CP (*)iki; however, my other consultants told
me that there is no such CP in Kilivila.

Table 3.2.10 presents the CP types ordered according to the number of
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Table 3.2.10. Number of fokens produced for each CP type—age group Il

Type Tokens Type Tokens
kwe ‘thing’ 804 ke ‘wood’ 499
ya ‘thin’ 88 kadalkeda ‘road’ 81
ng2 ‘animals’ 67 sisi ‘bough’ 62
tolte ‘male’ 46 nal ‘female’ 39
pila ‘part’ 39 kumla ‘earth oven’ 36
kova ‘fire’ 36 iga ‘name’ 34
ta ‘basket’ 34 kasa ‘row’ 32
utu ‘scrap’ 32 gudi ‘child’ 30
ka’i ‘tooth’ 30 kai ‘blade’ 27
bwa ‘tree’ 26 kwoila ‘clay pot’ 26
pwanina ‘hole’ 24 buda ‘group’ 20
kweya ‘limb’ 20 kapwa ‘parcel’ 18
giwi ‘cut’ 17 duli ‘cluster’ 15
kubila ‘land plot’ 12 notu ‘kneaded, dot’ 12
liku ‘compartment’ 11 sipu ‘sheaf’ 11
kabisi ‘compartment’ 10 tam ‘sprouting’ 10
gum ‘bit’ 9 luba ‘bundle 9
gula ‘heap’ 8 bubu ‘cut across’ 7
va ‘door’ 7 suya ‘batch/fish’ 6
si ‘small bit’ 5 deli ‘group’ 4
kwoya ‘mountain’ 4 yam ‘day’ 4
kudu ‘tooth’ 3 luva ‘wooden dish’ 3
po’ula ‘grove’ 3 sa ‘nut bunch’ 3
wela ‘batch/fish’ 3 bogi ‘night’ 2
kabulu ‘sector’ 2 kila ‘cluster’ 2
mmwa ‘bundle’ 2 yuma ‘hand’ 2
(*) iki ‘77 1 kaduyo ‘entrance’ i
megwa ‘magic’ 1 nuny ‘cornet/garden’ 1
vili ‘untiwsted’ 1

Types total: 56 (57); tokens total: 2,340 (2,341)

tokens realized by all 12 consultants. Table 3.2.11 lists the CPs produced
versus those expected in response to the stimuli presented. These data will
be discussed in detail in section 3.3. However, the following should be noted

here:

1. Buda ‘group’ was produced as a response to the stimulus presented to
elicit the expected CPs bubu ‘block cut across/cut off and gum bit,
small piece’. This is not acceptable; buda does not agree with the nouns
bobu ‘log, round timber’ and gum ‘bit, small piece’.
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Table 3.2.11. CPs produced versus CPs expected—age group |l

Produced

Expected

bogi ‘night’
bubu “cut across’
buda ‘group, team’

bwa ‘tree’

deli ‘group’

duli “cluster’
giwi ‘cut’

gudi ‘child’

gula ‘heap’

gum ‘bit’

iga ‘name’

(*) iki ‘NT
kabisi ‘compartment’
kabulu ‘sector’
kadalkeda ‘road’

kaduyo ‘door’
kai ‘stone blade’
ka’i ‘tooth’
kapwa ‘parcel’
kasa ‘row’

ke ‘wooden things’

kila ‘cluster’

kova ‘fire’

kubila ‘1and plot’
kudu ‘tooth’
kumla ‘earth oven’

kwe ‘thing’

bogi ‘night’
bubu “block cut across/cut off’
buda ‘group’, bubu ‘cut across’, gum ‘bit’, yuva ‘shoal’

bwa ‘tree, wood’, bubwa ‘parts cut off’, kabisi ‘compartment/
foodhouse’, kabulo ‘village sector’, ke ‘wooden things’, si
‘small bit’, utu “scrap’, vili “untwisted’

deli ‘group’

duli ‘cluster, bundie’

giwi ‘cut’

gudi ‘child’

gula ‘heap, group’, bubu ‘cut across’
gum ‘bit’

iga ‘name’

nina ‘parts/song’

kabisi ‘compartment/foodhouse’
kabulu “village sector’

kada ‘road, track’, duya ‘door, entrance’, kaduyo ‘door, entrance’,
lilo *walk’, vilo ‘place, village’

kaduyo ‘door, entrance’

kai ‘stone blade’

kudu ‘tooth’, oyla ‘string’

kapwa ‘parcel, bundle’

kasa ‘row’, gili ‘row’, giwi ‘cut’, gum ‘bit’, yuva ‘shoal’

ke ‘wooden things, tree’, bubwa ‘cut across’, bukwa ‘fruit cluster’,
bwa ‘tree, wood’, duli ‘cluster, bundle’, giwi ‘cut’, kabisi
‘compartment/foodhouse’, kabulo ‘point’, kabulu *village sector’,
kaduyo ‘door, entrance’, kavi ‘tool’, kila ‘cluster/bananas’, kudu
‘tooth’, kweya “imb’, kwoila ‘clay pot’, liku ‘compartment/
foodhouse’, lila ‘bougl’, luva ‘wooden dishes’, meila ‘song/part’,
mmwa ‘conical bundle’, eyla ‘string’, pila ‘part’, sa ‘nut bunch’,
si ‘small bit’, sisi ‘bough’, utu ‘scrap’, uva ‘span’, vili “untwisted’,
ya ‘thir’, yulai ‘bundle of four things’

kila ‘cluster/bananas’

kova ‘fire’

kubila ‘land plot’

kudu ‘tooth’

kumla ‘earth oven’

kwe ‘thing’, bogi ‘night’, bubu ‘cut across’, buda ‘group’, bukwa
‘cluster’, deli ‘group’, duli ‘cluster’, duya ‘entrance’, gili ‘row’,
giwi ‘cut’, gula ‘heap’, gum ‘bit’, kabisi ‘compartment/
foodhousc’, kabulu ‘village sector’, kaduyo ‘door’, kai ‘stone
blade’, kala ‘day’, kapwa ‘parcel’, kasa ‘row’, kavi ‘tool’, kila
‘cluster/bananas’, kubila ‘land plot’, kudu ‘band of fibers’, kudu
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Table 3.2.11. (continued)

Produced Expected

‘tooth’, kweya ‘Himb’, kwoila ‘clay pot’, kwoya ‘mountain’, liku
‘compartment/foodhouse’, lilo ‘walk’, luva ‘wooden dishes’,
metla ‘song/part’, mmwa ‘conical bundle’, nina ‘song/part’, notu
‘kneaded, dot’, nunu ‘corner/garden’, oyla ‘string’, po’ula ‘grove’,
pwanina ‘hole’, sa ‘nut bunch’, s7 ‘small bit’, sipu ‘sheaf’, siva
‘time’, siwa ‘sea portion’, uva ‘span’, vili ‘untwisted’, vilo ‘place’,
yam ‘day’, yulai ‘bundle of four things’, yuma ‘hand’, yuva
‘shoal’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

kweya ‘limb’ kweya ‘limb’

kwoila ‘clay pot’ kwoila ‘clay pot’

kwoya ‘mountain’ kwoya ‘mountain’

liku ‘compartment’ liku ‘compartment/foodhouse’

luba ‘bundle’ kapwa ‘parcel, bundle’

luva ‘wooden dishes’ giwi ‘cut’

megwa ‘magic’ nina ‘song/part’

mmwa ‘conical bundle’ mmwa ‘conical bundle’

nal ‘female’ nal ‘female persons’, kai ‘stone blade’ kweya ‘limb’

na2 ‘animals’ nal ‘animals’, giwi ‘cut’, oyla ‘string’, wela ‘batch of fish’
notu ‘kneaded, dot’ notu ‘kneaded, dot’

nunu ‘corner/garden’ kabisi ‘compartment/foodhouse’

pila ‘part’ pila ‘part’, kavi ‘tool’, meila ‘song/part’, nina ‘song/part’, ya ‘thin’
po’ula ‘grove’ po’ula ‘grove’

pwanina ‘hole’ pwanina ‘hole’

sa ‘nut bunch’ sa ‘nut bunch’

sipu ‘sheaf’ sipu ‘sheaf’

si ‘bit’ ya ‘thin’

sist ‘bough’ sisi ‘bough’, kai ‘stone blade’, ya ‘thin’

suya ‘batch of fish’ wela ‘batch of fish’

ta ‘basket’ ta “basket’

tam ‘sprouting yams’ gula ‘heap’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

tolte ‘male’ tolte ‘male’, deli ‘group’

utu ‘scrap’ utu ‘scrap’, gili ‘row’, gum ‘bit’, kabisi ‘compartment/foodhouse’,

kabulo ‘point’, kabulu ‘village sector’, kavi ‘tool’, vili ‘untwisted’,
si ‘small bit’

va ‘door’ kaduyo ‘entrance’

vili ‘untwisted’ vili ‘untwisted’

wela ‘batch of fish’ wela ‘batch of fish’

ya ‘thin’ ya ‘flexible, thin’, bubu ‘cut across’, bukwa ‘fruit cluster’, duya

‘door’, gili ‘row’, gum ‘bit’, kaduyo ‘entrance’, lilo ‘walk’, pila
‘part’, sipu ‘sheaf’
yam ‘day’ yam ‘day’

yuma ‘hand’ yuma ‘hand’
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. Gula ‘heap, group’ was produced as a response to the stimulus for the

expected bubu ‘block cut across/cut off. This is not acceptable; gula
does not agree with the noun bobu ‘log, round timber’.

. Consultant 15 produced iki as a response to the stimulus for the

expected nina ‘parts of a song’; all my other consultants told me that
there is no CP iki in Kilivila.

Kada/keda ‘road, track’ was produced as a response to the stimuli for
the expected CPs lilo ‘road, journey’ and vilo ‘place, village’. The
stimulus lola ‘journey, trip’ may also elicit the CP kada/keda, although
this understanding of the stimulus is somewhat idiosyncratic. The CP
kada/keda, however, does not agree with the eliciting noun valu ‘village’
for the CP wvilo; thus, this response is not acceptable.

Ka'i ‘tooth’ was produced as a response to the stimulus for the expected
CP oyla ‘string’. This is not acceptable; the CP ka’i does not agree
with the stimulus wela presented to elicit the CP oyla.

Kasa ‘row, line’ was produced as a response to the stimuli for the
expected CPs giwi ‘cut’, gum ‘bit’, and yuva ‘shoal’. Though this reaction
is rather dubious, the use of kasa as a response to the eliciting words
can be explained: if we concede that the consultants may have thought
of something cut in rows, of bits or pieces presented in a row, or of a
group or shoal of fish swimming in a row, we can accept this response
as appropriate.

. Luva ‘wooden dishes’ was produced as a response to the stimulus giwi

‘cut’ for the expected CP giwi ‘cut’; this is not acceptable.

Nal ‘“female persons’ was realized as a response to the stimuli for the
expected CPs kai ‘stone blade’ and kweya ‘limb’. This is not acceptabile;
the CP nal agrees with neither the noun beku ‘stone axe blade’ nor
the noun phrase imitabogu ‘my finger’.

. Na2 ‘animals’ was produced as a response to the stimulus presented

10.

11.

12

13.

for the expected CP giwi ‘cut’. This is not acceptable. However, it may
be that the consultant misunderstood the stimulus giwi ‘cut’ as givi ‘a
serving of fish’; this misunderstanding would explain the production
of the CP na2.

Nunu ‘corner of a garden’ was produced as a response to the stimulus
for the expected CP kabisi ‘compartment of a foodhousc, of a canoc’.
This is not acceptable.

Pila ‘part, piece’ was realized as a response to the stimulus for the CP
kavi ‘tool’. This is rather dubious, if not unacceptable.

Sisi ‘bough’ was produced as a response to the stimulus for the expected
CP kai ‘stone blade’. This is not acceptable; sisi does not agree with
the noun beku ‘stone axe blade’.

Utu ‘scrap, parts cut off’ was produced as a response to the stimuli
for the expected CPs gili ‘row’, kavi ‘tool’, and vili ‘untwisted’. Although
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the use of utu as a response to the phrase given to elicit the CP vili
can be explained, the use of utu as a response to the stimuli presented
to elicit the CPs gili and kavi is not acceptable; utu does not agree
with the nouns vakala ‘belt of spondylus shell discs’ and kavi ‘tool’.

If we relate these observations to the individual consultants, we find the
following: With consultants 15 and 22, there were 2 dubious cases of CP
production. With consultant 14, there were 4 dubious cases of CP production.
Consultants 13 and 17 each produced 5 cases of dubious CP production,
and consultant 23 produced 12 dubious cases.

Thus, Table 3.2.11 demonstrates that some consultants of age group II do
make mistakes in the production of the acquired CPs and that they show
linguistic insecurity with respect to the appropriate use of some CPs. This
linguistic insecurity becomes more evident if we look at the cases where
individual consultants produced more than one CP type as a response to
the stimulus given. Table 3.2.12 presents the responses documenting such
multiple classification; it will be discussed in more detail in section 3.3.

Table 3.2.13 lists the number of CP types and tokens for demonstrative
pronouns, numerals, adjectives, and interrogative pronouns in the overall
corpus of Kilivila speech data that were produced by children and adolescents
of the same age as the consultants in age group IT in the elicitation test (see
also appendix A). The data in this table depend heavily on the text category
in which the CPs were produced (see appendix B). Consultant I11/19 produced

Table 3.2.12. Responses documenting multiple classification in age group |l

Cases of

Consultant no. mulitiple classification Percent!
Girls

13 11 50

14 6 38

15 9 27

16 6 29

17 7 22

18 6 25

(Average: 32)

Boys

19 10 29

20 11 38

21 9 26

22 6 21

23 9 43

24 4 13

(Average: 28)

TNo. of cases of multiple classification in relation to all CP types produced by the consultant.
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Table 3.2.13. Consultants and CP types aond tokens—overall corpus of
Kilivila speech data

Consultant Demonstrative Interrogative  No. of
no. (age) pronoun Numeral Adjectfive pronoun types
Boys

111/19 (13 ) 1 2 4 0 4
220 (9y) 7 2 0 2 4
m 9y 41 17 10 0 6
m4  12y) 7 1 1 0 1
Total 56 22 15 2

his CP tokens in the process of giving a route description (see G. Senft
1986:132, 145-153); consultant 112/20 produced his CP tokens in telling fairy
tales; consultant 113 produced his CP tokens during an interview about a
ritualized children’s fight and in connection with fairy tales. His rather
abundant use of demonstrative pronouns is due to the references necessary
to secure text coherence in Kilivila fairy tales (this observation supports the
interpretation of Table 3.2.6); consultant 114 also produced his CP tokens
during the interview about a ritualized children’s fight.

The number of CP types produced by the four boys in this corpus ranges
from 1 (I14) to 6 (I13). Table 3.2.14 presents the types and the tokens produced
by consultants I11/19, 112/20, 113, and 114. This table supports, at least in
part, the interpretation of Tables 3.2.9 and 3.2.10 (see¢ also Table 3.2.7). There
was no peculiar usage of any of these CPs with respect to the nouns they
referred to and agreed with. However, the following facts should be noted:
Consultant 1I3 produced three English numerals (see G. Senft 1987b:342,
ftn. 5), two of them with a demonstrative (e.g., mtosina seven dokonikani ‘these

Table 3.2.14. CP types and tokens produced by the consultants in the
overall corpus of Kilivila speech data

Demonstrative Interrogative

Type pronoun Numeral Adjective pronoun Total
kabulo ‘sector’ 0 3 0 0 3
ke ‘wood’ 7 5 1 0 13
kwe ‘thing’ 4 3 4 0 11
nal ‘female’ 4 2 3 1 10
na2 ‘animals’ 4 1 1 0 6
pila ‘part’ 0 1 0 0

tolte ‘male’ 37 7 4 1 49
ya ‘thin’ 0 0 1 0 1
Total 56 22 14 2 94
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seven monsters’); however, he used the appropriate CP ke to refer with a
numeral to the loanword selinboti ‘sailing boat’ in the phrase ketala selinboti
‘one sailing boat’ and the adequate CP kwe to refer with a numeral to the
English word store in the phrase kwetala store ‘one store’. Moreover, this
consultant produced a phrase with a double classification of the loanword
poseni ‘poison’, namely, manakwa sitana keta poseni ‘(thing)-this bit of (wooden
material)-one poison’. It should be clear that these observations in connection
with the overall corpus of Kilivila speech data are anecdotal because of the
rather small database of this sample.

In summary, the following observations apply to the consultants in age
group II with respect to their acquisition and production of CPs:

1. I tentatively infer from the data that 9 years old is another critical age
with respect to the CP acquisition process; the frequency of CPs
produced increases rather dramatically at age 9.

2. Age 9 is also a critical age with respect to the CP acquisition from the
point of view of a balanced number of CP tokens produced with
adjectives, numerals, and demonstrative pronouns, with the exception
of the use of specific CPs in certain text categories.

3. Boys produced only a few more tokens of CPs as responses to the
stimuli presented than girls; however, boys produced a broader variety
of CP types than girls.

4. Comparing the CPs produced in age group II with those produced in
age group I shows that consultants of age group II did not produce
the CPs bubwa ‘parts cut off, bukwa ‘fruit cluster’, dumia ‘swamplike’,
and lilo ‘walk’, which were produced by the consultants of age group
I. However, with the consultants of age group II we find the following
newly acquired CPs: bogi, bobu/bubu, deli, giwi, gula, gum, kabisi, kabulo,
kila, kubila, kudu ‘tooth’, liku, megwa, mmwa, nunu, po’ula, sipu, suya,
tam, wela, vili, and yam.

5. The CPs iga, kada/keda, ke, kova, kumla, kwe, nal, na2, sisi, ta, and to/te
were produced by all consultants in age group I1. The CPs uta, ya, and
gudi were produced by almost all consultants. The CPs kai, ka’i, and
pwanina were produced by all the male consultants, whereas the female
consultants were still in the process of acquiring these formatives. The
acquisition process of the CPs buda and kwoila had almost been
completed in both girls and boys in this age group. Boys acquire the
CPs kasa, kweya, giwi, notu, duli, sipu, gum, pila, kubila, liku, and tam
earlier or slightly earlier than girls. The acquisition of all the other CPs
produced is still in progress.

6. Some of the CPs produced did not agree with the nouns or noun phrases
they referred to, according to adult linguistic usage. In addition to these
cases of dubious or not acceptable CP usage, there were also quite a
few CPs used in ways that showed linguistic insecurity in the consultants
with respect to using the CP to refer to a given nominal denotatum
appropriately.
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3.2.1.3 Age Group Ili

Table 3.2.15 gives the number of responses (CP tokens) to the eliciting stimuli
presented for demonstrative pronouns, numerals, and adjectives as well as
the number of CP types produced by each consultant in age group III (15-20
years). The number of responses elicited from the consultants ranged from
191 (consultant 32) to 207 (consultants 27, 28, 31, and 33-36). Table 3.2.15
records a balanced usage of CPs with adjectives, numerals, and demonstrative
pronouns. The consultants of this age group produced 23.7% of all
demonstrative pronouns, 23% of all numerals, and 22.7% of all adjectives
elicited from the 60 consultants in the study. The male consultants produced
only two more CP tokens than the female consultants; however, it should
be noted that consultant 32 (male) produced only 191 CP tokens, compared
with consultant 25 (female), who produced 198 CP tokens (the lowest number
for the six female consultants of this age group). Thus, I conclude from
Table 3.2.15 that there are no differences between male and female consultants
with respect to the production of CP tokens. The average frequency of CP
tokens produced by the female consultants (demonstrative pronouns = 68;
numerals =68; adjectives=68) differs insignificantly from the average
frequency of CP tokens produced by the male consultants (demonstrative
pronouns = 68.2; numerals = 68; adjectives =68.2).

The number of types produced by the female consultants ranged from 31
{consultant 25) to 48 (consultant 27); an average of 37.7 CP types were

Table 3.2.15. Responses in age group il

Consultant Demonstrative No. of

no. (age) pronoun Numeral Adjective types

Females
25 (16y) 66 66 66 31
26 (17y) 68 68 68 2
27 (20y) 69 69 69 48
28 (18y) 69 69 69 40
29 (16) 68 68 68 30
30 (19y) 68 68 68 35

Total 408 408 408

Males
31 (19y) 69 69 69 47
32 (20y) 64 63 64 35
33 (16y) 69 69 69 37
34 (15y) 69 69 69 43
35 (16y) 69 69 69 46
36 (15y) 69 69 69 35

Total 409 408 409

Total, age group 11T 817 816 817
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produced. For the male consultants, the number of CP types produced ranged
from 35 (consultants 32 and 36) to 47 (consultant 31); an average of 40.5 CP
types were produced. Thus, the male consultants produced a slightly broader
variety of CP types than the female consultants.

Table 3.2.16 lists the CP types that were produced by the consultants of
age group IIL. The CPs gudi, kada, kai, kasa, ke, kova, kumla, kwe, kewya,
nal, na2, pwanina, sisi, ta, tofte, and utu were produced by all consultants.

Table 3.2.16. CP types and tokens produced in age group il

No. of giris/boys Tokens produced
Type producing CP type by girls/boys
beku ‘stone blade’ 1/0 1/0
bogi ‘night’ 2/2 4/4
*) boma ‘M7 1/0 1/0
bubu ‘cut across’ 3/5 9/14
bubwa ‘part cut off’ 12 2/6
buda ‘group’ 6/5 25/27
bwa ‘tree’ 472 715
bwalita ‘sea’ 111 1/1
deli ‘group’ 6/5 16/14
duli ‘cluster’ 6/5 18/15
duya ‘door’ 0/1 0/3
gili ‘row’ 0/1 0/3
giwi ‘eut’ 5/6 15/18
gudi ‘child’ 6/6 18/18
gula ‘heap’ 1/4 3/12
gum ‘bit’ 4/6 12/18
iga ‘name’ 516 14/15
kabisi ‘compartment’ 5/4 12/11
kabulu ‘sector’ 32 7/3
kada ‘road’ 6/6 44/49
kaduyo ‘entrance’ 171 6/2
kai ‘stone blade’ 6/6 17/18
ka’i ‘tootlh’ 5/5 14/14
kapwa ‘parcel’ 3/0 6/0
kasa ‘row’ 6/6 28/18
ke ‘wood’ 6/6 202/178
kova ‘fire’ 6/6 18/18
kubila ‘land plot’ 4/6 917
kudu ‘tooth’ 212 4/4
kumla ‘earth oven’ 6/6 18/18

kwe ‘thing’ 6/6 292/261
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No. of girls/boys

Tokens produced

Type producing CP type by girls/boys
kweya ‘limb’ 6/6 24/36
kwoila ‘clay pot’ 1/4 3
kwoyalkoya ‘mountain’ 2/4 417
liku ‘compartment’ 4/4 10/12
luba ‘bundle’ 3/5 6/15
lola ‘walk’ 1/0 3/0
mmwa ‘bundle’ 0/3 0/8
megwa ‘magic’ n 213
nal ‘female’ 6/6 21/18
na2 ‘animals’ 6/6 30/24
notulnutu ‘*kneaded, dot’ 516 15/18
nunu ‘corner/garden’ 21 33
peta ‘basket’ i1 211
pila ‘part’ 516 24/40
po’ula ‘grove’ 3/3 9/9
pwaninalpona ‘hole’ 6/6 18/18
sa ‘nut bunch’ 0/1 0/3
si ‘small bit’ 2/1 411
sipu ‘sheaf’ 4/5 10/15
sisi ‘bough’ 6/6 25/32
suya ‘batch of fish’ 3/5 9/15
ta ‘basket’ 6/6 16/17
tam ‘sprouting’ 212 9/8
tuta ‘time’ 11 3/1
tolte ‘male’ 6/6 18/18
utu ‘scrap’ 6/6 66/48
uva ‘span’ 0/3 0/9
vakala ‘belt’ 1/0 1/0
vaya ‘door’ 0/1 011
vili ‘untwisted’ 4/5 11/15
vosi ‘song’ 212 2/4
wela ‘batch of fish’® 212 519
ya ‘thin’ 6/4 33/10
yam ‘day’ 2/1 8/3
yegila ‘name’ 212 4/3
yulai ‘bundle of four things 0/2 0/6
yuva ‘shoal’ 1/0 3/0
0 ‘basketful of yams’ 0/1 0/1
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Giwi, notu, iga, and pila were produced by 5 female and all male consultants;
buda, deli, and duli were produced by all female and 5 male consultants; 5
female and 5 male consultants produced the CP ka’i. All male consultants
and 4 female consultants produced the CPs gum and kubilg;, all female
consultants and 4 male consultants produced the CP yq; 5 female consultants
and 4 male consultants produced the CP kabisi; 4 females and 5 males
produced the CPs sipu and vili. The CP liku was produced by 4 female and
4 male consultants; the CP po’ula was realized by 3 female and 3 male
consultants. Five male consultants and 3 female consultants produced the
CPs bubu, luba, and suya; 4 male consultants and 2 female consultants
produced kwoya/koya, and 4 males and 1 female produced gula and kwoila;
3 female and 2 male consultants produced kabulu.

It is feasible to interpret some of these findings in the light of female and
male preferences in producing certain CPs. This interpretation may be partly
supported by the fact that we find the production of beku, kapwa, lola, vakala,
and yuva only by female consultants, and duya, gili, mmwa, sa, uva, vaya,
yulai, and O (zero classifier) only by male consultants. These findings obviously
reflect the slightly broader variety of CP types noted earlier in male
consultants compared with female consultants.

Table 3.2.17 presents the CP types ordered according to the number of
tokens produced by all 12 consultants. Table 3.2.18 lists the expected CPs

Table 3.2.17. Number of tokens produced for each CP type—age group il

Type Tokens Type Tokens
kwe ‘thing’ 553 ke ‘wood’ 380
utu ‘scrap’ 114 kada ‘road’ 93
pila ‘part’ 64 kweya ‘limb’ 60
sisi ‘bough’ 57 na2 ‘animals’ 54
buda ‘group’ 52 kasa ‘row’ 46
va ‘thin’ 43 nal ‘female’ 39
gudi ‘child’ 36 kova ‘fire’ 36
kumla ‘earth oven’ 36 pwaninalpona ‘hole’ 36
tolte ‘male’ 36 kai ‘stone blade’ 35
duli ‘cluster’ 33 giwi ‘cut’ 33
notulnutu ‘kneaded’ 33 ta ‘basket’ 33
deli ‘group’ 30 gum ‘bit’ 30
iga ‘name’ 26 vili ‘untwisted’ 26
kubila ‘land plot’ 26 vili “untwisted’ 26
sipu ‘sheaf’ 25 suya ‘batch/fish’ 24
hubu ‘cut across’ 23 kabisi ‘compartment’ 23
liku ‘compartment’ 22 Iluba ‘bundie’ 21

po’ula ‘grove’ 18 tam ‘sprouting’ 17
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Table 3.2.17. (continued)

Type Tokens Type Tokens
gula ‘heap’ 15 kwoila ‘clay pot’ 14
wela “batch/fish’ 14 bwa ‘tree’ 12
kwoyalkoya “hill’ 11 yam ‘day’ 11
kabulu ‘sector’ 10 uva ‘span’ 9
bogi ‘night’ 8 bubwa ‘cut off® 8
kaduyo ‘entrance’ 8 kudu ‘tooth’ 8
mmwa ‘bundle’ 8 yegila ‘name’ 7
kapwa ‘parcel’ 6 nuny ‘corner/garden’ 6
vosi ‘song’ 6 yulai ‘bundle of four’ 6
megwa ‘magic’ 5 si bit’ 5
tuta ‘time’ 4 duya ‘door’ 3
gili ‘row’ 3 Iola ‘walk’ 3
peta ‘basket’ 3 sa ‘nut bunch’ 3
yuva ‘shoal’ 3 bwalita ‘sea’ 2
beku ‘stone blade’ 1 (*) boma ‘M7 1
vakala ‘belt’ 1 vaya ‘door’ 1
0 ‘basketful of yams’ 1

Types total: 68 (69); tokens total: 2,449 (2,450)

Table 3.2.18. CPs produced versus CPs expected—age group il

Produced

Expected

beku ‘stone blade’
bogi ‘night’

*) boma ‘N7
bubu ‘cut across’
bubwa ‘cut off’
budalboda ‘group’
bwa ‘tree, wood’
bwalita ‘sea’

deli ‘group’

duli ‘cluster’

duya ‘door’

gili ‘row’

giwi ‘cut’

gudi ‘child’

gula ‘heap’

gum ‘bit’

kai ‘stone blade’

bogi ‘night’

utu ‘scrap’

bubu ‘cut across’

bubwa ‘cut off’, kabulo ‘point’, utu ‘scrap’
buda ‘group’, bubu ‘cut across’, yuva ‘shoal’
bubwa ‘cut off’, kabulo ‘point’, utu ‘scrap’
siwa ‘sea portions’

deli ‘group’

duli ‘cluster’

duya ‘door’

gili ‘row’

giwi ‘cut’

gudi ‘child’

gula ‘heap’, bubu ‘cut across’, po’ula ‘grove

s

gum ‘bit’
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Table 3.2.18. (continued)

Produced

Expected

iga ‘name’

kabisi ‘compartment’
kabulu ‘sector’

kada ‘road’

kaduyo ‘entrance’
kai ‘stone blade’
ka’i ‘tooth’
kapwa ‘parcel’

kasa ‘row’

ke ‘wood’

kova ‘fire’
koyalkwoya “bill’
kubila ‘land plot’
kudu ‘tooth’
kumla ‘earth oven’

kwe ‘thing’

kweya ‘limb’
kwoila ‘clay pot’
liku ‘compartment’
luba ‘bundle’

lola ‘walk’

megwa ‘magic’
mmwa ‘bundle’
nal ‘female’

na?2 ‘animals’

notulnutu ‘kneaded’

iga ‘name’
kabisi ‘compartment/foodhouse’
kabulu “village sector’

kada ‘road’, duya ‘door’, kabulu ‘village sector’, kaduyo
‘entrance’

kaduyo ‘entrance’, duya ‘door’

kai ‘stone blade’

kudu ‘tooth’

kapwa ‘parcel’

kasa ‘row’, gili ‘row’, meila ‘song/part’, nina ‘songfpart’, deli
‘group’

ke ‘wood’, bubu ‘cut across’, bubwa ‘cut off’, bukwa ‘fruit
cluster’, bwa ‘tree’, giwi ‘cut’, kabisi ‘compartment of a
foodhouse’, kabulo ‘sector’, kabulo ‘point, protuberances’
kila ‘hands of bananas’, kwoila ‘clay pot’, liku ‘compartment
of a foodhouse’, lila ‘bough’, luva ‘wooden dishes’, mmwa
‘conical bundle’, oyla ‘string’, sa ‘nut bunch’, utu ‘scrap’,
uva ‘span’, ya ‘flexible, thin’

kova ‘fire’

kwoya ‘mountain, hill’

kubila ‘land plot’

kudu “tooth’

kumla ‘earth oven’

kwe ‘thing’, bogi ‘night’, bubu ‘cut across’, buda ‘group’,
bukwa ‘cluster’, deli ‘group’, duya ‘door’, gili ‘row’, gula
‘heap’, kabisi ‘compartment of a foodhouse’, kabulu
‘village sector’, kala ‘day’, kapwa ‘parcel’, kubila ‘land
plot’, kudu ‘band of fibers’, kwoila ‘clay pot’, kwoya
‘mountain’, Jiku ‘compartment of a foodhouse’, lilo ‘walk’,
nina ‘song/part’, nunu ‘corner of a garden’, oyla ‘string’,
po’ula ‘grove’, sipu ‘sheaf’, siva ‘time’, siwa ‘sea portions’, vilo
‘place’, yam ‘day’, yulai ‘bundle of four things’, yuma
‘hand’, yuva ‘shoal’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

kweya ‘limb’, yuma ‘hand’

kwoila ‘clay pot’

liku ‘compartment of a foodhouse’

kapwa ‘parcel, bundle’

lilo ‘walk’

nina ‘song/part’

mmwa ‘conical bundle’

nal ‘female persons’, duya ‘door’

na2 ‘animals’, oyla ‘string’, wela ‘batch of fish’

notulnutu ‘kneaded, dot’
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Table 3.2.18. (continued)

Produced Expected

nunu ‘corner’ nunu ‘corner of a garden’

peta “basket’ ta ‘basket’

pila ‘part’ pila ‘part’, meila ‘song/part’, nina ‘song/part’, oyla ‘string’
po'ula ‘grove’ po’ula ‘grove’

pwaninalpona ‘hole’ pwaninalpona ‘hole’

sa ‘nut bunch’ sa ‘nut bunch’

si ‘bit’ ya ‘thin®

sipu ‘sheaf’ sipu ‘sheaf’

sisi ‘bough’ sisi ‘bough’, ya “flexible, thin’

suya ‘batch of fish’ wela ‘batch of fish’

ta ‘basket’ ta ‘basket’

tam ‘sprouting (yams)’ gula “heap’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

tutq ‘time’ siva “time’

tolte ‘male’ to/te ‘male persons’

uty ‘scrap’ uty ‘scrap’, kabisi ‘compartment/foodhouse’, kabulo ‘point’,

kubila ‘land plot’, meila “song/part’, mmwa ‘conical bundle’,
nina ‘song/part’, nunu ‘corner of a garden’, si ‘bit’, siwa
‘sea portions’, vili ‘untwisted’

uva ‘span’ uva ‘span’

vakala ‘belt’ gili ‘row’

vaya ‘door’ duya ‘door’

vili “untwisted’ vili “untwisted’, si ‘bit’

vosi ‘song’ meila ‘song/part’

wela ‘batch of fish’ wela ‘batch of fish’, oyla ‘string’
ya ‘thin, flexible’ ya ‘flexible, thin’, gili ‘row’, lilo ‘walk’, pila ‘part’, sisi ‘bough’
yam ‘day’ yam ‘day’, kala ‘day’

yegila ‘name’ iga ‘name’

yulai ‘bundle’ yulai ‘bundle of four things’
yuva ‘shoal’ yuva ‘shoal’

0 ‘basketful of yams’ 0 ‘basketful of yams’

versus the CPs actually produced by the consultants. The data in this table
will be discussed in detail in section 3.3. However, at this stage, the following
comments are pertinent.

1. My other consultants told me that there is no CP ‘boma’ in Kilivila. I
have no idea why consultant 25 produced this particle as part of the
elicited adjective.

2. Bubwa ‘parts cut ofl’ was produced as a response to the stimulus
presented to elicit the expected CP kabulo ‘protuberances’. The CP
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produced hardly agrees with the stimulus presented; however, if we
assume that the consultant thought of a protruding piece of wood that
is cut off, we may explain the rather idiosyncratic usage of this CP.

3. Buda/boda ‘group, team, crowd’ was produced as a response to the
stimulus bobu ‘log, round timber’ presented to elicit the expected CP
bubu ‘block cut off”. This is not acceptable; the CP buda does not agree
with the noun bobu.

4. Gula ‘heap, group’ was produced as a response to the stimulus bobu
‘log, round timber’ presented to elicit the expected CP bubu ‘block cut
off/cut across’. The CP hardly agrees with the stimulus presented; only
by assuming that the consultant thought of a heap of blocks cut off
can we explain the rather idiosyncratic usage of this CP.

5. Kada ‘road, track’ was produced as a response to the stimulus
kabuluyuvela ‘village sector’ presented to elicit the expected CP kabulu
‘village sector’. This is not acceptable; kada does not agree with the
stimulus kabuluyuvela.

6. Nal ‘female persons’ was produced as a response to the stimulus
presented to elicit the expected CP duya ‘door, entrance’. This is not
acceptable; nal does not agree with the eliciting noun duyava ‘door,
entrance, window’. However, it may be that the informant tried to play
a trick on me by using this CP to give the eliciting noun an obscene
meaning. Nevertheless, all my other consultants agreed that this
response is not acceptable.

7. Pila ‘part, piece’ was produced as a response to the stimulus wela ‘string
of fish’ presented to elicit the expected CP oyla ‘string’; this is only
acceptable if we assume that the consultant thought of a part or a piece
of a batch of fish on strings.

8. Utu ‘scrap, parts cut off’ was produced as a response to the stimuli
presented to elicit the expected CPs kubila ‘land plot’, mmwa ‘conical
bundle’, and siwa ‘sea portions’. This is not acceptable; utu does not
agree with the nouns and phrases presented to elicit the expected CPs,
We might justify the use of uru instead of siwa if we assume that the
consultant wanted to refer to a part of the sea; nevertheless, the use of
utu in this context is very idiosyncratic.

Relating these observations to the individual consultants produces the
following picture: 5 dubious cases of CP production occurred with consultant
25; consultants 27 and 31 each produced only 1 dubious case of CP
production; consultant 30 produced 9 dubious cases; and consultant 32
produced 3 dubious cases. These findings confirm the interpretation of Table
3.2.15 with respect to the balanced usage of CPs with the three word classes
elicited in the test.

It is also clear that some consultants in age group Il made mistakes in
the production of CPs and showed linguistic insecurity with respect to the
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appropriate use of some CPs. This linguistic insecurity becomes even more
evident if we look at the cases where individual consultants produced more
than one CP type as a response to a single stimulus. Table 3.2.19 presents
the responses documenting such multiple classification. This table will be
discussed in section 3.3.

Table 3.2.20 lists the consultant (see appendix A) and the number of CP
types and tokens for demonstrative pronouns, numerals, adjectives, and
interrogative pronouns produced in the overall corpus of Kilivila speech
data by a speaker of the same age as the consultants in age group Il in the
elicitation test. Consultant I111 produced these CP tokens during an interview
about features of his village and in the context of a public speech he delivered.
Table 3.2.21 lists the types and the tokens he produced. The database in this
case is obviously too small to provide an analysis. However, I note only that
the consultant used the CP kwe to refer to the foreign words Papua New
Guinea and kwestin ‘question’, and that he used the CP pa/pila to refer to
the loanword paspoti ‘passport’.

In summary, the following can be observed with respect to the production
of CPs by the consultants in age group III:

L. The data gathered in the CP elicitation test showed a balanced usage
of CP tokens with adjectives, numerals, and demonstrative pronouns.
There were no differences between male and female consultants with
respect to the production of CP tokens; however, the male consultants

Table 3.2.19. Responses documenting multiple classification in age
group Il

Cases of

Consultant no. multiple classification Percent!
Females

25 3 10

26 18 43

27 9 19

28 8 20

29 2 7

30 9 26

(Average: 21)

Males

31 10 21

32 1 3

33 5 14

34 8 19

35 5 11

36 2 6

(Average: 12)

TNo. of cases of multiple classification in relation to all CP types produced by the consultant.
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Table 3.2.20. Consultant and CP types and tokens—overall corpus of Killvila
speech data

Consultant Demonstrative interrogative  No. of
no. (age) pronoun Numeral Adjective pronoun types
111 20 y) 31 21 7 1 5

Table 3.2.21. CP types and tokens produced by the consultant in the
overall corpus of Kilivila speech data

Demonstrative Interrogative

Type pronoun Numeral  Adjective pronoun Total
ke ‘wood’ 1 0 0 0 1
kwe ‘thing’ 16 9 4 1 30
pilalpa ‘part’ 2 0 0 0

na2 ‘animals’ 3 0 0

tolte ‘male’ 12 9 3 0 24
Total 31 21 7 1 60

produced a slightly broader variety of CP types than the female
consultants did.

2. Consultant 25 produced boma as a response to the stimulus presented
to elicit the expected CP utu; however, my other consultants told me
that there is no CP boma in Kilivila. The consultants of this age group
did not produce the CPs kila ‘hands of bananas’, luva ‘wooden dishes’,
va ‘door’, and yuma ‘hand’, which were produced by the consuitants in
age group II (see Table 3.2.10). However, the consultants in age group
III produced the following CPs, which were not produced by the
consultants in age group II: beku, bubwa (this CP was also produced
by 1 consultant in age group I, see Table 3.2.2), bwalita, duya, gili, yegila,
koya, lola, peta, tuta, uva, vakala, vaya, vosi, yulai, yuva, and 0.

3. The CPs gudi, kada, kai, kasa, ke, kova, kumla, kwe, kweya, nal, na2,
pwanina, sisi, ta, to/te, and utu were produced by all consultants; 11 of
the 12 consultants produced buda, giwi, iga, notu, pila, deli and duli; 10
consultants produced ka'i, gum, kubila and ya; 9 consultants produced
kabisi, sipu, and vili; 8 consultants produced luba, liku, bubu, and suya.
With some CPs, we notice gender-specific preferences in this age group.

4. Some of the CPs produced did not agree with the nouns or noun phrases
they referred to. In addition to these cases of dubious or not acceptable
CP usage, there were also quite a few CPs used in ways that showed
linguistic insecurity in the consultants with respect to using the CP to
refer to a given nominal denotatum appropriately.
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I did not use the CPs produced by the consultants of age group III to
draw conclusions about language acquisition. Wolfgang Klein formulated
the following rule of thumb, which is generally accepted in psycholinguistic
research on language acquisition: “Nach der Pubertit entwickelt sich die
Sprachbeherrschung nur mehr wenig, obwohl der Lernproze8 in manchen
Bereichen—z.B. im Wortschatz—nie endet’ (Klein 1984:15), and ‘Im
allgemeinen kann man davon ausgehen, daB sich nach der Pubertét nur
noch wenig dndert” (Klein 1984:21; see also pp. 16-16, 21-22, 27, 177 notes
2 and 3; (“Beyond puberty, our command of language shows little progress,
though in some areas—the vocabulary, for instance—learning continues
throughout our life span” [Klein 1986:3] ... “In general it is reasonable to
assume that little progress is made after the age of puberty” [Klein 1986:9;
see also pp. 3-4, 8-10, 14-15]); see also Lenneberg 1977:177, 186, 196-197,
202, 208, 220221, 459, 473; for an extreme counterview, sece Schmidt
1975:110).

Although this is a cautious approach, 1 believe it justifies the methods
used in the data analyses 1 will present later in this chapter. To answer
questions about acquisition of CPs in Kilivila native speakers, I will use the
data produced by the consultants of age group III as one of my primary
points of reference (see sections 3.3.2.1-3.3.2.4).

3.2.1.4 Age Group IV

Table 3.2.22 gives the number of responses (CP tokens) to the eliciting stimuli
presented for demonstrative pronouns, numerals, and adjectives and the
number of CP types produced by each consultant in age group IV (21-35
years). The number of responses elicited from the consultants ranged from
204 (consultant 37) to 207 (all other consultants). There was a balanced usage
of CPs with adjectives, numerals, and demonstrative pronouns. The
consultants of this age group produced 24% of all demonstrative pronouns,
23.4% of all numerals, and 23% of all adjectives clicited from the 60
consultants in the study.

With the exception of consultant 37 who produced 3 tokens less than each
of the other 11 consultants of this age group, there was a balanced response
from all consultants to the stimuli presented with respect to the CP tokens
produced. Thus, 1 infer from the data in Table 3.2.22 that there are no
differences between male and female consultants in this age group with respect
to the production of CP tokens. The average frequency of CP tokens produced
for the female consultants (demonstrative pronouns = 68.8; numerals = 68.8;
adjectives = 68.8) differs insignificantly from the average frequency of CP
tokens produced for the male consultants (demonstrative pronouns=69;
numerals = 69; adjectives = 69).

The number of CP types produced by the female consultants ranged from
18 (consultant 37) to 47 (consultant 41), with an average of 37.2. For male
consultants, the number of CP types produced ranged from 31 (consultant
47) to 56 (consultant 45), with an average of 37.5. The difference between
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Table 3.2.22. Responses in age group IV

Consultant Demonstrative No. of

no. (age) pronoun Numeral Adjective types

Females
37 (26 y) 68 68 68 18
38 (27 y) 69 69 69 43
39(29y) 69 69 69 33
40 (28 y) 69 69 69 44
41 (32 y) 69 69 69 47
42 (28 y) 69 69 69 38

Total 413 413 413

Males
43 (30 y) 69 69 69 35
44 (35y) 69 69 69 32
45 (30 y) 69 69 69 56
46 (26 y) 69 69 69 37
47 (25 y) 69 69 69 31
48 27 y) 69 69 69 34

Total 414 414 414

Total, age group IV 827 827 827

female and male consultants with respect to the production of CP types is
insignificant.

Table 3.2.23 presents the CP types that were produced by the consultants
of age group 1V. The CPs kada, kai, ke, kova, kumla, kwe, kweya, nal, na2,
sisi, ta, to/te, and utu were produced by all consultants. Giwi, gudi, iga, kasa,
pila, pwanina/pona, and suya were produced by 5 female and all male
consultants; kubila/kwabila was produced by all female and 5 male
consultants; 5 female and 5 male consultants produced the CPs gum, ka’i,
kwoila, and ya; 4 female and 5 male consultants produced the CPs duli and
vili; 5 female and 4 male consultants produced the CPs kabisi and luba; 4
female and 4 male consultants produced the CPs deli and nutu; 4 female and
3 male consultants produced the CPs liku and sipu; 3 female and 4 male
consultants produced the CP gula; 3 female and 3 male consultants produced
the CPs buda/boda, tam, and wela; 3 female and 2 male consultants produced
the CPs bubu, bubwa, and kudu (tooth); 3 female consultants but only 1 male
consultant produced the CP wvosi; 3 male consultants but only 1 female
consultant produced the CPs bwa and po’ula.

Some of these findings can be interpreted as reflecting female and male
preferences in producing certain CPs. This interpretation can be at least
partly supported by the fact that the CPs kaduyo, kila, kudu ‘fibers’, mmwa,
nunu, va, and yama were produced only by female consultants, whereas the
CPs beku, doba, gili, kabulu, lola, peta, sa, tetu, vakala, and vaya were produced
only by male consultants.
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Table 3.2.23. CP types and tokens produced in age group IV

No. of women/men

Tokens produced

Type producing CP type by women/men
beku ‘stone blade’ 01 01
bogi ‘night’ 11 171
bubu ‘cut across’ 372 716
bubwa ‘cut off’ 32 6/4
budalboda ‘group’ 3/3 16/16
bwa ‘tree’ 113 1/6
bwalita ‘sea’ 171 n
deli ‘group’ 4/4 12/11
doba “skirt’ 01 0/1
duli ‘cluster’ 4/5 12/15
gili ‘row’ 0/1 0/1
giwi ‘cut’ 5/6 13/18
gudi ‘child’ 516 15/18
gula ‘heap’ 3/4 9/11
gum ‘bit’ 515 15/13
iga ‘name’ 516 15/18
kabisi ‘compartment’ 5/4 15/8
kabulu ‘sector’ 0/2 0/2
kada ‘road’ 6/6 37/41
kaduyo ‘entrance’ 1/0 1/0
kai ‘stone blade’ 6/6 18/17
ka’i ‘tooth’ 515 1214
kapwa ‘parcel’ 1 3/3
kasa ‘row’ 516 16/21
ke ‘wood’ 6/6 205/207
kila ‘hands/bananas’ 200 4/0
kova ‘“fire’ 6/6 17/18
kubila ‘land plot’ 6/5 16/13
kudu ‘fibers’ 1/0 3/0
kudu ‘tooth’ 3/2 5/4
kumla ‘earth oven’ 6/6 18/18
kwe ‘thing’ 616 322/321
kweya ‘limb’ 6/6 33/36
kwoila ‘clay pot’ 5/5 13/13
kwoya ‘hill’ 211 6/1
liku ‘compartment’ 4/3 12/7
lola ‘walk’ 0/1 0/1
luba ‘bundie’ 5/4 13/12
Iuva ‘wooden dishes’ 172 4/4
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Table 3.2.23. (continued)

No. of women/men Tokens produced

Type producing CP type by women/men
mmwa ‘conical bundle’ 1/0 1/0
megwa ‘magic’ 211 51
nal ‘female’ 6/6 18/18
na2 ‘animals’ 6/6 24727
nunu ‘corner/garden’ 210 9/0
nutu ‘kneaded, dot’ 4/4 12/12
peta ‘basket’ 0/1 0/1
pila ‘part’ 516 33/34
po’ula ‘grove’ 173 3/8
pwaninalpona ‘hole’ 516 13/18
sa ‘nut bunch’ 0/1 0/3
sipu ‘sheaf’ 4/3 12/9
sisi ‘bough’ 6/6 31/33
suya ‘batch of fish’ 516 15/18
ta ‘basket’ 6/6 17117
tam ‘sprouting’ 3/3 14/11
tetu ‘yams’ 01 0/1
tolte ‘male’ 6/6 18/18
tuta ‘time’ 1/1 172
utu ‘scrap’ 6/6 45/51
uva ‘span’ 2/2 2/4
va ‘door’ 2/0 6/0
vakala ‘belt’ 0/1 0/1
vayalvayo ‘door’ 0/1 0/2
vili ‘untwisted’ 4/5 14/11
vost ‘song’ 3/1 713
wela ‘batch of fish’ 3/3 9/9
ya ‘thin’ 515 29/25
yam ‘day’ 171 173
yama ‘hand’ 1/0 2/0

Table 3.2.24 presents the CP types ordered according to the number of
tokens produced by all 12 consultants. Table 3.2.25 lists the CPs produced
versus those expected in response to the stimuli presented. The data in this
table will be discussed in detail in section 3.3. However, the following should
be noted here:

1. The CP bubwa ‘block cut across/cut off’” was produced as a response
to the stimulus presented to elicit the expected CP vili ‘untwisted’. This
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Table 3.2.24. Number of fokens produced for each CP type—age group V

Type Tokens Type Tokens
kwe ‘thing’ 643 ke ‘wood’ 412
utu ‘scrap’ 96 kada ‘road’ 78
kweya ‘limb’ 69 pila ‘part’ 67
sisi ‘bough’ 64 va ‘flexible’ 54
na2 ‘animals’ 51 kasa ‘row’ 37
kumla ‘earth oven’ 36 nal ‘female’ 36
tolte ‘male’ 36 kai ‘stone blade’ 35
kova “fire’ 35 ta ‘basket’ 34
gudi ‘child’ 33 iga ‘name’ 33
suya ‘batch/fish’ 33 budalboda ‘group’ 32
giwi ‘cut’ 31 pwaninalpona ‘hole’ 31
kubila ‘land plot’ 29 gum ‘bit’ 28
duli ‘cluster’ 27 ka’i ‘tooth’ 26
kwoila ‘clay pot’ 26 luba ‘bundle’ 25
tam ‘sprouting’ 25 vili ‘untwisted’ 25
nutu ‘kneaded’ 24 deli ‘group’ 23
kabisi ‘compartment’ 23 sipu ‘sheaf’ 21
gula ‘heap’ 20 liku ‘compartment’ 19
wela ‘batch/fish’ 18 bubu ‘cut across’ 13
po’ula ‘grove’ 11 bubwa ‘cut off’ 10
vosi ‘song’ 10 kudu ‘tooth’ 9
nunu ‘corner/garden’ 9 luva ‘wooden dishes’ 8
bwa ‘tree’ 7 kwoya ‘hill’ 7
kapwa ‘parcel’ 6 megwa ‘magic’ 6
uva ‘span’ 6 va ‘door’ 6
bwalita ‘sea’ 4 kila ‘hands/bananas’ 4
yam ‘day’ 4 kudu ‘fibers’ 3
sa ‘nut bunch’ 3 tuta ‘time’ 3
bogi ‘night’ 2 kabulu ‘sector’ 2
vayalvayo ‘door’ 2 yama ‘hand’ 2
beku ‘stone blade’ 1 doba ‘skirt’ 1
gili ‘row’ 1 kaduyo ‘entrance’ 1
lola ‘walk’ 1 mmwa ‘bundle’ 1
peta ‘basket’ 1 tetu “yams’ 1
vakala ‘belt’ 1

Types total: 69; tokens total: 2,481
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Table 3.2.25. CPs produced versus CPs expected—age group IV

Produced

Expected

beku ‘stone blade’
bogi ‘night’

bubu ‘cut across’
bubwa ‘cut off’

budalboda ‘group’

bwa ‘tree, wood’
bwalita ‘sea’

deli ‘group’

doba ‘skirt’

duli ‘cluster’

gili ‘row’

giwi ‘cut’

gudi ‘child’

gula ‘heap’

gum ‘bit’

iga ‘name’

kabisi ‘compartment’
kabulu ‘sector’
kada ‘road’
kaduyo ‘entrance’
kai ‘stone blade’
ka’i ‘tooth’
kapwa ‘parcel’
kasa ‘row’

ke ‘wood’

kila ‘hands/bananas’
kova ‘fire’

kubila ‘land plot
kudu ‘fiber’

kudu ‘tooth’

kai ‘stone blade’
bogi ‘night’
bubu “block cut across’

bubwa ‘parts cut off’, utu ‘scrap’, bubu ‘cut across’, vili
‘untwisted’

budalboda ‘group’, gula ‘heap’, mmwa ‘conical bundle’, yuva
‘shoal’

bubu ‘cut across’, bubwa ‘cut off’, utu ‘scrap’
siwa ‘sea portions’

deli ‘group’

kudu ‘band of fibers’

duli ‘cluster’

gili ‘row’

giwi ‘cut’

gudi ‘child’

gula ‘heap’

gum ‘bit’

iga ‘name’

kabisi ‘compartment of a foodhouse’
kabulu “village sector’

kada ‘road’, duya ‘door’, kaduyo ‘entrance’
kaduyo ‘entrance’

kai ‘stone blade’

kudu ‘tooth’

kapwa ‘parcel’

kasa ‘row’, meila ‘song/part’

ke “‘wood’, bubu ‘cut across’, bubwa ‘cut off’, bukwa ‘cluster’,
bwa ‘tree’, duya ‘door’, giwi ‘cut’, gum ‘bit’, kabulo ‘point’,
kabulu ‘village sector’, kabisi ‘compartment of a foodhouse’,
kila ‘hands of bananas’, kova ‘fire’, kubila ‘land plot’, liku
‘compartment of a foodhouse’, Jila ‘bough’, luva ‘wooden
dishes’, mmwa ‘conical bundle’, sa ‘nut bunch’, si ‘bit’, sisi
‘bough’, utu ‘scrap’, uva ‘span’, vili ‘untwisted’, ya ‘flexible,
thin’

kila ‘hands of bananas’

kova ‘fire’

kubila ‘land plot’

kudu ‘band of fibers’

kudu ‘tooth’




68

Classificatory Particles in Kilivila

Table 3.2.25. (continued)

Produced

Expected

kumla ‘earth oven’

kwe ‘thing’

kweya limb’

kwoila ‘clay pot’
kwoya ‘hill’

liku ‘compartment’
lola *walk’

luba “bundle’

luva ‘wooden dishes’
mmwa ‘bundle’
megwa ‘magic’

nal ‘female’

nal ‘animals’

numy ‘corner/garden’
nutulnotu ‘kneaded’
peta ‘basket’

pila ‘part’

po’ula ‘grove’
pwaninalpona ‘hole’
sa ‘nut bunch’

sipu ‘sheaf’

sisi ‘bough’

suya ‘batch of fish’
ta ‘basket’

tam ‘sprouting (yams)’
tetu ‘yams’

tolte ‘male’

tuta ‘time’

utu ‘scrap’

kumla ‘earth oven’

kwe ‘thing’, bogi ‘night’, bubu ‘cut across’, bubwa ‘cut off’,
buda ‘group’, deli ‘group’, duli ‘cluster’, duya ‘door’, gili
‘row’, giwi ‘cut’, gula ‘heap’, gum ‘bit’, iga name’, kabisi
‘compariments of a foodhouse’, kabulu ‘sector’, kala ‘day’,
kapwa ‘parcel’, kasa ‘row’, kila ‘hands of bananas’, kubila
‘land plot’, kudu ‘band/fibers’, kudu ‘tooth’, kwoila ‘clay
pot’, kwoya ‘mountain’, lilo ‘walk’, meila ‘song/part’, nina
‘songfpart’, notu ‘kneaded, dot’, nunu ‘corner of a garden’,
oyla ‘string’, po’ula ‘grove’, pwanina ‘hole’, sa ‘nut bunch’,
sipu ‘sheaf”, siva ‘time’, siwa ‘sea portions’, fa ‘basket’, vili
‘untwisted’, vilo ‘place’, yam ‘day’, yulai ‘bundle of four
things’, yuva ‘shoal’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

kweya ‘limb’, yuma ‘hand’

kwoila ‘clay pot’

kwoyalkoya ‘mountain, hill’

liku ‘compartment of a foodhouse’

lilo ‘walk’

kapwa ‘parcel, bundle’

bukwa ‘fruit cluster’, mmwa ‘conical bundle’, s¢ ‘nut bunch’

mmwa ‘conical bundle’

nina ‘part of a song’

nal ‘female persons’

na2 ‘animals’, oyla ‘string’, wela ‘batch of fish’®

nunu ‘corners of a garden’

nutulnoty ‘kneaded, dot’

ta ‘basket’

pila ‘part’, meila ‘songfpart’, siva ‘time’, ya ‘flexible, thin’,
nina ‘song/part’

po'ula ‘grove’, sa ‘nut bunch’

pwaninalpona ‘hole’

bukwa “fruit cluster’

sipu ‘sheaf’

sisi ‘bougl’, ya ‘flexible’

wela ‘batch of fish’

ta ‘basket’

gula ‘heap’, uva ‘span’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

0 ‘basketful of yams’

tolte ‘male persons’

kala ‘day’, siva ‘time’

utu ‘scrap’, bubwa ‘cut off’, kabulo ‘point’, mmwa ‘conical
bundle’, pila ‘part’, si ‘bit’, siva ‘time’, vili ‘untwisted’
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Table 3.2.25. (continued)

Produced Expected

uva ‘span’ uva ‘span’

va ‘door’ duya ‘door’

vakala ‘belt’ gili ‘row’

vayalvayo ‘door’ duya ‘door’, kaduyo ‘entrance’

vili “antwisted’ vili “untwisted’, gili ‘row’, pila ‘part’, si ‘bit’

vosi ‘song’ meila ‘part of a song’

wela *batch of fish’ oyla ‘string’

ya ‘thin’ ya ‘“flexible, thin’, bukwa ‘fruit cluster’, duya ‘door’, gili ‘row’,
kaduyo ‘entrance’, pila ‘part’, sipu ‘sheaf’, yuma ‘hand’

yam ‘day’ yam ‘day’, kala ‘day’

yama ‘hand’ yama ‘hand’

can be explained by assuming that the consultant interpreted the
eliciting phrase and gesture in such a way that she emphasized the
concept expressed by buwa in her response.

2. Luva ‘wooden dishes, tied bundle’ was produced as a response to the
stimuli presented to e¢licit the CPs bukwa ‘fruit cluster’, sa ‘nut bunch’,
and mmwa ‘conical bundle’. This can be explained by assuming that the
consultants wanted to emphasize the concept ‘bunch, bundle’ in their
responses.

3. Utu ‘scrap, parts cut off, fragments’ was produced as a response to the
stimulus presented to elicit the expected CP mmwa ‘conical bundle’.
This is not acceptable; utu does not agree with the stimulus budubadu
uli ‘much taro’ presented to elicit the CP mmwa.

4. Vili ‘untwisted’ was produced as a response to the stimulus presented
to elicit the CP gili ‘row’. This can be explained by assuming that the
consultant wanted to emphasize the concept expressed by vili in
connection with the eliciting noun vakala ‘belt of spondylus shell discs’;
these belts are indeed in safe keeping; they should not be twisted.

5. Ya “flexible, thin things’ was produced as a response to the stimulus
presented to elicit the expected CP yam/yama/yuma ‘hand’. This may
be explained by assuming that the consultant wanted to emphasize the
flexibility of the hand; however, this is a rather idiosyncratic usage.

If we relate these observations to the individual consultants, we find the
following: With consultants 40 and 48, there was 1 dubious case of CP
production; with consultants 42 and 44, there were 3 dubious cases of CP
production; and with consultant 41, there were 6 dubious cases of CP
production. Thus, some of the consultants showed linguistic insecurity with
respect to the approrpiate usage of some CPs. This linguistic insecurity
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becomes more evident when we look at the cases where individual consultants
produced more than one CP type as a response to the stimulus given. Table
3.2.26 presents the responses documenting such multiple classification; it will
be discussed in more detail in section 3.3.

Table 3.2.27 lists the number of CP types and tokens for demonstrative
pronouns, numerals, adjectives, and interrogative pronouns in the overall
corpus of Kilivila speech data that were produced by adults of the same age
as the consultants in age group 1V in the elicitation test (see also appendix
A). The data in this table depend heavily on the text category in which the
CPs are produced (see appendix B). Consultant IV1/43 produced his CPs in

Table 3.2.26. Responses documenting multiple classification in age
group IV

Cases of

Consultant no. multiple classification Percentt
Females

37 14 78

38 7 16

39 7 21

40 4 9

41 9 19

42 3 8

(Average: 25)

Males

43 3 9

44 3 9

45 22 39

46 6 16

47 7 23

48 3 9

(Average: 18)

TNo. of cases of multiple classification in relation to all CP types produced by the consultant.

Table 3.2.27. Consulfants and CP types and fokens—overall corpus of
Kilivila speech data

Consultant Demonsirative interrogative  No. of
no. (age) pronoun Numerai Adjective pronoun fypes
IV1/43 30 y) 76 24 9 0 10
IV2/45 (30 y) 5 8 6 0 4
V3 (30y) 10 23 4 3 10
V4  (28y) 2 0 0 0 2
IV  (28y) 1 0 0 0 1
Total 94 55 19 3
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connection with fairy tales, myths, magic, songs, nursery rhymes, and a
description of how to carve a tataba-board (which is a sign of honor for
chiefs belonging to the Tabulu-subclan); it was in the fairy tales and myths
that he produced 37 of the 76 CPs produced with demonstratives. Consultant
1V2/45 produced his CPs in connection with a description of how to build
a canoe. Consultant IV3 produced his CP tokens in connection with nursery
rhymes and descriptions of how to weave a basket and a fishtrap, which
accounts for his rather frequent use of numerals. Consultant IV4 produced
his CPs in connection with a description of how to make a lime pot, and
consultant IVS produced his CPs in connection with a brief contribution to
a public speech.

The number of CP types that these 5 men produced ranged from 1 to 10.
Table 3.2.28 presents the types and the tokens realized by all 5 consultants.
There was no peculiar usage of any of these CP types with respect to the noun
they referred to and agreed with. However, the following should be noted:

1. Consultant IV1/43 produced the CP type variant yule ‘bundle of four
things’; he also produced two tokens of the CP type kwe in its meaning
‘clams and shells’ to refer to a white cowrie shell (buna).

Table 3.2.28. CP types and fokens produced by the consultants in the
overall corpus of Kiliviia speech data

Demonstrative Interrogative
Type pronoun Numeral Adjective pronoun Total
gula ‘heap’ 1 0 0 0 1
kai ‘blade’ 0 1 1 0 2
kasa ‘row’ 0 6 0 0 6
kauya ‘creel’ 0 4 0 0 4
ke ‘wood’ 37 8 12 1 58
kwe ‘thing’ 11 5 2 0 18
liku ‘compartment’ 0 4 0 0 4
lipu ‘compartment’ 0 5 0 0 5
na2 ‘animals’ 20 0 0 0 20
pilalpa ‘part’ 9 4 1 0 14
ta ‘basket’ 2 3 0 6
tam ‘sprouting’ 1 0 0 0 1
tolte ‘male’ 13 5 0 0 18
uva ‘span’ 0 2 0 0 2
ya ‘thin’ 7 0 2 10
yule ‘bundle’ 1 0 0 1
yuma ‘measure’ 1 0 0 1
Total 94 55 19 3 171
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2. Consultant I'V3 produced the CPs kauya “fish trap’, lipu ‘compartment
of a creel, tier’, and yuma ‘measure of length, from the fingertips of one
hand to the wrist of the other hand’. These CPs were not produced by
the consultants in the CP elicitation test,

3. Consultant TV1/43 produced a phrase with double classification:

yuletalaga makwena dabunaga
yule-tala-ga ma-kwe-na
bundle of four-one-Emphasis this-shell-this

da-buna-ga

Dual incl.-cowrie-Emphasis

‘indeed one bundle of four of these cowrie shells (belonging to) the two
of us’

He also used a phrase where he repaired his CP choice: makena ... e
... makwena kukwanebu ‘this (wooden) ... eh ... this (thing) story’.

4. Consultant IV2/45 produced the CP ke to refer with a demonstrative to
the loanword riga ‘outrigger’.

5. Consultant IV3 produced a phrase where he repaired his CP choice
twice: ...yavila ... kevila kivaya ... e ... yavila ... (flexible) how many
... (wooden) how many fish traps ... eh (flexible} how many ...

To summarize, the following facts can be noted with respect to the
production of CPs in age group IV:

1. The data gathered by the CP elicitation test show a balanced usage of
CP tokens with adjectives, numerals, and demonstrative pronouns.

2. On average, the differences between male and female consultants with
respect to the production of CP tokens and the variety of CP types
produced are marginal and insignificant.

3. The consultants in this age group did not produce the CPs duya ‘door’,
yegila ‘name’, koya ‘mountain’ (however, they did produce the variant
kwoya!), si ‘bit’, yuva ‘shoal’, and 0 ‘basketful of yams’ that were produced
by the consultants of age group III (see Table 3.2.17). However, the
consultants in age group IV produced the following CPs, which were
not produced by the consultants in age group III: doba, kauya, kila,
kudu ‘band of fibers’, lipu, luva, teru, va, yama, and yuma.

4. The CPs kada, kai, ke, kova, kumla, kwe, kweya, nal, na2, sisi, ta, to/te,
and utu were produced by all consultants; 11 of the 12 consultants
produced the CPs giwi, gudi, iga, kasa, pila, pwanina/pona, suya, and
kubila/kwabila; 10 consultants produced the CPs gum, ka'i, kwoila, and
ya, 9 consultants produced the CPs duli, kabisi, luba, and vili; 8
consultants produced the CPs deli and nutu; 7 consultants produced
the CPs liku, sipu, and gula. With some CPs, gender-specific production
preference can be found in the consultants in age group I'V.
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5. There was only one case where the CP produced did not agree with
the phrase it referred to; however, with all consultants during the
elicitation test we found cases of multiple classification that may
document linguistic insecurity.

3.2.1.5 Age Group V

Table 3.2.29 gives the number of responses (CP tokens) to the eliciting stimuli
presented for demonstrative pronouns, numerals, and adjectives and the
number of CP types produced by each consultant in age group V (36-75
years). The number of responses elicited from the consultants ranged from
192 (consultant 52) to 210 (consultant 59). There was a balanced use of CPs
with adjectives, numerals, and demonstrative pronouns. The consultants of
this age group produced 23.7% of all demonstrative pronouns, 23.1% of all
numerals, and 22.7% of all adjectives elicited from the 60 consultants in the
study.

The male consultants produced only 5 more CP tokens than the female
consultants. The average frequency of CP tokens produced by the female
consultants (demonstrative pronouns = 67.8; numerals =68; adjectives =68)
differs insignificantly from the average frequency of CP tokens produced by
the male consultants (demonstrative pronouns=68.2; numerals=68.3;
adjectives =68.2). Thus, I conclude that there is no significant difference
between male and female consultants with respect to the production of CP
tokens in this age group.

Table 3.2.29. Responses in age group V

Consultant Demonstrative No. of

no. (age) pronoun Numeral Adjective types

Females
49 (56 v) 69 69 69 41
50 (44 y) 68 68 68 32
51 48 y) 69 69 69 41
52 (74 y) 64 64 64 27
53 (58 y) 68 69 69 36
54 (39 y) 69 69 69 37

Total 407 408 408

Males
55 (62 y) 64 65 64 44
56 (37 y) 69 69 69 37
57 (45 y) 69 69 69 38
58 (58 y) 68 68 68 41
59 (75 y) 70 70 70 37
60 (48 y) 69 69 69 42

Total 409 410 409

Total, age group V 816 818 817
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The number of CP types produced by the female consultants ranged from
27 (consultant 52) to 41 (consultants 49 and 51), with an average of 35.7.
The number of CP types produced by the male consultants ranged from 37
(consultants 56 and 59) to 44 (consultants 55), with an average of 39.8.

Table 3.2.30 presents the 72 CP types that were produced by the consultants
of age group V. The CPs deli, gudi, iga, kada, kai, kasa, ke, kova, kumla, kwe,
kweya, nal, na2, ta, to/te, and utu were produced by all consultants. Notu,

Table 3.2.30. CP types and tokens produced by women/men in age
group V

No. of women/men Tokens produced
Type producing CP type by women/men
bubu ‘cut across’ 4/5 11/14
bubwa ‘cut off’ 32 6/4
budalboda ‘group’ 515 21/23
bwa ‘tree’ 12 2/4
deli ‘group’ 6/6 18/18
duli “cluster’ 515 15/15
duya ‘door’ 0/1 0/1
gili ‘row’ 2/1 513
giwi ‘cut’ 415 10/15
guba ‘bundleftaro’ 1/0 3/0
gudi ‘child’ 6/6 18/18
gula ‘heap’ 213 6/7
gum ‘bit’ 3/4 9/12
iga ‘name’ 6/6 18/18
kabisi ‘compartment’ 2/6 6/16
kabulo ‘point’ /0 3/0
kabulu ‘sector’ 2/1 4/3
kada ‘road’ 6/6 36/36
kaduyo ‘entrance’ 1/1 1/3
kai ‘stone blade’ 6/6 18/18
ka'i ‘tooth’ 515 15/15
kala ‘day’ 011 0/3
kapwa ‘parcel’ 32 714
kasa ‘row’ 6/6 18/21
(Mkava ‘MY 0/1 0/1
kavi ‘tool’ 0/1 0/3
ke ‘wood’ 6/6 2191205
kila ‘hands/bananas’ 1/0 1/0
kova ‘fire’ 6/6 17/18
kubila ‘land plot’ 3/6 9/18
kudu ‘fibers’ 0/2 0/6

kudu ‘tooth’ /1 3/3
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Table 3.2.30. (confinued)

No. of women/men Tokens produced
Type producing CP type by women/men
kumla ‘earth oven’ 6/6 18/17
kwe ‘thing’ 6/6 3101262
kweya ‘limb’ 6/6 30/33
kwoilalkwela ‘clay pot’ 3/6 9/6
kwoya ‘mountain’ 1/0 3/0
liku ‘compartment’ 2/5 6/13
lilollola *walk’ 01 072
luva ‘wooden dishes’ 1/1 3/3
luba ‘bundile’ 4/4 11/10
meila ‘song/part’ 0/1 0/3
mmwa ‘conical bundle’ 213 4/8
nal ‘female’ 6/6 18/18
na2 ‘animals’ 6/6 32/36
nigwa ‘hole’ 0/1 0/1
nina ‘song/part’ 0/1 0/3
notu ’kneaded, dot’ 5/6 13/18
nuny ‘corner/garden’ 0/2 0/6
peta ‘basket’ 172 12
pila ‘part’ 5/5 35/33
po’ula ‘grove’ 4/3 12/9
pwaninalpona ‘hole’ 516 15/17
sa ‘nut bunch’ 2/0 6/0
sipu ‘sheaf’ 516 13/18
sisi ‘bough’ 516 26/30
siva ‘time’ 0/1 0/3
suya ‘batch/fish’ 514 15/12
ta ‘basket’ 6/6 17/15
tam ‘sprouting’ 21 14/4
tolte ‘male’ 6/6 18/20
tuta ‘time’ 1/0 1/0
utu ‘scrap’ 6/6 30/28
uva ‘span’ 4/3 10/6
vili “untwisted’ 514 13/11
vosi ‘song’ 1/0 2/0
wela ‘batch/fish’ 1/2 1/6
ya ‘thin, flexible’ 3/6 31/35
yulai “bundle of four things’ 0/1 0/3
yuma ‘hand’ 2/1 6/1
yuva ‘shoal’ 0/1 0/1

0 ‘basketful of yams’ 1/0 1/0
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pwanina/pona, sipu, and sisi were produced by 5 female and all male
consultants; 5 female and 5 male consultants produced the CPs buda/boda,
duli, ka’i, and pila; 4 female and 5 male consultants produced the CPs bubu
and giwi; 5 female and 4 male consultants produced the CPs suya and vili.
All male consultants, but only 3 female consultants produced the CPs kubila,
kwoila, and ya. The CP kabisi was produced by all male, but only 2 female
consultants; 5 male and 2 female consultants produced the CP liku; 4 female
and 4 male consultants produced the CP lubg; 4 female and 3 male consultants
produced the CPs uva and po’ula; 3 female and 4 male consultants produced
the CP gum; 2 female and 3 male consultants produced the CPs gula and
mmwa, 3 female and 2 male consultants produced the CPs kapwa and bubwa.

Some of these findings seem to reflect female and male preferences in
producing certain CPs. This interpretation may be at least partly supported
by the fact that only female consultants produced the CPs sa, guba, kabulo,
kila, kwoya, tuta, vosi, and 0, and that only male consultants produced the
CPs kudu ‘band of fibers’, nunu, duya, kala, (*)kava, kavi, lilo/lola, meila, nigwa,
nina, siva, yulai, yuma, and yuva. It should be noted that my other consultants
told me that there is no CP kava in Kilivila.

Table 3.2.31 presents the CP types ordered according to the number of
tokens produced by all 12 consultants.

Table 3.2.32 presents the results of comparing the expected responses to
the stimuli presented with the actual responses produced by the consultants.
The data presented in this table will be discussed in detail in section 3.3.
However, the following comments can be noted here:

1. Kabulo ‘village sector’ was produced as a response to the stimulus
presented to elicit the expected CP nunu ‘corners of a garden’. This
response can only be explained by assuming that the speaker extended
the meaning of kabulo from ‘village sector’ to ‘sector (in general) and
then used the CP in this extended meaning to respond to the stimulus
phrase nunula bagula ‘corner of a garden’.

2. Consultant 58 produced the formative (*)kava as a response to the noun
presented to elicit the expected CP kwoila ‘clay pot’, however, all my
other consultants told me that there is no CP kawva in Kilivila.

3. Kudu ‘band of fibers’ was produced as a response to the stimuli presented
to elicit the expected CPs bubu ‘block cut across/cut off’ and yuva ‘shoal’.
The CP kudu does not agree with the stimuli presented to elicit these two
CPs; thus, these responses are not acceptable.

4. Luva ‘wooden dishes, tied bundle’ was produced as a response to the
stimulus presented to elicit the expected CP utu ‘scrap, parts (cut
offy. Luva does not agree with the phrase presented to elicit the expected
CP utu; thus, this response is not acceptable.

5. pila ‘part, piece’ was produced as a response to the stimulus presented
to elicit the expected CP oyla ‘string’. This response is rather
idiosyncratic.
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Table 3.2.31. Number of tokens produced for each CP type—age group V

Type Tokens Type Tokens
kwe ‘thing’ 572 ke ‘wood’ 424
kada ‘road’ 72 na2 ‘animals’ 68
pila ‘part’ 68 ya ‘“flexible’ 66
kweya ‘limb’ 63 utu ‘scrap’ 58
sisi ‘bough’ 56 buda ‘group’ 44
kasa ‘row’ 39 tolte ‘male’ 38
deli ‘group’ 36 gudi “child’ 36
iga ‘name’ 36 kai ‘tooth’ 36
nal ‘female’ 36 kova ‘fire’ 35
kumla ‘earth oven’ 35 ta ‘basket’ 32
pwaninalpona ‘hole’ 32 notu ‘kneaded’ 31
sipu ‘sheaf’ 31 duli “cluster’ 30
ka'i ‘tooth’ 30 kubila ‘land plot’ 27
suya ‘batch/fish’ 27 bubu ‘cut across’ 25
giwi ‘cut’ 25 kwoila ‘clay pot’ 25
vili ‘untwisted’ 24 kabisi ‘compartment’ 22
gum ‘bit’ 21 luba ‘bundle’ 21
po’ula ‘grove’ 21 liku ‘compartment’ 19
tam ‘sprouting’ 18 uva ‘span’ 16
gula ‘heap’ 13 mmwa ‘bundle’ 12
kapwa ‘parcel’ 11 bubwa ‘cut off’ 10
gili ‘row’ 8 kabulu ‘sector’ 7
wela ‘batch/fish’ 7 yama ‘hand’ 7
bwa ‘tree’ 6 kudu ‘fibers’ 6
kudu ‘tooth’ 6 luva ‘wooden dishes’ 6
nunu ‘corner/garden’ 6 sa ‘nut bunch’ 6
kaduyo ‘entrance’ 4 guba ‘bundle/taro’ 3
kabulo ‘point’ 3 kavi ‘tool’ 3
kala ‘day’ 3 kwoya ‘mountain’ 3
meila ‘song/part’ 3 nina ‘song/part’ 3
peta ‘basket’ 3 siva ‘time’ 3
yulai ‘bundle of four things’ 3 lilo ‘walk’ 2
vosi ‘song’ 2 duya ‘door’ 2
(Mkava ‘N7 1 kila ‘hands/bananas’ 1
nigwa ‘hole’ 1 tuta ‘time’ 1
yuva ‘shoal’ 1 0 ‘basketful/yams’ 1

Types total: 72 (71); tokens total: 2,451 (2,450)
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Table 3.2.32. CPs produced versus CPs expected—age group V

Produced

Expected

bubu ‘cut across’
bubwa ‘cut off’
budalboda ‘group’
bwa ‘tree’

deli ‘group’

duli “cluster’

duya ‘door’

gili ‘row’

giwi ‘cut’

guba ‘bundleftaro’
gudi ‘child’

gula ‘heap’

gum ‘bit’

iga ‘name’

kabisi ‘compartment’
kabulo ‘point’
kabulu ‘sector’
kada ‘road’
kaduyo ‘entrance’
kai ‘stone blade’
ka’i ‘tooth’

kala ‘day’

kapwa ‘parcel’
kasa ‘row’
(Mkava ‘N7

kavi ‘tool’

ke ‘wood’

kila “hands/bananas’
kova ‘fire’

kubila ‘land plot’
kudu ‘fibers’

kudu ‘tooth’

kumla ‘carth oven’

kwe ‘thing’

bubu “block cut across/cut off”
bubwa ‘parts cut off’, utu ‘scrap’
budalboda ‘group’, yuva ‘shoal’

bwa ‘tree’, utu ‘scrap’, vili ‘untwisted’
deli ‘group’

duli ‘cluster’

duya ‘door’

gili ‘row’

giwi ‘cut’

mmwa ‘conical bundle’

gudi ‘child’

gula ‘heap’

gum ‘bit’

iga ‘name’

kabisi ‘compartment of a foodhouse’
nunyu ‘corner of a garden’

kabulu ‘village sector’

kada ‘road’, duya ‘door’, kaduyo ‘entrance’
kaduyo ‘entrance’, duya ‘door’

kai ‘stone blade’

kudu ‘tooth’

kala ‘day’

kapwa ‘parcel’

kasa ‘row’, meila ‘song/part’

kwoila ‘clay pot’

kavi ‘tool’

ke ‘wood’, bubu ‘cut across’, bubwa ‘cut off’, bukwa ‘fruit
cluster’, bwa ‘tree’, giwi ‘cut’, gum ‘bit’, kabisi ‘compartment
ffoodhouse’, kabulo ‘point’, kabulu ‘village sector’, kila ‘hands
of bananas’, liku ‘compartment of a foodhouse’, /ila ‘bough’,
luva ‘wooden dishes’, meila ‘part of a song’, mmwa ‘conical
bundle’, oyla ‘string’, sa ‘nut bunch’, si ‘bit’, sisi ‘bough’, uru
‘scrap’, uva ‘span’, vili ‘untwisted’, ya ‘flexible, thin’

kila ‘hands of bananas’

kova ‘fire’

kubila ‘land plot’®

kudu ‘bands of fibers’, bubu ‘cut across’, yuva ‘shoal’

kudu ‘tooth’

kumla ‘earth oven’

kwe ‘thing’, bogi ‘night’, bubu ‘cut across’, buda ‘group’, duya
‘door’, gili ‘row’, giwi ‘cut’, gula ‘heap’, gum ‘bit’, kabulu
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Table 3.2.32. (continued)

Produced Expected

‘village sector’, kaduyo ‘entrance’, kala ‘day’, kapwa ‘parcel’,
kova “fire’, kubila ‘land plot’, kudu ‘band of fibres’, kumla
‘earth oven’, kwoila ‘clay pot’, kwoya ‘mountain’, liku
‘compartment of a foodhouse’, lilo ‘walk’, mmwa ‘conical
bundle’, ninag ‘part of a song’, notu ‘kneaded’, dot’, nunu
‘corners of a garden’, pila ‘part’, po’ula ‘grove’, pwanina
‘hole’, sa ‘nut bunch’, sipu ‘sheaf’, siva ‘time’, siwa ‘sea
portions’, vili “antwisted’, vilo ‘place’, yam ‘day’, yulai ‘bundle
of four things’, yuva ‘shoal’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

kweya ‘limb’ kweya ‘limb’, yuma ‘hand’

kwoila ‘clay pot’ kwoila ‘clay pot’

kwoya ‘mountain’ kwoya ‘mountain’

liku ‘compartment’ liku ‘compartment of a foodhouse’

liloflola “walk’ liloflola *walk’

luba ‘bundle’ kapwa ‘parcel, bundle’

luva ‘wooden dishes’ luva ‘wooden dishes’, utu ‘scrap’

meila ‘song/part’ meila ‘part of a song’

mmwa ‘bundle’ mmwa ‘conical bundle’

nal ‘female’ nal ‘female persons’

na2 ‘animals’ na2 ‘animals’, oyla ‘string’, wela ‘batch of fish’

nigwa ‘hole’ pwanina ‘hole’

nina ‘song/part’ nina ‘part of a song’

notu ‘kneaded, dot’ notu ‘kneaded, dot’

nunu ‘corner/garden’ nunu ‘corners of a garden’

peta ‘basket’ ta ‘basket’

pila ‘part’ pila ‘part’, meila ‘part of a song’, oyla ‘string’, nina ‘part of
a song’

po’ula ‘grove’ po’ula ‘grove’, bukwa ‘fruit cluster’, sa ‘nut bunch’

pwaninalpona ‘hole’ pwaninalpona ‘hole’

sa ‘nut bunch’ sa ‘nut bunch’

sipu ‘sheaf’ sipu ‘sheaf’

sisi ‘bough’ sisi ‘bough’, ya ‘flexible, thin’

siva ‘time’ siva ‘time’

suya ‘batch/fish’ wela ‘batch of fish®

ta ‘basket’ ta ‘basket’

tam ‘sprouting (yams)’ gula ‘heap’, uva ‘span’, 0 ‘basketful of yams’

tolte ‘male’ tolte ‘male persons’, yuma ‘hand’

tuta ‘time’ siva ‘time’

utu ‘scrap’ utu ‘scrap’, kabulo ‘village sector’, si ‘bit’, siva ‘time’, vili
‘untwisted’

uva ‘span’ uva ‘span’

vili ‘untwisted’ vili ‘untwisted’, si ‘bit’
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Table 3.2.32. (confinued)

Produced Expected

vosi ‘song’ meila ‘part of a song’

wela ‘batch/fish’ wela ‘batch of fish’, oyla ‘string’

ya ‘flexible, thin’ ya ‘flexible, thin’, bukwa ‘fruit cluster’, duya ‘door’, gili ‘row’,

kaduyo ‘entrance’, lilo ‘walk’, pila ‘part’
yamalyuma ‘hand’ yuma “hand’
yulai ‘bundle of four things’  yulai ‘bundle of four things’
yuva ‘shoal’ yuva ‘shoal’
0 ‘basketful of yams’ 0 ‘basketful of yams’

Relating these observations to the individual consultants, we find the

following: Consultant 49 produced 3 dubious cases of CP production;
consultant 50 produced 1 dubious case; consuitant 58 produced 4 dubious
cases; and consultant 59 produced 3 dubious cases.
Thus, the degree of linguistic insecurity with respect to the appropriate use
of CPs is slightly higher in men than in women in this age group. This
finding becomes even more striking, if we look at the cases where individual
consultants produced more than one CP type as a response to a given
stimulus. Table 3.2.33 presents the responses documenting such multiple
classification. This table will be discussed in detail in section 3.3.

Table 3.2.34 lists the consultants (see appendix A) and the number of CP
types and tokens for demonstrative pronouns, numerals, adjectives, and
interrogative pronouns in the overall corpus of Kilivila speech data that were
produced by adults of the same age as the consultants in age group V in the
elicitation test. The data in this table depend heavily on the text category in
which the CPs were produced:

1. Consultants V1/49 and V2/50 produced their CPs in connection with
descriptions of how to make a grass skirt; consuitant V3/51 produced
her CPs in connection with a public speech and a description of how to
make a grass-skirt.

2. Consultant V4/53 produced her CPs during an interview about a ghost
woman; 10 of the 16 numerals referred to the number of the ghost
woman’s relatives.

3. Consultant V5/55 produced his CPs during a public speech and in
connection with magic formulae; he produced all the adjectives during
the recitation of these formulae (see G. Senft 1985c); consultant V6/56
produced his CPs during a description of how to build a house.

4. Consultant V7/60 produced his CPs during an interview about a canoe
trip to Nabwageta Island where he bought clay pots. His frequent
use of numerals is accounted for by the fact that he referred to the
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Table 3.2.33. Responses documenting multiple classification in age group V

Cases of

Consuitant no. multiple classification Percent!
Females

49 8 20

50 13 41

51 3 7

52 0 0

53 1 3

54 1 3

(Average: 12)

Males

55 10 23

56 3 8

57 3 8

58 16 39

59 3 8

60 4 10

(Average: 16)

TNo. of cases in relation to all CP types produced by the consultant.

Table 3.2.34. Consultants and CP types aond tokens—overall corpus of
speech data

Consultant Demonstrative Interrogative  No. of
no. (age) pronoun Numeral Adjective pronoun types
Females
V1/49 (56 y) 1 0 1 0 2
V2/50 (44 y) 2 2 1 0 4
V3/51 (48 y) 3 1 5 0 4
VA4/53 (58 ) 35 16 6 0 7
V8 (60 y) 2 1 0 0 2
Males
V5155 (62 y) 5 0 14 0 3
V6/56 (37 v) 1 5 3 0 2
V7160 (48 y) 9 20 6 0 6
V9  (57y) 1 0 0 0 1
VIO (39y) 5 4 3 0 4
VIl (63 y) 165 59 68 3 12
V12 (@5y) 4 2 0 0 1
VI3 @3y) 27 13 3 0 5
V14 (©60y) 45 13 18 0 9
VI5 (56y) 72 37 5 0 8
V16 (39y) 79 27 13 2 9
V17 @ly) 68 40 9 0 15
VI8 (65y) 17 6 3 0 3
Total 541 246 158 5
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number of pots he bought and how many pots he intended to give to
his relatives and friends.

5. Consultant V8 produced her CPs in connection with songs, consultant
V9 produced his CPs during a public (‘admonishing’) speech (see G.
Senft 19914}, and consultant V10 produced his CPs in connection with
an admonishing speech, a mythical story, and a prayer.

6. Consultant V11 produced his CPs in connection with a public speech
(see G. Senft 1987d), an admonishing speech (see G. Senft 1991d), a
mythical story, a joke (see G. Senft 1985¢), some magical formulae, and
adescription of how to build a canoe and carve a canoe prow. Narrating
the myth, he produced 71 demonstrative pronouns to refer unequivocally
to the protagonists and important objects; describing the canoe prow,
he was also forced to refer in an unequivocal way; this explains why
he produced so many CPs with demonstrative pronouns.

7. Consultant V12 produced his CPs during an admonishing speech
(see G. Senft 1991d). Consultant V13 also produced his CPs during
an admonishing speech, and during a description of how to make
a sail; both text categories forced him to refer in an unequivocal
way, explaining why he produced so many CPs with demonstrative
pronouns.

8. Consultant 14 produced his CPs during the narration of an important
Trobriand myth; again, the text category required unequivocal
references, explaining the rather frequent production of CPs with
demonstrative pronouns.

9. Consultant V15 produced his CPs during an interview about a
ghost woman (see consultant V4/53) and during a description of how
to weave a fish trap and a basket. He produced 28 of the numerals
and 64 of the demonstrative pronouns during the interview, where he
had to refer to the number of the ghost woman’s relatives and where
his references to persons and objects had to be unequivocal.

10. Consultant V16 produced his CPs during public speeches and during
a description of how to build a house. In the public speeches, he had
to refer to a number of persons and objects and was forced to refer
in an unequivocal way, explaining the rather frequent production of
numerals and demonstrative pronouns.

11. Consultant V17 produced his CPs during a description of how to build
a canoe and how to burn chalk; consultant V18 produced his CPs in
connection with a public speech and during an admonishing speech
(see G. Senft 1991d).

The number of CP types produced by the 18 consultants in this corpus
ranged from 1 (consultants V9 and V12) to 15 (consultant V17). Table 3.2.35
presents the types and tokens produced by these consultants. There was no
peculiar use of any of these CP types with respect to the nouns they referred
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Table 3.2.35. CP types/tokens produced by the consultants in the overall
corpus of Kilivila speech

Demonstrative Interrogative

Type pronoun Numeral  Adjective pronoun Total
bililo ‘trip’ 0 4 0 0

bubwa ‘cut off’ 1 3 0 0 4
buda ‘group’ 4 7 5 0 16
bwa ‘tree’ 0 2 0 0 2
gudi ‘child’ 1 2 1 0 4
gula ‘heap’ 3 0 0 0 3
kabulo ‘sector’ 0 2 0 0 2
kadalkeda ‘road’ 3 1 1 0 5
kai ‘stone blade’ 6 0 0 0 6
kali ‘paddle strike’ 0 1 0 0 1
kasa ‘row’ 0 1 0 0 1
kauya ‘fish trap’ 2 2 0 0 4
ke ‘wood’ 75 25 29 1 130
kova ‘fire’ 4 0 0 0 4
kubila ‘land plot’ 0 0 0

kudu ‘fibers’ 1 2 0 3
kwe ‘thing’ 119 82 57 0 258
kwela “clay pot’ 3 I 0

kweya ‘limb’ 1 0 0

liku ‘compartment 2 0 0 0

nal ‘female’ 91 2 16 0 109
na2 ‘animals’ 25 1 0 0 26
na3 ‘moon’ 1 3 0 0 4
na4 ‘carving/human’ 3 0 0 0 3
pila ‘part’ 13 0 3 0 16
sisi “bough’ 1 0 0 0 1
ta ‘basket’ 0 2 0 0 2
tolte ‘male’ 160 82 37 4 283
uty ‘scrap’ 0 2 0 0 2
uva ‘span’ 0 5 0 5
ya ‘thin’ 21 12 0 38
yeni ‘handful’ 0 1 0 0 1
Total 541 246 158 5 950
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to. However, the following facts should be noted:

1. Consultant V6/56 produced a phrase where he repaired his CP choice:

...ketala.. kwetala youdila kwetala... ... {(wooden)-one... (thing)-one
tool (thing)-one... (=one tool).

2. Consultant V7/60 produced a phrase with double classification:
...magulana kwelima kwetala. .. [infer: kwena]... “.. (heap)-this (thing)-
five (thing)-one. .. [infer: clay pot]...(= this heap of six clay pots).

3. Consultant V11 produced the following two phrases with double
classification: ...budakekita tevasi wala... ‘(group)-small (persons)-four
only...(= a small group of four persons only); ...tetala vivila e
namanabweta minana. .. {(person)-one girl yes (female)-beautiful (female)-
this...(= one girl, she was really beautiful). He also produced the CP
kwe ‘thing’ to refer with a demonstrative pronoun and an adjective to
the foreign word education, to refer with an adjective to the loanword
lekodi ‘record’, to refer with a numeral to the loanword mani "money’,
to refer with a demonstrative pronoun to the loan-word laita light’, and
to refer with an adjective to the loanword mitini ‘meeting’. Moreover, this
consultant produced two tokens of the CP type kwe in its rarely realized
meaning ‘clams and shells’, referring to a triton (tauya). He also produced
two phrases where he repaired his CP choice: .. .manikwena...mna. ..
mayana vatuny ... ‘(thing)-this...ch...(flexible)-this rope’; ...kweta...
budata boda mabudana... ‘(thing)-one...(group)-one group (group)-
this... (= this one group). Finally, consultant V11 also produced the
CP na in its meanings ‘moon, stars, planets’ (=na3) and ‘carvings in
human likeness’ (=na4); here it should be emphasized that Kilagola
produced the noun phrase minana tabuya, thus extending the meaning
‘carving of human likeness’ from the tokwalu-figure on the upper rim
of a canoe board (lagim) to the canoe prow (tabuya) (see also Scoditti
1985).

4. Consultant V13 produced the CP ke to refer with a demonstrative
pronoun to the foreign word dingi "dinghy’. Consultant V14 produced
the CP kali ‘paddle strike’; this CP was not produced by any other
consultant. This consultant also produced 15 tokens of the CP type
kwe in its meaning ’clams and shells’ to refer to the melo aethiopicus
shell kweduya. Consultant V15 produced the CP kwe to refer with a
demonstrative and with numerals to the loanword tepi ‘tape’ and the
foreign word hour. Consultant 16 produced the CP kwe to refer with
demonstratives, numerals, and adjectives to the loanwords ensini
‘engine’, wiki ‘week’, namba ‘number’, simenti ‘cement’, and mani ‘money’;
the CP ke to refer with a demonstrative to the foreign word dingi
‘dinghy’, the CP pila/pa to refer to the loanword paspoti ‘passport’, and
the CP kwela ‘claypot’ to refer with a numeral to the loanword kerosina
‘kerosine’. Moreover, he produced the following phrase where he
repaired his CP choice: ...mtona Nina ... minana Nina mtona Gunter...
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(person)-this Nina ... (female)-this Nina (male)-this Gunter ... (this Nina
and this Gunter).

5. Informant V17 produced the CP yeni ‘a handful of (something)’. This
CP, as well as the CPs kali ‘paddle strike’, kauya “fish trap’, and bililo
‘trip’, were not produced during the CP elicitation test.

Although many of these observations have only anecdotal status, the
database seems to be sufficient to confirm the fact that in actual language
production the choice of CPs is highly dependent on context, especially on
text category.

In summary, the following observations apply to the consultants in age
group V with respect to their production of CPs:

1. The data gathered by the CP ¢licitation test showed a balanced usage
of CP tokens with adjectives, numerals, and demonstrative pronouns.

2. The differences between male and female consultants with respect to the
production of CP tokens are marginal and insignificant; however, on
average, the male consultants produced a broader variety of CP
types than the female consultants did.

3. The CP sam ‘ginger’ in phrases like samtala neya ‘one piece of ginger’ was
also produced in actual discourse; however, it was impossible for me
to trace the production of this CP to an individual consultant.

4. The consultants of this age group did not produce the CPs beku ‘stone
blade’, bogi ‘night’, bwalita ‘sea’, doba ‘skirt’, lipu ‘compartment of a
creel’, megwa ‘magic’, tetu 'yams’, va ‘door’, vakala ‘belt’, vaya/vayo
‘door’, and yam ‘day’, which were produced by the consultants of age
group IV (see Tables 3.2.23 and 3.2.28). However, the consultants of
age group V produced the following CPs, which were not produced by
the consuitants of age group IV: bililo, duya, guba, kabulo, kala, kali,
kavi, meila, na3, na4, nigwa, nina, siva, yeni, yuva, and 0

5. The CPs deli, gudi, iga, kada, kai, kasa, ke, kova, kumla, kwe, kweya, nal,
na2, ta, to/te, and utu were produced by all consultants; 11 of the 12
consultants produced the CPs notu, pwanina/pona, sipu, and sisi; 10
consultants produced the CPs buda/boda, duli, ka’i, and pila, 9
consultants produced the CPs bubu, giwi, suya, kubila, kwoila, vili, and
ya; 8 consultants produced the CPs kabisi and luba; 7 consultants
produced the CPs liku, uva, gum, and po’ula. With some CP types, there
were gender-specific production preferences in the consultants of this
age group.

6. Some of the CPs produced did not agree with the nouns or
noun phrases they referrred to. In addition to these cases of dubious
or not acceptable CP usage, quite a few CPs were used in a way that
showed linguistic insecurity in some of the consultants.
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Table 3.2.36. CP types and tokens produced but not assignoble to
individuals

Demonstrative
Type pronoun Numeral Adjective Total
bubwa ‘cut off’ 0 1 0 1
buda ‘group’ 2 0 0 2
kai ‘stone blade’ 0 0 13 13
kasa ‘row’ 0 2 0 2
ke ‘wood’ 1 7 2 10
kwe ‘thing’ 8 11 6 25
nal ‘female’ 3 1 8 12
na?2 ‘animals’ 1 1 0 2
pila ‘part’ 0 1 0 1
sam ‘ginger’ 0 7 0 7
tolte ‘male’ 3 4 21 28
ya ‘flexible’ 2 3 1 6
0 ‘basketful of yams’ 0 2 0 2
Total 20 40 51 111

7. The database provided by the overall corpus of Kilivila speech data
seems to be sufficient to infer that the choice of CPs in actual language
production is highly context dependent

Table 3.2.36 lists the CP types and tokens that were produced in actual
discourse, but that could not be assigned to individual speakers. These CPs
were produced in the following text categories: interview (background),
nursery rhymes, verses accompanying games, songs, public speeches, and
prayers. The following observations should be noted: The CP sam ‘ginger’
was not produced during the CP elicitation test. We find the CP to/re
produced to refer to a corpse’, the CP kasa “(a) row (of)’ to refer to ‘men’
and ‘girls’, and the CP to to refer to the loanword referi ‘referee’.

3.2.2 Complete Lists of Data Used in the Analyses

So far, I have separately presented and commented on the data produced
by the consultants for each of the five age groups. In this section, I list the CP
types and the tokens produced by all consultants during the elicitation test;
I indicate which consultant produced how many tokens of each CP type.
The CP types are listed in alphabetical order. I then present the CP types
produced by all consultants during the elicitation test, allocating the tokens
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of the respective CP type produced to the CP type or types expected. Finally,
for the sake of completeness, I list the CP types and tokens documented in
my overall corpus of Kilivila speech data.

The twofold data presentation given in sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2, along with
the first interpretations and analyses, serves as an empirically sound and
checkable basis for the later analyses, which will attempt to answer the
questions raised in section 3.1.

3.2.2.1 CP Types/Tokens Produced by All Consultants During the
Elicitation Test

Tables 3.2.37 to 3.2.123 present the CP types and tokens produced by
all consultants during the elicitation test. They indicate which consultant
produced how many tokens of each CP type. In the tables, the following
abbreviations are used: I-V =age groups; con=consultant no.; f="female;
m =male; tok =tokens.

Table 3.2.37. Beku 'stone blade” (2 tokens)

| [} 1]l v \"/
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/1 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 2710 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 1
7/0 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 4410 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/1 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 1
Total all 1 1

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.38. Bogi ‘night’ (12 tokens)

1 Il 1} v \'
con/tok con/tok con/ftok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/1 38/1 50/0
3/0 15/0 2713 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 4 1
7/0 19/0 311 43/0 5510
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 2172 33/0 45/1 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/3 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 4710 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 2 4 1
Total all 2 8 2

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.39. Boma *??7 (1 token)

| Il 1] [\ v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/ftok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/1 3710 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 2710 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 5210
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 1
710 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m
Total all 1

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.40. Bubu/bobu ‘block cut off/cut across” (68 tokens)

| ] [} v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/iok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/3 38/3 50/2
3/0 15/3 2713 39/0 51/3
4/0 16/0 28/3 40/1 5210
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/3 53/3
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/3
Total f 3 9 7 11
710 19/0 31/2 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 3213 44/0 56/3
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/3 57/3
10/0 22/1 34/3 46/3 5872
11/0 23/0 35/3 47/0 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/3 48/0 60/3
Total m 4 14 6 14
Total all 7 23 13 25

conftok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.41. Bubwa ‘parts cut off’ (29 tokens)

| Il H v v
con/tok con/iok con/tok con/tok con/tok

1/0 13/0 25/2 37/0 49/2

2/0 14/0 26/0 38/2 50/1
3/0 15/0 2710 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/2 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/2 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/3

Total f 2 6 6
7/0 19/0 31/3 43/3 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/3
9/0 21/0 33/3 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 4771 59/0
12/1 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/1

Total m 1 6 4 4
Total all 1 8 10 10

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.42, Buda/boda/budu ‘group, team, crowd’ (156 tokens)

1 1 ]| v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/ftok con/iok
1/0 13/0 251 37/0 49/3
2/0 14/1 26/2 38/4 50/6
3/0 15/6 2716 39/0 51/6
4/0 16/1 28/4 40/6 52/0
510 1713 29/6 41/6 53/3
6/0 18/1 30/6 42/0 5413
Total f 12 25 16 21
7/0 19/0 31/6 43/6 552
8/0 20/0 32/6 44/0 56/6
9/0 2172 33/0 45/7 5716
10/6 2212 34/6 46/3 58/0
112 23/1 35/6 47/0 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/3 48/0 60/6
Total m 8 8 27 16 23
Total all 8 20 52 32 44
conftok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.43. Bukwa *fruit cluster’” (3 tokens)
| i 1]l v \"
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 2710 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total
7/0 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 5710
10/3 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 3
Total all 3

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.44. Bwa ‘tree, wood’ (61 tokens)

l i [} v Y
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/iok con/tok
1/0 13/5 2512 37/0 49/2
2/0 14/0 26/2 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/5 272 39/1 51/0
4/9 16/0 28/1 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/4 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 9 14 7 1 2
710 19/6 31/0 43/0 5510
8/0 20/5 32/0 44/3 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 57/0
10/1 22/1 34/3 46/1 58/3
11/0 23/0 352 4712 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/1
Total m 1 12 5 6 4
Total all 10 26 12 7 6

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.45. Bwalita ‘sea’ (6 tokens)

| i n v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/3 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/1 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 5210
5/0 17/0 29"0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total 1 3
710 19/0 31/0 43/0 5510
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/1 45/1 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 2410 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 1 1
Total all 2 4

con/tok = consultant/token; { = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.46. Deli ‘group on the move’ (93 tokens)

i |] ]| v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/3 37/0 49/3
2/0 14/0 26/3 38/3 50/3
3/0 15/0 2713 39/0 51/3
4/0 16/0 28/1 40/3 5213
5/0 17/0 29/3 41/3 53/3
6/0 18/1 30/3 42/3 5413
Total f 1 16 12 18
710 19/0 31/3 43/3 55/3
8/0 20/0 32/3 44/0 56/3
9/0 21/0 33/2 45/3 57/3
10/0 22/0 34/3 46/3 58/3
11/0 23/0 35/3 4772 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/0 48/0 60/3
Total m 3 14 11 18
Total all 4 30 23 36

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.47. Doba ‘(grass) skirt’ (1 token)

| Il 1 v \")
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/0 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 5410
Total f
7/0 19/0 310 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 4410 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/1 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 4710 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 1
Total all 1

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.48. Duli ‘cluster, bundle’ (108 tokens)
1 it m v Vv
con/iok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/3 3710 49/3
2/0 14/0 26/3 38/3 50/3
3/0 15/3 2713 39/0 51/3
4/0 16/0 28/3 40/3 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/3 41/3 5313
6/0 18/0 30/3 42/3 54/3
Total f 3 18 12 15
710 19/3 31/3 43/3 55/0
8/0 20/3 32/0 44/0 56/3
9/0 21/0 33/3 45/3 57/3
10/3 22/3 34/3 46/3 58/3
11/0 23/0 35/3 47/3 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/3 48/3 60/3
Total m 3 12 15 15 15
Total all 3 15 33 27 30
con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.49. Duya *door, enfrance’ (4 tokens)
| ] [} v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/0 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total
7/0 19/0 31/3 43/0 55/1
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 5710
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 3 1
Total all 3 1

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.50. Gili ‘row’ (12 tokens)

1 ] ]} v \'
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 3710 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 5072
3/0 15/0 2710 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/3
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 5
7/0 19/0 31/3 43/0 55/3
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/1 5710
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 3 1 3
Total all 3 1 8
con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.51. Giwi ‘cut’ (106 fokens)
1 [} 1 v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/fok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/1 26/3 38/3 50/1
3/0 15/3 2713 39/1 51/3
4/0 16/0 28/3 40/3 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/3 41/3 53/3
6/0 18/0 30/3 4213 54/3
Total 4 15 13 10
710 19/3 3173 43/3 55/0
8/0 20/3 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/1 33/3 45/3 57/3
10/0 22/3 34/3 46/3 58/3
11/0 23/0 35/3 47/3 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/3 48/3 60/3
Total m 13 18 18 15
Total all 17 33 31 25

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.52. Guba ‘bundle of taro” (3 tokens)

! 1} 1} v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/iok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/0 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 5213
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 3
710 19/0 31/0 43/0 5510
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m
Total all 3

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.53. Gudi ‘child” (142 tokens)

| ] 1 v Vv
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/3 2513 37/0 49/3
2/0 14/0 26/3 38/3 50/3
3/0 15/3 2713 39/3 51/3
4/0 16/3 28/3 40/3 5213
51 17/3 29/3 41/3 53/3
6/0 18/3 30/3 42/3 54/3
Total f 1 15 18 15 18
m 1973 31/3 43/3 55/3
8/0 20/3 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/3 45/3 57/3
10/3 22/3 34/3 46/3 58/3
1171 23/0 35/3 47/3 59/3
12/1 24/3 36/3 48/3 60/3
Total m 6 15 18 18 18
Total all 7 30 36 33 36

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.54. Gula "heap, group’ (56 tokens)

1 ] m v A
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/0 39/3 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/3 52/3
5/0 17/5 29/3 41/3 53/3
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 5 3 9 6
7/0 19/3 317 43/3 55/1
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/3 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/1 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/1 46/3 58/3
11/0 23/0 35/3 4712 59/3
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 3 12 11 7
Total all 8 15 20 13
con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.55. Gum ‘bit, small piece’ (88 tokens)
I i ]} v Y
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 2510 3710 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/3 38/3 50/0
3/0 15/0 2713 39/3 51/3
4/0 16/1 28/3 40/3 52/0
5/0 1712 29/0 41/3 53/3
6/0 18/0 30/3 42/3 54/3
Total f 3 12 15 9
7/0 19/1 31/3 43/3 55/0
8/0 20/1 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/0 33/3 45/3 5713
10/0 22/1 34/3 46/3 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/3 471 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/3 48/0 60/3
Total m 6 18 13 12
Total all 9 30 28 21

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.56. Iga ‘'name’ (142 tokens)
| 1l it v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/3 25/3 37/0 49/3
2/0 14/1 26/2 38/3 50/3
3/0 1513 2710 39/3 5113
4/3 16/3 28/3 40/3 52/3
5/0 17/3 29/3 41/3 53/3
6/1 18/3 30/3 42/3 5413
Total f 4 16 14 15 18
710 19/3 3173 43/3 55713
8/0 20/3 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/3 45/3 5713
10/3 2213 34/3 46/3 58/3
11/3 23/3 35/1 47/3 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/2 48/3 60/3
Total m 6 18 15 18 18
Total all 10 34 29 33 36
con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.57. ki *??7?° (1 token)
1 1} ] v v
con/tok con/fok con/tok con/tok con/ftok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/1 27/0 39/0 510
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 5210
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 1
710 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 4710 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m
Total all 1

con/tok = consultant/token; [ = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.58. Kabisi ‘compartment of a foodhouse’ (78 tokens)

| ] m v Y
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/3 2513 37/0 49/3
2/0 14/0 26/1 38/3 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/3 39/3 51/3
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/3 52/0
5/0 1711 29/3 41/3 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/2 42/3 54/0
Total f 4 12 15 6
7/0 19/3 312 43/0 55/3
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/1 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/3 45/1 5713
10/0 2210 34/3 46/3 58/3
11/0 23/0 35/3 4710 59/3
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/3 60/1
Total m 6 11 8 16
Total all 10 23 23 22
con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.59. Kabulo! ‘protuberances, point’ (3 fokens)
| ] [} v Vv
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/3
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 2710 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 3
7/0 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m
Total all 3

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.60. Kabulo2/kabulu “village sector’ (21 tokens)

| Il m v \'
con/tok con/tok con/iok con/iok con/tok

1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/1
2/0 14/0 26/1 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 2713 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/3 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/3
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0

Total 7 4
7/0 19/0 312 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 4410 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/1 5710
10/0 22/0 34/1 46/1 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 39/0
12/0 24/2 36/0 48/0 60/3

Total m 2 3 2 3
Total all 2 10 2 7

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.61. Kada/keda ‘road, track’ (341 tokens)

| Il 1l v \)
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/iok con/tok
1/0 13/5 25/6 37/8 49/3
2/0 14/8 26/8 38/3 50/6
3/0 15/6 2713 39/6 51/6
4/0 16/3 28/9 40/9 52/6
510 1773 29/9 41/5 53/6
6/5 18/7 30/9 42/6 54/9
Total f 5 32 44 37 36
710 19/9 31/6 43/9 5517
8/0 20/3 32/12 44/9 56/3
9/0 2159 33/7 45/5 5716
10/3 22/9 34/6 46/9 58/8
11/0 23/10 35/9 47/3 59/3
12/9 24/9 36/9 48/6 60/9
Total m 12 49 49 41 36
Total all 17 81 93 78 72

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.62. Kaduyo/kaduya *door, entrance’ (15 tokens)

1 it 1] v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/1 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/1
3/0 15/0 2716 39/0 51/0
4/1 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
510 17/0 29/0 41/1 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 1 1 6 1 1
710 19/0 31/0 43/0 5510
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 332 45/0 5713
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 2 3
Total alt 1 1 8 1 4
conftok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.63. Kai ‘stone blade’ (136 tokens)
| I 1]l v \"
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/iok
1/0 13/0 25/3 3713 49/3
2/0 14/1 26/2 38/3 50/3
3/0 15/3 2713 39/3 51/3
4/0 16/0 28/3 40/3 5213
50 17/3 29/3 41/3 53/3
6/0 18/3 30/3 42/3 54/3
Total 10 17 18 18
7/0 19/3 31/3 43/3 553
8/0 20/3 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/3 45/2 5713
10/3 2213 34/3 46/3 58/3
11/0 23/2 35/3 47/3 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/3 48/3 60/3
Total m 3 17 18 17 18
Total all 3 27 35 35 36

con/tok == consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.64. Ka'i ‘tooth’ (127 tokens)

| [} [ [\ v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/3 3712 49/3
2/0 14/0 26/3 38/2 50/3
3/0 1510 2713 39/3 51/3
4/2 16/3 28/3 40/0 52/0
5/3 1773 29/0 4112 53/3
6/3 18/3 30/2 42/3 54/3
Total 8 9 14 12 15
7/0 19/3 31/3 43/3 55/3
8/0 20/3 32/3 4410 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/3 45/3 5713
10/3 22/3 34/2 46/3 58/3
1172 23/6 35/3 47/3 59/0
12/0 24/3 36/0 48/2 60/3
Total m 5 21 14 14 15
Total all 13 30 28 26 30
con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.65. Kala ‘day’ (3 tokens)
I ] m v v
con/tok con/tok con/iok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/0 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f
710 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/3
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 5710
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 4710 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 3
Total all 3

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.66. Kapwa/kapo ‘bundle/parcel wrapped up’ (46 tokens)

f i 1] v \'
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/3 25/3 3710 49/1
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/3
3/0 15/3 2710 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/1 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/3 30/2 42/3 54/3
Total 9 6 3 7
7/0 19/3 31/0 43/0 5513
8/0 20/3 32/0 4410 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 5710
1072 22/3 34/0 46/0 58/1
1173 23/0 35/0 47/3 59/0
12/0 2410 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 5 9 3 4
Total all 5 18 6 6 11

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.67. Kasa ‘row, line’ (165 tokens)

| L} 1] v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok

1/0 13/0 25/3 37/0 49/3

2/0 14/0 26/3 38/3 50/3

3/0 15/3 2714 39/4 51/3

4/0 16/0 28/5 40/3 5213

5/0 17/3 29/10 41/3 53/3

6/3 18/3 3073 42/3 54/3

Total f 3 9 28 16 18
710 19/4 31/3 43/3 55/3

8/0 20/3 32/3 44/3 56/3

9/0 21/3 33/3 45/3 5713

10/2 22/3 34/3 46/6 58/3

11/3 23/10 35/3 47/3 59/6

12/3 24/0 36/3 48/3 60/2

Total m 8 23 18 21 21
Total all 11 32 46 37 39

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.68. Kava *?77?" (1 token)

| ] mn v v
con/iok con/tok con/tok con/itok con/tok
170 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/0 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total
7/0 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 5710
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/1
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 1
Total all 1

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.69. Kavi ‘tool’ (3 tokens)

1 i i v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 27/0 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total
7/0 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/3
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 3
Total all 3

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.70. Ke ‘wood’ (‘long objects, inanimates, fire”) (1,919 tokens)

| 1 ]l v \Y
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/3 13/34 25/36 37147 49/33
2/0 14/31 26/28 38/27 50/40
3/0 15/35 27/28 39/28 51129
4/23 16/44 28/35 40/30 52/48
5126 17/38 29/43 41/32 53/39
6/33 18/50 30/32 42/41 54/30
Total £ 85 232 202 205 219
713 19/37 31/22 43/33 55137
8/3 20/40 32/39 44/35 56/33
9/0 21/49 33733 45/33 57135
10/31 22/39 34/25 46/36 58/34
11/36 23/54 35122 47/38 59/36
12/46 24/48 36/37 48/32 60/30
Total m 119 267 178 207 205
Total all 204 499 380 412 424

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.71. Kila ‘clusters/hands of bananas’ (7 tokens)

1 ] n v Y
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/1
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/2 2710 39/3 51/0
4/0 16/0 2810 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/1 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/0 54/0
Total f 2 4 1
7/0 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m
Total all 2 4 1

conftok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.72. Kova ‘fire’ (159 tokens)

| Il mn v \'
con/tok con/iok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/3 25/3 3712 49/3
2/0 14/3 26/3 38/3 50/2
3/0 15/3 2713 39/3 51/3
4/3 16/3 28/3 40/3 5213
5/3 17/3 29/3 41/3 53/3
6/3 18/3 30/3 42/3 54/3
Total £ 9 18 18 17 17
710 19/3 31/3 43/3 55/3
8/0 20/3 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/3 45/3 5713
10/3 22/3 34/3 46/3 58/3
11/2 23/3 35/3 47/3 59/3
12/3 24/3 36/3 48/3 60/3
Total m 8 18 18 18 18
Total all 17 36 36 35 35
con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.73. Kubila/kwabila ‘land plot’ (94 tokens)
| ] n v \'
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/3 3N 49/3
2/0 14/0 2612 38/3 50/0
3/0 15/0 2713 39/3 51/3
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/3 52/3
5/0 17/3 29/0 41/3 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/1 42/3 54/0
Total £ 3 9 16 9
7/0 19/3 312 ) 43/3 55/3
8/0 20/0 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/3 45/2 5713
10/0 22/0 34/3 46/2 58/3
11/0 23/0 35/3 47/0 59/3
12/0 24/3 36/3 48/3 60/3
Total m 9 17 13 18
Total all 12 26 29 27

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.74. Kudu! ‘band of fibres’ (9 tokens)

| )] H v \"
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/0 2710 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/0 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/3 54/0
Total f 3
710 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/3
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/0 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 5710
10/0 22/0 34/0 46/0 58/3
11/0 23/0 35/0 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 6
Total all 3 6

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.75. KuduZ2 *tooth’ (26 tokens)

| ] 1] v \%
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/1 50/0
3/0 15/3 27/0 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/0 40/3 52/3
5/0 17/0 29/3 41/1 53/0
6/0 18/0 30/1 42/0 54/0
Total f 3 4 5 3
710 19/0 31/0 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 32/0 44/3 56/0
9/0 21/0 33/0 45/0 57/0
10/0 22/0 34/1 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 35/0 4710 59/3
12/0 24/0 36/3 48/1 60/0
Total m 4 4 3
Total all 3 8 9 6

con/tok = consultant/token; { = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.76. Kumla ‘earth oven’ (162 tokens)

| Il m v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/iok
171 13/3 25/3 37/3 49/3
2/0 14/3 26/3 38/3 50/3
3/0 15/3 27/3 39/3 51/3
4/3 16/3 28/3 40/3 5213
5/3 17/3 29/3 41/3 53/3
6/3 18/3 30/3 42/3 54/3
Total f 10 18 18 18 18
710 19/3 31/3 43/3 552
8/0 20/3 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/3 45/3 5713
10/3 22/3 34/3 46/3 58/3
11/3 23/3 35/3 47/3 59/3
12/3 24/3 36/3 48/3 60/3
Total m 9 18 18 18 17
Total all 19 36 36 36 35
con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
Table 3.2.77. Kwe ‘thing, inanimates’ (2,877 tokens)
| Il I1H v \'
con/iok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
/1 13/107 25165 37/101 49/44
2/0 14/52 26/58 38/34 50/71
3/0 15/48 27127 39/69 51/35
4/39 16/80 28/41 40/40 52/54
5/51 17/62 29/55 41/39 53/55
6/43 18/89 30/46 42/39 54/51
Total f 134 438 292 322 310
713 19/59 31/36 43/42 55/33
8/3 20/74 32/27 44/57 56/40
9/0 21/49 33/62 45/30 57/45
10/51 22/74 34/46 46/54 58/47
11/55 23/64 35/34 47/72 59/55
12/59 24/46 36/56 48/66 60/42
Total m 171 366 261 321 262
Total all 305 804 553 643 572

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.78. Kweya/kwaya/keya ‘(severed) limb’ (215 tokens)

| i 1] v \'
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/0 25/3 37/6 49/6
2/0 14/0 26/3 38/6 50/6
3/0 15/0 2716 39/6 51/3
4/0 16/3 28/6 40/3 52/6
5/0 17/3 29/3 41/6 53/3
6/0 18/3 30/3 42/6 54/6
Total f 9 24 33 30
7/0 1911 31/6 43/6 5513
8/0 20/3 32/6 44/6 56/6
9/0 21/3 33/6 45/6 5716
10/3 22/3 34/6 46/6 58/6
11/0 23/1 35/6 4716 59/6
12/0 24/0 36/6 48/6 60/6
Total m 3 11 36 36 33
Total all 3 20 60 69 63

con/tok = consultant/token; = female; m = male.

Table 3.2.79. Kwoila/kwela *clay pot’ (96 tokens)

| 1l 1] v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
1/0 13/3 25/0 37/3 49/3
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/3
3/0 15/3 2710 39/1 51/0
4/0 16/3 28/3 40/3 52/0
5/0 1713 29/0 41/3 53/0
6/0 18/3 30/0 42/3 54/3
Total 15 3 13 9
710 19/3 3172 43/3 55/3
8/0 20/2 32/3 44/3 56/3
9/0 21/3 33/0 45/3 5713
10/2 22/3 34/0 46/0 5872
11/0 23/0 35/3 47/1 5972
12/3 24/0 36/3 48/3 60/3
Total m 5 11 11 13 16
Total all 5 26 14 26 25

con/tok = consultant/token; f = female; m = male.
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Table 3.2.80. Kwoya/koya ‘'mountain, hill” (26 tokens)

| Il [} v v
con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok con/tok
11 13/0 25/0 37/0 49/0
2/0 14/0 26/0 38/0 50/0
3/0 15/1 2713 39/0 51/0
4/0 16/0 28/1 40/0 52/0
5/0 17/0 29/0 41/3 53/3
6/0 18/0 30/0 42/3 54/0
Total f 1 1 4 6 3
7/0 19/0 3172 43/0 55/0
8/0 20/0 3212 44/0 56/0
9/0 2173 33/0 45/1 57/0
10/0 22/0 3472 46/0 58/0
11/0 23/0 351 47/0 59/0
12/0 24/0 36/0 48/0 60/0
Total m 3 7 1
Total all 1 4 11 7 3

conftok