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The speakers of the Una language live in
the castern highlands of Irian Jaya south of
the central range. Una is a member of the
Mek languages (formerly called Goliath
languages). The western neighbours of the
Mek people are the Dani, the eastern
neighbours are the Ok people. The Mek
language family was established by Brom-
ley (1973). Wurm (1982:187), *‘in view of
the apparent absence of classificatory verbs
in the languages, and the only rudimentary
development of sentence medial verb forms
in them,’* decided only *‘to give the family
provisionally the status of a subphylum®
within the Trans-New Guinea Phylum
languages. Louwerse (p. 5) assigns the
status of a family to the Mek languages
without discussing Wurm’s findings.

The Mek languages themselves form a
family of closely related members, the
percentage of shared cognates never falling
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below 60%. Indeed, Eipo, spoken im-
mediately north of the Una area, and Yale
(Kosarek), the westernmost Mek language -
both languages studicd by the present
reviewer - still share with the Una language
more than 90%, resp. 75% of the basic
vocabulary. Louwerse (p. 5) lists 17 Mck
languages (or dialects?). His grouping of
the Mek family suggests diversity, where
close relationships prevail. On the one
hand, according to the criterion of mutual
understanding, Eipo, Una, Tanime, and
Bime just form one area with four dialects,
though Louwerse puts them into threc
groups; on the other hand, according to
criteria from verbal morphology and dif-
ferent sets of connectives, Una, Eipo as
well as all the eastern dialects (Tanime,
Bime, Okbab) come close to being dif-
ferent languages. A discussion of the data
sources and of the phenomenon of dialect-
chaining would have been helpful (cf.
Heeschen 1978).

The Una grammar is a most valuable
contribution to our knowledge of the Mek
languages. It is the first full scale grammar
of one of these languages. Previous works
on the grammar of other languages or
dialects either were not published (e.g.
Rule, Rule, & Cutting 1972) or appeared as
sketches or first statements (Heeschen 1978
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and 1985, Sims 1986, Sims & Jones 1986).

Chapter 1 “*Intraduction™ (p. 1-13) offers maps
and comments on scgmental phonemes, pitch-accent,
and some ml)q)hophoncmic rules. Furthermore, the
aathor explains his theoretical background: he fol-
lows onc of the later versions of tagmemic theory.
However, the grammar **is not an exposition of any
tagmemic  theory..., but rather a  description of
language data with comments on some theoretical
issucs'” (p. 6), its main purpose being to present data
*for purcly descriptive and typological purposes’
(p- 6). Chapter 2 **The morphology of the verb®™ (p.
15-63) is the most extensive. It fills 42 pages with
paradigms, examples, and comments on the use of
dilferent verbal morphemes; p. 59-68 summarize
*Una verb inflection.” The next chapters illustrate
wordelsses, pbrase structure, clausal syntax and
sentence structure. Chapters 7 and 8 (**Paragraph
structure”™ and **Expository discourse,” p.122-165)
try to justify the title: morphosyntax in relation to
discourse structure. He analyzes just onc text and
correlates clauses and sentences of this text with
known units of discourse like opening, body,
closure, condition, result, and reason ctc. One half of
this scction is filled with rather schematic charts.
Appendices A and B (p.165-198) bring the **Thur-
man-Grimes-chart™ of the text and the free transla-
tion of **The story of the helicopter.’* The bibliogra-
phy (p. 203-211) lists numerous manuscripts of the
author up to 1988, but, otherwise, it scems to stop
around 1980. Heeschen (1982 and 1985), Heeschen
& Schicfenhdvel (1983), Sims (1986), and Sims and
Jones (1986) are not included in the list.

There are numcrous statements on Una grammar
which are contradicted by the present reviewer’s own
findings. | will restrict mysclf to comments on some,

in my opinion, crroneous interpretations concerning
the translation of the text, somc single mistakes, and
the interrelationship of verbal morphology and
connectives.

1. The reader cannot always rely on the correctness
of the word-for-word-translation and on that of the
free translation. On page 168 we read:

Eyliykobter asyy, nunci oSy any
helicopter  NOM we-ERG her-DAT

*Aobor Ner'' erimowbwa.
**Kobor wife** we-called

The free translation runs like this (p. 195): *We used
to call the helicopter the Wite of Kobor®. Louwerse
(p-107-114) presents Una as a language with a Latin
like case system. One of the suffixes of the “ergative’
case is ~4 However, the author says nowhere that
the indication of an ergative case is not obligatory
and that case-marking procceds rather pragmatically.
In the same text we find cxamples in which the
crgative is not marked (cf. ¢.g. sentence 16, p. 170,
and sentence 160, p. 189). Thus -7 in sunci has
more the nature of a particle stressing contrast (‘we
in contrast to you white people’). Why should the
nominative (undergoer?) be marked, if there is an
crgative? Because asiy is not at all the suffix for the
nominative case, as Louwerse claims (p.110), but it
is a thematizing device: *with regard to the helicop-
ter’, cf. page 187:

e asy mvlivbmarindo © chmay

ghosts NOM do-you-help they-said

The free translation (p. 197): ‘They said, “Arc you
(really) helping the ghosts?™” " This ‘nominative’ is
again the theme, In the fint example a7z is another
thematizing device, which immediately precedes the

rheme, Louwerse never translates it and does not



mention 242 in the grammar proper (ef. sentences 19
and 20, p. 170). Futthermore “dative’ casc-marking
is not obligatory (cf. p. 109 and the sccond
example), and ersiv-could well consist of er*he, she,
it" and w7 ‘name’. Thus the first example could be
translated: ‘But we, with regard to the helicopter,
with regard to her name: “Kobor's wife,” we called
her.' This discussion shows that Louwcrse sticks too
much 10 the received idea of a casc system (the
sentence introducing interjection s *hey’ is taken to
mark the ‘vocative’ case, cf. p. 107 and 89) and he
docs not recognize that casc pragmatics, a one-
NP-constraint-per-clause and the theme-rheme-struc-
turc override casc marking.

The narrator quotes direct speech of the Una
people by using the following formula.

sun o ebuay
they like they-said

Louwcrse translates: ‘They said thus or this’.
However, a0 is constructed with sum, sun aro, “the
likes of them’, ‘thus’ would be cxpressed by a
serialized verb meaning ‘thus doing®. The narrator,
apparently alrcady baptized, sets himscelf apart from
the old people, who still believe in ghosts, One time,
having uscd this formula, he says (sentence 126, p.
185):

Nuranr Kum,
my-talk not

The Mck people carefully name the panticipants of an
event, and especially in fairy-tales they introduce
them by such formulas (cf. Heeschen 1990:334-6).
This in itsclf is a minor point, but it shows that
grammar and discourse analysis cannot be based
mainly on one’s own *‘constant usc of the Central
Ey river dialect’” (p. v) and on just one text. [ do not
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detect any trace of what Louwemse clims in the
preface (p. v): “The narrower base for the study is a
collection of transcribed texis, including folk tales,
myths, exposition of local cultural activities and

narratives...””

2. Map 2 crroncously places Omban and Okbab
outside the Mck language arca, the Languages spoken
there are clearly Mcek languages (cf. e.g. Heeschen
1978, Sims 1986).

Verb stems end in -4~ or -A-. If these consonants
change into -7-, the verbs mark **an action covering
a short period of time. The verbs of motion always
are monientancous and therefore already have a verb
root final -2 (p.28, cf. p.20). All my cxamples with
-n- indicate an action which is repeatedly done or
which affects a plurality of objects. [ do not think
that par- ‘to come” and Hm- “to go® indicate a
nmomentancous action.

There are no cleiar “causative voice suffixes’ (p.
23-4) in the Mek Linguages. The suffix  -dobh-
indicates that onc docs something only for onc’s own
sake or in onc own's interest (cf. sentence 114, p.
183). The sufix -&h- indicates that something is not
done carcfully or completely.

The “aptative aspect suffix” (optative?) -#~ (p. 27)
is always constructed with a proper sct of tense-
person-number suffixes, which 1 cannot find in
Louwerse's paradigms. The forms arc not only
*‘homophonous’ with the *made | suffixes’ p. 33),
but identical. These forms constitute the contrafactual
(cf. p.155: The Una sentence should not be
translated: *When 1 say I don’t know that fellow,
then [ am a liar®, but: *If T said I did not know that
fellow, 1 would be a liar®).

The 'near past tense continuous aspect’ (p.42, e.g.
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bukabuctok 1 was siting a while ago') and the
“exclusive aspect” (p. 57, e.g. paaniy-tok ‘only they
cume’) are identical. The suffix -4 is a relativizing
particle referring to the pronominal subject and
adding  the inc.'ming of exclusiveness. A second
clause should follow or should be implicd by the
speech situation, e.g. bukabne-tok yinman *(only)
me, who has sat down, am eating’. This example
illustrates that the non-final suftix -24- (or am?) does
not indicite “continous aspect’, but it indicates an
action which stants prior to the moment of speaking
or to the time another action starts. It overlaps
temporally  with this second action or has some
causal relationship with it.

3. At the beginning of his grammar Louwerse says
(p. 15) that onc of the most characteristic features of
Papuan  Lguages *'is also truc for Una: the
oceurence of a clause containing an  independent
sentence-finil verb preceded by one or more clauses
containing dependent sentence medial verbs macked
to indicate switch reference... This phenomenon of
Sringing together clauses was labelled *chaining®..."*
At the end he writes (p. 156): “Participant oricntation
in Una usually does not cause any problems due to
the fact that the agent obligatorily is encoded not
only in the verb, but also optionally, but frequently,
in the form of a personal pronoun, proper noun or

v

descriptive noun or noun phrase.” The second
statement implics that switch reference plays no role
in Una and that clauses are linked together more by
vonnectives, verb scrialization, and the consccution
of tenses than by sentence medial verbs. The
discrepancy can be explained by three inadequacies
in Louwerse® descriptive analysis,

a) The structures consisting of a finite verb plus a
connective are treated as *dependent aspect sufixes’,

c.g the conncctive -H0& which is a means of
contrasting two utterances and which only implics
switch reference, is treated as a ‘simulfactive aspect
suffix’ (p. 49) in sentences like dwhkuim-bok, or
yamar ‘we two have sat down, however, you are
eating’. Louwerse translates *he eats while we two
sit’ not taking into account the presence and absence
of the -mz- suffix. The example should be: Hud-
manim-bok, er yinmar ‘we two are sitting, but he
(alonc) is eating’, where simultancous actions con-
trast and are likely to be done by two (scts of) of
agents. Analogous critical remarks apply to the other
dependent aspect suffixes. Louwerse simply neglects
the category of connectives. Thus two important
connectives, which the reader can find in the text, are
nol treated in the grammar: 227 and -&z The first
connective is postponed to non-final clauses, the
sentence-tinal verb is placed before the background
of the clause(s) ending with an7 (cf. sentences § and
22, p. 168 and 171). The other connective has about
the same meaning as -dok (¢f. sentence 166, p. 177).

b) True sentence medial verb forms characterized
by a proper sét of tense-person-number-suffixes are
not anmalyzed as such and are hidden in the
‘dependent anticipatory aspect suffix’ (p. 50) as well
as in the “causal mode suffix® (p. 55, cf. Heeschen
1985: 40); the verbal forms are the same, only the
connectives are different. The suffix -5 characterizes
the *avolitional mode® (p. 54), but it is nothing clse
than the postposition -24 -pe @7 ‘to, at’. This
morpheme is one of the few means of word
formation (cf. chapter 3.4 “Adjectives,” p. 79-80:
malys *bad’, maha ‘non-cdible’, properly speaking,
*that which is bad or non-edible®). The derived forms
are either nominalized finite verbs or are subordina-
ted to a performative verb,



¢) The means of linking together clauses, which
have the same subject (*verb serialization®), are either
described at different and even unexpected places or
completely neglected (“continuous tense sufffix”, p.
20, “impersonal voice suffix®, p. 21, *infinite verbal
clause’, p. 119). One of these means shows up in an
cxample, which happens to be found in the chapter
on cases (p. L1} ... ynghkivryngde Kuramowbwa,
‘scarching we were”. The very important structures
consisting of scries of infinitives or secries of
participle-like forms plus a clause-final finite verb
arc not systematically described in  Louwerse's
grammar.

These critical remarks do not restrict the
value of the pure data Louwerse presents.
On the whole, the analysis establishing too
many ‘mode’ and ‘aspect’ suffixes and a
rigid case-marking system, and the descrip-
tion of elicited clauses with more than one
NP should be replaced by a better treatment
of connectives, of clause-chaining, of case
pragmatics, of the theme-rheme-structure,
and of the consecution of tenses. The gap
between a first statement and theoretical
claims has to be filled by an analysis of
genuine utterances and native speech
genres,
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This volume contains eleven papers pre-
sented to George Milner, with a biographi-
cal note by Ratu Sir Kamisese Mara and a
bibliography of Milner's work compiled by
Helen Cordell. As befits their honoree, the
papers are largely concerned with languages
of eastern Oceania, but there is much here
for readers of this journal whose interests
are centred in related languages spoken
further west.

All the papers except Jeff Siegel’s (on
Fiji Pidgin Hindustani) are concerned with
Oceanic

languages belonging to the

language family. This is a subgroup of the

Austronesian family and includes all Aus-
tronesian languages spoken east of a line
roughly bisecting Irian Jaya. Its members
are demonstrably descended from a single
earlier Austronesian language usually label-
led ‘Proto Oceanic® (POC), and they may
be divided for convenience into Western
(Ross 1988) and Eastern (Geraghty, in the
paper reviewed below) subgroups, although
the genetic unity of both would be disputed
by some scholars. Within Eastern Oceanic,
a Central Pacific subgroup is recognised: it
comprises the languages of Fiji, Rotuma
and Polynesia,

The volume’s papers can be divided into
three groups. First, Robert Blust, George
Grace and Paul Geraghty deal with topics
in the reconstruction of the prehistory of
languages. Secondly, Albert
Schiitz, David Arms and Andrew Pawley/
Timoci Sayaba present refinements of the

Oceanic

description of Fijian. The remaining papers
deal with a variety of topics. The collection
as a whole is rich in information and
analysis, to which the brief summaries and
very limited comments in this review do
but curtailed justice. The papers are sum-
marised below in the three above-men-
tioned groups, rather than in their sequence
of occurrence in the book.



