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1 Karnic Proposals

e Austin (1990), Bowern (1998), Breen (1971, 1990, 2007), Dixon (2002),

Hercus (1994)

e Northern Karnic: (Arabana + Pitta-Pitta): Hercus (1994), Breen (2007)
e Pitta-Pitta + ‘rest of Karnic’: recognised as possibility in Bowern (1998);

implicit in Austin (1990) and others

e Evidence from innovation-based subgrouping doesn’t let us choose between

them.

2 Previous Approaches
Punctuated Equilibrium (Dixon 2002)

Family tree O’Grady and Hale (2004)
(Speech Community model: Ross 1997)

e.g. Bowern (2006).

3 Alternative split model
3.1 Origins of the situation

e The most likely origin is

— Rapid population expansion. ..

— Followed by subsequent dialect differentiation in situ. . .

— Without later full dialect leveling.

e This can be shown by ruling out recent diffusion (through relative chronol-
ogy), parallel innovation, and shared retentions (Bowern in preparation)

e Alternatives:

— Alternative 1: Diffusion. Implausible, requires radical assumptions
about diffusion of irregularity. This isn’t Arnhem Land.

All are problematic (for both Karnic and Pama-Nyungan). See

— Alternative 2: Assume dialects in the proto-language. Arbitrary,
mixes language and speech community models; ultimately represen-
tational.

— Alternative 3: Pick splits to represent on the tree. Essentially arbi-
trary, inaccurate, suboptimal means of representation.

3.2 How to model it

e Method: since we have evidence for conflicting subgrouping

e Map trees of individual changes
*s *k *d

A B C A B C A B C

e Draw result as a network (e.g. using NeighborNet (Huson and Bryant
2006)) or a consensus tree).

e Use coded changes to look for areal patterns, shared innovation, etc.

e Consistent subgroups will show as tree-like; messy splits will produce a
network
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e Example 1: 263 data points from 12 languages, modelled using a Neigh-
borNet function in SplitsTree (Huson and Bryant 2006): not cleaned for

shared archaisms or obvious loans.
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e Example 2: Karnic data: 480 lexical and morphological characters, shared
archaisms removed, compiled using PAUP (Swofford 2000; full details avail-
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4 Conclusions

e Tools like NeighborNet are useful for recent groups and large data sets
(perhaps more so than the large-scale small-set work favoured recently, e.g.
by Dunn et al. (2005), McMahon and McMahon (2006)).

e Messy trees don’t only indicate long-term diffusion.

e The same process that leads to family-like splits given certain population
conditions can also lead to messy breakups.
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