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1. Introduction1

Lote is an Austronesian language spoken by about 6,000 people on the southern coast of the island of New Britain in the 
Bismarck Archipelago of Papua New Guinea (Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 1). The Lote language area is located around 
Cape Dampier, roughly between Montagu Harbor and the mouth of the Melkoi River. Also known by the geographical 
designation Uvol, Lote belongs to the Mengen subgroup of the Ngero/Vitiaz linkage within the North New Guinea clus-
ter of the Oceanic branch of the Austronesian family (Ross 1988: 160–173). Map 1 shows the languages of New Britain, 
including Lote, located on the southern coast, roughly halfway between the east and west ends of the island. Map 2 
zooms in on the area where Lote is mainly spoken.

In October/November 2022, I spent six weeks conducting linguistic field research in and around the town of Kokopo, 
East New Britain, Papua New Guinea. My goal was to collect data on some of the less-described languages and dialects 
spoken in the area. While in Kokopo, I worked with speakers of Kol, Tomoip, Ramoaaina, and Kuanua. During an excur-
sion to Makada Island (Barlow 2022; 2024a), I met a Lote speaker from Uvol village, located some 250 kilometers to the 
southwest. He put me in touch with another Lote speaker, Leo Lang, who was temporarily residing in Kokopo. Com-
pared to languages like Tomoip,2 Lote was already very well described, as there is an excellent 156-page sketch grammar 
by Greg Pearson and René van den Berg (2008).

Thus, since Lote is spoken rather far from where I had based myself and already had a comprehensive sketch grammar, 
I had not planned on working with the language. Nevertheless, a speaker of Lote was willing to spend a few hours with 
me. I decided to maximize my relatively short time with Leo by focusing my research on filling gaps in some compar-
ative linguistic databases, and Leo seemed eager to help me do this. This paper presents the results of my research as 
well as some methodological suggestions for conducting targeted linguistic fieldwork aimed at expanding compara-
tive databases. The rest of the paper is structured as follows: I begin by detailing previous research on Lote (§2) before 
discussing my methodology (§3); in §4, I present grammatical information on Lote that I collected to fill gaps in typo-
logical databases; in §5, I turn to lexical information on Lote, collected for similar purposes; and, in §6, I focus on Lote 
numerals; finally, I offer a brief conclusion and some suggestions for other field researchers who want to help expand 
comparative databases (§7).

2. Previous research on Lote

The English explorer William Dampier, who was the first European to visit New Britain (and who gave it that name), 
stopped at Montagu Harbor between the 14th and 22nd of March 1700. Dampier and his crew’s interactions with the re-
portedly large local population (who possibly spoke Lote) consisted mainly of firing shots at them, attempting to trade 
by giving trinkets to some people and stealing fishing nets from other people, killing some of their domesticated pigs, 
and wounding some of them with more gunshots (Dampier 1709: 132–144). Two centuries later, in January 1909, the 
French bishop Louis Couppé also failed to establish any sort of friendly relations with the local population (Müller 1932: 
109–110). Neither did his successor, the bishop Gerard Vesters, have much success in his visit in 1925; however, by July 
1932, the first missionaries had penetrated the Lote community (Schneider 1932: 57).

Meyer (1932: 188–189) was apparently the first to identify Lote as a “Melanesisch” (i.e., Austronesian) language, locat-
ing the language southwest of the Mengen language area on his map of New Britain and listing the ethnic Lote popula-
tion as 12,000 (p. 196). Meyer’s map was likely the source for Capell’s (1954: 36, 39; 1962: map viii, 90) maps and classifi-
cations (Chowning 1976a: 182). A later map by Capell (1971: 255) does not include Lote, however. 

1  I wish to thank Robert Forkel, Simon J. Greenhill, Johann-Mattis List, Greg Pearson, Christoph Rzymski, Hedvig Skirgård, René van den Berg, and 
two anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments and suggestions. The numeral-related aspects of this research were funded by ERC Synergy 
Grant no. 951388 (QUANTA).

2  For recent descriptions of Tomoip, see Barlow & Killian (2023a; 2023b), Barlow (2024b), and Barlow & Ross (2025).
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Map 1. The languages of New Britain.

This map is derived from Forkel & Hammarström’s (2024) digitized version of Wurm & Hattori’s (1981) language atlas. 
Languages not included in that atlas have been added as points based on Glottolog 5.1 (Hammarström et al. 2024). The 

small Tomoip-speaking area of Talasea District has also been added, as has the Makada dialect of Kuanua. The colors in-
dex different Oceanic subgroups. The shades of gray index different non-Austronesian families.
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Map 2. The Lote language area.

This map is adapted from data © OpenStreetMap contributors, made available under the terms of the Open Database Li-
cense. It is only a rough approximation of the area where Lote is most commonly spoken. It may contain areas in which 

other languages are spoken or exclude some areas in which Lote is also spoken.
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Laufer (1966: 121) mentions a lost dictionary of Lote from 1940 and a grammar of the language from 1941, both by the 
Irish priest William Culhane. The oldest surviving documentation of the language appears to be by Grace (1955b: 2), 
who, although noting that it was difficult to find consultants, managed to get wordlists for some 11 languages of New 
Britain, including Uvol (i.e., Lote), mentioning it “seems to be rather close to Goodenough’s Metelen.”3 Grace’s (1955a: 
95–104) Lote wordlist contains about 500 entries.

Based on a lexicostatistical analysis of Grace’s data, Dyen (1965: 35) proposed a “Uvolic Cluster” comprising Uvol and 
the “Mamusic Genus,” itself consisting of Mamusi and Mengen. Chowning (1969: 32–34, 39; cf. 1976b: 372–‍373) offers a 
similar classification in her “Mengen Family,” consisting of Lote, Mamusi (dialects: Kakuna, Mamusi), and Mengen (di-
alects: Orford, Poeng, Longeinga). At the same time, however, Chowning (1969: 32–33) tentatively suggests that Lote’s 
resemblances to Mangseng and Kapore (i.e., Bebeli) are strong enough that Lote “may be the link between the Mengen 
and Whiteman [i.e., Pasismanua + Bebeli-Mangseng] families.” Chowning (1969: 40) gives the percentages of shared cog-
nates between Lote and Mamusi as 37% and between Lote and Mangseng as 19%; her map (pp. 44–45) places Lote south 
of Kakuna, southwest of Mamusi, east of Mangseng, and northeast of a small unidentified language area on the coast, 
later identified as the Lesing dialect of Atui-Lesing (i.e., Lesing-Gelimi) (Ross 1996: ix). The map in Wurm & Hattori 
(1981: map 13) follows Chowning (1969; 1976b); the speaker population of Lote is given there as 800. 

Rath (1980), likewise following this classification,4 provides a survey of the Mengen languages. He notes that Lote 
“speakers live westward from the Melkoi for about 40 kilometres to and beyond Cape Dampier and up to ten miles in-
land and number approximately 4,200” (p. 198); he observes both similarities (p. 201) and differences (p. 202) among 
the three languages of the Mengen family; and he provides a comparative wordlist of 109 items for Mengen, Mamusi, 
and Lote (pp. 220–221), based on which he calculates a 43% cognacy rate between Lote and Mengen and a 42% cognacy 
rate between Lote and Mamusi (p. 202). The survey also contains some basic comparative phonological and grammati-
cal information (pp. 203–207).

Ross (1977–1982) collected a wordlist of about 300 items from Lote speakers from Uvol and Pilimatana (or Pilematana) 
villages (cf. Ross 1988: 397; see also Ross 2023b). Ross’s (1988: 160–173) classification of the Mengen family, based on 
careful application of the comparative method, corroborated earlier speculations of genealogical affinity based on lex-
icostatistics; he also demonstrated the relationships among the Mengen languages and other subgroups of the Ngero/
Vitiaz family. Ross (1988) further provides some comparative grammatical and lexical information about Lote.5

Lote reflexes of Proto-Oceanic forms are found throughout the volumes of the Proto Oceanic Lexicon series: Osmond 
(1998: 222; 2023: 196, 199, 210, 217, 221); Ross (2007a: 144, 152; 2007b: 332; 2016: 460; 2023: 474); Ross & Evans (2008: 364); 
Osmond & Pawley (2011: 241, 245); Osmond & Ross (2016: 151); and Ross & Osmond (2016a: 255, 306, 321; 2016b: 594).

Laade (1999) provides ethnographic information on Lote music and culture, including some Lote terminology – in par-
ticular, words pertaining to ceremonies and various customs (pp. 98–115), categories of songs (pp. 142–149), and musi-
cal instruments (pp. 167–178).

The most comprehensive description of Lote remains the sketch grammar by Pearson & van den Berg (2008), which was 
based on the research of the SIL linguists Greg and Mary Pearson, who lived with Lote speakers in Tavolo village from 
1986 to 1997 and in Meletong village from 1997 onward (Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 6). This work also mentions ear-
lier unpublished phonological, grammatical, and anthropological papers about Lote by Greg and Mary Pearson (p. 3). 
Pearson (2009) provides a brief phonological description (and cites some earlier reports by Greg and/or Mary Pearson 

3  Presumably the anthropologist Ward Goodenough had worked with or otherwise had some familiarity with the Lote community. “Metelen” may be 
a metathesized form of Meleton (or Meletong), a Lote village some two or three kilometers northwest of Uvol.

4  Indeed, the integrity of the Mengen family is almost universally accepted. Only Johnston (1981: 1–2) suggests that Lote may instead belong to the 
Western Whiteman family – that is, a sister to Bao (i.e., Aighon), Kaulong, Sengseng, and Miu (cf. Chowning 1996: 58).

5  For comparative grammatical information, see Ross (1988: 99–100, 107, 180–181, 184, 187). For comparative lexical information, see Ross (1988: 77, 
164, 172, 177–178, 188, 354–355). Ross (1987: 595) further mentions the cognacy of the Lote coordinating conjunction pe with Proto-Bel *-pe.
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about Lote phonology and orthography).6 A complete Lote translation of the New Testament was published by Wycliffe 
Bible Translators (2009). Pearson (2021) describes the Lote kinship system and associated politeness distinctions.

Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 1–6) also provide some basic demographic and social information about the Lote speaker 
community. At the time of their description, there were approximately 6,000 speakers of the language, which they di-
vide into three dialects: one is spoken along the coast (the “beach dialect”), one is spoken farther from the coast in the 
mountains (the “inland dialect”), and one is spoken off to the east, in an area encompassing both beach and mountains. 
Lote speakers are generally bilingual in Lote and Tok Pisin, with children typically acquiring Lote as their first language. 
Outsiders who marry into the community are expected to learn Lote. The culture is described as matrilineal, with ma-
ternal uncles playing especially large social roles. Moieties are divided into clans, which are further subdivided into 
sub-clans. Marriage within the moiety is forbidden. Almost all Lote people are members of the Catholic Church. While 
church events and Christian holidays like Christmas and Easter form a large part of social life, traditional celebrations 
are also important and continue to be observed. They include harvest celebrations, circumcision ceremonies, and clan 
spirit festivals (called hilimo). The subsistence strategy of the Lote people is primarily based on horticulture and fishing, 
supplemented by some foraging and hunting. Pigs are also kept and play an important role in community celebrations. 
People use dugout outrigger canoes to travel to and from their gardens. In recent decades, houses have come to incor-
porate corrugated iron roofing in addition to more traditional elements, such as handmade planks made of local wood.

3. Methods

My work with Lote was conducted between the 4th and 9th of November 2022 in Kokopo, East New Britain. My sole con-
sultant was Leo Lang, a Lote man born in Uvol in 1965 to two parents also from Uvol (and thus he may be considered a 
speaker of the “beach dialect” of Lote). Leo is also fluent in Tok Pisin, which was the language we used to communicate. 
He knows some English and, as his wife is from the Sulka community, he also understands some Sulka. As luck would 
have it, Leo was already an experienced linguistic consultant, as he had spent about 20 years working with SIL to help 
translate the New Testament into Lote. Leo and I met on four afternoons for a total of around 8 hours, resulting in 
roughly 6.5 hours of digital audio recordings.

Since Lote had already been very well described, my main goal was to fill gaps in some comparative databases – namely, 
I wanted to supply grammatical information for Grambank (Skirgård et al. 2023a; 2023b) (§4), lexical information for 
Lexibank (List et al. 2022; Blum et al. 2025) and the Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Database (ABVD) (Greenhill et al. 
2008) (§5), and further information about numerals and counting for Numeralbank (Bibiko et al., forthcoming) (§6).

4. Obtaining grammatical data for typological databases

Using Pearson & van den Berg (2008) as their source, Grambank coders were able to arrive at coding decisions for Lote 
for 178 of the 195 grammatical features in Grambank v1.0 (Skirgård et al. 2023b). The remaining 17 features were as-
signed question marks (“?”), meaning there was either insufficient or ambiguous information. The fact that over 90% 
of the features could be coded for Lote is testimony to the comprehensiveness of the short but concise treatment in 
Pearson & van den Berg (2008). Even when rather extensive grammatical descriptions are available for a language, it is 
unusual for Grambank coders to be able to code all 195 features. Only 36 (1.5%) of the 2,467 language varieties in v1.0 of 
the database have non-“?” values for all 195 features; the average number of features coded per language is 146.7 (75% 
of the total possible 195).7 The 17 features coded as “?” for Lote in Grambank v1.0 are given in Table 1, along with my 

6  In addition to Rath (1980), Pearson & van den Berg (2008), Pearson (2009), and 11 photographs, the SIL-PNG Online Archives (accessed 5 April 2025) 
list 20 documents concerned with Lote (https://www.sil.org/resources/archives), either unpublished manuscripts or SIL publications. Most of these 
were written by Mary Pearson between 1992 and 2018. They include pedagogical materials, community education materials, texts, and an early pho-
nological description. Eight of these documents are available online as downloads.

7  For the 536 Austronesian languages included in Grambank v1.0, the average number of features coded per language is 147.8; and, for the 728 
languages belonging to the area identified as “Papunesia,” the average number of features coded per language is 143.9. It should be noted that some 
languages in the database contain blank values for some features (rather than – or in addition to – “?” values). This is because the coding for these 
languages was inherited from other databases that did not contain the same set of features as Grambank. Thus, the number of features coded for 
these languages does not necessarily reflect the level of description in the sources that were consulted.

https://www.sil.org/resources/archives
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suggestions for updating the database with non-“?” values. Grambank features are formulated as questions. For most 
features, a “1” may be interpreted as the answer “yes” to the question, and a “0” may be interpreted as the answer “no.” 

Table 1. Features coded as “?” for Lote in Grambank v1.0

ID Feature

GB027 Are nominal conjunction and comitative expressed by different elements? 1

GB123 Are there verb-adjunct (aka light-verb) constructions? 0

GB146 Is there a morpho-syntactic distinction between predicates expressing controlled versus uncon-
trolled events or states?

1

GB187 Is there any productive diminutive marking on the noun (exclude marking by system of nominal 
classification only)?

0

GB188 Is there any productive augmentative marking on the noun (exclude marking by system of nomi-
nal classification only)?

0

GB265 Is there a comparative construction that includes a form that elsewhere means ‘surpass, exceed’? 0

GB266 Is there a comparative construction that employs a marker of the standard which elsewhere has a 
locational meaning?

1

GB270 Can comparatives be expressed using two conjoined clauses? 0

GB273 Is there a comparative construction with a standard marker that elsewhere has neither a locational 
meaning nor a ‘surpass/exceed’ meaning?

0

GB275 Is there a bound comparative degree marker on the property word in a comparative construction? 0

GB276 Is there a non-bound comparative degree marker modifying the property word in a comparative 
construction?

0

GB296 Is there a phonologically or morphosyntactically definable class of ideophones that includes ideo-
phones depicting imagery beyond sound?

0

GB301 Is there an inclusory construction? 1

GB305 Is there a phonologically independent reflexive pronoun? 1

GB322 Is there grammatical marking of direct evidence (perceived with the senses)? 0

GB323 Is there grammatical marking of indirect evidence (hearsay, inference, etc.)? 0

GB415 Is there a politeness distinction in 2nd person forms? 1
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4.1 Coding absent features: From “?”s to “0”s

When analyzing data for a typological database, it can be challenging to decide whether to code a particular gram-
matical feature as absent from a language (“0”) or to leave the status of the feature as unknown (“?”). This is because 
grammatical descriptions do not always explicitly mention the absence of features (e.g., statements like “there is no 
grammatical marking of evidentiality in language X”). Especially when the description of a language is brief and the 
grammatical category in question is less frequently investigated, a simple absence of evidence cannot be taken as ev-
idence of absence. Indeed, some of the “?”s assigned to features in Lote represent genuine absences of certain gram-
matical features in the language. In these cases, the Grambank coders were rightfully prudent. However, given both my 
work with the language and the absence of any evidence of these features in Pearson & van den Berg (2008), whether 
overtly in their descriptions or incidentally in example sentences and texts, I am reasonably confident in saying that 
the following features can be coded as “0” (cf. Table 1, §4):

GB123, GB187, GB188, GB265, GB270, GB273, GB275, GB276, GB296, GB322, GB323

In other words, it seems to be the case that Lote does not exhibit the following grammatical features: productive light-
verb constructions; diminutive or augmentative marking; comparative constructions formed with a word meaning ‘sur-
pass, exceed’, with two conjoined clauses, or with a standard marker that does not have a locational meaning; compara-
tive degree markers, whether bound or free; a phonologically or morphosyntactically definable class of ideophones; or 
evidential marking, whether for direct or indirect evidence.

For example, there is no evidence of productive verb-adjunct (or light-verb) constructions – not anywhere in the 
example sentences found throughout Pearson & van den Berg (2008) nor in the sentences I elicited, which contain 
over 100 verbs. There are some marginal cases. For example, much like Tok Pisin pulim win ‘to breathe’ (literally ‘pull 
wind/breath’), Lote uses the idiom tak ɛiŋa- ‘to breathe’ (literally ‘pull one’s breath’, with direct possessive marking on 
‘breath’). Another light-verb-like construction could be tal kome ‘to hide’ (literally ‘put hiding’). But these two exam-
ples seem either idiomatic or marginal at best. There is certainly no productive use of verbs like ‘pull’ or ‘put’ to create 
verb-adjunct constructions.

Likewise, there is no diminutive or augmentative marking on nouns. The only way to modify nouns to designate differ-
ences in size is with postnominal adjectives such as tuna ‘small’, kino ‘small’, palau ‘big’, or soke ‘big’, as in, for example, 
kaune tuna ‘small dog’ or non palau ‘big man’. My attempts at eliciting other ways of expressing these concepts – as well 
as connotations often associated with categories like “diminutive,” such as affection or intimacy – brought no positive 
results.

Although the Lote lexicon includes a number of words that may be considered onomatopoetic, there does not seem 
to be a well-defined class of ideophones. For example, phonological repetition (in the absence of a known root being 
reduplicated) may evoke sensory imagery. This seems to be the case in nouns such as hehe ‘frog’ and popo ‘butterfly’, in 
verbs such as lele ‘to flow (of a river)’ and mɛlmɛl ‘to laugh’, in descriptive words such as auaua ‘wrong, crazy, drunken’ 
and kɛrkɛrɛŋ ‘hard (not soft)’, and even in words belonging to other lexical classes such as rara ‘around, about’, toto ‘very, 
extremely’, and lulux ‘with, together with’. However, these words do not share any unifying morphosyntactic charac-
teristics: they each behave like the other members of their respective lexical classes. Moreover, phonological repetition 
occurs elsewhere in the lexicon, in places where it is more difficult to see any sort of sound symbolism, as in momo 
‘yam’, haha- ‘liver’, and peipei ‘sand, beach’. As is common in Oceanic languages (Ross 1998b), many descriptive words 
in Lote are (historically) reduplicated, such as raŋraŋ ‘green’, soso ‘empty’, and pɛŋpɛŋ ‘straight’. Finally, it may be noted 
that reduplication is a productive morphological process in Lote (Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 20–23), used to denote 
plural number in noun phrases (pp. 36, 42), to indicate progressive or iterative aspect in verbs (p. 62), and to serve other 
functions as well (pp. 32, 75, 92–93, 111, 120).

Next, there is no grammatical evidentiality marking in the language. If there were such marking, this would have been 
obvious either in the written descriptions of the language or in my elicitation work. Nor do there seem to be examples 
of evidential marking in the Lote New Testament (Wycliffe Bible Translators 2009), where it seems that multi-clause 
constructions can be used when presenting evidence derived by the senses. For example, Galatians 2:14 (p. 312) is trans-
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lated as follows: Pe enau pe te nanasia Helenga Urana Toto Ngana hele ngana ero ‘And [i.e., ‘but’] I saw and [i.e., ‘that’] they 
were not following the Gospel being spoken.’

Finally, comparative constructions are among the grammatical domains investigated in Grambank that are the least 
commonly described in grammatical descriptions (Lesage et al. 2022: 2886). Thus, it is unsurprising that the features 
that relate to comparative constructions (GB265, GB266, GB270, GB273, GB275, GB276) could not be coded for Lote by 
the Grambank coders. Through elicitation, however, I found that comparisons are formulated in Lote with the (locative) 
preposition ŋa ‘prep’ or ŋe ‘prep.pn’ used to mark the standard of comparison (§4.3); they are not formed with a stan-
dard marker that does not have a locational meaning, nor with conjoined clauses, nor with a word meaning ‘surpass, 
exceed’.8

4.2 Confirming some absent features

Additionally, I can confirm that a number of features were correctly coded as “0” despite what could perhaps be seen as 
“only” absence of evidence rather than evidence of absence (Table 2). In the comments for these features, the coder has 
written “Not mentioned, judged absent.” In other words, it seems to be the case that Lote does not exhibit the following 
grammatical features: variation in participant marking based on TAM distinction, verb classes, or person distinctions; 
verb suppletion for participant number; a phonologically bound reflexive marker; productive verb compounding; oblig-
atory posture verb distinctions based on shape or position; a notably small number of verb roots; or a causative con-
struction involving a grammaticalized form of a verb for ‘to say’.

Table 2. Some features coded as “0” for Lote in Grambank v1.0 whose coding I can confirm

ID Feature

GB095 Are variations in marking strategies of core participants based on TAM distinctions? 0

GB096 Are variations in marking strategies of core participants based on verb classes? 0

GB098 Are variations in marking strategies of core participants based on person distinctions? 0

GB109 Is there verb suppletion for participant number? 0

GB114 Is there a phonologically bound reflexive marker on the verb? 0

GB122 Is verb compounding a regular process? 0

GB127 Are different posture verbs used obligatorily depending on an inanimate locatum’s shape or posi-
tion (e.g., ‘to lie’ vs. ‘to stand’)?

0

GB129 Is there a notably small number, i.e., about 100 or less, of verb roots in the language? 0

GB156 Is there a causative construction involving an element that is unmistakably grammaticalized from 
a verb for ‘to say’?

0

I have observed no variation in the marking strategies of core participants in the language. Indeed, there is no case 
marking in the language, and core participants are differentiated exclusively by word order: S and A arguments occur 

8  Greg Pearson (pers. comm.) brings to my attention the Lote form ris, which occurs several times in the Lote New Testament (Wycliffe Bible Trans-
lators 2009). As part of various verb phrases, this form seems to convey the meaning ‘to pass (by), to exceed’. I count one token of <ris heke> [ris as-
cend-tr], one token of <teris heke> [3pl-ris ascend-tr], five tokens of <ris tote> [ris very-tr], four tokens of <ristote> [ris-very-tr], and two tokens of 
<ristoto> [ris-very]. There is also one token of <ristoto> in Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 67), in which the morpheme is glossed as ‘race’ (te-ristoto-hɛl 
[3pl-race-recp] ‘[they] are racing each other’). However, in none of these examples does the verb phrase containing ris function as part of a compar-
ative construction with a second predicate “carrying relevant lexical information about the property under comparison,” as per the description of 
GB265. Therefore, I consider the only attested comparative construction in Lote to be the one with a locative preposition (GB266) (see examples 11 
and 12 in §4.3).
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preverbally, and P arguments occur postverbally (cf. Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 63–70). Nor is there any evidence of 
verb suppletion for participant number.

The only reflexive marker in the language is phonologically independent (§4.3).

There is no verb compounding in the language. Although verbs may be combined in serial verb constructions (Pearson 
& van den Berg 2008: 95–99), the verbs that are juxtaposed are always phonologically independent – for example, i at 
‘to come (by foot)’ (literally ‘walk come’), kale hit ‘to tie up’ (literally ‘tie block’), and mɛnɛ at ‘to bring’ (literally ‘take 
come’). Furthermore, Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 71–75) show that the Lote verb complex sometimes contains ad-
verb-like words. Some of these adverbs – especially those that take a transitivizing suffix – could alternatively be ana-
lyzed as verbs. However, they do not appear to be phonologically compounded with the (other) verb in the complex.

Next, there is no evidence of different posture verbs being obligatorily used depending on the shape or position of the 
referent. Indeed, expressions of location do not usually encode posture but are instead encoded with the verb tu ‘to be 
(located at), to stay, to reside’ (cf. lines 2 and 12 of the first text in Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 142–145). It is possible 
to use the verb ma ‘to lie, to lie down; to sleep’ in expressions of location (1), but this truly specifies the posture of the 
subject, as opposed to a more general expression of location with tu ‘to be (located at)’ (2).9

(1) mais ɛllɛ ma teu ŋa polo

rat one lie inside prep hole

‘One rat is lying inside the hole.’

(2) mais ɛllɛ tu ŋa polo

rat one be.at prep hole

‘One rat is in the hole.’

It is fairly easy to show that Lote does not have “a notably small number” of verb roots, as even the short wordlist in 
Barlow (2025a) contains around 120 distinct verb roots.

Finally, there is no “causative construction involving an element that is unmistakably grammaticalized from a verb for 
‘to say’.” Causatives are formed with the verbal prefix hɛ-, as in (3) and (4) (cf. Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 59–61).

(3) ɛta-k hɛ-nun-ɛ tu-k

mother-1sg.poss caus-bathe-tr child-1sg.poss

‘My mother bathed my child.’

9  All numbered examples in this paper are taken from the author’s fieldnotes. Lote words are transcribed phonemically, following the conventions 
of the IPA. Thus, <ɛ>, <ŋ>, and <x> in these examples correspond to <é>, <ng>, and <ch> in the orthography used by Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 
10–11). The following glossing abbreviations are used: 1 ‘first person’, 2 ‘second person’, 3 ‘third person’, ac ‘adverbial conjunction’, adj ‘adjective’, 
caus ‘causative’, cmpl ‘completive’, dist ‘distal’, ed ‘edible’, excl ‘exclusive’, neg ‘negative’, pl ‘plural’, pn ‘personal name’, poss ‘possessive’, prep 
‘preposition’, recp ‘reciprocal’, refl ‘reflexive’, sg ‘singular’, top ‘topic’, tr ‘transitive’.
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(4) hɛi nɛu hɛ-siu-a tu-na

woman dist caus-suck-tr child-3sg.poss

‘That woman is nursing her child.’

This prefix hɛ- ‘caus’ perhaps superficially resembles the verb hele ‘to talk, to speak, to say’. However, it is almost cer-
tainly a reflex of the Proto-Oceanic causative prefix *pa- (cf. Pawley 1973: 141; Ross 1998a: 26; Blust 2003: 454–466, 471, 
473–474).

4.3 Coding present features: From “?”s to “1”s

Next, I can show that the following features that were initially coded as “?” can instead be coded as “1” (cf. Table 1, §4):

GB27, GB146, GB266, GB301, GB305, GB415

In other words, in Lote, nominal conjunction and comitative are expressed by different elements; there is a morpho-
syntactic distinction between predicates expressing controlled versus uncontrolled events or states; comparative con-
structions employ a marker of the standard that elsewhere has a locational meaning; there is an inclusory construction; 
there is a phonologically independent reflexive pronoun; and there is a politeness distinction in second person forms.

First, it can be shown that comitative constructions are formed differently from nominal conjunction. Noun phrases 
may be conjoined with the coordinating conjunction pe ‘and’ (Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 129–130). Comitative con-
structions, on the other hand, are formed with the adverb lulux ‘together with’ followed by the preposition ŋa ‘prep’ or 
ŋe ‘prep.pn’,10 as in (5) and (6) (cf. example 60 in Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 72).

(5) Lukas la lulux ŋe Peter ŋa uraurau

Lukas go with prep.pn Peter prep forest

‘Lukas went with Peter to the forest.’

(6) i la lulux ŋe iau ŋa uraurau

3sg go with prep.pn 1sg prep forest

‘He went with me to the forest.’

10  These two prepositions have fairly broad meanings, including a wide range of locative meanings as well as some non-locative meanings. Whereas 
the form ŋa ‘prep’ can be viewed as the more general preposition, the “personal name” preposition ŋe ‘prep.pn’ is used with animate objects and is 
also used for certain temporal relationships. 
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Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 86, 88–89) also mention comitative constructions formed with an oblique preposition ia, 
about which I did not collect any further information.11

Second, there is a morphosyntactic distinction between predicates expressing controlled and uncontrolled events 
or states. A number of clauses encoding uncontrolled states are formulated with non-verbal stative constructions, in 
which an attribute is ascribed to a body part, as in (7) and (8).

(7) tu-k han-na paŋpaŋa

child-1sg.poss mouth-3sg.poss wide

‘My child is yawning.’

(8) lete-m matana

inside-2sg.poss sharp

‘Think!’

Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 65–66) give similar examples, both with lete- ‘inside’ (the inside of the human body being 
implied) and makal- ‘guts, intestines’ (glossed there as ‘liver’), for the verbal meanings ‘to be angry’, ‘to be sad’, ‘to be 
confused’, ‘to forget’, and ‘to believe’.

The structure is different, but I can also note here the special structure used for expressing hunger, which has the liter-
al meaning ‘die [with respect to] one’s edible possession(s)’, as in (9) and (10).

(9) e-mɛte a-k

1sg-die poss.ed-1sg.poss

‘I am hungry.’

(10) tu-k taŋ iaŋe mɛte a-na

child-1sg.poss cry because die poss.ed-3sg.poss

‘My child is crying because [my child] is hungry.’

Third, comparative constructions are formed with the preposition ŋa ‘prep’ or ŋe ‘prep.pn’ as the marker of the stan-
dard of comparison (i.e., ‘than’). The prepositions ŋa and ŋe have a broad semantic range, covering all sorts of locative 
relationships as well as temporal and instrumental relationships. Examples of comparative constructions are given in 
(11) and (12).

11  Additionally, Greg Pearson (pers. comm.) mentions the verb koko ‘to accompany’, which, as an intransitive verb (or “semi-transitive verb,” Pearson 
& van den Berg 2008: 54–56), is followed by a prepositional phrase, as in Leo koko ŋe iri [Leo accompany prep.pn 3pl] ‘Leo went with them’. The tran-
sitive form of the verb (koke) takes a direct object, as in Leo kok-e John [Leo accompany-tr John] ‘Leo went with John’. There is also a particle ul ‘along 
with’.
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(11) kiɛ palau-ŋana (toto) ŋa kaune

pig big-adj (very) prep dog

‘The pig is bigger than the dog.’

(12) iau e-ŋau ke ur halaŋ toto ŋe i

1sg 1sg-eat ac banana many very prep.pn 3sg

‘I ate more bananas than him.’12

Fourth, it is possible in Lote to include a singular form within a non-singular superset in inclusory constructions. Thus, 
a personal name (like ‘John’) or some other singular referent (like ‘my father’) can follow a first person plural pronoun, 
such as imɛm ‘1pl.excl’, to create meanings such as ‘we, including John’ or ‘we, including my father’. When the total 
number of referents is two, the pronoun is followed by nai ‘two’ (13); when the total number of referents is three, the 
pronoun is followed by mol ‘three’ (14).

(13) imɛm nai John mo-la ŋe lona

1pl.excl two John 1pl.excl-go prep.pn yesterday

‘We two – John and I – went yesterday.’

(14) imɛm mol teme-k mo-ŋau

1pl.excl three father-1sg.poss 1pl.excl-eat

‘We three – including my father – ate.’

Fifth, reflexive constructions are formed with the phonologically independent word mulɛ ‘refl’, which may be a transi-
tive form of the word mule ‘again; to go back, to return’ (cf. Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 73).13 This marker immediate-
ly precedes the pronoun indicating the direct object of the verb (this pronoun is also coindexed with the subject of the 
verb), as in (15) and (16).

12  This sentence contains the form ke ‘ac’, which Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 93) call an “adverbial conjunction,” noting that it “is used to conjoin 
manner adverbs, temporal adverbs and stative verbs to the predicate.” I do not know why it is used with the noun ur ‘banana’, unless perhaps it is to 
create a sort of adverbial phrase from the logical object of what is here an intransitive verb (i.e., something along the lines of ‘I ate with respect to 
bananas many more than him.’).

13  Although the feature name for GB305 asks about a reflexive “pronoun,” any independent reflexive marker (regardless of person-marking) would 
satisfy the requirements specified in the feature description.
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(15) John nau mulɛ i

John see refl 3sg

‘John sees himself.’

(16) (iau) e-pal mulɛ iau

(1sg) 1sg-hit refl 1sg

‘I hit myself.’

It is apparently also possible to form reflexive constructions without any such marker; in such cases, however, there 
may be ambiguity between reflexive and non-reflexive interpretations (17).

(17) John nau-ɛ i

Johnᵢ see-tr 3sgᵢ/ⱼ

‘John sees himself/him.’

Finally, a politeness distinction is observed in second person free pronouns and verbal person prefixes. Plural pronom-
inal forms and agreement markers are used when addressing affines and other relations with which the speaker is in a 
taboo (or honorific) relationship, as in (18) and (19).

(18) a-ŋau lo

2pl-eat cmpl

‘Have you [pl] already eaten?’ (addressed, e.g., to one’s mother-in-law)

(19) a-la la ŋai

2pl-go thither where

‘Where did you [pl] go?’ (addressed, e.g., to one’s maternal uncle)

Furthermore, third person plural forms are used when referring to a single referent who is customarily designated by 
polite forms, as in (20), in which the speaker is referring to his maternal uncle.

(20) te-la lo

3pl-go cmpl

‘He [literally ‘they’] went already.’ (referring, e.g., to one’s maternal uncle)
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See Pearson (2021) for detailed discussion of Lote kinship terms and politeness distinctions.

4.4 Confirming a present feature

Finally, I can confirm the coding of “1” for a feature that perhaps lacked sufficient evidence (Table 3). For this feature, 
the coder cites Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 127), where three examples are given of an interrogative quantifier used 
with count nouns. However, no examples are given of an interrogative quantifier used with mass nouns.

Table 3. A feature coded as “1” for Lote in Grambank v1.0 whose coding I can confirm

ID Feature

GB325 Is there a count/mass distinction in interrogative quantifiers? 1

Although the quantifier halaŋ ‘much, many’ is used with both count and mass nouns, the interrogative quantifier hia 
‘how many?’ is used only with count nouns (21), at least as far as I could surmise.

(21) o-mɛne oio hia

2sg-take betel.nut how.many

‘How many betel nuts did you get?

Although hia ‘how many?’ can be used to inquire into the number of something (i.e., with count nouns), it cannot be 
used to inquire into the amount of something (i.e., with mass nouns). Instead, either the interrogative word mɛre ‘how?’ 
is used (22) or the question is formulated as a polar question with the quantifier halaŋ ‘much, many’ (23).

(22) o-in ɛx ke mɛre

2sg-drink water ac how

‘How do you drink water?’ (i.e., ‘How much water do you drink?’)

(23) o-in ɛx ke halaŋ ma ɛro

2sg-drink water ac much/many or neg

‘Do you drink much water or not?’ (i.e., ‘How much water do you drink?’)

Thus, the constructions used for inquiring into the quantity of mass nouns are different from the construction used to 
inquire into the quantity of count nouns.

With targeted elicitation to supplement the comprehensive grammatical treatment of Lote in Pearson & van den Berg 
(2008), I was able to provide data for all the unknown features in Grambank v1.0. Of course, there are many other mor-
phosyntactic features about which one might wish to know more. However, the 195 features of Grambank cover a wide 
array of typologically interesting constructions. Furthermore, by focusing on these particular features, we are better 
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poised to incorporate Lote into typological studies because, thanks to Grambank, these features have already been cod-
ed for many of the world’s languages.

5. Obtaining vocabulary for lexical databases

In addition to grammatical data, I also wanted to collect lexical data for Lote. Despite the previous research on the lan-
guage (§2), Lote did not have any easily accessible wordlist. This makes it much less likely for comparative linguists to 
consider data from the language. Indeed, Lote was not among the 1,063 languages featured in the Austronesian Com-
parative Dictionary (ACD) (Blust et al. 2025).

As is common in linguistic field research, I began my first elicitation sessions with a simple wordlist. Although I some-
times use a wordlist of over 1,000 items,14 I knew that I had relatively little time with Lote, so I put together a wordlist 
intended to cover all the concepts included in some of the most widely used comparative wordlists – namely, (i) the 
Swadesh 200-word list (Swadesh 1952: 456–457), (ii) the Swadesh 100-word list (Swadesh 1971: 283), (iii) the standard 
SIL-PNG survey word list of 170 words (SIL 1999, based on Bee & Pence 1962), (iv) the Austronesian Basic Vocabulary 
Database (ABVD) list of 210 words (Greenhill et al. 2008: 274),15 and (v) the Leipzig-Jakarta list of 100 basic vocabulary 
items (Tadmor 2009: 69–71).16 Combining these five lists (and merging some synonyms and near-synonyms into single 
entries)17 resulted in a list of 300 items, which is provided in the Appendix.

Swadesh’s (1952) 200-word list was based on an earlier study (Swadesh 1950), which contains 215 words, 17 of which 
were not included in the 200-item version (although one of them, ‘speak’, is similar to the 200-item version’s ‘to say’). 
These 17 words are:

‘sister’, ‘brother’, ‘six’, ‘seven’, ‘eight’, ‘nine’, ‘ten’, ‘twenty’, ‘hundred’, ‘cry’, ‘speak’, ‘dance’, ‘work’, ‘cook’, 
‘shoot’, ‘spear’, and ‘clothing’

Most of these are covered by entries in other wordlists that were compiled into this 300-word list. Only ‘spear’ and 
‘clothing’ are lacking from the 300-word list. Especially since some cultures use spears but not arrows, ‘spear’ can be 
used as an apt substitute for ‘arrow’ (which is on the 300-word list). A cover term for ‘clothing’ may be difficult to elicit 
for many languages of New Guinea. Still, it may be a good idea to try to collect words for the primary traditional cloth-
ing worn by women (e.g., ‘grass skirt’) and the primary traditional clothing worn by men (e.g., ‘bark loin cloth’) as well 
as, perhaps, a term for ‘cloth’ (Tok Pisin: laplap).

The SIL-PNG list is commonly used by missionary linguists in Papua New Guinea (PNG). In addition to 170 lexical en-
tries, the original version of the list by Bee & Pence (1962) included 20 sentences (not used in the 1999 revision). These 
sentences contain some concepts not covered by the 170 items on the wordlist – namely, the following six concepts:

14  A helpful new resource for researchers in Melanesia looking to collect a large number of lexical items is the 1,882-item Quickstart Wordlist of 
Melanesia (Miller et al. 2024).

15  The ABVD list of 210 items is a slight expansion of Blust’s (1981; 2000) 200-item adaptation of Swadesh’s (1952) 200-word list, which Blust modified 
to be more suitable for Austronesian languages (e.g., by avoiding concepts that are not commonly lexicalized in those languages, such as ‘ice’ and 
‘snow’).

16  See Concepticon 3.2.0 (List et al. 2024) for most of these wordlists.

17  It may be worth noting that merging putative “synonyms” and “near-synonyms” requires qualitative judgments. Furthermore, such qualitative 
judgments may be specific to different language families or geographical regions. For example, it may be acceptable to merge ‘arm’ and ‘hand’ into a 
single entry in a wordlist for languages of New Guinea, since these two concepts are commonly colexified there, but merging ‘arm’ and ‘hand’ would 
not necessarily be appropriate for all regions of the world.
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‘to go’, ‘to shoot’, ‘to be hungry’, ‘a lot’ (adverbial of degree or frequency), ‘and’ (clausal coordinator), and ‘when’ 
(connecting clauses with a temporal relationship)

Three of these – ‘to go’, ‘to shoot’, and the coordinator ‘and’ – are included in the 300-item list thanks to other con-
tributing lists. Eliciting sentences with ‘to be hungry’ can be interesting, since such sentences can reveal different case 
frames or other special treatments of uncontrolled events. Temporal ‘when’ and frequentative ‘a lot’ may be difficult to 
elicit, since they are not always easily translatable with a distinct lexical item and may require more intricate morphol-
ogy or syntax.

Although a number of items on this compiled list already had attested Lote forms in earlier descriptions of the lan-
guage (cf. §2), I attempted to elicit all 300 items rather than simply targeting the missing ones, since any overlaps be-
tween this list and previous ones might prove useful for comparison. In total, I was able to elicit words (or other expres-
sions) for 293 of the 300 words on the list. The seven concepts for which I was unable to elicit a Lote word or phrase are 
the following:

‘ice’, ‘snow’, ‘to freeze’, ‘arrow’, ‘bean’, ‘thumb’, and ‘one thousand’

Since temperatures never drop to 0° centigrade in New Britain, it is perhaps unsurprising that I was unable to elicit 
Lote words for ‘ice’, ‘snow’, or ‘to freeze’. These three concepts are found only on the Swadesh 200-word list. The three 
concepts ‘arrow’, ‘bean’, and ‘thumb’, on the other hand, are found only on the SIL-PNG list. The Lote people do not 
use arrows, but I was able to elicit io ‘spear’ (in addition to terms for three specific types of spears). Spears are prob-
ably more widespread than arrows as cultural artifacts, so ‘spear’ is perhaps a good substitute for ‘arrow’. Similarly, 
the Lote people do not traditionally harvest or consume beans. I was, however, able to elicit terms for more culturally 
salient vegetables, such as pau ‘vegetable sp. (Abelmoschus manihot; TP: aibika)’. The Lote people do have thumbs, but Leo 
could not think of a commonly used term for them in the language. He did, however, supply kuka- ‘digit’ (i.e., finger or 
toe) and pɛr- kukana ‘finger’ (i.e., ‘hand-[poss] digit-3sg.poss’) as well as the name of another individual finger, hɛnou 
‘pointer finger, index finger, forefinger’. Ross (1977–1982: word-list C: 1) provides penna kuka palau ‘his thumb’ (literally 
‘hand-3sg.poss digit big’).18 Finally, the concept ‘one thousand’ is found only on the ABVD list. Lote speakers reportedly 
do not commonly use indigenous numerals for numbers much higher than 20 or so. Indeed, it was only with some hes-
itation and uncertainty that I recorded a term for ‘one hundred’. Leo could not think of any reasonable Lote term for 
‘one thousand’. The Lote New Testament (Wycliffe Bible Translators 2009) provides Lote numerals for some rather large 
numbers, which I suspect to be somewhat artificial constructions, in that no speakers would ever utter such numerals, 
nor – if they did – would other speakers be able to understand the intended meaning. An extreme example is the for-
mulation given for ‘144,000’ (Wycliffe Bible Translators 2009: 608, 620–621):

ana non kina lime iri analoch iri ana non kina lime pe ana non kina lime iri analoch iri ana non kina nai pe ana non kina lime 
iri analoch iri henel

The Lote New Testament translates ‘one thousand’ in two slightly different ways. In two places, it is translated with the 
phrase given in (24).

18  Ross’s (1977–1982) wordlist does not distinguish between [e] and [ɛ]; his form for ‘hand-3sg’ would probably actually be pronounced [pɛnna]. The 
change of /pɛr-/ to [pɛn-] in the 3sg.poss form reflects a regular morphophonological rule in the language (cf. Pearson & van den Berg 2008: 16–17).
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(24) ana non ki-na iri lime iri analoch

top man bone-3sg.poss 3pl five 3pl ten

‘one thousand’ (Wycliffe Bible Translators 2009: 187, 275)

More commonly, a version without this first iri ‘3pl’ is given, as in (25).

(25) ana non ki-na lime iri analoch

top man bone-3sg.poss five 3pl ten

‘one thousand’ (Wycliffe Bible Translators 2009: 577, 633, 634, inter alia)

In mathematical terms, these phrases could both be conceptualized as ‘20×5×10’.

In the process of eliciting words and sentences, I managed to collect more than these 293 items on the 300-word list. 
The Lote wordlist I collected contains 591 lexical entries, including 500 distinct words and affixes (Barlow 2025a).

6. Obtaining numeral data

As mentioned in §5, Lote speakers do not have highly conventionalized words or expressions for especially high num-
bers. However, there is a fairly conventionalized linguistic system for counting at least as high as the first few multiples 
of 20. The Lote numeral system has quinary-like features in that the numerals ‘six’ through ‘nine’ are constructed using 
addition with the number 5 (whether overtly expressed by the numeral ‘five’ or left implied). At the same time, the sys-
tem is somewhat decimal-like, in that there is a special word for ‘ten’ and this form is used to construct all the numerals 
between ‘eleven’ and ‘nineteen’. Finally, the system can also be said to have vigesimal-like features, in that ‘twenty’, 
‘forty’, ‘sixty’, and so on are constructed using multiplication with the number 20, which is expressed by a phrase refer-
ring to the human body: ana non kina ‘top man bone-3sg.poss’.

Lote numerals have already been well described. The fullest description is in Pearson & van den Berg (2008: 29–32). Greg 
Pearson also provided Lote numeral data for Eugene Chan’s website Numeral Systems of the World’s Languages (Chan 
et al. 2019). Brief lists of Lote numerals can also be found in Grace (1955a: 96), Ross (1977–1982: word-list A: 7; word-list 
B: 5), Rath (1980: 206), Pearson (2016: 19), and Pearson (2018: 1). Lean (1985: 40) contains no data on Lote numerals. At 
some point, however, he recorded two of his counting system questionnaires with Lote speakers – for Inahele village19 
and Pilematana village (Lean n.d.: 31–32). Finally, the Lote New Testament (Wycliffe Bible Translators 2009) contains 
many translations of numerals into Lote. These documented accounts of Lote numerals can all be found either in Chan 
et al. (2019) or in (Barlow 2025b), both of which feed into the large Numeralbank database (Bibiko et al., forthcoming), 
which will hopefully soon become publicly available.

Given this level of documentation, I did not have as a priority to document the basic cardinal numeral system of the 
language. However, some Oceanic languages exhibit additional numeral systems that can go undocumented, even in 
fairly thorough descriptions. Some communities use “specific counting systems” for counting particular objects in ad-
dition to a generic counting system (cf. Bender & Beller 2007), and some communities have “esoteric” numeral systems, 
sometimes remembered as stemming from a legendary past (e.g., Barlow 2024a: 16–17). Indeed, in addition to recording 
some basic numerals in Lote (e.g., those contained in the 300-item wordlist), I was able to document a specific counting 
system, which is used for counting coconuts, breadfruit, and pieces of firewood but not anything else (as far as I was 
able to determine). Interestingly, whereas the generic counting system is constructed around the numbers 5, 10, and 20 

19  Inahele village, not pictured on Map 2, is located between Meletong and Uvol.
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(Table 4), the specific counting system is built around the number 4 – that is, it has a quaternary-like structure (Table 
5).

Table 4. Lote cardinal numerals

English Lote Gloss

1 ‘one’ ɛllɛ ‘one’

2 ‘two’ nai ‘two’

3 ‘three’ mol ‘three’

4 ‘four’ hɛnɛl ‘four’

5 ‘five’ limɛ ‘five’

6 ‘six’ ratɛle ɛllɛ ‘[five] plus one’

7 ‘seven’ ratɛle nai ‘[five] plus two’

8 ‘eight’ ratɛle mol ‘[five] plus three’

9 ‘nine’ ratɛle hɛnɛl ‘[five] plus four’

10 ‘ten’ analox (cf. ana ‘top’ and loxlox ‘all’)

20 ‘twenty’ ana non kina ɛllɛ ‘top man bone-3sg [times] one’

50 ‘fifty’ ana non kina nai pe analox ‘top man bone-3sg [times] two and ten’

100 ‘one hundred’ ana non kina limɛ ‘top man bone-3sg [times] five’

Table 5. Lote specific counting system

English Lote Gloss

1 ‘one’ ɛllɛ ‘one’

2 ‘two’ nai ‘two’

3 ‘three’ mol ‘three’

4 ‘four’ lɛisinɛ ‘(group.of.)four’

5 ‘five’ lɛisinɛ pe ɛllɛ ‘(group.of.)four and one’

6 ‘six’ lɛisinɛ pe nai ‘(group.of.)four and two

7 ‘seven’ lɛisinɛ pe mol ‘(group.of.)four and three’

8 ‘eight’ lɛisinɛ nai ‘(group.of)four [times] two’

9 ‘nine’ lɛisinɛ nai pe ɛllɛ ‘(group.of)four [times] two and one’

10 ‘ten’ lɛisinɛ nai pe nai ‘(group.of)four [times] two and two’

11 ‘eleven’ lɛisinɛ nai pe mol ‘(group.of.)four [times] two and three’

12 ‘twelve’ lɛisinɛ mol ‘(group.of.)four [times] three’

… … … …

16 ‘sixteen’ lɛisinɛ hɛnɛl ‘(group.of.)four [times] four’
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The words for ‘one’, ‘two’, and ‘three’ in this system are identical to those used in the generic counting system. Howev-
er, instead of the generic form hɛnɛl ‘four’, the specific counting system uses the special form lɛisinɛ ‘four’. Higher nu-
merals are then constructed additively from this lɛisinɛ ‘four’ and the coordinating conjunction pe ‘and’, as in lɛisinɛ pe 
ɛllɛ ‘five’ (literally ‘four and one’). Multiples of 4 are constructed multiplicatively, with the operation of multiplication 
left implied, as in lɛisinɛ nai ‘eight’ (literally ‘four [times] two’).

It should be noted that lɛisinɛ ‘four’ is only used as an absolute numeral – for example, as an answer to the question 
‘how many?’. To be used as an adnominal numeral, it must be preceded by the topic marker ana ‘top’, as in paita ana 
lɛisinɛ ‘four coconuts’ (cf. paita hɛnɛl ‘four coconuts’, the same expression using the generic counting system). Also, the 
form lɛisinɛ ‘four’ may optionally be followed by the third person plural pronoun iri ‘3pl’ in constructions for multiples 
of 4, as in lɛisinɛ iri nai ‘eight’, lɛisinɛ iri mol ‘twelve’, and lɛisinɛ iri hɛnɛl ‘sixteen’.

Quaternary elements in counting systems are relatively rare, but they are known to occur in various object-specific 
counting systems of Oceanic languages (Hammarström 2010: 27; Ross 2023a: 490–498). Generic counting systems that 
use the number 4 as a regular element for constructing numerals are found in at least five Austronesian languages, all 
of which belong to the Oceanic subgroup and are located in or off the coast of northern New Guinea (Barlow 2023: 295, 
supplementary materials).

7. Conclusion and suggestions

Based on the author’s brief field research, this paper has presented new grammatical and lexical data on the Oceanic 
language Lote. Since Lote had already been well described, this research was focused on filling some gaps in compara-
tive linguistic databases. Individual languages are bound to have fascinating features that are overlooked by databases 
that cover a finite number of features. However, by collecting the data needed to code the features in these databases, 
we can help contribute to comparative linguistic research. Information provided to grammatical databases like Gram-
bank can offer a fuller picture to typological studies, while information provided to lexical databases like Lexibank can 
aid in historical research, and information provided to more specialized databases like Numeralbank can expand our 
knowledge of other aspects of linguistic diversity, such as those pertaining to counting systems.

Of course, improving linguistic databases is not necessarily the highest priority for every linguist, and some researchers 
may wish to spend their limited time with a speaker or community engaged in other activities. Furthermore, not every 
consultant necessarily wants to spend time translating words and sentences. Some consultants may prefer to tell tra-
ditional stories or personal narratives, or they may wish to provide lists of local names for things like flora and fauna, 
among a number of other possible language-related activities. As always, it is important to consider consultants’ goals 
as well as one’s own.

I should also reiterate that my particular “field” scenario did not take place within a “speaker community.” I was stay-
ing in a town some 250 kilometers from where Lote is primarily spoken, but I was lucky enough to meet a Lote speaker 
who wanted to help answer some linguistic questions. Additional considerations can arise, however, when an outside 
researcher enters a language community. Since “parachute linguistics” is often not only methodologically but also 
ethically problematic (Bradley 2007: 143; Dorian 2014: 21), I probably would not advocate this approach of targeted elic-
itation to a linguist who is traveling, for example, to a remote village. However, linguistic research takes multiple forms 
and can involve varying degrees of community engagement (cf. Bowern & Warner 2015: 60–63). While collaborative 
community-centered approaches have rightfully garnered considerable attention recently (e.g., Dwyer 2006; Grenoble 
2010; Meakins et al. 2018), not every research scenario involves a “community” of speakers. Sometimes a linguist asks 
a few questions of a native-speaker friend, family member, or colleague. Other times (as happened to me in Kokopo), 
a linguist meets a fellow traveler who speaks a lesser-known language. Of course, whether the research is centered 
within a community or occurs between two individuals, linguists should always uphold the ethical responsibilities they 
have towards everyone involved (cf. Dobrin & Berson 2011).

For those researchers who would like to contribute to comparative linguistic databases and are able to conduct their re-
search in a way that accords with the interests of (members of) a community of speakers, I conclude with some sugges-
tions. For those with a relatively short amount of time to work with a relatively well-described language, I recommend 
first taking stock of what documentation and description of the language already exists and what has already been cod-
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ed in grammatical and lexical databases.20 Since Grambank v1.0 contains data on 2,467 language varieties – with Gram-
bank v2.0 set to have data on 3,130 language varieties (Hedvig Skirgård, pers. comm.) – there is a good chance that the 
language you are working with already has some grammatical features coded in the database. However, there is a much 
better chance that it does not have values coded for every feature. You can, therefore, note what is “missing” from the 
description of the morphosyntax of the language. Of course, not every morphosyntactic feature lends itself to a quick 
and easy investigation through elicited sentences – but some do!

Likewise, if the language does not already have a dictionary, there is a good chance you will be able to expand our 
knowledge of the lexicon. If you are researching an Austronesian language, the first place to look for a standard com-
parative wordlist is the Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Database (ABVD):

https://abvd.eva.mpg.de/austronesian

If no ABVD list exists yet for the language, then this may be a good opportunity to collect a lengthy wordlist (although 
it is possible that lexical resources already exist for the language, only that they have not yet found their way into the 
database). If, however, the ABVD already has one or more doculects associated with the language, you can check wheth-
er any items are missing. If so, you can work on targeted lexical elicitation to fill these gaps. Those working on languag-
es in other families will want to check the comparative lexical resources for those families and – above all – the latest 
version of Lexibank.

The same practice would apply when contributing to other, more specialized databases. First, check the relevant da-
tabases. If the language you are working with is absent from the database (or it is present but is missing some data 
points), see whether this is due to a lack of documentation or simply a lack of coding. If the latter is the case, then 
collecting more data for these particular topics is probably not the top priority. If, however, the information is missing 
from the database and nowhere else to be found, then this may be something you would like to collect.

But what to do with the data? If you have grammatical data that can supplement or correct coded values for a language 
in Grambank, you can submit this information to the site, as outlined here:

https://github.com/grambank/grambank/wiki/Contribute

The policy of Grambank is to cite sources as thoroughly as possible. Unless you have published your fieldnotes or analy-
ses of your field data, the simplest thing to do may be to include glossed sentences that exemplify the particular gram-
matical category being asked about in the feature. This is what I did with my Lote fieldnotes, which will be incorporated 
into the coding of the language for v2.0. If, however, you have published descriptive materials that are relevant to the 
coding of one or more features in Grambank, you can cite these along with coding suggestions. This paper, for example, 
can be cited in future versions of Grambank.

If you collect lexical data, the best way to make your data publicly available may be to publish a dataset with an open 
repository like Zenodo (European Organization for Nuclear Research & OpenAIRE 2013). Ideally, the lexical data would 
be structured using Cross-Linguistic Data Formats (CLDF)21 (Forkel et al. 2018; Forkel et al. 2024). A CLDF data structure 
would make it relatively simple to contribute the wordlist dataset to Lexibank:

https://github.com/lexibank

An example of lexical data being converted into CLDF wordlists is discussed in Hantgan & List (2023), which may be 
consulted in addition to the description of the process given in List et al. (2022). It may also be helpful to look at some 
of the examples of CLDF wordlists included here:

https://cldf.clld.org/examples.html

20  And for those researchers with more time available to work with a single language (e.g., PhD students writing reference grammars), it is also a 
good idea to look through typological databases to see the sorts of topics that are of interest to typologists and to address as many as is feasible, 
including with negative information (e.g., “there is no grammatical marking of evidentiality in language X”).

21  See also https://github.com/dlce-eva/dlce-eva/blob/main/doc/cldf_for_dummies.md. This is a “CLDF for dummies” guide created by Hedvig 
Skirgård.

https://abvd.eva.mpg.de/austronesian
https://github.com/grambank/grambank/wiki/Contribute
https://github.com/lexibank
https://cldf.clld.org/examples.html
https://github.com/dlce-eva/dlce-eva/blob/main/doc/cldf_for_dummies.md
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For further help with CLDF, questions can be posted as GitHub issues here:

https://github.com/cldf/cldf/issues

If the wordlist is of an Austronesian language and contains at least some – ideally many – of the 210 concepts included 
in the ABVD list, it would be a good idea to submit lexical information to the ABVD as well. This could, for example, be 
extracted as a subset of a larger wordlist. For Lote, I prepared an ABVD wordlist based on my fieldnotes, supplementing 
it with some notable variations found in other sources (discussed in §2).22 Alternatively, you may be able to offer correc-
tions to data already included in a wordlist. Information on how to contribute to the ABVD can be found here:

https://abvd.eva.mpg.de/austronesian/webedit.php

Finally, if you manage to collect a list of numerals in a language of the Pacific, you can contribute this information to 
the Numerals of the Pacific dataset (Barlow 2025b). Information on how to do so can be found here:

https://github.com/numeralbank/barlowpacific/blob/main/README.md#how-to-contribute

Happy database boosting!

22  The Lote ABVD wordlist may be viewed here: https://abvd.eva.mpg.de/austronesian/language.php?id=1709

https://github.com/cldf/cldf/issues
https://abvd.eva.mpg.de/austronesian/webedit.php
https://github.com/numeralbank/barlowpacific/blob/main/README.md#how-to-contribute 
https://abvd.eva.mpg.de/austronesian/language.php?id=1709
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Appendix

The table in this appendix presents a 300-item wordlist compiled from five published wordlists: the “Swadesh-100” 
list (Swadesh 1971: 283), the “Swadesh-200” list (Swadesh 1952: 456–457), the Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Database 
(ABVD) list of 210 words (Greenhill et al. 2008), the Leipzig-Jakarta list of 100 basic vocabulary items (Tadmor 2009: 
69–71), and the standard SIL-PNG survey word list of 170 words (Bee & Pence 1962; SIL 1999) (see §5).

This list is intended to offer guidance when collecting lexical data from less-described languages, particularly Austro-
nesian languages and/or languages in or around New Guinea. The notes provided are meant to aid researchers working 
with such languages, although they may also be relevant to other languages.

The 300 concepts in this list are arranged by semantic domain, as follows: body parts (items 1–31); fauna (32–54); flora 
(55–72); the natural world (73–105); cultural artifacts (106–115); people (116–130); pronouns (131–139); numerals (140–
153); various functional categories, such as quantifiers, interrogatives, adpositions, and deictics (154–178); properties 
(i.e., adjective-like concepts) (179–219); and actions and states (i.e., verb-like concepts) (220–300).

Some items on the list are written as multiple words, separated by a comma. In some instances, this reflects my desire 
to preserve variations in the wording of the original lists (e.g., ‘breast’ in the ABVD list but ‘breasts’ in the Swadesh-200 
list). Other times, this reflects the conflation of two words in an individual original list (e.g., ‘bad, evil’ in the ABVD 
list or ‘hand/arm’ in the Leipzig-Jakarta list). In some instances, this reflects my attempt to avoid ambiguity (e.g., ‘fly, 
housefly’ as opposed to ‘fly’, to avoid the verbal interpretation of the English word). Finally, sometimes this reflects my 
equation of two similar concepts that I assume to be commonly colexified in the languages of New Guinea (e.g., ‘hot’ in 
the Swadesh-100 list and ‘warm’ in the ABVD list). Thus, merging items from different concepts lists is not only a tech-
nical task but also a qualitative one.

Although the items towards the beginning of the list, which refer to concrete physical things like ‘nose’ and ‘dog’, may 
be easy to elicit as individual isolated words, some items on the list will probably only be elicited with the help of sen-
tences (e.g., verbs or, especially, function words like ‘if ’).
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300-item wordlist for elicitation in the New Guinea area and/or with Austronesian languages
100 = Swadesh (1971); 200 = Swadesh (1952); ABVD = Austronesian Basic Vocabulary Databases (210 words); LJ = 

Leipzig-Jakarta (100 words); SIL = Standard SIL-PNG survey (170 words)

Concept Sources Notes

1 nose 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 23

2 tongue 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

3 mouth 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 24

4 tooth 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

5 eye 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

6 ear 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

7 head 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

8 hair 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 25

9 forehead SIL 26

10 chin SIL 27

11 neck 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

12 arm, hand 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 28

13 thumb SIL 29

14 elbow SIL

15 shoulder ABVD, SIL

16 breast, breasts 100, ABVD, LJ, SIL 30

17 back (of the body) 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

18 belly 100, 200, ABVD, SIL 31

19 navel, belly button LJ

23  Words for some or all body parts (and other inalienable possessions) may exhibit obligatory possession marking. It is therefore often a good idea 
to elicit such words together with pronominal possessors (e.g., ‘his nose’, ‘my nose’, etc.).

24  The ‘mouth’ may be conceptualized differently in different languages, such that it may sometimes refer to both an internal and an external area, 
or there may be a distinction between the two, possibly with the ‘external mouth’ encompassing a large portion of the lower face.

25  There may be a distinction between ‘head hair’ and ‘body hair’.

26  The word for ‘forehead’ may also mean ‘face’.

27  There may be a term that corresponds more closely to ‘jaw’ than to ‘chin’ or that encompasses an area including all or part of both the ‘chin’ and 
‘jaw’.

28  Often there is colexification of ‘arm’ and ‘hand’; if, however, a distinct word for ‘hand’ exists, this should be collected. Sometimes a word for ‘fin-
ger(s)’ is offered when the linguist tries to elicit a word for ‘hand’.

29  The expression for ‘thumb’ may be a compound like ‘big finger’ or ‘mother finger’.

30  This refers to the ‘breast(s)’ of a woman; there may be colexification with ‘milk’ and/or with the verb ‘to suck’.

31  This refers to the external portion of the body, not the ‘stomach’, with which, however, there may be colexification.
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Concept Sources Notes

20 leg 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

21 thigh LJ

22 knee 100, LJ, SIL

23 foot 100, 200, SIL 32

24 guts, intestines 200, ABVD 33

25 liver 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

26 heart 100, 200, SIL 34

27 blood 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

28 bone 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

29 fat, grease 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

30 meat, flesh 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

31 skin, hide 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 35

32 pig SIL

33 dog 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

34 tail 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

35 bird 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

36 egg 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

37 feather 100, 200, ABVD, SIL 36

38 wing 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

39 cassowary SIL

40 claw 100, SIL 37

41 horn 100, LJ, SIL 38

42 fish 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

32  There may be colexification of ‘leg’ and ‘foot’; a specific designation for ‘foot’ may take the form of a compound (e.g., ‘bottom of the leg’); or the 
elicited expression may actually refer to the ‘sole of the foot’.

33  The words for internal organs can be challenging to elicit. It may be helpful to use images of the internal organs of animals that are commonly 
consumed in the area.

34  In some cultures, the center of emotion is traditionally considered to be the intestines and/or the liver. However, contact with cultures in which 
the heart occupies this role can make eliciting terms like ‘intestines’, ‘liver’, and ‘heart’ especially challenging. Sometimes it is difficult to know 
whether there has been semantic shift in the language or simply confusion in elicitation. It may be best to try as much as possible to focus on the 
literal meanings of these terms (e.g., by making reference to ‘pig hearts’, etc.).

35  There may be colexification of ‘skin’ and ‘body’.

36  The word for ‘feather’ may be the same as the word for ‘(body) hair’.

37  It may be difficult to elicit a word for ‘claw’; a word for ‘(finger)nail’ may be easier.

38  Horned animals are not indigenous to New Guinea; as a substitute for ‘horn’, one may try to elicit a word for the ‘casque’ of a cassowary or for the 
‘spine(s)’ found on some lizard species.
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Concept Sources Notes

43 snake 200, ABVD, SIL

44 frog SIL

45 flying fox, bat SIL

46 wallaby SIL

47 rat ABVD, SIL

48 worm, earthworm 200, ABVD

49 spider ABVD

50 fly, housefly LJ

51 mosquito ABVD

52 ant LJ

53 louse 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 39

54 animal 200 40

55 tree 100, 200, SIL

56 leaf 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

57 branch ABVD 41

58 bark (of a tree) 100, 200, SIL 42

59 root 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 43

60 fruit, berry 200, ABVD

61 seed 100, 200, SIL

62 flower 200, ABVD 44

63 stick, wood 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

64 vine SIL 45

65 grass 200, ABVD

66 banana SIL

67 sweet potato SIL

39  There may be a distinction between ‘head lice’ and ‘body lice’ or between lice found on humans and lice found on other animals.

40  There may not be a hypernym that encompasses all animals, or the word for ‘animal’ may be colexified with words for ‘game’, ‘meat’, or ‘protein 
source’.

41  There may be colexification of ‘branch’ and ‘arm’ (with ‘branch’ perhaps specified as ‘tree arm’).

42  There may be colexification of ‘bark’ and ‘skin’ (with ‘bark’ perhaps specified as ‘tree skin’).

43  There may be colexification of ‘root’ and ‘vine’.

44  There may not be a hypernym that encompasses all flowers; as a substitute, one can try to elicit the word for a particularly salient type of flower 
(e.g., ‘banana flower’).

45  There may be colexification of ‘vine’ and ‘rope’ (as well as colexification of ‘vine’ and ‘root’).
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Concept Sources Notes

68 taro SIL

69 yam SIL

70 bean SIL 46

71 sugarcane SIL

72 tobacco SIL

73 fire 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

74 smoke 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

75 ash, ashes 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

76 dust 200, ABVD

77 earth, soil 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

78 sand 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

79 stone, rock 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

80 woods, forest 200, ABVD

81 mountain 100, 200, SIL

82 water 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 47

83 sea, ocean 200, ABVD

84 lake 200, ABVD 48

85 river 200

86 ice 200 49

87 snow 200 50

88 rain 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 51

89 fog 200, ABVD

90 cloud 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

91 lightning ABVD

92 thunder ABVD

93 wind 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

46  They may not be an indigenous word for ‘bean’; words for other vegetables found in the area could be substituted.

47  The word for ‘water’ may also mean ‘river’.

48  The word for ‘lake’ may be a compound containing ‘water’.

49  It is unlikely to find an indigenous word for ‘ice’ in much of the tropics.

50  It is unlikely to find an indigenous word for ‘snow’ in much of the tropics.

51  The Swadesh 200-word list contains ‘to rain’ (i.e., the verb), whereas the other lists have the noun ‘rain’, which is probably preferable to elicit, 
although both the noun and the verb can of course be elicited.



Language Documentation & Conservation Volume 20 (2026)

Expanding Comparative Databases: The Case of Lote 157

Concept Sources Notes

94 sky 200, ABVD

95 moon 100, ABVD, SIL

96 star 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

97 sun 100, 200, SIL

98 shade, shadow LJ

99 night 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

100 day, daytime 200, ABVD 52

101 morning SIL

102 afternoon SIL

103 yesterday LJ, SIL

104 tomorrow SIL

105 year 200, ABVD 53

106 salt 200, ABVD, LJ 54

107 path, road, trail 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

108 house ABVD, LJ, SIL

109 thatch, roof ABVD

110 rope 200, ABVD, LJ

111 net bag, string bag SIL 55

112 needle ABVD 56

113 knife SIL

114 axe SIL 57

115 arrow SIL 58

116 woman, female 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

117 man, male 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

52  This entry refers to ‘day’ as opposed to ‘night’; there may also be a separate term for ‘day’ as the countable unit of time (a period of 24 hours).

53  The word for ‘year’ may be a metonymic extension of an annual event, such as a change in precipitation levels or ocean currents or a particular 
celebration.

54  Especially in areas far from the sea, there may be a word for a ‘traditional salt’ made from the ashes of burnt leaves.

55  If people do not use this particular style of bag (Tok Pisin: bilum), any ‘bag’ may be substituted, or perhaps a word for ‘basket’.

56  The word for ‘needle’ may be a metonymic extension of the material used to make traditional needles (e.g., the bones of a particular animal).

57  There may be a distinction between (traditional) ‘stone axes’ and (modern) ‘metal axes’.

58  Not every culture uses arrows; a word for ‘spear’ could be used as a substitute.
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Concept Sources Notes

118 person, human being 100, 200, ABVD, SIL 59

119 old woman SIL

120 old man SIL

121 girl SIL

122 boy SIL

123 child, baby 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 60

124 mother 200, ABVD, SIL

125 father 200, ABVD, SIL

126 sister SIL 61

127 brother SIL

128 wife 200, ABVD 62

129 husband 200, ABVD 63

130 name 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

131 1sg (I) 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

132 2sg (you, thou) 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

133 3sg (he, she, it) 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

134 1pl (we) 100, 200, ABVD, SIL 64

135 2pl (y’all, ye) 200, ABVD, SIL

136 3pl (they) 200, ABVD, SIL

137 1du (we two) SIL

138 2du (you two) SIL

139 3du (they two) SIL

140 one 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

141 two 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

142 three 200, ABVD, SIL

143 four 200, ABVD, SIL

59  There may not be a hypernym that covers both men and women, or ‘person’ may be colexified with ‘man’.

60  There may be a distinction between ‘child’ (as a young human) and ‘child’ (as a descendent). The latter category, like other kinship terms, may be 
obligatorily possessed.

61  Instead of terms for ‘sister’ and ‘brother’, there may be terms for ‘same-sex sibling’ and ‘opposite-sex sibling’, or no lexicalized gender distinctions 
among sibling terms at all. Furthermore, there may be contrasts between terms for ‘older siblings’ and ‘younger siblings’.

62  There may be colexification of ‘wife’ and ‘woman’.

63  Rather than (or in addition to) gendered terms for ‘husband’ and ‘wife’, there may be a hypernym for ‘spouse’.

64  There may be a contrast between exclusive and inclusive non-singular first person pronouns.
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144 five 200, ABVD, SIL

145 six ABVD

146 seven ABVD

147 eight ABVD

148 nine ABVD

149 ten ABVD, SIL

150 twenty ABVD

151 fifty ABVD

152 one hundred ABVD

153 one thousand ABVD 65

154 many 100, 200, SIL

155 few 200

156 all 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

157 some 200 66

158 who? 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

159 what? 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

160 where? 200, ABVD, SIL

161 when? 200, ABVD, SIL

162 how? 200, ABVD

163 because 200

164 yes SIL

165 no SIL

166 not 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

167 if 200, ABVD

168 and 200, ABVD

169 at 200, ABVD

170 in, inside 200, ABVD, LJ

171 above ABVD

172 below ABVD

65  There may not be a highly conventionalized numeral system with established terms for numbers as large as ‘one thousand’. Indeed, the system 
may start to deteriorate with much lower numbers. There may be a contrast between adnominal and absolute numerals as well as special systems 
used for counting particular (usually culturally salient) object, or there may be “esoteric” systems, perhaps of spiritual significance or simply remem-
bered by speakers as being “old” (but of unknown function).

66  There may not be a distinction between ‘some’ and ‘few’.
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173 with 200

174 here 200

175 there 200 67

176 this 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

177 that 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

178 other 200, ABVD

179 far 200, ABVD, LJ

180 near, close 200, ABVD

181 right (not left) 200, ABVD

182 left (not right) 200, ABVD

183 big 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

184 small 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 68

185 long 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

186 short 200, ABVD, SIL

187 wide 200, ABVD, LJ

188 narrow 200, ABVD

189 thick 200, ABVD, LJ

190 thin 200, ABVD

191 heavy 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

192 light (not heavy) SIL

193 dry 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

194 wet 200, ABVD, SIL

195 hot, warm 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

196 cold 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

197 hard LJ

198 smooth 200

199 straight 200

200 round 100, SIL

201 sharp 200, ABVD

202 dull, blunt ABVD, 200

67  Deictic words for concepts like ‘here’ and ‘there’ or ‘this’ and ‘that’ may exhibit more (or less) than a two-way spatial distinction, or they may 
exhibit non-spatial distinctions.

68  One of the sentences in the SIL-PNG list contains the synonymous word ‘little’.
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203 new 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

204 old 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 69

205 dirty 200, ABVD

206 full 100, SIL

207 rotten 200, ABVD

208 sweet LJ

209 bitter LJ

210 good 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

211 bad, evil 200, ABVD, SIL

212 right, correct, true 200, ABVD

213 painful, sick ABVD

214 shy, ashamed ABVD

215 black 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

216 white 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

217 red 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

218 green 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

219 yellow 100, 200, ABVD, SIL 70

220 to eat 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 71

221 to drink 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

222 to bite 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

223 to chew ABVD

224 to suck 200, ABVD, LJ

225 to cough SIL

226 to breathe 200, ABVD

227 to spit 200, ABVD

228 to vomit 200, ABVD

229 to yawn ABVD

69  There may be a distinction between ‘old’ when referring to people and when referring to things.

70  There may not be traditional terms for all these colors (least likely are ‘green’ and ‘yellow’), or there may be terms that are metonymic extensions 
of words for objects that typically have the given color.

71  The word for ‘to eat’ may also cover other forms of ingestion or mouth-related activities, such as ‘to drink’, ‘to chew’, ‘to smoke’, and so on. It may 
also be used with ‘fire’ as the subject to mean ‘to burn’. Of course, languages vary greatly in terms of the extent and kind of their verbal morphology. 
It cannot be assumed that a language will have established citation forms for verbs, and properly finding verb roots may require some degree of mor-
phological analysis (i.e., by investigating different tense/aspect/mood distinctions, person/number marking, etc.). For some languages, imperative 
verb forms can be useful for figuring out verb roots.
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230 to cry, to weep ABVD, LJ

231 to laugh 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

232 to sit 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

233 to stand 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

234 to lie, to lie down 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

235 to sleep 100, 200, ABVD, SIL 72

236 to dream ABVD

237 to hear 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

238 to see 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

239 to sniff, to smell 200, ABVD

240 to swell 200, ABVD

241 to scratch 200, ABVD

242 to die, to be dead 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

243 to live, to be alive 200, ABVD

244 to know, to be knowledgeable 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

245 to think 200, ABVD

246 to fear, to be afraid 200, ABVD

247 to say, to speak 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

248 to count 200, ABVD

249 to buy ABVD

250 to steal ABVD

251 to choose ABVD

252 to give 100, 200, LJ, SIL

253 to take LJ

254 to dance SIL

255 to sing 200

256 to play 200

257 to work ABVD

258 to dig 200, ABVD

259 to plant ABVD

260 to grow ABVD

72  There may be colexification of ‘to sleep’ and ‘to lie, to lie down’.
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261 to cook ABVD 73

262 to sew 200, ABVD

263 to wash 200

264 to open, to uncover ABVD

265 to hide ABVD, LJ

266 to tie, to tie up, to fasten 200, ABVD, LJ

267 to come 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

268 to go LJ

269 to walk 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

270 to run LJ, SIL

271 to climb ABVD

272 to swim 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

273 to float 200

274 to fly 100, 200, ABVD, SIL

275 to flow 200, ABVD

276 to blow 200, ABVD, LJ 74

277 to burn 100, 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 75

278 to freeze 200 76

279 to turn 200, ABVD

280 to fall, to fall down 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL

281 to catch SIL

282 to throw 200, ABVD

283 to hold 200, ABVD

284 to carry LJ 77

285 to pull 200

286 to push 200

287 to rub 200

73  There may be colexification of ‘to cook’ and ‘to burn’ (transitive). There may be no hypernym for ‘to cook’ but more specific verbs like ‘to boil’ or 
‘to bake in an earth oven’ (Tok Pisin: mumuim).

74  There may be a distinction between ‘to blow’ (with a human as the subject) and ‘to blow’ (with the wind as the subject).

75  There may be different (unrelated) words used for transitive and intransitive senses of ‘to burn’.

76  It is unlikely to find an indigenous word for ‘to freeze’ in much of the tropics.

77  There may be different verbs for ‘to carry’ based on how an item is being carried, such as in the hand, on the shoulder, or on the head.
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288 to squeeze 200, ABVD

289 to wipe 200

290 to grind, to crush LJ

291 to pound, to beat ABVD

292 to hit, to strike 200, ABVD, LJ, SIL 78

293 to fight 200 79

294 to hunt 200, ABVD

295 to kill 100, 200, ABVD, SIL 80

296 to shoot ABVD

297 to stab, to pierce, to stick 200, ABVD

298 to split 200, ABVD

299 to cut, to hack 200, ABVD

300 to do, to make LJ

78  The Leipzig-Jakarta list has the entry ‘to hit/beat’, which overlaps with the preceding entry on this 300-item list, ‘to pound, to beat’.

79  The formulation for ‘to fight’ may be a reciprocal version of (or otherwise derived from) the verb ‘to hit’.

80  There may be colexification of ‘to kill’ and ‘to hit’.


