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The omission of an accent on given information (or post-focally) is often reported to not occur in
Australian Indigenous languages (e.g., in Bininj Kunwok (Bishop, 2002; Bishop & Fletcher,
2005); Dalabon (Fletcher, 2014); and Mawng (Singer, 2005; Fletcher, Stoakes, Singer & Loakes,
2016)). In contrast, Djambarrpuynu, another language of northern Australia, does appear to use
deaccenting as a strategy to encode given and accessible information. Thus, it does not conform to
the areal typology of accenting all content words but does agree with deaccenting patterns
commonly observed cross-linguistically (see, e.g., Biiring, 2016; Ladd, 2008). This paper
examines deaccenting, downstepping, and deletion in Djambarrpuynu.

Unlike the lack of deaccenting observed for Australian languages, it is frequently found cross-
linguistically that a repeated word or information that is available situationally or inferentially is
deaccented (Biiring, 2016; Baumann & Grice, 2006; Ladd, 2008). Similarly, deaccenting or the
extreme compression of pitch accents is very common for words in post-focal position in
languages that make use of intonational accenting (Biiring, 2016). However, for languages that do
not necessarily deaccent, different strategies are employed to encode post-focal, given or
accessible information. A well-known example is Italian that makes use of different pitch accents
(D’Imperio, 2001), as well as the varying of gradient features such as pitch range and scaling
(Swerts, Avesani & Krahmer, 1999; Swerts, Krahmer & Avesani, 2002).

This paper presents preliminary findings on how given and accessible information are
prosodically encoded by nine Djambarrpuynu speakers from Milingimbi (Yurrwi), a community
in northeast Arnhem Land, Australia. Data were elicited using two staged dialogue tasks
concerning the naming of birds and identifying their moiety® in which information status of
elements was deliberately manipulated. Utterances were transcribed in Praat (Boersma & Weenink
2019) with an associated Autosegmental-Metrical model annotation of intonation (Beckman &
Ayers 1997; Ladd, 2008). An EMU-SDMS database was created (Winkelmann, Harrington &
Jansch, 2017), allowing for complex querying and analysis of the data in R (R Core Team, 2018).

These data show that Djambarrpuynu speakers use a range of strategies to encode given and
accessible information including deletion, deaccenting, and downstepped pitch accents. Figure 1
and Figure 2 give examples of deaccenting (Fig. 1) and downstepping (Fig. 2). Repeated
information (i.e., thematic topics) in post-focal position is encoded differently by speakers, with
some choosing to entirely delete given information—...the most radical form of deaccenting”
(Biiring, 2016:289)—while others opt for a deaccenting strategy (e.g., Fig. 1). When information
is accessible due to being a superordinate expression following a subordinate expression, it is
deaccented in 75% of utterances (77/102). However, deaccenting is not always used; some
speakers instead opt for a downstepped !'H* (e.g., Fig. 2). In some pre-focal environments,
however, thematic topics are pitch accented (e.g., gurrumagtjiny in Fig. 2).

Therefore, it appears that, unlike for other Australian languages, deaccenting is one of the
strategies used by Djambarrpuynu speakers to encode accessible or given information. It may be
that Djambarrpuynu simply has a different intonational profile than the previously described
languages; work on the intonational phonology of Djambarrpuynu is ongoing. Further
investigations will include analysis of naturalistic speech data that, it is hoped, will reveal more
about the strategies speakers use to encode aspects of information structure in Djambarrpuynu.
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“No it’s not called a white-breasted woodswallow!” “The magpie goose is a Yirritja bird.”
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Figure 1: Example of deaccented mulunda “white- Figure 2: Example of downstepped warrakan “bird”
breasted woodswallow” when a thematic topic (i.e., when accessible information (i.e., preceded by

repeated from preceding utterance). subordinate expression gurrumactjiny “magpie goose”).

! Within Yolnu (i.e., people of northeast Arnhem Land) culture, everything in the natural world, including
languages, animals, areas of land, and so on, is divided into two groups; the exogamous patri-moieties of Dhuwa and
Yirritja (Morphy, 1977).

References

Baumann, S. & Grice, M. (2006). The intonation of accessibility. Journal of Pragmatics, 38(10), 1636-1657.

Beckman, M. E. & Ayers, G. E. (1997). Guidelines for ToBI labelling. The Ohio State University Research
Foundation.

Bishop, J. (2002). Aspects of intonation and prosody in Bininj Gun-wok: An autosegmental-metrical analysis.
(Doctor of Philosophy thesis). The University of Melbourne, Melbourne, Australia.

Bishop, J. & Fletcher, J. (2005). Intonation in six dialects of Bininj Gun-wok. In S.-A. Jun (Ed.), Prosodic
typology. The phonology of intonation and phrasing. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Boersma, P. & Weenink, D. (2019). Praat: Doing phonetics by computer (Version 6.0.46).

Biring, D. (2016). Intonation and meaning. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

D’Imperio, M. (2001). Focus and tonal structure in Neapolitan Italian. Speech Communication, 33(4), 339-356.

Fletcher, J. & Butcher, A. (2014). Sound patterns of Australian languages. In H. Koch & R. Nordlinger (Eds.),
The languages and linguistics of Australia: A comprehensive guide (pp. 91-138). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Fletcher, J., Stoakes, H., Singer, R. & Loakes, D. (2016). Intonational correlates of subject and object
realisation in Mawng (Australian). In Barnes, J., Brugos, A., Shattuck-Hufnagel, S. & Veilleux, N. (Eds.),
Proceedings of Speech Prosody 2016 (pp. 188-192). Boston, USA: ISCA.

Ladd, D. R. (2008). Intonational phonology (2nd ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Morphy, F. (1977). Language and moiety. Canberra Anthropology, 1(1), 51-60.

R Core Team. (2018). R: A langauge and environment for statistical computing (Version 3.5.2). Vienna,
Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing. Retrieved from https://www.R-project.org/

Singer, R. (2005). Expression of information structure in Mawng: Intonation and focus. In Allan, K. (Ed.),
Selected papers from the 2005 conferences of the Australian Linguistic Society (pp.1-14). Melbourne,
Australia: Australian Linguistic Society (Monash University).

Swerts, M., Avesani, C. & Krahmer, E. (1999). Reaccentuation or deaccentuation: A comparative study of
Italian and Dutch. In Ohala, J., Hasegawa, Y., Ohala, M., Granville, D. & Bailey, A. (Eds.), Proceedings of
the 14" International Congress of Phonetic Sciences (pp. 1541-1544). San Francisco, USA: ICPhS.

Swerts, M., Krahmer, E. & Avesani, C. (2002). Prosodic marking of information status in Dutch and Italian: A
comparative analysis. Journal of Phonetics, 30(4), 629-654.

Winkelmann, R., Harrington, J. & Jansch, K. (2017). EMU-SDMS: Advanced speech database management
and analysis in R. Computer Speech & Language, 45, 392-410.



