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Exigencies of raanufacture do nct permit us to distribute the remaining
iascicles on Sino-Tibetan in the order in which the manuscripts for the fas-
cicles were prepared. Hence, Sino-Tibetan Fascicle One is not now followed
by Sino-Tibetan Fascicle Two, as originally planned. However, rather than
delay all publication of the Languages of the World Fascicles, this issue of
Anthropological Linguistics presents Indo-Pacific Fascicle One.

The remaining Sino-Tibetan fascicles will appear in future issues of
Anthropological Linguistics.




e aglne

LANGUAGES OF THE WORLD:
INDO-PACIFIC FASCICLE ONE

C.F. and F. M, Voegelin

Indiana University

Scope of the Indo-Pacific Languages

History of Austronesian (Malayo-Polynesian) research
Polynesia

Melanesia

Indonesia

Micronesia

For authorship and sponsorship, see Languages of the World:
Sino-Tibetan Fascicle One (0.1.). The research reported herein
was performed pursuant to a contract with the United States
Office of Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

1
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SCOPE OF THE INDO-PACIFIC LANGUAGES

1.0. The Indo-Pacific area is sornetimes taken as a natural area in

biology, but not in anthropology or linguistics.® Though there is a German
atlas concerned with the Indo-Pacific languages, the languages spoken on the
peninsulas and islands of the Pacific Basin and Indian Oceans are not generally
regarded as having historical unity; their genetic affiliations are certainly
diverse. When linguistic affiliations of languages of this geographic area do
not point to the Pacific, but in the opposite direction (toward Eurasia), they
are reserved for discussion in other fascicles than those devoted to Indo-
Pacific languages. Affiliations of Japanese and Korean, for example, are
sought in Uralic and Altaic; affiliations of Indic and Iranian languages ave
known to be with the Indo-European family. On the other hand, affiliations of
Dravidian and Munda, for example, have heen sought in Southeast Asia, and -
they are accordingly included in the scope of Indo-Pacific languages. So also
are aboriginal languages that are found geographically in the Indo-Pacific area,
but exist without known or suspected relatives there or elsewhere--those of
the Andaman Islands, of Australia, and most of those of New Guinea.

This condition of zero affiliation does not extend to Australia itself
nor to Wew Guinea itself. Virtually every language family in Australia is
related to ever other in Australia in an’ intricate net-=work of what might be

called phylum linguistics. As New Guinea languages ar-< being discovered

¥Since writing the above, we have found that Greenberg is clted as having used
the term 'Indo-Pacific' for a phylum to include mainly Papuaen and Australien=-
Tesmanion (George P. Murdock, Ethnology 3.123, 1964); this is of course not to
be confused with our areal linguistic use of Indo~Pacific for langusges spoken
from India to the Pacific.
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and described, it appears that they are indeed as numerous and as mutually
unintelligible as was anticipated from earlier inadequate samples but that,
rather surprisingly, they are related to each other in a small number of
New Guinea language families. These families, however, are not necessarily
(perhaps not even remo:ely) related to each other in New Guinea, or to Papuan
languages on other Western Pacific islands.

The picture that emerges in a linguistic view of the genetic relation-=
ships of Indo-Pacific languages is that not only <n the mainland, but on a
dozen islands in these oceans and bays and surirounding seas, including two
of the largest islands in the Pacific, Australia and New Guinea, languages
are spoken that are unrelated both to the geographically distant languages in
the whole area, and to the geographically surrounding languages. Suppose
that the Indo-Pacific area were being mapped linguistically; suppose that
regions in which Northwest Pacific languages were spoken, as Japanese and
Korean, were leit uncolored; suppose that the area extending from East Asia
to Southeast Asia to South Asia in which Sino-Tibetan and Dravidian and Indo-
European languages were spoken were also left uncolored: suppose, finally,
that the large islands of Australia and Tasmania and most parts of New Guinea
as well as all or most of som= ozen smaller islands were also left uncolored,
but that the rest of the Indo-Pac.."~ area were colored. All the colored parts
of the Indo-Pacific area would then represent areas in which languages are
spoken that are related to each other, whether in the sense of a language

family, or of a language phylum.
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The geographic range of languages that are related to each other in the
Indo~Pacific area is amazing. It extends from the island of Madagascar in the
Indian Ocean (separated from the African mainland by the Mozambique Channel)
where Malagasy is spoken, up to and including the celebrated Polynesiau
triangle bounded by Hawaii, New Zealand and Easter Island. The eastern point
of this triangle is much closer to the South American mainland (Chile) than is
the side of the triangle facing the Asian mainlande~the western side, that
which extends from Hawaii in the north and crosses the International Date Line
to the west beiore it reaches New Zealand in the south. The are: from this
Polynesian tridngle (in the Pacific) to Madagascar (in the Indian Ocean), extends
more than half way around the world; in it there are many islands whose
inhabitants speak languages that are genetically related not only to those
spoken in Polynesia and Madagascar but also to languages whose speakers
remained on the mainland in Southeast Asia, possibly Vietname se and
related languages, and languages of the Mon-Khmer family, but certainly to
languages like Cham which belongs to a language family that is generally
called 'Malayo-Polynesian' in the anthropology literature (but 'Austronesian'
in the linguistic literature). On our imaginary map we would indicate by
different colors the different branches of the Austronesian family that are
found on the mainland of Southeast Asia and as far west as the shores of
Africa and so far east as to be within outrigger canoe distance of South
America.

The map would show huge areas of solid color, as one color for the
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entire Polynesian triangle. It would show this color interspersed with other
coiors,; representing other branches of the Austronesian family, in the area
west of the Polynesian triangle. There would be little that was colored in
South Asia, even less in East Asia, but a surprising sprinkle of colored parts
in Southeast Asia, represeating Austronesian languages ('remnants'?) that
did not join their linguistic relatives who ventured into the Pacific islands in
earlier periods of migration. The Western Pacific would appear on the map
to alternate between uncolored and colored islands, the latter representing
Austronesian languages which are often supposed to have been wnfluenced by
unrelated neighbors in sound patterns, in lexical resources, or even in sen-
tence profiles; and possibly, vice versa. This kind of non-genetic reshaping
influence may have begun on the mainland, before migrations began; and
written documents suggest some continuation of such influence into historical
times.

In a sense, then, the Indo-Pacific area is relevant as a frame of
reference in areal linguistics, which can be investigated only after the
genetic relationships of an area are determined. Languages that are not
genetically related but still show similarities are the central concern of
areal linguistics: the similarities may reflect either parallel typological
development, or contact and borrowing. Opportunity for the latter was
especially rich in the Indo-Pacific area. For example, the early influence
of Hindu culture out of India extended not only to many Sino-Tibetan languages

but also to the many Austronesian languages on the mainland and on the islands
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off Southeast Asia. Since Bali was not subsequently converted to Islam, the
Hindu influence would be expected to be more marked there than in Java to
the west of Bali; and so it is, culturally -- but not linguistically.

Non-genetic impulses shaping languages in sound or sentence profile
are always masked; they are only now beginning to be studied. Word borrowing
is the least masked, and the most studied so far among Indo-Pacific languages.

But continuity of the ancestral vocabulary — in contrast to Lorrowing -~
remains the surest guide in establishing, by reconstruction, genetic relation-
ships-—a language family or language phylum. In addition to its interest for
diffusion (areal linguistics), the Indc-Pacific is chiefly interesting for con-
taining one of the most far-flung language families in the world. It is the
languages of the Austronesian family that dominate the colored parts of cur
imaginary map of the Indo-Pacific; only a few other smaller families that are
remotely related to it and to each other would also be colored, by vir tue of
belonging to the same phylum rather than to the Malayo-Polynesian family.

Austronesian languages that belong to the family, strictly speaking,
are found on the mainland only in Southerst Asia. Otherwise they are spoken
on islands as distant as Madagascar and as close to Singapore as Sumatra.
From Sumatra they are spoken beyond the Sunda Channel, in Java and Bali
and the Lesser Sundas, on the islard chain extending eastward to New Guinea.
North of the Java Sea and the Banda Sea——between western New Guinea and Sing-

apore—Austronesian languages are spoken on the smaller islands east and south of
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the Molucca Sea, and in Celebes and in Borneo. North of Celebes and Be -neo,
they ar: not only spoken on all the Philippine Islands, from Mindanao to
Luzon, but are also on some northern islands of the South China Sea, as the
aboriginal languages of Taiwan called Formosan. [here may also be Austro-

. nesian speakers on the island of Hainan (not to be confused with the speakers
of i.i, a Kam-Thai language).

Most but not all languages in that part of the western Pacific that is
called Melanesia belong to the Austronesian family; languages of this family
are also spoken along some coastal parts of New Guinea. Some Melanesian
1slands north of the Coral Sea are scattered between New Guinea and that
part of the Polynesian triangle which runs just west of the Ellice Islands.
Other so-~called Melanesian islands are scatiered east and south of the Coral
Sea--including the Banks, New Hebrides, New Caledonia, the Loyalty Islands,
and Fiji--between Australia and that part of the Polynesian triangle which
runs far west of Samoa and immediately west of Tonga.

The Micronesian islands are bounded on the east by the Polynesian
triangle, on the west by the Philippines, and on the south by New Guinea
and the Melanesian islands. In general, the areas listed above are culture

. areas rather than linguistic areas. Only for two of these areas--Micronesia
and the Polynesian triangle--can it be said that all the languages spoken in
them belonged exclusively to the Austronesian family when Europeans first

arrived.




8 Anthropological Linguistics, Vol. 6, No. 4

It is this widespread Austronesian language family that reflects the
last major migrations of Indo- Pacific languages. Some languages in the
Indo~-Pacific area that are not related in a language family sense, may still
have genetic relations with the Austronesian family by virtue of remote or
much earlier connections among parent languages. When two language families
frather than languages or branches in one family) are connected or related in
this way, they are said to belong t> the same phylum. The evidence for
bringing language families together in the same phylum is naturally less dense
than the evidence for bringing languages together in the same family. The
sparse evidence for connecting the Austronesian family with other language
families makes it possible to seriously doubt or reject the proposed con-
nection. ‘But if the work behind linguistic phylum reconstructions were based
on fuller information, the resulting reconstruction would be a language fa mily
rather than a phylum.

Every twenty years or so, in this century, additional language families
in South Asia and Southeast Asia have been proposed as remote relatives of
the Austronesian family, under a new cover term. These cover terms con-
necting two or more families are here classified as one or another phyium,
even though the label 'phylum' is not given in our source.

w0 1906, Schmidt set up his Austric phylum to relate the Mon-Khmer
family (spoken in Vietnam and Cambodia) and the Munda fa.aily of India, as
well as his other 'Austro-Asiatic' language s,to the Austronesian family.

In the 1924 edition of Meillet and Cohen's Les langues du rnonde,
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Przyluski extended Schmidt's Austric phylum be relating to Austronesian not
only the Munda family and the Mon-Khmer family, but also Vietnamese and
Cham. But Vietnamese is supposed by some to be a member of the Kam-Thai
family (Maspero), and by others to be a member of the Mon-Khmer family
(Haudricourt). The arguraent is based both on linguistic area and compar-
ative method considerations. If the latter can attest that Vietnamese is a
divergent member of the Mon-Khmer family, tuen they would not be in con-
flict with linguistic area concsiderations which show the influence of Thai and
Cantonese tone patterns on Vietnamese. Until fuller descriptions of Vietnamese
and Mon-Khmer languages permit more comparison in depth, the chief interest
of the comparison remains a linguistic area one of finding tvpological similar-
ities and similarities in which the donor language can bte distinguished from
the borrowing language.

In 1942, Benedict included the Kam-Thai family and the Austronesian
family as well as Vietnamese and tentatively Miao-Yao in one phylum, for
reasons similar to the ones encountered above. It was, according to
Benedict, linguistic area considerations that led previous scholars to place
the Kam-Thai family, with the Maio-Yao family and the Chinese family, into

a2 Sino-Tibetan phylum. Benedict's argument is that comparative rnethod
considerations suggest phylum affiliation of the Kam-Thai family with the
Malayo-Polynesian family, rather than with the Chinese family. Until the
comparative method considerations are given in detail, we are inclired

to include the Kam-Thai family in the Sino-Tibetan piiylum, because the

linguistic area considerations are already
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visible (e.g. in a sample of sentences from various language families in our
treatment of Sino-Tibetan), while the comparative method evidence is only
hinted at. However, in our view, the Sino-Tibetan phylum and the phylum to
which the Austronesian family and a few other language families belong will
before long appear to be related as one huge macro-phylum. Hence, though
not regarded as being of the same phylum, the Kam-Thai family may be
regarded as being indirectly related, via a macronhylurn, to the phylum in
which the Austronesian family belongs.

We need, apparently, a suggestive label for that phylum, since Schmidt's
‘Austric phylum' is too narrow a term, and too much associated with the
period before langtlé.ge family versus linguistic phylum was appreciated as a
distinction which could lead to conctructive synthesis by avoiding controver sy
over more immeidiate affiliations-for example, whether Munda is more closely
related to Mon-Khmer than Vietname se. The family-phylum distinction permits
us to say that the relationship is distant and remote, and does not make it
necessary to include Vietnamese and related languages into a language family,
as Mon-Khmer, but permits us to say that the well established Munda,family, the
Mon-Khmer family, Vietnamese and the well established Austronesian family,
including Cham, may aii be related in one language phylum.

Yet any suggestive labei for such a phylum is apt to be premature, since
such a label would be used while work is under way establishing the reality
of what is being labelled. Rather than a specific label, a frankly programmatic

listing of language families and phyla that are under consideration as members
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of a general Macro-Phylum could be given ir. parentheses. After re-examination,
a given family (e.g. Munda) might be removed from the parentheses, or

another family (2.g. Dravidian) might be included in the parentheses which

states no more than programmatic scope of an enormous Macro-Phylum
(Austronesian, Mon-Khmer, Vietnamese, Munda, and Sino-Tibetan).

Recent work in Indo-Pacific languages is less concerned with such ulti-
mate relationships among linguage families (phylum linguistics), however,
than it is with finding ways to attest the major branches of each of the con-
stituent families. The problem may be simple for some families, as Japanese-
Okinawan in the northwest, or as in the case of the Munda family in South
Asia. It is enormously complex in the case of other families in the indo-
Pacific, and nowhere more complex than in the case of the Austronesian
family. The seeming simplicity of the four traditional branches — Polynesia,
Melanesia, Indonesia, and Micronesia — has undergone drastic revision and
reconsideration, as is indicated in the historical stretch which follows (1.1).
The central area among the four traditional areas has shrunk, and many
languages in the Melanesian culture area are recognized as being Polynesian
in one sense or ancther. Polynesia has expanded linguistically, and so has
Indonesia; but it was long ago recognized that some of the languages spoken
on Micronesian islands were Indonesian in linguistic type and lexicon.

The work which permits this revision — the linguistic expansion of

Polynesia into Melanesia and of Indonesia into Micronesia =-is not restricted
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to Austronesian languages in any exclusive way. The work is done with an
& increased attention to and awareness of the so-called Papuan languages
spoken in the very center of the wide area in which Austronesian languages
are distributed-——namely, eastern Indonesia, New Guinea, and Melanesia.
The fact, regretted by some, is that these Papuan languages are defined
negatively: a language in this part of the world is identified as a Papuan
language only if it is not genetically a member of the Austronesian family,
Negative positions concerned with linguistic relationships can never be
stated with supporting evidence. That is to say, it is possible to cite actual

evidence for the support of the genetic relation among languages within a

family, or families within a phylum, but it is not possible to cite any actual
evidence for their non-relationship. Hence, in the case of Papuan lang-
uages, where evidence in support of genetic relationship for all is lacking

so far, it is always possible that such support will turn up in futur2 research.

Indeed, Joseph Greenberg has announced at a scientific meeting in 1961

(George Grace, personal communication) that he has already observed such
evidence which will serve to attest the genetic relationship of all Papuan

languages in one macro-phylum.

HISTORY OF AUSTRONESIAN (MALAYC-POLYNESIAN) RESEARCH

l.1. Two labels are in current usage for the language family that is

distributed from the eastern side of the Pacific ocean to the western extreme

of the Indian Ocean: (a) Malayo-Polynesian and (b) Austronesian. As early
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as 1836, it was known that Malay was related to the Folynesian languages.
When Wilhelm von Humboldt used term (a), he used it to indicate at least

this much, before it became apparent that all Micronesian languages, and

some of the languages in Melanesia also belonged to this language family, while
others did not. Most languages in New Guinea are not Austronesian and many
languages in the Melanesian islands are not. Those languages in Melanesia
which are not included in the Austronesian family have come to be called
Papuan, but without committent as to what linguistic relationship exists among
any pair of Papuan languages; perhaps none, in the case of some pairs. Hence,
Papuan is in effect a cover term for languages spoken in Melanesia — including
New Guinea — that are affiliated with each other (in most cases a. least) but
are not affiliated with the family called either (a) Malayo-Polynesian or (b)
Austronesian. Term (b) seems to be preferred by linguisis, as a kind of
symbol of active participation in Austronesian research, much as Americanists
who were actively engaged in Algonquian work (at the time of Bloomfield)
spelled Algonquian that way, while anthropologists followed a simpler spell-
ing (Algonkin or Algonkian).

The use of 'Oceania' as an areal term is somewhat parallel to the con-
venient but negative meaning of Papuan. In its negative sense, 'Oceania’
excludes Indonesia; and in its narrowest usage, also excludes the Australian
island-continent which is geographically under New Guinea as well as under

Indonesia. In its most restricted usage, the Oceania area — from west to

east — covers N2w Guinea, Melanesia, the Polynesian triangle, and Micronesia.
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In the last two sub-areas mentioned here--Polynesia and Microne sia~lang-
uages of the Austronesian family were spoken exclusively before the arrival
of Europeans. In New Guinea and Melanesia, the Papuan languages that do
not belong to this family are also included in the Oceania area. On the one
hand, Oceania is not always extended to include Australia where, to be sure,
the aboriginal languages are not Austronesian, On the other hand, Indonesia
is also not always included in 'Oceania’, though in Indonesia most languages
surely belong to the Austronesian family; a few do not, as languages of North
Halmahera; of Portuguese Timor and of Alor, in the Lesser Sunda islands.
'Oceania’ is certainly not used as a cover term to include the island off

Africa (Madagascar) where an Austronesian language is spoken. A much

less restricted areal term than 'Oceania’ (such as our 'Indo-Pacific') is

called {or to do justice to the distribution of languages in the Austronesian
familye=~not to mention such remotely related language families as Mon-Khmer
in Southeast Asia and Munda in India which needto be re-examined in recon-
structed parental form for their phylum affiliations with Proto Austrone sian,

Oceania is used in two senses: (1) as an areal term, and (2) as a

linguistic branch name (Oceanic), just as the names for the traditional branches
of the Austronesian family are being found to be weak (1) as brauch terms,
though useful (2) as areal terms. But neither as an areal term nor as a term
for one of two bifurcating branches of the Austronesian family (Indonesian and
Oceanic}, can 'Oceania' or 'Oceanic' be understood as a synonymous or redun-

dant way of indicating the Pacific islands--uncounted thousands altogether
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(though seven thousand have been counted for the Philippines) spread over a
watery expanse covering three million square miles. As an areal term
'Oceania’ is synonymous neither with Pacific islands nor with Southeast Asia.
The latter is defined as including not only the mainland part of southeast Asia
but also Indonesia. Oceania means all the rest of the South Pacific islands,
or most of them, depending on whether or not the continental island of
Australia is included in all the rest.

In these terms ard in this context, the following consultants who guided
us were concerned iargely with Oceania, and with Indonesia in its linguistic
sense (i.e. not only with languages of Indonesia as a nation and of national
Malaysia, and of the Vietnam nation, but also with north Indonesian languages
centering in the Philippines): Doris anG David Blood, Denzel Carr, Samuel
H. Elbert, George Grace, Howard McKaughan, Fred K. Meinecke, Albert
J. Schutz, Donald Topping, and E. M. Uhlenbeck. At this juncture, the
principal investigators as well as the consultants were concerned with lan-
guages in the Austronesian family rather than with Papuan languages.

The discovery of the linguistic connecticn between Malay and Polynesia
was made two centuries ago, after the voyages of Captzain Cook and his
scientific associates. English speaking scholars thereafter centered their
descriptive and comparative work in the Polynesian-Melanesian islands, as
did French scholars, while Germanic speaking scholars, including especially

the Dutch, took Indonesia as their point of departure. It is perhaps this

curious divisicn of labor (unfortunate, =ince neither side took too seriously
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the contributions of the other) that accounts for the otherwise arbitrary term
'Oceania’ being widely accepted and making sense to those who use it in the
Pacitic world. It permitted the Cnglish speaking workers to say in one word
that their field of research was Oceania; and that what was formerly the Dutch
East Indies is not part of Oceania. New Guinea, which seems pivotal to us
today, seemed yesterday to be an island of marginal interest (the eastern
margin of Dutch interest and the western margin of English interest).

The Micronesian islands were a very silent part of Oceania when they
were occupied by the Japanese between the two world wars, but the languages
spoken in these little islands were once assumed to constitute the Micronesian
branch of the Austronesian family.

Before the first world war, a great variety of Melanesian languages
were sampled; and the Melanesian branch of the Austronesian family bristled
with problems from the start. Resolutions of the difficulties encountered
were expected from sub-stratum and pidginization theories to the effect that
Melanesian languages were proper Austronesian languages until the speakers

of them (in the migratory period) met with and intermarried with speakers of

Papuan languages on the shores of New Guinea and on many islands of Melanesia.

Hence, it was argued, present day offspring from a period dating back more
than one millenium speak languages in which the Papuan substrata are
occasionally observable; or more than occasionally so in the case of lang-
uages that are more inixed, in the sense of being Austronesian pidginizations

or rather creolizations of Papuan languages.

o
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The sampgling of languages before the second world war was done by
many different workers, as Milner (1963) points out in his survey of Oceanic
linguistics — by such missionaries as Fox, Codrington, Iven., Hazelwood,
Churchward; by an occasional wandering scholar {Dempwolff), or once in a

. lifetime expedition scholar (Ray, Friederici); and by schelars who never
visited the Pacific islands (Kern, Schmidt). Javanese could boast of an
ancient literature, but the writing for most of the languages was devised by
missionaries over a century ago; in some cases modern linguists can find
no contrastive sounds in the language (e.g. Fijian) that the early missionaries
failed to distinguish. Formerly preliterate peoples in Oceania have been
literate for over a century now; and when they travel to other islands today,
they write home in their native language. For anyone accustomed to working
with American Indians who has: not taken a century's literacy for granted, it
comes as a great surprise to have one's casual informants — Tnga speakers
in our case ~— be interested in writing down their own language to save us the
trouble of recording their utterances.

The early sampling of languages was sporadic in Oceania but was
tantamount to a national enterprise in Indonesia, since as Milner (1963) says
(p. %5), "In Holland the wealth of material available in Indonesia occupied all
but a few linguists. In Germany interest in Oceanic languages dwindled be-
tween the two world wars while in Great Britain and France these studies
attracted one or iwo scholars in each generation.' Just before the second

orld war, the Austronesian family was firmly =stablished by Dempwolff
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(1934-39)—=so firmly that only a few attempts at revision of Dempwolif's
reconstructions have been made, notably by Dyen (1947,1951,1953).
Changes in emphasis since the last world war include awakening of
research interest in the Indonesian branch of Austronesian by Indonesian
natiorals who have received graduate training at universities in the United
States and elsewhere; and new academic interest, beside continuing
missionary interest, in many languages on the 'Oceanic' side of the
Austronesian family, as well as in Papuan languages. New Guinea is no

longer terra incognito linguistically. This does not mean that every one of

the New Guinea languages is now under inve stigation, for there are probably
more than 500 different languages spoken there; it does mean that well
trained investigators from universities and trom the Summer Instiiute of
Linguistics have had enough contact with different languages to realize that
there is probably greater linguistic diversity among the two or three million
people in New Guinea than in any other area of comparable size and pop-
ulation in the world. But only a sample of these hundreds of languages are
under investigation. Specific workers are listed, together with the languages
of their conce rn, in following chapters.

In the history of Austronesian work, no one objects when it is proposed
that the parent language of this family be regarded as related to the parent
language of another language family spoken on the Asian mainland (as Kham-
Thai or Mon-Khmer), even if the proposed phylum is extended to India to

include the Munda language family. Nor has there been any controversy
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over the reconstructability of the Proto language that may be called either
Malavo-Polynesian or Austronesian ore=~for short here—'the parent language’.
But there hias been nothing but controversy over the branches of the parent
language. As alrz2ady mentioned, Dempwolff established the parent language;
it was clearly expectable that this could be done. Controversy arose over
whether Dempwolif's view of branching was too Germanic-~too much centered
in the Indonesian branch from which the Oceanic branch or branches were
given an outside or secondary place. If sco, Dempwolff would merely be
reflecting the bias of the onlder Dutck scholars who did not regard Oceanic
languages as coordinate with Indonesian languages but merely as troublesome
offshoots of Indonesian~and not well studied offshoots at that. This view is
explicitly attributed to Dempwolif, as well as to Kern, by Milner (1963), who
asserts that Dempwclf reconstructed the parent language by exclusive con-
sideration of languages in the Indonesian branch (p.63); and only then, after
the reconstructicn, bothered to compare Oceanic languages with his recon-
struction of the Indonesian branch (p. 82); and that Dempwolff's subsequent.

examination of Oceanic languages 1ed to an ambiguity called Urmelaneisch

which might mean that Melanesian should be distinguished frrnm Polynesian as
two of three coordinate branches (Ind mnesian being th« third branch), or might
mean that the parent language was bifurcated irtc two main branches (p. 83):

Indonesian and Oceanic (including both Polynesian and Melanesian languages).

The general impression that Dempwolff's reconstructiou of the parent lang-

vage was based on three languages selected from the Indonesian branch




20 Anthropological Linguistics, Vol. 6, NJ. 4

(Tagalog in the Philippines, Toba Batak in Sumatra, and Javanese in Java)
is corrected by Chrétien (in Capell, 1962); this erroneous impression arose
because Dempwolff did attempt, in his definitive work of 1934-38, to show
that it is possible to reconstruct all the contrastive sounds of the parent
language from three Indonesian languages (those cited in parentheses above),
but that as early as 1920 Dempwolff had already begun to base his recon-
structions on two Micronesian languages (Gilberts, Marshalls), on two
Polynesian languages (Samoan, Maori), on three Melanesian languages {(Mota,
Fiji, and Graged, which is also spelled Gedaged), as well as on a dozen
Indonesian languages. Dempwolff was at one time or another concerned with
all five hundred languages or dialects in the Malayo-Polynesian family, but
since he ofter made distinctions about branching by implication, instead of

explicitly, he has to be interpreted by his successors, as by Milner (in Capell,

1962):
Parent language
-
e
Indonesian branch Oceanic branch
Melanesian group’/ Polynesian group

This represents the original two way split, or the simpler view of
bifurcated branching in the Austronesian family--two branches, with sub-
groups under the Oceanic branch (but not under the Indonesian branch in
Dempwolif's postulation).

The following diagram represents Grace's similar postulation (in Capell,

1962) which differs less from Dempwolff,less than it appears to in our diagram.

— a P A P




(see comment below):

Parent language
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. _Polynesian branch-group
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Haudricourt's postulation (in Capell, 1962) seems to suggest a three-

way original split:

i Parent language
e - ... Micronesian branch-group

T~
Indonesian Forllno san | ~~._ Polynesian
branch branch ™ branch- group
Melanesian
branch-group

Fox's postulation (in Capell, 1962) seems to suggest a four-way
original split, which is also a possible interpretation of Dempwolff:

Parent language

//@M?k \

B s

;

- = . RS - .
i >
4

—
[ / . ho% e o b
Indonesian Melanesian Polynesian = Micronesian
branch branch branch branch

With Cowan's postulation (in Capell, 1962), we return to the simpler
bifurcated-branching with sub-groups under the Oceanic branch (or, as Cowan
prefers to call Oceanic, 'Proto-Melanesian'), also postulated by Dempwolff
and Grace (see above):

Parent language
Sl

% Tt =
Indonesian Oceanic branch
branch Y A
— = - /
Melanesian Melanesian and Polynesian ~~ Micronesian
group group group

- S o A .
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Fox's four coordinate branches of the Malayo-Polynesian family
represent what we have called the traditional view. One modern view is
then represented simply by a bifurcated branching, with a transfer of
controver sy from the problem of justifying the original split to the problem
of justifying the linguistic homogeneity of languages spoken in the sub-groups
under the Oceanic branch; even if they cannot be justified by comparative
method linguistics, they remain distinct in areal linguistics. The linguistic
justification for branching is partly and properly scught for in comparative
method work; in practice, it has been largely typological, but typology
belongs primarily in areal linguistics, in which diffusion is a primary
consideration. It is well known, for example, that infixes are found in
Indonesian languages. But infixes are not confined tc languages spoken in
Indonesiane~indeed infixes are found east of New Guinea in Melanesia (central
Solomon islands).

There is divided opinion as to whether or not comparative method
eviderce will justify Melanesia as a genetic sub-branch of the Oceanic branch.
According to Milner (1963), Schmidt, Dempwolff, Fox, Haudricourt, Dyen,
Grace and Milke expect that it will, while Ray, Capell, Wurm and Cowan
expect that it will not (p. 69). If not, 'Melanesian' languages will remain
typologically distinct but not genetically distinct from other Malayo-Polynesian
groups.

Among the typological criteria recently listed for 'Melanesian' lang-

uages by Capell (1962) are (1) complex noun system (noun classes with concord—
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that is, affixes which distinguish singular, dual, paucal for few, and plural

for many are affixed to pronouns and adjectivez, as well as to nouns=-——and

different sets of such affixes serve as classifiers for different classes of
nouns); and (2) complex verb system:s (simpler in languages that have a com-
plex noun system); and, beside this part of speech type of typology, (3) syn-
tactic criteria (Subject-Object-Verb as a favorite order, and much variation
between modified-modifier and modifier-fnodified orders).

If Melanesian can be justified as a genetically distinct as opposed to
a typologically distinct group in the Malayo~-Polynesian family, it willl be
through comparative method (reconstructive) work. Grace (1959) propesed
bringing together Fijian, Rotuman, and Polynesian languages, and thereby
raised the hope of merging Polynesian and Melanesian languages in one
genetic group rather than keeping these two traditional branches apart. Cther
Melanesian languages from New Britain Lave been added to Grace's nucleus
by Goodenough (1961); and Milke proposed the term 'Protc-Oceanic' for the
period before Fijian, Samoan and Eastern Polynesian languages had separated,
on the basis of comparative method work which gives positive resuits; Milke's
parallel statistical treatmeant of typological strata or sub-strata proposed by
Capell yielded critical results (Milner, 1963, p. 83) as did Chrétien's 1956
study (p. 86).

The reconstruction of Polynesian as a genetically distinct branch in
the Austronesian family is stated in the form of a family tree by Elbert (1953),

but the genetic distinctness of Polynesian in the Austronesian family is ques-
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tioned on typological grounds by Kahler who sees so many parallels to
Polynesian characteristics in the Celebes and other parts of Indonesia that,
as Milner (1963) puts it, "He therefore sees no reason for preserving the
term Polynesian as a linguistic concept.!" (p. §6).

Modern proponents for preserving the term Micronesian as a linguistic
concept are hard to find. The mcdern view is most clearly expressed by Izui
whose opinion is cited (p. 70) by Milner (1963): '""Micronesian languages do not
form a homogeneous group, some, like Palau and Chamorro, being mainly
Indonesian in their structure, while the remainder, including the languages
of the Carolines, Marshalls and Gilberts, wre mainly Melanesian with some
influence from Polynesian." This is certainly on¢ modern view, but it
cannot be judged until modern linguists publish their recent analyses of
Micronesian languages. The reference to what is Melanesian in Micronesian
with some influence from Polynesian is surely typological, echoing Kahler

(1952-55; VI:144) who flatly asserts that "Polynesian dialects exhibit . . .

the same typological structure as languages in the Indonesian areas . . . the
Polynesian dialects . . . are therefore Indonesian languages.'" Two cut of

the four traditional branches have evaporated in these extreme views in which
part of Micronesia is ascribed to Indonesian, and the cther part to Melanesian,
and all of Polynesia is ascribed to Indonesian.

These extreme views can be matched by other views equally modern
but less extreme-—e.g. those expressed by Matthews (1950) in respect to

Micronesia on the one hand and also in respect to the other three major branches
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(Polyncsian, Indonesian, and Melanesian). What he terms the'nu-lear

variety' »f Micronesia (languages spoken in the Carolines, Marshalls, and

-

Gilberts) cannot be treated as part of any enlarged Polynesian or Melanesian
branch—or even as part of an enlarged Indonesian branch, though there are
of course Indonesian type languages snoken on Micronesian islands other than
the Carolines, Marshalls and Gilberts. Most insightful in Matthews' view

is his recrgnization that interpretation varies depending on whether it is
based on diachronic linguistics—which has led to 'ephemeral' as well as
'tenacious' controversy about branches of the Austronesian family--or on
synchronic linguistics: "Whatever the ephemeral or the tenacious views of
diachronic linguistics may be with regard to the vertical development of the

various branches of Austronesian, synchroni¢ study shows them to be, in

-y

sound and struéture, four parallel and separate types, whose interrelation-

ship seems to be due to more than the lavish diffusion of lexical elements from

an Indonesian source.'" (p. 437).

So far as the 'four parallel and separate types' are concerned, Poiynesia
is the only one that has proved to be readily recognizable by having over-
whelming similarities among all the languages of the area. Major branches
in the Austronesian family have been set'up 'by inspection' for Polynesia;
miner or sub-branches have also been sei up 'by inspection'--e.g. Tagalog
and Cebuano (and other Bisayan dialects) a. i Bikol which exhibit shared
innovaticns that distinguish this sub-branch from other sub-groups and sub-

branches of the major Indonesian branch. What is common to Indone sian,

- - S . . N _ o A e o o 4 =
| e .
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however, is what continues from Proto-Austrone sian times (retentions;
hence Dempwoiff could reconstruct Proto-Austronesian from Indone sian
resources alone); what distinguishe s Indonesian from other major branches
is the question about which there is more than one modern view.

The lexicostatistic work of Dyen (1963) is narrowly based but most
definitive within its scope. It is not at all nihilistic in respect to branches of
the Austronesian languages. If the most chartered parts on the Austronesian
research program lie at two extremes=——the reconstructed parent language
(Proto-Austronesian) on the one hand, and the smallest of small sub-groups
or sub-branches on the other {(as the Tagalog-Bisayan~Bikol sub-branch in
the Philippines, cited above), then information of a lexicostatistic kind offers
a scaffolding to build from the smallest sub-groups to successively larger or
more inclusive sub-branches. But the lexicostati stic information does not
distinguish in principle between diffusion of lexical elements, and retention,

and shared innovation.

POLYNESIA

1.2. We begin our list of Malayo-Polynesian langrages as an

archaeologist micht begin his description of the stratigraphy of a site: first
mentioned is what is nearest to the surface-what is nearest chronologically
to historic times~-and all the rest of the stratigraphy may then be said to
precede in time perspective. Archaeology contributes carbon 14 information

for dating early but not necessarily first settlements of Polynesian islands;

"
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glottochronolcgy postulates calculations for estimating the time span of
separation hetween pairs of Polynesian languages or dialects; typology
promises to contribute a testable index of structural sameness and differences
among groups of languages and dialects that have already been demonstrated to
be genetically related by the comparative method; and genealogical traditions
of colonizing ancestors can be iranslated into years by counting 25 years for
each generation. These five kinds of data-~~carbon 14 from archaeology,
density of shared vocabulary from lexicostatistics, typological data from
structural linguistics, reflexes from reconstructions in comparative method
work, and genealogical tradition from folklore=-probably confirm each other
more completely in Polynesia than in any other part of the Indo-Pacific area.
Still, not even in Polynesia are all five kinds of data mutually confirmatory
for all interpretations.

The last neolithic migration known in prehistory began its island
hopping and backtracking at some undetermined time, starting from the
Southeast Asian mainland, and ending in Eastern Polyhesia at dates that can
be ascribed with an unusual degree of confidence. Before giving dates for
the times the Polynesians settled the islands, the islands themselves are
listed; following Elbert (1953) in general, we often use the name of an island
or island group for the name of the Polynesian language spoken on it-—e.g.
'New Zealand' for the Maori language spoken in various dialects in New
Zealand; 'Hawaii' for Hawaiian, a lan grage formerly spoken in all the

inhabited islands of the Hawailan chain, but now spoken as a primary lan--
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guage chiefly on one little island of the Hawaiian chain (Niihau).

Polynesian languages spoken outside the Polynesian triangle ure called
Polynesian Outliers. Capell (1962) gives a list of 'Outlier Groups within
Melanesia'. But some languages on his list, as Nukuoro and Kapingamarangi,
are as far north as the Gilberis which belong to the traditional Micrcnesian
group or branch of Malayo-Polynesian. It is true, of course, that most of
the Polynesian Outliers are interspersed among Melanesian islands.

We now list the Outliers by names for fourteen of the islands or
languages, and occasionally add parenthetic additions for languages or islands
to give further infermation:

Fila-Mele (Efate, New Hebrides)
Futuna-Aniwa (New Hebrides; there is also a Futuna in western Polynesia)

Kapingamarangi (Greenwich)

Mae (New Hebrides)

Mortlocks (Taku, also spelled Takuu and Tauu)

Nukuria (also spelled Nuguria; probably close to Mortlocks linguistically)
Nukuoro (in southern Micronesia, near Kapingamarangi)

Nukumanu (probably close to Mortlocks linguistically; also called Tasman)
Ongtong Java (Luangiua, or Lord Howe)

Pileni-Matema-NukapunTaumakq (Duffs)

Rennell-Bellona (Mugaba and Mungiki)

Sikaiana, also spelled Sikiana or Sikayana (Stewart)

Tikopia-Anuta (one language in two islands southeast of Santa Cruz)
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Uvea of the Loyalties (there is also another Uvea in Western Polynesia).

These Outlier languages have been less investigated than have the
languages spoken within the Polynesian triangle. Something unexpected
in Polynesian was discovered by Elbert (1948): the usual oral stops,

/p t k/ (as well as continuants), were contrasted with aspirated stops
/phthlg}' (and continuants) in Kapingamarangi, and a decade later Milner
(1958) found the same contrast in Ellice Islands, just barely within the
Polynesian triangle. Kapingamarangi lies in the southernmost part of
Micronesia, on the border of Melanesia, and some seven or eight degrees
of latitude north (and west) of the Ellice Islands.

T he FEllice Islands lie within the Polynesian triangle, the westernmost
islands of western Polynesia. Included in this western group are seven
Polynesian languages or dialects listed by Elbert (1953) and Capell (1962):
Ellice
Futuna (of Western Polynesia; there is also an Qutlier Futuna in New Hebrides)
Niue (east of Tonga)

Samoa
Tokelau
Tonga
Jvea (of Western Polynesia; there is also an Qutlier Uvea spoken in the
Loyalty islands)
Tonga is included in a special focus in western Polynesia, together

with Niue, Uvea, and Futuna. It is possible to demarcate western Polynesian
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languages from eastern Polynesian languages, but also possible to distinguich
the Tongan focus from other western Polynesian languages, and then there-
after to contrast all western Polynesian with eastern Polynesian languages

or dialects.

East of Ellice and Samoa and Tonga, lie the most central of all islands
in the Polynesian triangle. These are the Society Islands, including Tahiti;
the Northern Cooks (Pukapuka, Manihiki, Ralté,hanga, and Tcngareva which
is also called Penrhyn)~all low islands north (and west) of the Society
Islands; the Marquesas lie northeasi; the other Cooks, including Rarotonga,
and the neighboring Australs and the distant Rapa are mostly high islands to
the south of the Society Islands. Directly east of the Society Islands and
south of the Marquesas, are the Tuamotu grcap of coral atolls. The eastern-
most islands in Eastern Polynesia—east of all those already mentioned-—are
Mangareva (also called Gambier) and Pitcairn (where archaic English and
some Tahitian is spoken) and Easter Island. The other two geographic
exiremes of the Polynesian triangle (Hawaii and New Zealand) belong in
Eastern Polynesia also-—for linguistic reasons (and for reasons of culture
also, as Burrows pointed out long ago).

Eight lahguages or dialects from the eastern group within the
Polynesian triangle are included in the lists given by Elbert (1953) and by
Capell (1962): .

Easter Island

Hawaii




Indo-Pacific Fascicle One

Mangareva (east of the Australs a- d south of Tugmotu)
Marquesas

New Zealand (Maozri)

Rarotonga

Tahiti

Tuamotu (called Pa ?umotu by the Tahitians)

As cited above, these lists of languages or dialects—14 Polynesian

Outliers as against 15 within the Polynesian triangle (7 western and 8 eastern)
are not as coordinate as they scem to be. The lists name separate islands
for the Outliers generally, but for western and eastern Polynesian, most of
the names listed are for sizeable island groups in which dialects are
differentiated (Samoa, Tokelau, Ellice and Tonga in the west; and Hawaii, '
Marquesas, New Zealand, the Cooks, Society Islands and the Tuamotus in the
cast).

Recent grammatical studies have appeared or are in press for Kaping-
amarangi by Elbert (1948) ; for Rennell and Bellona, also by Elbert (in press);
and for Futuna and Aniwa of the New Hebrides by Capell {1960)~-all Polynesian
Outliers. On languages within the Polynesian triangle, there has recently
appeared additional grammatical work for Maori by Biggs (1961) and by
Hohepa (in press); for Cook Islands (Rarctongan) by Buse {1960); for Samoan
also by Buse (1961) and by Pawley (in press); for Tongan by Churchward (1953)
and by Morton (in press); and for Hawaiian by Elbert who gives grammatical

information in successive and revised editions of his book Conversational




32 Anthropological Linguistics, Vol. 6, No. 4

Hawaiian (1951-61) and in the preface to a dictionary.

On the whole, the contributions to Polynesian lexicography, now as
in the past, exceed the contributions to Pclynesian grammars both in bulk
- and in insight.

The Hawaiian-English Dictionary by Pukui and Elbert (1957) includes

more than twenty five thousand entries, and ¥Was now been: followed by an

English-Hawaiian Dictionary (1964). . Other big dictionaries have also

recently appeared or have recently been revised—for Tongan by Churchward
(1959); for Maori by Williams (1957); for Rarotonga by Savage (1962); for
| Rennel by Elbert (in press); for Tuamotuan by Stimson and Marshall (in press);
for Samoan by Milner (in press); and for Easter Island by Fuentes (1960).
In addition, though not quite a dictionary of Easter Island script (since the
script is not really deciphered yet), a systematically ordered list of characters
used in Easter Island writing by Barthel (1958) will certainly facilitate de-
cipherment.

In the favorite conjectures about Easter Island writing, great antiquity
is assumed in order to connect the epigraphic tradition of Mahendjc -Daro
(also undeciphered), in tae Indus Valley of Pakistan, with that of Easter Island.
If archaeological dating is to be trusted at all, any connection of Easter Island
writing with Mahendjo-Daro writing is precluded because Indus Valley culture
flourished millenia ago as an outlier of the Most Ancient East, while Easter
Island was first settied in 500 A, D,

We are here concerned with specific dates only in cur own era. For
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earlier perspective, it may be assumed that man carne to western Polynesia
at about the time that the Homeric' Greeks were abandoning a type of writing
known as Mycenean Linear B, in the second millenium BC; that ’he began to
sail on to the central part of eastern Polynesia (first to Tahiti and then to
the Marquesas) at about the time the pre-Classical Greeks were beginning
to adapt the Phoenician alphabet to their own language; that he had not ventured
out of the Society Islands and Marquesas by the end of the first millenium B, C.

The peripheries of eastern Polynesia were settled in our ara:
Easter Island by 500 A.D., and the Cooks south of the Society Islands at
about the same time, althcugh the path of migration may have been from the
Society Islands to the Cook Islands (and thence on to New Zealand by 900
A,D.), and from the Marquesas to Easter Island earlier than from the
Marquesas to Mangareva. Hawaii may have been settled either from Tahiti
or from the Marquesas somewhat earlier (or somewhat later) than 500 A, D, ’
as may have Easter Island, if archaeological evidence (carbon 14) and
lexicostatistic calculations and genealogical traditions are all three considered.
In general, however, these three kinds of diverse evidence do not conflict
in placing these last neolithi: migrations out of central Polynesia (and into
Easter Island and Mangareva, into the Cook Islands and New Zealand, and
into Hawaii) between the early centuries of our era and the middle centuries
of our era (circa 1000 A, D,),

This summarizes both Elbert (1953) and Emory (1963). Emory gives

two sets of settiement dates for each island (p. 83), with the secord set
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(including archaeological information) being generally a century or two
earlier than the set of dates without benefit of archaeology. Elbert compares d
a rchaeological and linguistic dates with dates obtained from genealogical
tradition, which turn out to be one century or a few centuries later than dates
obtained from carbon 14 or glottochronology. For example, genealogical
traditions would have the earliest Polynesians reach New Zealand not before
1350 A, D, while archaeology and glottochronology would date their arrival as
early as 900 A. D, or a century later.

If the settlement of the Polynesian islands within the Polynesian
triangle can Le dated, and the colonizing island or island group for each
colonized island can be determined, it should be possible to use the same
kinds of evidence for saying whether the Polynesian Outliers represent 1
rémnants of larger groups of migrating Polynesians who remained behind
on islands in Melanesia, as Fornander conjectured long ago, or whether the
Polynesian Outliers were colonized by Polynesians backtracking from deter-
minable colonizing islands within the Polynesian triangle, as Elbert expects
in the general case for Polynesian Outliers. Much depends, probably, on
the confidence one gives to genealogical traditions. Despite the folkloristic

tradition that Uvea in the Loyalty islands is a colony which backtracked from

Uvea in western Polynesia=-a tradition recorded by Guiart (1953)—it is said
by Capell (1962), that the 'language as a whole belies this'. In the New

Hebrides, the Polynesian Outliers of Futuna and Aniwa may represent

remnants of a inuch earlier migration period when the Polynesianforeears
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were moving through Melanesia into western Polynesia, there to cemain for
a millenium in a Tonganfocus (including Futuna) and in a Samoan focus befcre
sailing on to central Polynesia and, ultimately, to the peripheries of eastern
Polynesia. Capell (1960) argues that there is no linguistic support for the
backtracking theory that Futuna of the Tongan focus backtrackedfrom the
Polynesian triangle to settle new colonies such as Futuna in the New Hebrides.

What kind of linguistic evidence is wanted as linguistic support? Two
kinds remain to be considered: (1) that obtainable from reflexes of reconstruc-

tions in comparative method work, and (2) typological sameness and differences.

The latter are also relevant to the mo ot question of whether many different
languages are spoken in the Polynesian triangle, or whether Polynesians on
the different islands speak mutually intelligi ble dialects (1) in western
Polynesia, and (2) in eastern Polynesia (not to mention the Outliers).

The following gives the end result of the sound correspondences—
those tabulated by Elbert (1953)—in terms of (1) splits, (2) mergers, (3) partial
mergers. By 'split' (1), we refer to the reflexion of one phoneme in the
parent language by two in the daughter language. By 'merger' (2), we refer
to the reflexion of two phonemes of the parent language by a single phoneme
in the daughter language. By ‘partial merger' (3), we refer to a combination
of split and merger in which two phonemes in the parent language are reflected

either by a single phoneme and zero (loss), or by two phonemes uf which one

is a reflex of both the Proto language phonemes and the other is a reflex of only
one of the Proto phonemes (in certain environments).
The first separation from Proto Polynesian was Proto Tongan which
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distinguished * /s h/, */1r/, */O&/. Futunan separated from Proto Tongan
before *O split into /a e/. Aft‘:er the separation, Futunan lost *h and merged g
*/1r/. '

Next, Uvean separated after *O had split into /a o/, but before

%/s h/ hadcompletely merged. After the separation, Uvean merged */1r/.

|
|
|
|
Next, Niue separated from Tongan. After the separation, Niue
lost * ?, and partially merged */1 r/.
r Then, after the separation. of Proto Tongan, the parent language
i of the remaining languages in the Polynesian triangie {(and Kapingamarangi
t also) lost * ?, lost *h, and merged */l r/.
Next tc separate were the western Polynesian languages {not counting
languages of the Tongan focus which had already separated). They separated 1
before */Ow=/ had split.
Then, the parent language of eastern Polynesian languages (and
Kapingamarangi) began to merge */f s/, and began to split *O as well as
% ;. Kapinainarangi completed the split of *¥O (but not of *x), after it
separated from eastern Polynesian. Maori and Rarotcnga completed the split

of *= (but not of *0). After this, the split of both *O and *e was completed

in the rest of eastern Polynesia. The merger of */s f/ was completed in

Kapingamarangi, Parotonga, Hawaii, Easter Island and Mangareva. In the

Marquesas, Tuamotu, Tahiti, and Maori, the merger of %#/f s/ was partial.
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| No further mergers or splits occured in Easter Island, Mangareva,
l or Tuamotu. But further mergers did occur in Hawaii (of */n n/), in 1
Tahiti (of */n k/), and in the Marquesas where ¥ was partially merged
with */n k/, and *k was partially merged with */1 r/.
The above summarizes the reflexion of the Proto Polynesian phonemes
in the languages included in 'A tentative family tree for Polynesia' by
Ellbert (1953).
| Let us consider next the typology of Polynesian sound systems. The
vowel type is the same for all-—a five vowel system of the 2 (FB) over N

type in which Front-Back contrasts are made at high and mid tongue

heights (/i u/ and /e o/), but with no contrast at low tongue-height: /a/.
Long vowels (or clusters of two identical vowels) contrast with short vowels, *
, and there are other vowel zlusters (diphthongs), but no consonant clusters
| in Polynesia. There is some evidence of consonant clusters in some
Polynesian Outliers.

The simplest dimension of the consonant system is the number of
Stops, Nasals, and Fricatives that are produced at different points of
articulation (linear distinctions). In the Polynesian languages in our
sample, all but a few Outliers include a single liquid. There are two
liquids in New Hebrides Futunan, /1/ and /r/ (as also in Fila-Mele, =~ ' ,

Tikopia, and Mortlocks), but none in Mar quesan.

Ali the other languages include at least one liquid {/1/ or /r/), except

Marquesan which is otherwise identical in linear distinctions with some
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western Polynesian languages (Tongan, Uvean, and Futunan in the Polynesian
triangle):

4 Stops /ptk?/;

3 Nasals /m nn/;

2 Fricatives (plus) /f h/=='plus' rnesaning plus possible contrast by voicing

of /f/~hence /v/-=which is not counted as a linear distinction.

In addition to eastern Polynesian Marquesan, which almost shares
this type (but is aberrant because it is the only Polynesian language
without liquid), Rarotonga, also in eastern Polynesia, almost shares this
type (but is aberrant in having only one fricative, /v/, and therefore
making no linear distinctions among fricatives).

The consonant type 4S-3N-2F (plus), without reservations (without
a single exceptional feature), is found only in the Tongan focus of.we stern
Polynesia==in Tonga, Uvea, and Futuna.

No other arrangement of linear distinctions into a given type is
peculiar to any part of Polynesia proper. The most common Polyaesian
consonant type shows the following linelar distinctions:

3 Stops

3 Nasals

2 Fricatives

These distinctions are found among the Outliers, and in Western Polynesia
and in eastern Polynesia.

Two other linear distinction types differ from the common type
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(1) by distinguishing two rather than three nasals (Tahitian, Hawaiian, and
Ongtong Java, for example, or (2) by making more than two (three or iour)
rather than two linear distinctions among fricatives (Sikaiana, Nukuoro,
Aniwa and Futuna of New Hebrides, Rennell, Mortlocks and Ongtong Java —

all Outliers).

Kapingamarangi, an Outlier, and Ellice in western Polynesia, are
peculiar in combining aspiration with stops and continuants, as a way of
generating additional series of stops and continu ants—rather than as a way
of creating additional linear distinctions. The linear distinctions of oral
stops are fewer in Hawaii, (/p k/) and in Samoa and Tahiti (/p t/) than
elsewhere, but since these three languages distinguish the glottal stop from
the two oral stops, they fall in line with the most common linear distinction
score for stops=~three altogether, however different in articulation the linear
distinctions may be.

Typology does not attest genetic relationships, but it does summarize
sameness and differences in areal linguistics. In the typology of Peclynesian
sounds, the vowels are all the same, and the consonants—from one language
or dialect to the next—are almost the same. In seeking the historical
connection of Polynesian to the rest of the Malayo-Polynesian family, some
scholars speak of a Polynesian language (with mere dialect differences), as
though there were enough sameness to warrant regarding the Polynesian
branch'of Malayo-Polynesian as one language, spoken in various dialects,

without any language barriers between them.

. A o o 8
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The usual difficulties involved in any discussion of language barrier
versus partial intelligibility is in reference to land areas, but in Polynesia
the language barrier is comnplicated by water barriers. Where there was
traditional back and forth travel between more or less neighboring islands,
as between Tahiti, or the Society Islands generally, and the Tuamotus, the
Tuamotu speakers learnad to speak Tahitian since Tahitian is a prestige
language or dialect in eastern Polynesia. If a closely related language or
dialect on a neighboring island is learned in this way, does it take many

months to learn, or it is 'learned' in a matter of weeks or days? It has been

suggested that dialects be classified accordiig ic the number of days cor weeks
it takes the speaker of one to understand a speaker of the other.
If there are many vocabulary items in common, as between any pair

of eastern Polynesian languages or any pair of western Polynesian languages,

the impression of being able to understand is heightened because shared
vocabulary is of course recognized. Ten days after the Maori speaking
anthropologist, Te Rangi Hiroa (Peter Buck), arrived in Hawaii, he was able
to vnderstand what people were talking about in Hawaiian (personal communi-
cation). He would, however, have had to lea;n to speak Hawaiian in order to
converse with monolingual Hawaiians, and this might have taken more than

ten days.

If the Polynesian Outliers are 'throw-backs' in the sense of having
recently backtracked from the Polynesian triangle, a language barrier be-.

tween them and the island group from which they emigrated should not exist.
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Sometimes it does not. Thus, a Tongen student in Hawaii vas able to under-
stand Torben Monberg when he spoke to her in the dialect of Bellona, near
Rennel. As noted above, the Polynesian QOutliers do not differ among each
other in consonant types any more than do language or dialects within the
Polynesian triangle, and all share the same vowel type. Dialects can have
slightly different consonant types and still be mutually intelligible, as Aniwa
and Futuna are (two Cutliers in New Hebrides, the former making five linear
distinctions among stops, /pt & k q/, while the latter shows the common
Polynesian distinctions, /p t k/—that is, three linear distinctions among
stops).

The realistic estimates of how many different languages (as opposed to
dialects) are spoken in Polynesia prcper range from two to twenty, not count-
ing the number of different languages spoken in the Outliers. Such uncertainty
in estimates reflects our lack of understanding of what keeps the speakers of
some closely related languages separated by a language barrier, and what
permits the speakers of dialects to communicate or at least learn to communi~
cate in a matter of hours or days or, at most, within a few weeks. Shari ing
vocabulary, or innovations (in a comparative method sense), or sharing
typological sameness, may (or may not) be more or less relevant to dialect
status as opposed to separate language status.

We can readily test whether two Polynesians from distant islands
speak dialects of the sarne language, or separate languages, even if we do

not yet understand why. Systematic testing in most land areas is difficult,

}
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because some people take the trouble to learn the language of their neighbors;
and some, as in Nigeria, learn politically favored languages and disavow
knowledge of unpopular dialects. There may formerly have been more
dialect and language learning among visiting Polynesians than there is today,
when English is used as a lingua franca among students, at least. In a study
of Polynesian speech communities Ward (1962) set up majer, minor, and
separate language boundaries on the basis of shared vocabulary and dialect
distance testing. For eastern Polynesian, least intelligibility was found
between Easter Island and the other islands, and between Hawaiian and the
other islands in Eastern Polynesia. For Western Pnlynesia language
boundaries were found to exist between the following separate languages:
Samoa, Tonga, Uvea; and between all of these and one Outlier (Kapingamarangi,
to the northwest), and the eastern Polynesian languages generally.

Another estimate that bears on the question of separate Polynesian
languages is provided from an entirely different point of view by Dyen. (1963).
It has been observed that certain dialects, which are taken 'by inspection’
to be dialects of the same language, turn out to share 70 percent or more of
the basic vocabulary used by Dyen in compiling his lists. For this and other
reasons, 'the language limit', as Dyen calls it, is postulated to be at least
70 percent shared vocabulary if the vocabulary is selected irom a re stricted

basic word list of the Swadesh type; Swadesh himself sets the percentage of

shared vocabulary somewhat higher before allowing 'the language limit' or

estimate of mutual intelligibility among dialects of one language. Among a
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variety of American Indian speakers of dialects which were dubic.usly intel-~-
ligible, it was found that a comfortable degree of under standing was reached
when 75 percent of the vocabulary was shared by the speakers—in aialect
distance testing cited by Elbert (1953). The chief variables are (1) whether
the shared vocabulary is from a restricted list—i.e. from a basic or 'culture-
free' vocabulary, or from an unrestricted vocabulary ( as in our dialect
distance testing); and (2) whether the cultures of the speakers are closely
similar or not; and (3) whether intelligibility tested or estimated is only
partial, or more closely approximates communication among speakers cf

the same dialect.

What Dyen gives are interpretable in terms of separate languages
whenever pairs from his Polynesian lists show a shared basic vocabulary of
less than 70 percent. We now give the list of twenty separate Polynesian
languages from Dyen, estimated as indicated, in terms of assemblages.
Thus there are ten different Polynesian languages in Western Polynesia
("West Polynesian cluster') which includes an occasional Polynesian Outlier.
Tongan and Niue constitute an assemblage in which the members are closer
to each other than any language outside the particular assemblage (in this
case 'Hesion'); it is said that Tongan (Tonga-Uvea) and Niue languages are
very close te 'the language limit'. Four other languages constitute another
assemblage ("Hesion'): Ellice, Tikopia, Ongtong Java, and Mele-Fila.

The other separate langiages included in the 'West Polynesian cluster' are

Rennell, Samoan, Pile.ii, and Futuna spoken in New Hebrides ('West Futuna').
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In addition, seven separate languages are included in Eastern Pol?ne sia
('East Polynesian Hesion'): Rarotongan (Rarotongan-Penrhyn includes as
sub-dialects of Rarotongan the following: Mitiaro, Mauke, Atiu, Mangaia,
and AitutaRi, as well as Rarotonga); Hawaiian; Easter island; Marquesas;
Taiiitian; Mangareva; and the language spoken in the Tuamotu archipelago
(Paumotu). Beside the ten western and the seven eastern languages listed
above, there are three other separate Polynesian languages whilh are closely
affiliated neither with the western nor the eastern assemblages: Maori,

Kapingamarangi, and Nukuoro.

MEIL.ANESIA

1.3. In a perspective for Austronesian which begins with the latest

arrivals of man ir a given area, that area is incontroversially Polynesia
(1. 2, above). It would only lead to controversy to say that the areas to the
west of Polynesia (Melanesia and New Guinea) were peovnled in a migration
period immediately preceding the further move to Polynesia; that Indonesia
was peopled in the period before that; and that before any migrations to the
Pacific Islands, the forebears of the Malayo-Polynesians lived on the main-
land of (Southeast) Asia where some remnants remain. First, some oz ihe
seeming remnants may not be remnants at all, but Pacific Islanders who
backtracked to the mainland. Secondly, there is a subtle difference be-
tween (a) saying that the Pacific Islands were peopled by men out of Asia
and (b) saying that Asia was the point of departure or homeland of a language

family=~in the sense of being the areal poini of dispersal for Austronesian
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(Malayo-Polynesian) languages. Thirdly, the dispersal area for a phylum
which included Proto Mon-Khmer and Proto Austronesian (for example)
may have been in Southwest Asia, while the dispersal area r the Malayo-
Polynesian family was in Melanesia. That is to ®ay. after such an earlier
phylum dispersal from the mainland, Proto Mon-Khmer (2 single language)
would have remained on the mainland, there to differentiate into the little
known languages of the Mon-Khmer family, while speakers of another
single language (Proto Austronesian) moved into Melanesia before differ-
entiating into the better known languages of the Austronesian family.

In any part of the world where historical documentation is lacking,
historical ‘inference:: ig based on the principle that the dispersal area of
a given language family is that area where the modern languages still
spoken are least homogeneous, while the languages in the peripheral areas
to which the dialects immigrated (there to develop into separate languages)
are relatively more homogeneous. Or to state the principle in more spe--

cific terms, two things will be assumed: (1) that there are fewer different
languages in a peripheral area like Polynesia than in a dispersal area like
Melanesia; (2) that of the fewer diffcrent languages in the peripheral area,
each will be more like the other than in the dispersal area. As has already

been noted (1.'2, above), every Polynesian language sha_.res the same vowel

type, and the relatively few different languages in Polynesia differ little in
a simple dimension for consonant types (number of linear distinctions).

Polynesia contrasts not only with Melanesiae=in being more homo-
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geneous=~but with all the remaining areas in which Austronesian languages
are spoken (Indonesia, including Madagascar, and Micronesia) where a great
variety of both vowel and consonant types are found in each area. When dif- °
ferent languages do happen to make the same linear distinctions in stops, they

may still differ from each other in lacking contrast or making contrasts in
series of stops. Some include only one series of stops (plain stops), as do
Polynesian languages; some contrast plain stops with voiced stops and/or
prenasalized stops and/or implosive stops and/or glottalized stops (charac-
teristically found among western North American Indian languages, as well
as in the Caucasus); and some include in their linear distinctions simultaneous
labio-velar stops (rarely found in languages of the world except in Africa).
Not only are there many different vowel types among Austronesian languages
(other than Polynesian), but those which share the same vowel type may still
differ from each other by contrasting components of tone (widespread in East
and Southeast Asian languages).

The maximum Austronesian differentiation is still to be found in Mel-
anesia rather than in the flanking areas (Polynesia to the east, Micronesia
to the north, and Indonesia to the west of Melanesia).

We are not here concerned with the fact that the people in the Mela~-
nesian area often look as though their gene pool and the gene pool of the Papuans
were more similar to each other than either is to the gene pcols of peoples
in the flanking areas. Nor do we subscribe to the older theories that Austro-

nesian languages in Melanesia are pidginizations of Papuan languages, or
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mixed languages (Mischsprache) in any but an obvious or trivial sense (for

pidginization): languages outside the family may well have been donors to

languages within the family. The detailed inve stigation of borrowing is not

trivial; it is the central concern of areal linguistics==diffusion of features
’ from one unilineally developing language to another, irrespective of whether
they are rclated or unrelated, as for example, languages in two different
language families (e.g. retroflex sounds diffusing from Dravidian to Indo-

European).

In a non-trivial sense, pidginization as well as the vaguer notion of
mixed languages implies more than the meeting of two or more languages; g
it implies significantly more than linguistic continuation under diffusional ;
influence of change (as by the additional contrasts made by retroflex sounds
in all the Indo-European languages in South Asia, while retroflex sounds are
found in no Indo-European languages outside of India and Pakistan). Pidgin-
ization and the notion of mixed languages implies that new languages are
created beside the continuation of languages in contact. It is this non-trivial
consequence of contact that is in question for Melaresia.

There is no doubt that some Austronesian languages, and some unre-
lated languages classified as Papuan, have been in continuing and productive
contact (as have their speakers), aund that diffusional influcnces of an areal
linguistic nature took place among such languones. Nev o rtheless, dhere i8

considerable doubt (and certainly no direct evid ace) that ¢ is areas quize-

tic - irnfluence created any new (mixed) languages beside who conen Afion of




48 Anthropological Linguistics, Vol. 6, No. 4

the languages in contact. The Papuan languages are discussed below, to-
gether with a discussion of the conditions for the creation of a low number of
attested pidgin languages.

In this section we are concerned with the diversity of Austronesian
languages in Melanesia, as are the chief summarizations of that diversity in
that area=~namely, von der Gabelentz (1873), Codrington (1885), Schmidt
(1899), Dempwolff (1902£f), Ray {1907ff), Fox (1910ff), Ivens (1914ff), Grace
(1959), Capell (1954, revised 1962), and Dyen (1963). Capell (1962) summa=-

rizes his predecessors as well as his own work and that of others on specific
languages in Melanesian, whether Papuan or belonging to the Malayan-
Polynesian family, while Grace and Dyen are exclusively concerned with the
latter.

As already mentioned, Melanesia lies between the Coral Sea and
wesgtern Polynesia on an east-west axise=as well as between the Coral Sea

and'“Micronesia . on a. south-north axise-and Melanesian languages are

also spoken on coastal New Guinea. The southernmost groups of islands
in Melane sia’ are New Caledonia and the Loyalties, southeast of Fiji and
diféctly south of New Hebrides. According to Ray, the New Caledonia-
Loyalty languages are distinct from all other Malayo-Polynesian languages

in Melanesia.- All would be well if, for purposes of exposition, it were

possible to say that this postulated distinctness of New Caledonia-Loyalty

languages is characteristic of the general picture in Melanesia=-=though,

in fact, the postulated distinctness is no longer acceptable. Suppose it were
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possible to say that New Caledonia-Loyalty constitutes one sub-branch among
several sub-branches of Melanesian, Then the next question to arise would
be, naturally, whether it were possible to justify Melanesian as an identi-
fiable branch of the Austronesian family. No one has been able to justify
Melanesian as a distinct branch. Not only do Melanesian languages differ
greatly .rom one another in general, but some located in the east (as Fiji)
have sentence profiles like Polynesian languages, while those located in the -
west occasionally show a structural feature that is characteristically Indo-
nesian (e.g. infixation in the Solomons).

Still some groups of languages--generally contiguous geographically--
are more like each other than they are like other languages or language
groups in Melanesia.

How do they diff;:r ? This is a good point of departure for bringing
order into the Melanesian chaos, and it is the point of departure chosen by
Dyen (1963) who did not try to summarize all aspects of the Melanesian
languages that had been considered by his predecessors, but instead made
estimates based on a Swadesh-type list of two hundred words (adequate), or
lacking even this, on a list of 175 to 200 words (subadequate). For short,
this may be called basic vocabulary shared by pairs of Austronesian lan-

giages in Melanesia. It is based on lists which we count once for each lan-

guage name, whether the name be of a language distinct from all others or of
a dialect mutuaily intelligible with another language name cited. Counting

this way, there are a dozen lists for language names in Micronesia, a score




50 Anthropological Linguistics, ¥ol. 6, No. 4

of lists for Polynesian language names (not only of names within the Poly-
nesian triangle, but also the names of Oui:liers in Melanesia!§ in contrast,
there are at least a hundred lists for non-Polynesian, non-Papuan names of
languages and dialects in Melanesia and ccastal New Guinea. This is suggestive,
hut not an adequate index of the relative diver sity of Austronesian languages in
the three areas named above. Languages in Micronesia differ from each other
more than do languages in Polynesia, but the number of separate languages
in Micronésia may be somewhat fewer than the number of separate languages
in Polynesia. Both in respect to the structural differences among languages
and in respect to the absolute number of different Austronesian languages,
Melanesia far exceeds Polynesia and Micronesia.

One measure of diversity is the proportion of basic vocabulary shared
by pairs of languages, computed in terms of the 'critical difference' which
is simply the amount of difference between the lowest basic percentage of
'‘group' (generally a geographically contiguous group) and the highest per-
centage of any member of the 'group' with a language not in that particular
group but in the Austronesian family. (When the critical difference ranges
between 8 to 9.5 percent, the group or subgroup is called a 'genus' by Dyen
(1963), but a 'subfamily' if the critical difference is 9.5 percent or greater;
and still other terms — 'cluster’, 'hesion', and 'linkage' -~ are used when the
critical differences are successively lower, ranging down to less than 2.5
percent.) This measure of diversity brings certain languages together as

having greater dengity of shared basic vocabulary among themselves than
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among other Austronesian languages in Melanesia. If languages brought

together within any of the critical difference ranges noted in the above pa -
renthesis may be called 'assemblages', then the following ten assemblages

can be said to bring that much order into whe  vas, before Dyen, much less

orderly:

Tip cluster (on eastern tip or tail of New Guinea: 4 languages);

Uvolic cluster (on New Britain: 3 languages);

Buka subfamily (on a little island called Buka, and on Bouganville:

7 languages);

Choiseul subfamily (on the westernmost of the larger islands in the

British Solomons: 4 languages);

New Georgia subfamily (on New Georgia in west British Solomons:

5 languages);

Lau subfarrily {on Malaita in the central British Solomons: 2 languages);

Lovyalty or Lific cluster (on Lifu islands in the Loyalties, just east of New

Caledonia: 3 languages);

North New Caledonia cluster (6 languages);

South New Caledonia genus (5 languages).

Willaumez linkage (on Willaumez Peninsula of New Britain: 2 languages).

This gives a total of two score languages in ten assemblages. Note that by

the evidence of shared basic vocabulary density-critical difference, the
single distinctness of the New Caledonia-Loyalty languages, asserted by

Ray (see above) on the basis of mixed kind of evidence and impression, is
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fragmented into three different assemblages (Loyalty cluster, North New

-=7

Caledonia cluster, South New Caledonia genus).

Beside the two score languages in ten assemblages, Dyen (1963) lists

many other Austronesian languages in Melanesia:

Ungrouped in New Guinea and Luisiade (the archipelago stretching from

the tip of New Guinea toward Rennell and Bellona);

Ungrouped in the Bismark Archipelago;

Ungrouped in the Solomons;

Ungrouped in New Hebrides.

And besides the languages in the nine or ten assemblages and those ungrouped
(except areally), Capell (1962) and 3alzner (1960) give additional names of
non-Polynesian, non-Papuan languages spoken in Melanesia. All are listed
in Chapter 3, following.

This may leave the impression that after wide-mesh nets were cast
to fish up information about all aspects of languages spoken in Melanesia by
earlier authorities, cited above, later authorities confine themselves to work
with brief word-lists which leads chiefly to a classification of languages.
However, this is not so. Hasselt (1947) published a dictionary of Numfor
which reflected some of the research done by G.J. Held before him. Gram-
matical work on specific languages, as Windesi, and comparative method
work seeking to identify Melanesian 28 a branch of Malayo-Polynesian has
been done by Cowan (1949-56). Mager (1952) has published a Gedaged-

English dictionary. Dictionaries like this permit Milke (1958, 1961),
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Chretian (1956), and others, to base their comparative method and statistical
work on a broader and more systematic base than brief word lists without
benefit of etymological information. Other dictionaries and modernized
revisions of older dictionaries include that for Roviana, spo}ken in New Georgia
(Waterhouse, 1949). New grammatical wo;'k gives depth analysis of Lir(Lihir),
spoken in New Ireland {Neuhaus 1954), and languages which were considered

a distinct branch of Melanesian by Ray-~the New Caledonia- Loyalty languages--
have been reconsidered by French scholars {Leenhardt 1946, Haudricourt

1951, Lenormand 1954, Haudricourt and Hollyman 1960, Kasarhérou 1961).

And, as already mentioned, these languages are divided into three different
assemblages by Dyen (1963). New work in Melanesia on Polynesian Outliers
has already been mentioned (1.2, above).

As more is learned of particular languages in Melanesia, additional
problems arise concerned with language contacts and dialects. For example,
Fijian is spoken in many dialects {Schiitz, in press) of which one dialect,

Bauan, has become a standard. The sample of Fiji sentences given in Chapter
3, for example, are written in this dialect, and so far as orthography is con-
cerned, are written in the alphabet used for newspapers and books composed
and read by Fijians who, accordingly, not only have a written language, but have
had one for over a century. Thanks to modern grammars by Milner (1956) and

Cammack (ms. Ph.D. thesis), and to excellent work in the earlier mission-

ary grammars, especially Churchward's, Fijian is the best understood lan-

guage of the Austronesian family spoken in any area other than Indonesia.
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But Fijian is not the only language spoken in Fiji, and Fiji is more
than a single island. There are 300 islands in the British Crown Colony of
Fiji. Most of the land mass is found in Viti Levu where the capital, Suva,
i‘s located. One-third of the Fiji islands are inhabited by about 350, 000
i)eople, expected to irncrease to a half million within the present decade.
When these figures were gathered by Cammack (1957), Fijians constituted
42. 4% of the population { 33, 356)~fewer than the immigrating populations
from India who constituted 49.1% of the population (177, 247)w=but more than
Rotumans and other Pacific peoples recently attracted to Fiji and who con-
stitute 2. 8% of the population (10, 051); more also than the 2. 2% Europeans
(7,938) or the 2. 3% part Europeans (8,038), or the 1.2% Chinese (4, 348).
The majority group of Indians were imported between 1879 and 1916 to work
on sugar plantations.

Another aspect or rather consequence of languages in contact is the
occasional (very occasional) development of a pidgin, as Neo-Melanesian.
More than one pidginization and creolization of more than one European

language is discussed for Oceania in a following chapter.

INDONESIA

1.4. In a scale of increasing diver sity among the traditional areas

in which Austronesian languages are spoken, Polynesia would be at the
~ bottornn of the scale as the least diverse linguistically; and Melanesia

would be expected to contain more diverse languages and possibly more

separate languages than Indonesia.
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variety of American Indian speakers of dialects which were dubio;;s_ly ‘intel~-
ligible, it was found that a comfortable degree of understanding was reached
‘when 75 percent‘ of the vocabulary was shared by the speakers—in dialect
distance testing cited by Elbert (1953). The chief variables are (1) whether
the share¢d vocabulary is from a restricted list—i.e. from a basic or 'culture-
free' vocabulary, or from an unrestricted vocabulary ( as in our dialect
distance testing); an& (2) whether the cultures of the speakers are closely
- similar or not; and (3) whether intelligibility tested or estimated is only
partial, or more closely approximates communication among speakers of
the same dialect.
What Dyen givéé are interpretable in terms of separate languages
whenever pairs from his Polyne sian lists sﬁow a shé.red basic vocabulary of
‘less than 70 per~ent. We now give the list of twenty separate Polynesian
languages from Dyen, estimated as iﬁdicated, in terms of‘assemblages.
Thus there are ten different Polynesian 1ahguages in Western Polynesia
('"West Polynesian ciuster') which includes an occasional Polynesian Outlier.
Tongan and Niue constitute .an assemblage in which the members are closer
~ to each other than any language outsidé the particular assemblage (in this
case 'Hesion'); it is said that Tongan (Tonga-Uvea) and Niue languages are
very close to 'the language limit', Four other languages constitute another
assemblage ('Hesion'): Ellice, Tikopia, Ongtong Java, and Mele-~Fila.

A

The other separate languages included in the '"West Polynesian cluster' are

idlennell, Samoan, Pileni, aud Futuna spoken in New Hebrides ('West Futuna').

B T
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In addition, seven separate languages are included in Eastern Po}.}.rne_sia :
('East Polynesian Hesion'): Rarotongan (Rarotongan-Penrhyn includes as

. sub-dialects of Rarotongan the following: Mitiaro, Mauke, Atiu, Mangaia,
and Aitutaki, as well as Rarotonga); Hawaiian; Easter Island; Marquesas;
Tahitian; Mangareva; and the language spoken in the Tuamotu archipelago
(Paumotu)., Beside the ten western and the seven eastern languages listed
above, there are¢ three vother separate Polynesian langu'."a'ges’which are closely
affiliated neither with the we st;a»rn nor the eastern assemblages; Maori,

Kapinga’mar angi, and Nukuoro.

MELANESIA

1l.3. In a perspective for Austronesian which begins with the latest

arrivals ’of man in a given area, that area is incontroversially Polynesia
(1.2, above)l. It would only lead to controversy to say thai the areas to the
west of Polynesia (Melane sia and New Guinea) were peopled in..a migr‘ation
period immediately preceding the fuftlier move to P'olynesia; that IndonesJ;.a;'
was peopled in the period before that; and that before any i:nigrétions to thé
Pacific Islands, the for'e‘bear‘s-.;of ' the Malayo~Polynesians lived on the main-
land of (Soﬁtheast) Asia wherlé éome rem'nants remain. First, some of the
seeming remnants may not bé remnants at all, but Pacific Islanders whd
Backtrac:ked to the maiﬁland. Secondlj, there is a subtle difference be-—v
tween (a) saying that the Pacific Islandvs were’peopled by men out of Asia
é.nd (b) saying that Asia wa's; the .poivnt of departﬁfe or homelanci of a language

- family=~in the sense of being' the areal point of dispersal for Austrone sian

R I . S S N S A T = N Dty
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(Malayo-Polynesian) languages, Thirdly, the dispersal area for a phylum
which included Proto Mon-Khmer and Proto Austronesian (for example)
may have been in Southwest Asia, while the dispersal area for the Malayo-
Polynesian family was in Melane sia. That is to &ay, after such an earljer
phylum dispersal from the mainland, Proto Mon-Khmer (a single language)
would have remained on the mainland, there to differentiate into the little
known languages of the Mon-Khmer family, while speakers of anotﬁer
single language (Proto Austronesian) moved into Melanesia before differ-,
entiating into the better known languages of the Austronesian family,

In any part of the world where histori~al documentation is lacking,
“historical iinference:: is based on the principle that the dispersal area‘ of
a given language family is that area where the modern languages still
spoken are least homogeneous, while. the languages in the peripheral areas
~ to which the dialects immigrated (there to develop into separate languages)
are relatively more ‘homageneous. Or to state the principle in more spe-= -
cific terms, two things will be assumed: (1) that there are fewer different
languages in a peripheral area like Polynesia than in a dispersal area like
Melanesia; (2) that of the fewer different languages in the peripheral area,
each wili be more like the other than in the dispersal area. As has already
been noted'(l._’__z, above), every Polynesian language shares the same vowel
type, and the'relativély few different languages in Polynesia differ little in
a simple dimension for con'S'oflant types (number of linear distinctions).

‘Polynesia contrasts hot only ﬁvith Melanési#-in being more homo-

-
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,geneousnbut with all the remaining areas in which Austronesian languages
are spoken (Indonesia, including Madagaécar, and Micronesia) where a great
variety of both vowel and consonant types are found in each area. - When dif~ .

£ erent larguages do happen tb make .the same linear distinctions in stops, they

-’ma.y still differ from each other in lacking contrast or making contrasts in
series of stops. Some include only one series of stops (plain stops),' as do
Polynesian languages; some contra.st‘plla.in stops with voiced stops and/or.
prenasalized stops and/or implosive stops and/or glottalized stops (charac-
teristically found among western North American Indian languages, as well
as in the Caucasus); and some include in their li‘ne‘ar distinctions simultaneous
labio-velar stops (rarely found in 1a.ngua.ges of the world except in Africa);
Not only are there many different vowel types among Austronesian languages
(other than Polynesian), but those which share the same vowel type may still
differ from each other by contrasting components of tone (widespread in East
and Southeast Asian languages)..

The maximum Austronesian differgntiation'is still to be found in Mel-
anesia rather than in the flanking areas (Polynesia to the east, Micronesia
to the north, and Indonesia to the west of Melanesia).
- We are not here concernéd with the fact that the people in the Mela~
nesian area often look as though their gene pool and the gene pool of the Papuans
Wére more similar to each other than either is to the gene pools of peoples
' .in the flanking areas. Nor do wé subscribe to the older theories that Austro--

nesian languages in Melanesia are pidginizations of Papuan languages, or
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mixed languages (Mischsprache) in any but an obvious or trivial sense (for
pidginization): languages outside the family may well have been donors to
lahguages within the family. The detailed investigation of borrowing is not
trivial;.it is the central concern of areal linguisticse-diffusion of features
from one unilineally developing languagé to another, irrespective of whether
they are related or unrelated, as for example, languages in two different

language families (e.g. retroflex sounds diffusing from Dravidian to Indo-

European).

In a non-;trivial sense, pidginization as well as the vaguer notion of
mixed languages implies more than the meeting of two or more languages;

it implies significantly more than linguistic continuation under diffusional
influence of change (as by the additional contrasts made by retroflex sounds
in all the Indo-European languages in South Asia,. while retroflex sounds are
found in no Indo-European languages outside of India and Pakistan)., Pidgin-
ization and the notion of mixed languages implies that new languages are
created beside the continuation of languages in contact. It is this non-trivial
consequence of contact that is in question for Melanesia.

There is no doubt that some Austronesian languages, and some unre-
lated languages classified as Papuan, have been in continuing and productive
contact (as have their speakers), and that diffusional influences of an areal
linguistic nature took place among such languages. Nevertheless, there is

v

considerable doubt' (and certainly no direct evidence) that this areal linguis-

tic : influence created any new (mixed) languages beside the continuation of
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the languages in contact. The Papuan languages are discussed below, to-
,gethe:r with a discussion of the conditions for the creation of a low number of
attested pidgiﬁ languages.

. In this seclti'on we are concerned with the diversity of Austronesian
,langﬁages in Melanesia, as are the chief summarizations of that diversity in
that area-f-namely, von der Gabelentz (1873), Codrington (1885), Schmidt
(189’9’)'.‘ Dempwolff (1902ff), Ray (].967ff). Fox (1910ff), Ivens (1914ff), Grace
(1959}, | Capell (1954, révised 1962) » and Dyen (1963). Capell (1962) summa=-

rizés his ’Iiaredece‘ssors as ,Well as ihié own work and that of others on specific

' la,nguéges in Melanesian, whether Papuan or belonging to the Malayan-
'i’olynesian féQmily. 'while Grace and Dyen are exclusively concerned with the
latger.

As already mentioned, Melanesia lies between the Coral Sea and
w,,e-sté;rn quyne sia on an-'éast-we:st axise=as well as between the Coral Sea
and.mM;cronesm ..on.‘.ﬁat.“. SOuth-north axis -;and Melanesian languages are
aiéé"équ;n on coastal New Guinea. The southernmost groups of islands
in‘ ,;ﬁé)ﬁaﬁe éiaj are New ‘Caledonia and the Loyalties, southeast of Fiji and
directly ,Sbﬁth of New Hebrides. According to Ray, the-New Caledonia-

A L%‘@t)‘r’il'an'g‘ﬁages ége distinct from all other Malayo-Polynesian languages
in’ Melénesia. J A.A11 would be well if, for purposes of exposition, it were
Iiéséible to say that this postulated distinctness of New Caledonia~Loyalty
:;d;gué.geé is éharaéteristic of the gene.ra‘,l picture in Melanesia==though,

in fact, the pbstui@ted distinctness is no longer acceptable. Suppose it. were

g it
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possible to say that i}Iew Caledonia-Loyalty vcori.stitutes one sub-branch among
several sub~branches of Melané sian, ‘»'I"’hen the nexi; que stion to a.rise would

- be, naturally, whéther it wére possible to justify Meiane sian as an identi-
fiable branch of the Austroﬁe sian family._‘ No one has béen abie to ju-sti‘fy4
Melanesian as a distiﬁct bra.nch. Not only do Melane sian languages differ
greatly from one another in general, but some locatéd in the east (as Fiji)
have s‘entence profiles like Polyne siar§ lavngvuag’els, Qh,ile .thosé located in the -
west océé.sionally show a structural ffeé.ture that is characteristically Indé-
nesian (e. g. infivxat’ion 1n thé Solomons). |

Still some groups of language/s-v-'generalﬁly contiguous geographically-—l
are more like each 'other than they’,a.re like 'otherk lé.nguages or language

, .groups‘ in Melanesia. | -

How do :they‘diff;r ? Thisis a good pqint -‘of: cvleparture{v fov‘r bringing
order intc the Melanesian chaos, and it is the point of -departuré <V:holsen by
Dyen (196.3v) who did not try to summarize all as‘pects of the Melanesian |
languages that had been considere'c‘l by his predecessors, but instead made
estimates based on a Swadesh-type list of two hundr‘ed‘.‘ words (;déquate), or
lacking even this, on a list of 175 to 200vword‘,s ( subadequate). ..Fér short,
this may be called basic vocabulary shared by pairs o£ Austronesian lan-

guages .in Melanesia. It is baéed on lisfs which we count once for each lé,n---

guage name, whether the name be of a language distinct from all others or of

a dialect mutualily intelligible with another language name cited. Counting

thia\way, there are a dozen lists for language names in Micronesia, a score

s A o o 4 .
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'.o‘f lists for» Polynesian {language names (not 6n1y”‘of names within the Poly-
ne sian triangle, but also the names of Outliers in Melanesial; in contrast,
there are at le-as't a hundr.ed lists for non;'Polyne sian, nbn-Papuan names of
.1anguag‘es%and di‘alects in Melane sia and coastal New Guinea. This is 'sﬁgge stive,
but not an»adecluate index of the .relatiire diversity of Austronesian languages in
-the three areas named above. Laﬁguages in Micronesia differ from each other
'more than do languages in Polynesia, but the number of separate languages
in M1crone 51a may be somewhat fewer. thanthe number of separate: 1anguages
in Polynesia. Both in re spect to the strﬁuctural-difference‘s among,languages
and in respect to thé absolutae' number of diffe”z;eﬁt Austzfone sian languages,
"Mell‘an'e sia far exceetls ‘Po'l"yné sia and Mi'c'ro’ne-s'ia.»
One measure of divet'sity is the proportion ef, bazssic vocaibulary shared
by pairs of languages, computed in terms of the ‘critical difference' which
is simply the'amoutxt of difference between the‘ lowest basic percentage of
group (generally a geographically cont1guous‘ group) and the highest per-
centage of any member of the ' group with a langua.ge not in that particular .
g’roup but in the Austrone51an fam11y (When the cr1t1ca1 difference ranges
between 8 to 9'5 percent, the group or subgroup is called a''genus' by Dyen
(1963), but a 'subfamily' if the critical difference is 9.5 percent or greater;
and still other terms -n-_-““,_\cluster', 'hesion', and 'linkage' — are used when the
‘critical differences are successively lower, ran‘ging down to less than 2.5
| pe‘rc'ent.) This“fneas'ure' of diver sitjr brings certain laﬁguages together as

' having greater density of shared basic vocabulary among themselves than
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‘among other Austronesian languages in Melanesia. If languages brought

together within any of the critical difference ranges noted in the above pa.-
vr.ejﬁthe.sis may be called 'assemblages', then the following ten assemblages

'can be said to bring that much order into what was, before Dyen, much less

orderly:

Tip cluster (on eastern tip or tail of New Guinea: 4 languages);

Uvolic cluster (on New Britain: 3 languages); |

Buka subfamily (on a little island called Buka, and on Bouganville:

7 languages); |

- Choiseul subfamily (on the westernmost of the larger islands in the

British Solomons: 4 languages);

New Georgia subfamily (on New Georgia in west British Solomons:

5 languages); | |

Lau subfarnily (on Malaita in the central British Solomons: 2 languages);

Loyalty o¥ Lific cluster (on Lifu islands in the Loyalties, just east of New

 Caledonia: 3 languages);

North New Caledonia cluster (6 languages);
South New Caledonia genus (5 languages).

- Willaumez linkage (on Willaumez Penihsula. of New Britain: 2‘1anguages). |

This gives a total of two score languages in ten assemblages. Note that by -

the evidence of shared basic vocabulary density-critical difference, the
single distinctness of the New Caledonia-Loyalty languages, asserted by

Ray (see above) on the basis of mixed kind of_evidencqand impression, is
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fra'gment‘e‘d into three different as.sefnblages (Loyalty’cluste,r‘., North New
‘Caledonia cluster, South New Caledonia genus).

| . Beside th_e.two score"languages in ten assemblages, Dyen (1963) lists
many other Au‘stroﬁe sian languages in Melanesia: |

Uhgrouped in Néw Guinea and Luisiade (the archipelago /stretching from .
| the tip of New Guinea t'qward Rennell and Bellona);

Ungrouped in the Bismark' Art:hipela;go;

Ur;gr ouped in the Solomo'ns_;

ﬁngrouped in New Hebrides.

And besides the languages in the nine or ten assemblages and those ungrouped
(except areally), Capell (1962) and Salzner (;960) give additional names of
non- Polynesian, *'nAon- Papuan l.angua;ge.s spoken in Melane sia. All afe listed | ;
“in Chapter 3, foliowirig.' -

- This may léa,ve the impression that after'wide-me sh nets were cast

to fish up information about all aspects of languages spoken in Melaﬁe sia by
earlier authorities, cited above, later authorities confine themselves to work
with brief word-lists which leads chiefly to a classification of languages.
However, this is npt so. Hasselt (1947) published a dictionary of Numfor

which reflected some of the research done by G.J. Held l::efore him. Gram-
matical work on specific languages, as Windesi, and comparative method‘

work seeking to identify Melanesian as a branch of Malayo-Polyhe sian has

been done by Cowan (1949-56). Mager (1952) has published a Gedaged-

English dictionary. Dictionaries like this permit Milke (1958, 1961),
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Chretian (1\9’56)," and otheré, tqb,a.s.e-“-thei'r' comparative "rnethbd and statistical
| vim_rk .on:a'. broader and more systematic base than brief word liéts without
benéfit of ei:ymblogicai information. (.)therv dictionatries and fnodernized
rev'isilon‘s of blder diéfionai'ies include that for Roviana, spoken in New Georgia
(Waterhouse, 1949) . .ANew gramma‘tical wo:ic'gives .depth analysis of Lir(Lihir),
spbken in New Irelan;ii (Neuhaus 1954), and Ianguagesﬁwhich were considered
a di.stivnct branch qf Melanesian by Ray-s-the New Caledonia- Loyalty languages-~
'have begn reconsidered By French scholars (Leenhardt 1946, Haudricourt
1951, Lehormand.1954, Haudricourt and Hollyman 1960, Kasarhérou 1961).
And, as already mentioned, these languag”'es' are divided into three different
‘a'ssemb‘lages by Dyen (1963). New work in Melanesia on Polyne éian Outliers
has already been mentioned (L. 2, above).

As more is learned of particular languages in Melanesia, additional
problems arisé cpncerned with language contacts and dialects. For example,
Fijiarjis 's'ppken in many dialects (Schiitz, in press) of which one dialect,
Bauan', has becdnie'a standai'd. The s.am'ple of Fiji sentences given in Chapter
3, for é;cample, are written in this dialect, and so fér as o.rt,hbgraphy is con-
cerned, are written in the alphabet used for newspapers and books composed
and read by Fijians whq, accordin'gly,; not only have _:a written language, but have
had one for over a centﬁry. Thanks tc; m‘kode_rn grammars by Milner (1956) and

Cammack (fms. Ph. D. the sis), and to excellent work in the earlier mission-

ary grammars, especially Churchward's, Fijian is the best under stood lan-

guage of the Austronesian family. spoken in any area other than Indonesia.
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 But Fijian is not the only language spoken in Fiji, and Fiji is more
than a single isla'nd. _There are 300‘ islands in the British Crown Colony of

F131. Most of the land mass 1s found in V1t1 Levu where the cap1tal Suva,

| is located 0ne—th1rd of the F131 1slands are 1nhab1ted by about 350 000
- people, expected to increase to a half m11110n w1th1n the pre sent decade.
| ',When these f1gures were gathered by Cammack (1957), Fijians const1tuted
42. 4% of the populat:.on (153 356)-fewer than the 1mm1grat1ng populatmns
from Ind1a who const1tuted 49 l% of the populatlon (177 247)--but more than
| Rotumans and other Pac1f1c peoples recently attracted to Fiji and who con- “

st1tute 2. 8% of the populatmn (10, 051), more also than the 2 2% Europeans

(7 938) or the 2. 3% part Europeans (8 038), or the 1.2% Chlnese (4 348).
The maJorlty group of Indlans were 1mported between 1879 and 1916 to work

on sugar plantations.

Another aspect or rather consequence of languages in contact is the

occasional (very occasional) develoPment of a pidgin, as Neo-Mel_ane sian.,
More than one p1dg1n1zat1on and creollzatlon of more than one European

| language is d1scussed for Ocean1a in a follow1ng chapter.

INDONESIA

1.4.. In a scale of increasing diversity among the traditional areas‘ .

i 81} whichAu’St-rone sian languages are spoken, Polynesia would be at the -

 bottom of the scale as the least diverse lingui'stic.ally; and Melanesia

‘would be expected to contain more diverse languages and possibly more

separ ate“l'anguage s than Indonesia.
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HoWever , 1n Dyén (196 3) ther'e‘ are about ohe third more Malayo-~
Polynesian names 1isted for langua'ge,,s. or diale,ct§ spoken in Indonesia than
th_se lisi;tzad_” fo"':rj Melane sia. Itis ﬁos sible that those ,1istevd for Indone sia,

"_Zf_'mo?‘é often than those for Melane svia", ~are names e-ither for dialects of the

i‘-s‘am‘e l,,anguagé, or for separate. 1\anguageé that are noi:lentifely intelligible |

Bu't 'still‘partially so. In both areas, of course, thére are noi: only clisters
| of dialects éﬁd clésely' sin'a,ilarﬂlangu'ages, but also entirely separate lan- -
'g.ta‘gé,s that differ greatly from vgach other.

| The relativeiy greater proliferation of language names in Indonesia
.. fhan in Melanesia may indime;:tiy feﬂect the fact that more investigators,
- in'clﬁdihg the Dutch in colonial days, | have been at work over a longer period
of investigation in Indonesia tha;l in Melanesia. Separate“workers on clusters
- of languages or vdia,lects in Indonesia might wellvsegre gate what would be
lumped by a single worker in an analogoﬁs situation in Melanesia.
- None of the workers among Austronesian languages spoken in

- Indonesia (whether in oarmpar.ati've: method work or in structural typology)
has» been able to find clear-cut evidence for eétablishiné “a,n Indonesian |
_vbl_'anch, within the fan;}ily . Of the three sub~regions within Indonesia, two are
- relatively well explored linguistic,';ally (Western Indone sia centering in
: Sumatlra and Java; aﬁd_ Northern Indone sia, 'é:entering in the Philippines).
Specialists in Wegtern Indonesian languages sense a general sirx;-ii"arity in
gr:ammatical pattern and lexicon, but have inore difficulty 'in‘ stating the

siniilarity in detail than dosvsvpecialists in Philippine languages who are able
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B languag,e‘s are spoken, The non-AuStronesian-languag_.és in

- to group vai‘iOus,Norfh Indonesian laniguages according to whether they are

" ‘of the Tagalog t’Vpe" or o‘f the Illocano type.

EASTERN INDONESIAN

' The third sub-region within Indonesia (Eastern Indonesia, centering

in ﬁhe Less;ar Sund'a’s.‘ and the Moluccas)==is less well known linguistically
than West Indonesia 'aﬁ& North Indonesia. Like Melanesia, there are in
,,.Easfern Indéne sia some languages that do not belong to the Austronesian

: Ufar’rwa.ily and hence‘ (for this part of the world) may just as well be called
VE,'Pap’uq.n Ianguages. -The se Pé,puan languages of Eastern Indonesia are

~ ‘spoken in an area adjacent to Melanesia where all the rest of the Papuan

Frastern Indonesia

b;o

{e. g North .Halmahera.r in the Moluccas and Alor in the Lesser Sund;s) are

listed together with the remaining Papuan language;":s. (i.e. those in Melane Sia)
in a chapter v.fovllowing the chapters on Austrone si:;,n languages, below.
Geographically, the East Indies repre se;ht a fragmentation or crum-

bling ‘of Asia (hénce the East Indies are included, with the peninsula main-

| landvm'ass,' as part of Southeast Asia).‘ This fragmentation or crumbling of
o Asia peters out in: Easterﬂ Indonesia which éxtends toward New Guinea.and
Australia. EaStern Indonesia begins with Sumbawa, west of Lombok. The

_i:.e sseriSundaLs‘: lie east of Lombok~-Sumbawa, Sumba, Flores, Sawu, Alor,

_, »'Wétai-; and the largest, Timor (11,500 square miles); they extend to the

Timor Sea which,separ-ates the Lessétr Sundas from Australia. Celebes

lies north of the Flores Sea, and vwfest of the Molucca Sea.” Between the -
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' Mpolucca Sea and New Guinea,i’n Easﬁexf,h Iﬁdone sia, there is Halmahera;
the Sulg i_slahr_fts‘ are. south of Halma_h‘e’rav,,‘ as are -otﬁer islands south of the
Ceram Sea, _includi#g Amb“on, Buru, and_ Ceram. . ‘These are often‘r’efgrred
. »t':’o ,c.:ollectivellyv as the Moluéca’_s--islands.,between the Molucca Séa’ and West
': ,N,eW‘ Guinea (former Dutch New Guinea) where E_astern Indonesia ends, butv
| #of abruptly so., Some Indonesian languages are spdken vin coastal New
v._'%{""Guipea. And Ndrth Halmahera, spoken in fhe Mdl_ucc_‘aﬂs‘, 1s not an Indonesian
- language bﬁt‘ a Papuah,languége v.vhic.h bears a relati‘"’o;nship to the Papuan of
»the‘ Bi‘rd'ls Head (Vogelkop Peninsula) in West New Guinea. (West Irian), that
. was 'dis,cerrvled by Cowan (1953-59). The boundary between Eastern Indonesia
: a’rld Noxjth_Ir’idonesia_ is also not abrupt'. And in Borneo and in much of
~ Celebes, there varé}' Philippine and Phiiippine-type languages (hence North
. ,Indone sian); other language s‘iin Borneo are probably more like West Indo-
. ﬂ‘ne sian than Easternvhvl_dc.me sian languages. But the latter are very inadequately
g invev_st‘i’ga'ted,k kas";:.rela fhe‘c_entral,languages of Borneo. |
Th_e.ré ,‘isz_a cé:,téin iin_ity "'a‘movng” sﬁch ,languages as Maiay (on the
- mainland), a:nd languages of Svmatra and Bbrne,o—-though divergent excep-
tions occur 1‘|c>othh' in Sﬁrﬁ‘atfaw{iand Bofhe'q-‘-and ,langua_ges of J a\}a and Bali
| a;ld Lombok; but .this»u’nit"yf‘ of We{s%t‘ Indonesian 1a1‘nguage's is of a much lower

degree thon that of the Polynesian languages. The grouping together of

Eastern Indonesian languages is of an entirely different nature, being
,geog'raphica.l rather than Qn‘,the;‘;‘ba_fgis f»pf_aj:te sted orr:a,tte stable linguistic

unity, .
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WEST INDONESIA
‘Eu;op'ean'ar‘ld"A’s',atic contacts with peoples of Indonesia bégan in

West ‘Ind‘o.:n'e sia in ’hiétbrical times, not c‘loﬁnf:in‘gfstilll'ql'der contacts with -
' China followed by cp’n’tac‘ts with Chinese Buddhistic ffader's which exerted
“little linguistié influence in West or North Indonesia. On his W“ay‘homv'e from
Cﬁina,' in 1292A,~,.Méréo Polo stayed for awhilé in Sumatra. But his visit
‘would have had no greater influence than visits by other trader s--«Indiéns,
Chine sé , Arabs, and Gujerati Moslims who acted as midd.lem'en between
- peoples of Europe and the Far East (ffo’m the 1llth ceéntury onwards). The
three 'major historical inﬂlie'nce’s in Western Indonesia were (1) the Hindu
_influence which reached Sumatra and Java as early as the lst century A.D.
but ekperié;fced a ﬂorelsﬂ‘ce‘nc'e in the 4'th.'c’entury;,," and d.if.fuséd to the southern
parts of Bormeo and the Celebes;’ ('2)‘ Islamization which'étarted in Sumatra
" 'in the Tth cehturyr;nd spread over Java, and Lombok but' nét Bali; (3) European
influénqe which had continuou's effect from the l6th century onward. ’The
| ,typi‘ca’l Indonesian has ble'en" oversimplified as aper son whb,' after contact
W1th India 'aA,nd,‘China', 'beca.njie a M&slim and sailor speaking Malay(Bahasa

Indbnesia' ) as a lingua franca. Linguistic'ally', there is sdm'er_eiridence that

Bbrn’% is' the prehistoric 'dispér sa'lj'céntéf 6£ fth'e ff?anv lahguaééé now spoken -
in Indonesia.
© ' 'All three main cultural impacts in West Indonesian history left

greater or lesser traces in language and writing A bit more detail of the

 known history is WOrkthf‘re'c'ouriti.ng_b‘e,c’ausé_ t_his history i.r#clu'de.sv evidence

' s
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;.that there was, after colonization of the islands, contact between islands
for other purposes than colonization. Iﬁfefe"nc‘e often points to the possi~
- bility that languages in ‘contact need not nece ssarily be neighboring lan«-

,. glmges;'; in WestlIndonesia, ‘historical documents lend solid support to such

inferences.
The oldest Sanskrit inscriptions, written by emmigrants from South

India: facing the Bay of Bengal (Coromandel Coast, Oi’issa,' and Bengal) who

. had settled in the Malay Peninsula, Sumatra, Java and east Borneo, are

.confirmed by Chine-se‘texts. 'Though this early Sanskrit literature was read

only by the few, many Sanskrit words have been borrowed by many Indonesian

languages. The first gr:eQat Indo~Malay kingdom in Iridonesia was in Sumatra

~ (8th to 12th century, Palembang district). This Sumatra (Achin)-based

kingdom once dominated not only We si::IndoheSia' (most of Java, the coast

| districts of Bornéo, and the Batak and Mirangkabau districts of Sumatra),

but backtracked in its dominé,tion across the Bay of Bengal to Ceylon, and

‘west of this Ba;y to Th,‘ailwan‘d”' and Cambodia where Mon-Khmer languages are
“spoken’ today. Modern lingﬁists have not been una\yafe-thét_ Achinese, a
"lahguage spoken in Sumé,tra;has'todajr Mon-Khmer-like features, without
o falways;being .,'awafe‘thatvthe first 'Indo—Malay' king‘dom once rded both the
:..wv"'i'ndon‘es‘ian"spveakefﬂs of Sﬁrn_atrd and thé MOﬁ-Mine-r' speakers of Cambodia

~on the Asian'mainland._ 1 'Ii‘he:;{co,mmércial travellers and pirates of this

* Indo-Malay kingdom (Sri Vijaya) traded and looted as far north as North
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The Indo-Javanese f.lo:c'eé.cé-..ncei is sy&hbolized by thé famous temple
,of Borobudur (772 A D ), built by J avanese rulers related by blood to the
Sri V1Ja.ya rulers of the Indo-Malay k1ngdom. : T-he se rulers were follpwed
by _others who dornma,;ed the kmgdo'm of ,Majapé,hii; centering itself in the area of
. vSurabaya until the l%’;h centur(y, with traces of its former hegemony stiil
,"’percept:l.ble as far. away as south f‘crmosa, Wéstern New Guinea, and the -
- vMarlanasfof the t.;.:aditional Microne sia, area, -Where Chamorro;-is spoken.
- Modern linguists are .well aware ‘of the fact that Chamorro has‘infixes, not
unlike infiice_s of Indoﬁe sian languéges. The Majapahit kingdom was centered
inJ aya, and from there extended to the mainland north of Singapore (e. g
- the Portuguese found a colony of Javanese merchants at Malacca, facing
Sumatra across the Strait of 'Malacca'-hot to be confused with thé Moluccas
1n Eastgrn Indonesia). The glory that was Majapahit remains a symbol of
: j;ati,onal greatness among the educated people of Java todayesbut only among
thg educated.
| Islamic influence in .]' ava coexisted with Hindu influence, until the
. Majaﬁahit kingdom fell about [152'0’ to be replaced by the Moslim state of
éﬂémalg in 1546. The~ diffusion of Islam to Indon¢sia was not only slow in
- ‘.vge‘rieralv, but also indirect, in the sense that it was straine‘d through India:
‘ 1t was a Hinduized ;[sla.m thaf finally overwhelmed Indonesia. The direct
diffusional ‘influence“of Islérh was, to begin with, centered in india. At the
’ma.,rkets along 1"_:he coast of India, the Arab merchants encountered i;wo other

pedples who a}éb,ca.me to trade at the same Indian markets: Malays and
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-aGhine se. fI:ri thei,r’huv'g;ev' seg;going junics, the Chinesé carried Gujerati
*iiie‘rchants or coionisté, who were already converted to Islam, to .Suma'tra,
Java, Borneo and flie..Phiilippines-'-beforé the turn Qf the second millenium
| -o,f‘ our era. It was not the Arabs themselves, as a -péople out of southWe st
- Asia,. b’l;t a I’-Iinduized,»Islam‘ ,cultui‘e that was borne by people out of south
Asia which brought Islam into Iriddne sia. The early Moslim si:ates that
appeé,red in Sumatra in the 13th century were vefy small indeed. 'I‘h(s "
method of infiltration appears to have been for the Islamic ngiiicomer t6
_marry into the fainilies of upper clas s Indonesians. Then little Moslim
vk’ingdor'ns appeared, which were destined to grow into large sultanates that
extended their influence not only to other parts of We st Indonesia (though
| not'io Bali), but also'tO'pa;rts of North Indonesia, as thé Philippine S.
The Spaniards mei: Islam’iz;éd Indonesians when they came to the
Phi-lippi:nes.‘ But in corisequence of the Spanish-Catholic impact, Islam
’vbev,car’nefcont.a;.ined in:.the sﬁuth-éa‘ste‘rn,islandsof the Philippines where it
rem;:a.ins.tdday.
Not so in v.]' ava; the .slam imp‘ai:t triumphed there, as in most parts
~ of West Inddnesia; ‘and thejr‘mn-sIs’lam Hinduized Indonesian cultures r‘emain‘
mar.ginal ,» as in Bali.
. The majofity of Indonesians are proudly Islamic, make pilgrimages
to Mecca if they can afford the trip, and display the appropriate symbols of
~ Islam, as the fez fype ‘of hat. But they do not build mosques conspicuously,

and appear not to see any conflict between Islam and Hindu and Indonesian

R N P ) ) 9
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a '_i"vcultures. -T-he»-puppet' shovtr ‘(Wiayfangy) bears a continuity of Hindu culture, as
,does Indian writtng ‘(except where Arabic script is usedw-e. g. 'Mihangkabau
and Aehin in Sumatra). The old indone siari law (‘adat)» often remains,

- especially in Sumatra, and the Mohammedan type. of p.olygamy is rare (less
than. 1.percent of marriages)-. rThe’f:'Islamic ‘aeeulturated impact in Indonesia,
like.that of its purely vHin'duvp'redecessor,f was concerned rvith religion and
political domination.

- ,, - MAINLAND- MALAY
In contrast, the: Chme se 1nﬂuence in Indonesia was ne1ther religious

- nor pol1t1ca1 it was a Mongol ruler of China (Kubla Khan in 1292) who waged

-war agams_t Java. The Chinese ,inﬂ_uen'ce has'leftpermanent traces in
'Iridone sian lexical resources concerned with econonlic activities and arti-
'facts-—-with,the domains of trade and of han'dicrafts,\.of agriculture and
fishing.' Nor do these traces alone remain in Indonesia. ‘The Over seas

o Chvineeethemselx‘res are still there§4 or 5 millionChine se altogether. The
| Chinevse are in faet less-'intrudere: or immigrants than they appear to be in
- chrrent power politics Ih 11ngu1st1c perspective there is always the pos-

: e1b111ty of remote relat1onsh1p, mcludmg not only the possibility of Thai

| but Chmese relat1onsh1ps w1th Malayo-Polyne sian (Austronesmn) And

though the Chmese are recent comers to Malay81a, they are only somewhat
more recent than the Malay who are also not abor1g1na1 to modern mainland !
Ma].ays_1a which, it has 'been“said, is a no-man's land. :

- Today Singapore is mainly a Chinese city.
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ﬁ | The Indone SiankMala,y of the Malay Peninsula are the children of

‘immigrants from Sumatra to a Peninsula whosé aborigines include the Semang:

wew

and Senoi. When the immigrants from Surﬁatra arriﬁed in the Sri Vijaya
pkerilctad, they encountered the izrpaming Semang and S,en'oi. - The reéfrly power of
the Hinduiz‘ed Malay Wa.s 4confined along the coast of the ‘Peninslula and did not
Begin,to spréad ﬁ_ntil the 13th century, uhder the impac;t of the Islamic thrust
.Whic\h bf'.pught with it Indonesians (Bugine se speakers) »from as far away as |
Soulth’ Ceiebes; there are also traces of Malay aristocracies whose forebears
»‘c'amel from Borneo an‘d Java, but the large st‘.contingent of Malay on the Pen-
inéuléf 'have‘their. provenience ir; Sumatra. In the last few decades, the Malay
constituted 40 to 45 per,cent;of the population of the Malay Peninsula as a
‘whole, and the Oi(ersleas -Chiﬁese 37 tb 45 percent of the population.

. When‘Raffle‘s fii’ét arri\}ed.in Singapore, there were only 5, 000
Chinese in residence; 'Eut before 1824 they had do‘ubled in number, and by

' 1840 reached a total of 40,000. The jimks continued to\bri‘ng Chinese either

. directly from South Chi‘na; or to bring Overseas Chinese who had speht,

- some time in __Manila or Brunei. But most of the Chine se immigrants landing

~in Singapore weré ~'d'e stined to leave -a;gai‘n.‘ In the decade 1928-37, 2,800, 000

© Chinese la@ed in Mélava,f but in the same .de‘?.a~d¢_2-"_s‘;.4l_),0,-000» Chinese left
' the Peninsula, some to continue their status as Overseas Chinese in Thailand
S e V'th"»"'i~D“fv§h»?‘yE;a5t Indie S;Qﬂ",but most to return to Chi’na.;*. |
The beréerita;ge of Sg(-\c.agi_ll‘ecii Bﬁitis'h'—bﬁrn Chi.nese_‘ (Baba) N

~ “from 31 percent in 1931 to 62 percent in 1947, and is'increasing today.
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:'élso'form _g"r- oups apart; they_’-‘have' aba;ndongd',the".Caste system an'kd. the Tamil
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Despite' the fa.ct that many Chinese born in Malaya no longer speak Chinese,
- they remain grouped according to their Chinese provenience. Those from
‘Fukien (Hokkien) became tradesman after serving as plantation laborers;

‘those from Canton are artisans, agriculturalists, miners, as well as trades-

men; some of those 'from‘Kwangtung (Hakka) are plantation workers and

~miners, while others (Tiechew or Teochiu) engage in all kinds of work;

| va_,n’dvthose from Hainan (H'ailain).' are often domestics in Chinese or European

families.

. Besides the majdrity pdpulations-of Malay and Chinese, immigrants

: -from India; began arriﬁng in the Straits"settlements before 1850. Before a
century had elapsed, they constituted 14 or 15 percent of the population of the

| Peninsula (624 thousand in 1932, 755 thousand in 1937). Many from north

India settled in Singapore as.shopkeepers, cattlemen, carriers; others came
from South India (Tamil and Sinhale se speakers) and worked on rubber
plarftations;." still other s—the ‘minority of Indians (31, 00) came from Pakistan

(Punjabi and Sikh frorf; »the Indus Ri’ver Valley) and worked as herdsmen,

’vkzi,‘fnon‘ey‘l'ender s, and policemen. The Chettiars from South India settled in
n "éép'ara.te .-commugifies-'in Malaya (as they did in the Dutch East Indies,'.Burma,

B "Th'é,i'l_;and“, | and Vietham).‘ Q-."Séirne_ --Malay—bdrn Indians, born of Tamil parents,

"”Vfiénguage.

. SUMATRA

L fThé_',de,n“sify. of population of the main; 'i'q;la.nd" of Sumatra was 50
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- per square miie (1941), much less than that of Java. But 20th century
increases in population show Sumatra to 'Ee increasing ifaster than Java.
 For the deéade 'of 1920-30, thie Sumatra population rose more than 30 pér- .
\ cent; ‘vvvhile,the Java population rose les;s than 20 percent.
"An example of a particular population trend is the increased pre= -
~vélence of people after the 1863 introduction of quality tobacco-growing by
~ Jacobus Nienhuys on the :zoast of Sumatra that is separated from the main-
land by the Strait of Malacca. The coastal population rose from 160 thousand
in 1863 to 1,675,000 in 1930, including relatively few Japanese (dentists, ete.)
‘and caly 11 thousand Dutch,' but 193 thousand Chinese (Cantonese goldsmiths
and tailors; Hakka shoemakers, tinsmiths, basket makers; Hokkain planta-
tion workers frém Fukien or Swatow).

Population trendS'fnay have been quite different in the three suc-
cessive hlstorlcal pericds of Sumatra (Hindu or Sri Vijaya period; Arab-
‘Gujerati or Islamic period; European or Dutch period). But in all historical

| periodé, the languages of Sumatra were more numerous than those of Java,

i 'Where Q:nly three exigt.,  In Sumé.tra, on the other harid, there are numerous »
Batak languages or d1a.1ects, numerous Mma.ngkabau languages or dialects,

- and nunerous languages which are very different from each othmr and from

,"Batak and from Mmangkabau. The que stion of which language names are

dzalects and wha.ch are qt;.\;.te d1s1:1nct, as languages, is especmlly d1ff1cu1t

. ”_“_to answer for the language situation in Sumatr& In appraising this situation,

We he tak e..v;oiu'r point of departur_e from Dyen,(196’3‘) but cite, in Chapter 4,
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‘below, the lahguage and ‘_dialect"na,rhves, 'an'kd‘discus‘_'sions' found in Dutch and
~other sources. | |
Minangkabau may represent one language spoken in several dialects
1n Sumatra, or several -languages;' vAceordi’ng" to ‘the restrieted lexicostatis- )
tic measure applied by Dyen (1963), Mina.ngkabaux appeam‘s to be virtually a _
d1a1ect of the Malay 1anguage spoken in the Malay Penmsula.
Kermtp or K1ncha1 is 11sted as a separate language by Dyen (1963).
A native ‘Speak’er of this language, Jakub Isman, once told us that-Kinchai
and the Mina‘ngkabau dialects were non-reciprocally intelligible --v'in the
sense that a native speaker of Kinchai can understand speakers of ”Minang‘-
kabau diale.c.ts, but that the latter do not urider staed "K’in'-cha‘i'. :And it
wa.s from kIsman the Dyen ebtained his Kerintji list. All other sources ﬂ
t’-consu_lted seem to regard Kerintji or Kinchai as a dialect of Minangkabau.
Achinese is certaihly a separate language, and one that neay have

borrowed from Mon-Khmer languages in oppor_tunities p_rfq\;ivdedwby-- former

political alliarices with the mainland_, as indicated abovj'e.(

’I‘here are several ct’her separate languages 1n Sumatra proper, and

~on the 1slands flankmg Sumatra in the lnchan Ocean.

- The Cr1t1ca1 Survey of Stud1es on the Languages of Sumatra by

%or hoeve (1955) suggests that there are at least a dozen wholly distinct

languages spoken in Sumatra. The main language names are g:wen here.

Achehnese (Achme se, ment1oned above) is.a mam language, as is
N 0

Gayo, and at least two Batak languagea. : The two whmh have been stud:ed

»
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most intensively (Toba-Batak and Karo-Batak) are said to be ‘practically’

considered-as two languages.. Among the numerous Batak dialects, a clear-

cut linguistic distinction can be made between the group of southern dialectse

of which Toba-Batak is a well studied exemplar——and the northern dialects

(exemplified by Karo-Batak). (All the dialects from both groups are listed

by name in Chapter 4, together with detailed lists for other languages and

dialects.)

Middle Malay as well as Minangkabau are given as separate lan~-

guages in the Criticél Survey because they are listed as such on Esser's map,

whi’ch we discuss below. Specific languages or dialects are listed without
é‘:ommitment: as to vs.rhether they are dialects of Middle Malay or of Minang-
ka,bau. The latter is accepted as a separate language, but then difficulties
ar{ée.in saying whéther Kerinchi, for example, is one of the Minangkabau
dia‘.lvgcts, as 1i'st‘ed in Esses's map, or a Ma.layicized.'la,nguage; besides the
pzodern Kerinchj. that is_n.ow spokeh in Sumatra, there is an ancient K.erinchi

preserved in a script of the rénchong type used for writing on bamboo and

- buffalo h.o‘r’n'. Thdugh Middle Malay was the actual language of the Palem-~

bang court, the edicts of the sultans of Palembang were written in Javanese.

Rejang is counted as an independent language that is very close to

. Malay. Though Lampung is linguistically independent also, it was formezrly
B dependent on the political rule from Java {Banten sultanate) who sent his

directives to the Lampung in Javanese. In modern times immigrants from

Java are found on plantations all over Sumatra.
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Bantam (the former name for Java after which the Bantam rooster is named).

On the Indian Oéean side, Sumatra is flanked by three groups of

islands. Languages spoken on these off-shore islands include Riau Malay,

Simalur and Sikhul&, Nias, Mentawi dialects and Enggano dialects. Eng-
gai;ese was 'vél'a‘oken-dn a main island and four small islands by a dense popu-
lation in thé las‘)t century, before the depopulation which reduced speake‘rsﬁ
to a few hundred by 1938. | )

Another list prepared by modern Indonesian scholars, under the

- influence of the Esser map, gives fifteen language names for Sumatra, with

‘number of speakers for each. The total number of speakers of all languages

on 'S\um'atr_a;-approximatés 9 million; itemization by language is given in
Chapter 4, below.
JAVA .

The ‘total population of Java is estimated to be 65 million today,

but there are only a few separate languages spoken in Java: Javanese,

 Sundanese, and Madurese--not to mention here the new national language

(Bahasa Indonesia),, which is discussed separately.

Java covers an area 600 miles long and at most 120 miles wide—

about as.,iarge as Eﬁgland-Qand t'his,congstitutés a ‘sr-nall fraction of the

' Indonesian iand mass (perhaps _1/15th‘);" buf’ Java is pépulated by twduthirds

 of al; the p\,eoyplle’ in Inddhe si‘a.' West J ava, with 630 people per'sq;iarev mile
- ‘was less dengely populated in 1950 than Java as‘"“a’; whole (816 per 'S'quare

‘mile), and in the e'xti'eme west there were only 334 per square mile in
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Bantam or Banten faces the Sunda Strait which separates Sumatra from
Java, Sundanese is s‘pok.en in West J ave, e:specia;uy at the higher altitudes
in the interior,’vwrxile along the coast of West J ave,, Javanesge speakers are
more numerous than Sundanese speakers. In 'Central’ Java=-'central! in
the sense of being most of Java=-=Javanese is spoken., And in East Java,
v_:Madure se is spoken, Madura is an island lying off the coast of the Java Sea
at Surabaya, separated from the big island by .'a, two mile wide Strait; not
only is the Madurese language different than the languages spoken on the
big island, but the culture of Ma\.dura is different than the rest of Java (e.g.
._thle subsistence crop is corn rather than rice, and stock raising is favored
deSpite extreme overpopulation), More Madurese speakers have emigrated
than .have remained in Madura. Iu 1930 there were less than 2 million
Madure se speakers in Madura.'and:'more ‘than 2 1/3 million Madurese
speakers in East Java. For Java as a whole the population reached 12 1/2
m111:,on in 1860 ’almost 41 m11110n in 1930 (816 per square m (e}, and in the -
ne:rt genera;t1on.rose to‘55..m11110n (935 per square mz,le), and has since
. rncreased another ten mllla.on. Of the total 'populatmn of ‘ev.er a theusand |
per square rrule, .som)e: 8 .percent of this populatmnvus C‘hmese or European,
the numerous offsprmg czf Dutch and Indonesmn -umo-ms in J'ava are e;.iled
Indo-Europeans. ‘ o | |
BORNEO
Bes:de tI;e 15 lenguage na.mes llsted for the ‘Surnatrd “greup " ‘and

the three 1anguages for the by ava. group » there are other groups' &1stm-
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guished by Indonesian scholars, following Esser generally. Thus, there is
L a Bérneo 'group' of a dozenlanguéges, a Bali-Sasak 'group’, and various
' oj:her 'grc.aups' in the Celebes; these are itemized bglow (Chapter 4).
Geogr'aphi'c':é.lly, but hot nece s‘sarily"accordihg to linguistic grouping,
Borneo is in West Indonesia, and Celebes in East Indonesia. The two are

separate'd by the Macassar Straits; the geological Sunda shelf sinks into the

- Macassar Straits east of Borneo, and shows where the old Asiatic mainland

came to an end.-. The Macarese and Bugine se colonies spread along' the
" coast of Celebes and~—across the Straits--along the coast of Borneo, and
spread across the Java Sea to Bali and Lombok. The 1930 census gave
Celebes a population of 4 1/3 million, or 57 per square mile,

Borneo is the largest island in Indonesia, but has a relatively short
coast line, and a relatively sparse and homogengous population, (e.g. there
are no Pygmies in Borreo as thétt:e are in the Philippines, in the Malay
Peninsula, and in the Andaman Islands between the Bay of Bengal and the 4
Malay Peninsula)., The p'oi;‘)ulation of Bornec may not greatly exceed 3 1

| i&hi'llion.:.:‘. or 10 per sqﬁé.r"e mile. Malay states were established on the south |

" coast of Borneo and in somie lower valleys of rivers, as the Kapuas, in the

- géneral region that was dominated by the Indo-Javane se kingdom of Maja-

pah1t : "The--.Ghin?Sgﬁe_.rg :v'at'i.:ia;ctfed by the mineral resources of Borneo,
o especm,allythe gold ‘mir;es on the' West Coast, south of Sarawak, ‘and
foundeél st;_agifé'é'”ﬁir'hich‘ once ‘in;xl‘aeded European colonization.
| L T Tirere is eﬁ&e%%;e that all f;h;e_é sub~regions of Indonesia=~ West

A,
b
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-and North as well as Eastern Indonesia=-~are represented in present day
‘Borneo, in th'e‘litera_,ture reviewed by Cence and Uhlenbeck (1958). Thus in
North Borneo some groups of Philippine origin continue to speak Philippine
languages, and in a wider area within northefn Borneo generally there are
‘languages that bear »:structura.l and lexical resemblance to languages spoken
in the Philippines, (The:e are also Philippine and Philipi)ine ~-type languages
~ spoken in northern Celébes,,) The Celebes influence is also apparent in |
Borneo==e. g. Buginese is spoken‘on the Borneo side of the Macassar
Strait a.s‘ well aé on the native homeland or Celebes side. Chiné se is
spoken aldng sorne of the large‘r. riversvirﬁ vBorne‘o-, ‘and Sanskrit insériptions
are found in Kuta1 | |

‘Malay dialec'ts‘ 61! langﬁage s. not unlike Malay‘ in Borneo are iden-
| tified by,va:rioué names (as Batang, Lupar, Iban or Sea bayak), and are.
often_hamed for the-place wher)ev‘the‘y'a-re spoken: Brunei, Banjar_e#e , 
Delang, Sa,ml';as Malé,y, and Ulu vMalvay_ ‘(whi_.'c':h may be the same as Sintang
Malay), and Mualang which is closely related to the Sea Dayak Iban, é.nd
| Pc;ntiana.k, 200 ?hiles up th_e Ayak and Belitang rivers.
In We stie:.j# Bofnéé thei'e .are‘ Land Dayak and Kenday Dayak; and

~ other dialects or languaées in part-of Sarawak that are neither Sea nor Land

Dayaks, as Bintulu, Matu. Narom, Long Klput, and Kanowa.t. Ray used a
cover-term, Melana,u, for a series of la.nguages spoken along the West
Coast of Borneo, and in the interior along rivers,

The Bisay-u ....gﬁagge_istoxgn y_ggpupanmed 'Bisayéa near Brunei
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Bay (not to be confused with the -];isayan thaf‘is s;wt;kén in the Philippines).
Sarawak Murut dialects or languages are spoken -b;r two groups, ‘one
extending a.cross interior Borneo, and the other called the North Borr;eo
Murut which Adriani identified as a Philippine type. which is also known by
the language namé of Tagal. The Sarawak Murut in‘Indozn'e sién Borﬁeo are
differentiated inté sevén dialects.
| D_usu.n ‘is the'namev applied to languages closely related to Tagal,
above. Dusun !sp.eaké:lr's 'ar.‘e‘.,found north and west of the Tagal. .Dusun is
" spoken on rivers'that ﬂéw intd the South China Sea; also on Banggi Island.
There #ré more coast Dusun (ten groups) tﬁan iﬁléﬁd Dusun (half a dozen).
- Bajau a:ée sea nomads _..four;d on the north'Aand.east coast of Borneo.
The Bajaﬁ lahguage is also known ir-l’the 'Pl.w.ivlippilneé and in Eastern Indonesia
(aloﬁg the cdast of Celebes and on islands in _Macé,ssa,r Strait). Different

dialects of the Bajau language are distinguished as Bayo, Turije’ne?, Sama,

Samah-Samah, or Samar~-Lambah. Bajau is diversified in structure more
" than other Borneo languages; this Was pecognizéd by Esser by placing Bajau
after his list of Borneo language names (in the list on the back of his linguis-

~tic map).

Ubian Seé, nomads or sea gypsies or pirates are known by older
names (Bolonginik, Baianini) , and speak a Iaﬁguage also known as Bandau.
But Ubian is not ‘the same language as :Bajau, above. An island between
. Borneo and the Philippines is called Ubiam, within easy rénge of North Borneo.

Illanun is equivalent to Lanun, ..\v,hosé“ speakers came to Borneo
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from the Southern Philippines (Mindinao).'

- Bulud-upi, of the n;artheast coast of Borneo, speak a Tagalog«type
rather than Illocano-type of Philippine-type language. Sulu is spoken by
people on islands in the Sulu Archip.elago :‘betwee;n.Borneo and Mindanao, on
Tawi Tawi, on some Philippine islands, and in several settlement.s- on the
north Borneo coast, ’

| Tidung is spoken in five dialects on.the east coast.

In East Borneo, Basap is a cover-ternﬁ for many ‘diaiects (as Sajau
Basap) in Bulungan, Sahkulisang, and Kutai.

L-abu:may be a Malay dialect; it is spoken on the Liasan River,

Kenyah, a Central Borneo language, is spoken in th“e Kayan River
highland (Apo Kayan), and aleo appears sometimes under the name of Kiﬁjin
as well as Kanyay; it is spoken in Indonesian Borneo (Punjungun) and in
Sarawak, | |

The langué,ge of the Kayan is also éalles:l Busang. The names of the
dialects differ in different areas. In 1849, a Bintulu Kayan vocabulary was
.g‘ath‘ered by Robert Burns (the Scottish poet} during his travels in the Kayan
~area of Borneo. Theré is great differentiaﬁon among the central Borneo

| laﬁguages spoken on the upper reaches of rivers that flow to the west and
east coast pf Borneo: Punan and Penan, Murik (resembling Kayan of
Sarawak), Sibop dialects (Tinjar, ‘Lirong, Long Pok’ur;,’ and Sibop proper),
Speng group of di‘ale‘ci‘:s or _»ylanguages (Bok, Nibong, and Ba Ma.h or Bah Malei,

and:possible also Kajaman and Lahaoan), and the Punan .Lus;éng;an@ Punan
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Gang dialects of one language. The Punan Ba is a different language,
apparently the one called Rejang Punan by Ray. The Beketan group is known
by many: names also (Buktan, Batsatan, Maketa, Punan, Mangkettan, and
‘possibly Ukit). Penihing is the name of a distinct langnage, and Seputan (or
Pen-yabung) that of another. Modang is the name of a‘language area in
Bulungan, Berau, and Kutai where several dialects or c1§se1y similar lan-
guages are spoken (Long Giat, Long Wai, Segai). Embala is the name of a
tribal complex, including three Taman tribes (Suai, Mendalein, Sibau), Palin
(also 3 cov"er-term, like Embala), Lauk, Leboyan, and Kalis Dayak.

Maanyan merits special mention because this language was selected
b"y Dahl from, the whole plethora of Indonesian languages to be compared with
Malagasy, the Malayo-Polynesian language spoken»in Madagascar; 'subsequent
. lexicostatisatic comparison was made between Malagasy and Maanyanby Dyen
- (1963). Ma}anyat;:'is a West Borneo- language, and Borneo in geheral is more
differentiated linguistically than other Indonesian regions, and so may in
general have beén a poésible area of dispersal of Indonesian languages.
Sl;ecifiéally, Maanyanis one of a c'hain or cluster of dialects or languages
Which include also Dusun (and Dus’unr Deyahor Deah), Samihim, Siong or Sihohg.
Also closely similar to Maanyan is Ihwangan'(Lé.’wangan)‘ of South Borneo,
@aiﬂ to be a divergent Dayak language. |
o Tai)uyan én the Tewe and Mor;talat irivers is quite distinct from the
. Maanyan cpinplex mentioned“above, and from Ngaju, a ‘Wide si:read language

- ~which'is di;etr;ibute& s_‘outlfea'sté and ‘southwest from the middle reaches of the
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Barito River. Ot Danum is also a South Borneo language.

Ngaju is of special interest because it is spoken as a second lariguag‘e
by many peoples in the south of Borneo who have another language as their
mother tongue. This makes Ngaju the lingua franca for most 'of South Borneo,
though little known beyond South Berneo.

BAHASA INDONESIA. ~

The famous lingua franca for all of West Indonesia, and much of
Eastern Indonesia is of course #sSociated with the new nation of Indonesia
which, for stimulating national unity, attempts to develop a single national
language called Bahasa Indonesias. A whole volume of the Critical Bibli-
ogral‘)hy series is devoted to the uses made of this lingua franca, so far;
volumes in this series devoted to Sumatra and to Borneo are summarized
above; another volume devoted to Java will be authored by Uhlenbeck (in press
for '1964), Bahasa Indcnesia: changes the linguistic situation in Sumatra,
in Borneo, and in J ava, as outlined above, in that with the addition of an
ci:fficial lingua franca, there is one more language in each big island. In
coastal areas of Indonesia generally, but particularly on smaller islands
among which all travel between tribes is sea-going, Malay was (and is) often
used as a second language, 'a,nd hence as an unofficial lingua franca, and the
most widespread one before the advent of Bahasa Indonesia, but not the only
one. We have alrealdy mentioned the use of Ngaju as the lingua.‘franca. of
Southern Bor‘neo, and Ngaju is not an isb“lat:é’d instance of a wholly natural

- language being used by its native speakers at home, and also as a second
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. ',lllapguage‘by others in a generg;llj re‘st'.r:riqfed- area of nei'ghbo._rfs, iﬁqluding
réther fap-ﬂung neighbors. ,Baliasa Indonesia . differs in several counts
from .the occasional use of a nﬁ.tura.l laxaguagé for wider pu'ri)oses that: was
not unknown previously in all the traditional areas of the Ma'l'ayd-Polyne..sia.n
‘far’nily. | |

None of these prévioﬁs inétances had political status (national. lan-
guage status), as B@hééa Indonesia:‘. has, To be sure, the Hinduized kingdoms
Qf J aﬁd ,vwould comi:qse t_heir adrninistr_ative directives to Sumatr_é in Javanese
ré,ther thén in oné of _tﬁe languages spbkenlon Sumatra',(see}a,b.ove);_. 'but this
would mean only that adrninistrétors in Sumatra had to lea.rn-J avé,ne se, .not
that the populatibn'of Sumatra learned J avanelse in any e.xt'en.Siv-e'- v'vay'as a;i :
| sec’on‘d-lalngu'age. |

In 'pre-vioﬁs instances in ﬁvhj.ch é natural languagé, as .Ngéju, did
funci:ion as a lingua franca, it rémaiﬁed a secdﬁd language for all ndn-,-Ngaju
who learned it after their mother tongue, generatmn after generat:.on. Only
the Ngaju the_ms'elves speak_ Ngaju as théir mother tonguxe‘ | in cont;ast to th1s
_situation, not 6_n1y is a variant of Bahasa Indonesian épolken as a native

'y
! E

language by Speakers of thg numerous Maléy dia.iecté in Indonesian-—and
. | .o

[

Bahasa Indonesm,‘. may be correctly classﬁz.ed as one more (and somewhat "

tampered w1th) dialect of Malay-abut Bahasa Indones1a. is being mcreasmgly

tongues. Th1s leads to the unexpectable s1tuat1on of a fam11y that lacks a "

‘single domestic la,nguage.. A £riend from Java tell.s us that he . spoke Bahasa
N o ) | \i"

|

LYl

| learned as a first language by ch11dren whose pa.rents have. different mother *

@

y
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I‘r‘u‘ipne'sia_,{-"in, hjiﬁ _»f:‘_évtmi‘ly at horne (the crapital-_city of Djakarta where Javanese
: - is. thé N;eg‘iénal' langl:llla;‘ge)»;. as z;. child, he. spoke Bahasa In'donle sia . to both
parents _whro had at least é paSsi_v_,eA knowledge of what was for them a _secoﬁd
" language, a national i:‘mgua‘ge.to be lea‘,rnedulaborl_iously as their children were =
. | glfowing up speaking 1t as their :fivvrst language. Our ffie;nd,‘s father spoke
J avanese, as his ﬁative language, and spoke J avatne se;" at home in the presence
of his ‘J' avanese relat;i\‘re_s; his mother spoke Sundanese as her native laﬁguage,
and was slo\&ly learning .]' avanese as well as Bahasa Indonesia while her
~children were growing up. For the children, Bahasa Indonesia is a mother-
tongue, but not their mq;fther"s mother tongue. But one can extrapolate to the
| next k,'g‘eneration wheh to’day's children, turned parents, will be bilingual in
j.ltl_fxe, regional lang_uage, as Javanese, and'in Bahasa Indonesia;,, so that
._'domeﬁsti;c‘:-‘ speakers' will have two na‘,‘fl:i\‘ve‘languages. |
A's long as Indonesia 're’mainl’s a multilingual nation--as it certainly
| ";‘s today-—Bahasa Iﬂdonesia"; will differ according to the regional languages
| épc:_)keﬁ beside ‘ii_t.' A very telling example of how this works occurred recently
in J avé _whe‘r'e, an eminent politician from Sumatra was expected to deliver a
sPeech in vBaﬁhasa Indonesia, . ;vF.ac‘ing a Javanese audience able to converse
W1th each o't‘her-‘, in their‘m,ost cornmon va.fiety of Bahasa Indonesia —the

variety that is interlarded with Javanese loans—he spoke,another variant of

Bahasa Indonesia --one interiarded with loans from Sumatra languages—and
‘was not generally understood,
~Even if there were no remedy to the regional differentiation of Bahasa

Indonesia’ there would still be switéhiﬁng between it and J avanesé,' for example,
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because the 'grammar of the latter obliges ‘fhe sp'eaaker to specify the social
{ hiérorchy o‘f‘ th}ev person addressed in re SPeot _to'hir'nse-lf,: and Bahasa Indo--
| nes‘::ia' does not. Where the culture has changed, it io easier to accommodate
"the cha,ngod culture by switching languages-—~as Javanese to Bahasa Indonesia .=
| than it is to 'cho,ng'e the habits of the language which embarrass the speaker
m ‘som‘e (but not all) ‘situations.

| - TLere are two remed;es to the regional differentiation which rnakes
Javanese the ch1ef lexical donor to written Bahasa Indonesial. education.and
compromise. Educational policy ‘is centralized in Java, aod textbooks for the .-
‘nation are published in J aiﬁé; in principle Javanese loans in the national lan-

guage could be learned at school by those attending school in non-Javanese

parts of Indonesia, Or by compromise, popular borrowings from widespread

Indonesian languages in other paits of the nation might be officially recognized

- and then included in textbooks which are used in teaching children in primé.ry

E aﬂd secondary s..Cﬁools;

CELEBES MAXIMUM NUMBER OF INDONESIAN LANGUAGES

: One such textbook examined by us is a h1gh school 1eve1 geography

,book ertten in Bahasa Indonesia.. It provides conspicuously a map of

“’reg:.onal divisions ‘of languag'e groups, closely following the linguistic atlas

" prepared in Dutch colonial times by Esser (1938). This map includes 15 lan-

 guages or languagié names in the ‘Sumatra group (1); 3 languages in the Java

~group (II); 12 languages in the Borneo group (III) and in this group (IIT) Ngay

(Ngadju) is located in Central Borneo 'mthout reference to the second language
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y‘us’e of Ngajuﬁ:as a l'i,n,guaf" f'ff.'é.nca.~ for‘most of South Borneo; 4 languaggs in the
Bé.li-Saéa.k group (IV), 'lo'cé.'i’_:e,d’ in Bali, Lombok, a.ndthe western bulge of

| Surhbawa; 5 Ia.ngqg.ges in the Philippine group (V), located in Sangihe islands
(Ke’ﬁulaua.n Sangi) n.orthbf Celebes and."in the Minahasa part of Celebes; 2
languages in the dorontalo group.(vVI), immediafély to the east of group (V)
inriorth Celebes; 2 léngua'ges in -‘the Tomini group (VII), “east of group (VI) in
.ni'orth Celebes; 12 lanéuagesin the Toré.dja group (VIII), iﬁ cnenfra.l Celebes

and no:th coast off-shore iyél‘é.nds; 4 languages in the Loinang-Banggai group
(IX‘), von the peninsula. extension of central Celebes and off-shore islands; 7
ianguéges in the Bunku-Laki group (X) dn the south éa.s’t extentsi.on of Celebes
and on an island.beyond' (Kabaena);' 10 languages in the South Celebes group
(XI), on the i.sland of Selajar below thé southern extension of Celebes which

o ﬂ‘ahkS'_Macassar/ Strait to'the west, including here 'Buginese (also spoken on
the ‘»Borneo s!,»:‘ide of the Macassar Stra.it,‘ and elsewhere), the Macassar dialects
a'nd-Ma.ndar;-three languages of this group (XI) that are most surely in need of re-
ClaBSifi'C;aitiOt‘.l:’Z-langua.ges in the Mura-Butung group (XII), on islands off the

- southeast extension of Celebes except Kabaena Which is i'ncluded in group (X),
above; and additional languages in the Bima-Sumba group (XIII) loc ated in the
Lesser Sundas (most of Sumbawa, Komodo, and fhe western half of Flores);

: and languages in the Ambon-Timor group (XIV) located in the eastern half of
,‘»“Flléres and the rema;ining Lesser Sunda islands east of Flores, and on islandi?;
ﬂé;nking- the Banda Sea:.} Kepulauan Tanimbar, Kepula.gan Aru, Kepulauan

- Ewab, Kepulauanr Wa.tubela;, ‘Ceram, Ambon and Buru; the Sula-Batjan group
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(XV), east of group. (IX), above, on the southern Molucca 1s1ands, and fmally
languages of the South Halmahera-Irlan group (XVI) on the Mc»luccas facmg
western New Gumea.. |
| After high_sch‘ooli stu‘dy of the map from which the preceding list is
.féJscn, the In‘do.ne sian sfudent is éabie to .apprec,iaté how multiiing‘ual his nation
is in fact, and therefé:re how great is the need of _a'rsipg],.;e'- national lang_uag‘e
| of llng\n franca like Bahésa 'Indones1a.. |

COMMUNICATION IN THE) NATIONAL LANGUAGE
. There i,s,wno-» doubft, need for a §i.ng1e‘1anguage, spoken or uander -
- stood by all who are concerned ;vith'\-comm't.{nication between the centralized
gdverfx_ment in Java and the re st of the nation; who aré engaged 1n business
ente_rpri‘se‘s‘thatvextend beyond the languége barriers iolf the regional langhage S,
and, less imperatively, for education (since multilingﬁa].-,,education is coné‘,c
ceivable in a multilingual country). The neéd for é single language that is
) wideiy' 'undgr stoé_d éanﬁot be queétioned, but 11: c;é.n be asked why the language
selected for purposes of national internal communication should be variants
. of dialects of -M‘a,lay,' a nAatur'al‘lahguage,‘. partially unified in J ava as Bahasa
Indonesia, . It seeinfs probable that the selection m‘é,d‘e was better than any
othér alternative would have been.. <Ma1ay dialects hé.ve' been localized largely
in the west of Weét Indonesia (see _apd'kie), but one or another variety of‘Malay
was wide spre'ad wherever trade or.pirar,:jr' fiourli'shed in 'the past, especially

at ports of call in slnppmg. With some :Eew.exceptions “in E‘ast Indonesia, the

many d1f£erent languages of the natmn are a,ll s:,ster languages, and Malay--




Indd-Pax:'ifichascic;le One -~ . - o | 81

or in {i:s Yavanized form Bahasa Indonesia- ~—is one of the sister lahguage s |
A11 fshist‘e‘,x; flanguages share. to a l'arg‘e extent.the same words, in an isomorphic

sﬁ:en‘,s‘e' :‘(vcvqgrllatefs), kanvc'i, hené.e ,it»_is p’résumpti#ely easier_fdr a-native speaker of'

any one ofthe imx;dred ,vo,r" 56 related -la_ngliage_s or dialects in the nation to

‘f".'f‘"’ki-’~“1-éarn.“,Baha'sa Indonesia . than it would be to learn a language from the unrelated

"",Ihdq,jEuroipea,xi language family,- }a;s Dutch or Engli‘sh-—'-'of even an Indic language,

| _deépit'e’ the e;rli,ei‘, loans-fr'om' HSanskrit, (see »abt,;ve). o
| For bett‘er ;'c)r ;for.Wor'sv.e,; Ballfl.a,sa.: Incione"sia .is being taught and used
as the national llha-n'guag'e of a nétionthat cbyers as wide aj.n expanse of the earth's
] su;face as theUmted State s 'VIfﬁlt.:e‘r‘nalj .c‘m‘-‘ﬁ:r'hunica-.tion in‘In.done sia by mass
finedia,‘ by‘.per sonﬂalfint‘erview,.' and by cor'respzonden;:'e is ,stiill ;slaw'ed- down'by
»thé’,contiriue‘d. r,cfélianc"e on'boats (raj:—hg,r.than rplanés)._for travel. For example,
- we proposed to _corfe spond’with former studénts now resident in Ambon to
bbtaingah !e»stimate of ,fthé nu;r‘nber_o‘f '1anguage S"SPOken in the Ambon-Timor
group (XIV) , virhioh“is. ‘fnere‘ly J.ocalize-d in the list of language groups given
k ‘lé,"boye. Our air mail 'let‘t.:erlwould go‘ to Djal‘cé,‘:;'ta in two or three days, and
then go by boa,t to Ambon in two or three months, if the ship did not encounter
' ény ‘diffiCult”y. ;'I‘t would take half a year to obtain an answer to an in'qiiiray by
cbrre,apopdenlce with A'r;lﬁbon, ﬁnder fa;roré,ble circumsfan;:es.
:‘(ﬁgrréspondence, ‘books, newgpapér‘s are of course written in Bahasa
| .’Ihdbnesiq;}., . ‘I'I‘he educated adult of tpday spent his férmative years lea}rning
much ofWe stern culture through,books *ij_itten_ in ﬁutch; he can read and

'talky.putlchk but he does not'talk Dutch to big;children.f' | 'Sinc,e he unque s'tion._ébly
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wéﬁts his chii&rep to };gbvtvf abgut the science and art, and esg,ec{iatlly the tech-
nol’o‘gy‘._. c‘;f We §té:~'1°n_'c7ti1ti11‘i:g_ ,he _.real‘ié‘esf that it is necessary to create a th;sle
new sérié s b‘.f tex;bogk; whic'h w111 .‘S@;ve_tﬁé same purpose in Bahasa Indon-
esia that waslformerly served by Dutch The established professionals are
‘well on their way to ‘a.écqmplishing this task of transformation (rather than

translation) for their children's education; but that there is a Dutch source

behind the Indonesian textbook=-as in the case of the Esser linguistic atlas

which»fis closely followed in the high school geography book, cited above,
written in Bahasa Indonesia--does not seem to matter one way or another
to those interested in giying ktheir- children access to scientific knowledge. It
is i.nteresti.ng to note that just as the Islé‘.rnic impact was strained through
Hindu languages and cultures in diffusing to the East Indiés, so again (a mil-
lenium later), the scientific i.?;npact of Western culture is- strained through the
‘Dutch 1anguag¢ known by the parents of the children who as silmilate scientific
kt?owle&ge in the Bahasa Indonesia language,.
That language is accordingly used not only for ‘practical and social
' mrposes but for diffusing",,scientific information within the nation, and even
beyond, if books published'—iri‘Dja-kart.a are to be used in Malaysia (Sarawak,
Sabah (North Borneo), Singapofé and the _formé»r ‘Federated States of Malaya).
| - Despite the alr‘eady: acquired knowledge of Dutch by educated Indo-
nesians and Indo—E‘uropearis; the language to be used for participating in the
wider international scene may be English (écquired through training relatively

few Indonesians to teach‘te‘achers of English for a future program that will

C ey
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reach rielai:ively many' Indonesians). The language for wider international
communication cannot now be Dutch--even if it once could--because Dutch is
no longef being taught in Indonesia. It cannot be Bahasa Indonesia, because

P

that language is understood in only one other nation—Malaysia, also part of

¥ ¥

West Indonesia.
NCRTH INDONESIA

Bahasa Indonesia WOui,d not be used in North Indonesian countries,
because o‘the,r“ languages are used there for internal communication. In the |
Philippines, for example, the two main intgrria.l languages are Ta.ga.log and
Illocano, and other language's beyond Luzon-- sgoken as far south as Mindanao
and the northern parts of Borneoj and the Celebes—are often classified as
being of a Tagalog-type or an Illocano-type. And English is the language used
-~ for wider international communication, despite the much earlier prominence
of Spaniéh and the recent occ:upati.on by Japanese speakers,

In the south, the Philippines are almost donnected by land to Borneo,
by ,‘virtu'e of 'the'-Sulﬁ Archipelaéo ‘betwe'.e‘m North Borneo and Mindanao. Man
out of Southeast Asia did not sail across the South China Sea to go to the |
Philippines; there is evidence to suggest thatfpre'hilst.éric migration to the
Philipp"ine,’s .was by wé.-y of Borneo which, then, bec‘a..‘me a disper s‘al.center not
‘only for West Iﬁdonelsia but for the major part of North Indonesia é.s well,

,Gultiva.ted:pl-ants and animals-foyllow,e.du the path of emigraﬁts from' the south.
. A‘nd in histor'ic, times, Indian influence,; - un.decrf the political domination of Sri .

Vijaya .and its-successor,, the Majapahit;kingdom, reached.as far as Manila.

/
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f‘ORMOSA
The mg.bunta‘ins of Formosa can;be seen from a mou‘ntain top in the
Batan islands which lie just north of Luzon (38, 000 square miles), the.north- |
ernmost big island of the Philippines.
Formosa is better .known todé.y as Taiwan, the seat of the Nationalist |

Ching se government. Aboriginally, it was populated by Austronesian speakers,
generally classified as Indonesian, although possibly representing a separate
branch within the Austronesian family. An off-shore island (Botel T.o’bago)
.and its pe}ople, cé,lled Yami, is élosef to Batan than tb Formc;sa, but belongs
culturally and linguisticallj to tribal Formosa—the mountain peoples of
Formosa. They number somé 200, 000—~perhaps only 160, 000—all told, and
thngh soi?ne of the ten tribes are numerous—50 to 90 thousand Ami; 36 to 45
tht;usai;ld speakers of diaiects 6£ Atayal; 32,874 PaiWan; 19, 023 Bunun—others
number a thousand individuals, more or less (1, 614 Yami; 708 Saisiyat and
tﬁere are only 185 Thao). In addition to maunté.in peoples, Athere are plains
and coastal tribes on the China side of the mountains that are said to be com-
pletely Sinicized tribes, subjected fof the last 300 years to immigrating
Chinese (Hoklo, Hakka). These plains tribes—14 al]: told--have lost their
ofigiﬂéi culture, and in some instances their 'language S} some‘oi_:' ihe plains

tribes still speak Indonesian languages, as all formerly did, but it is not |

+ known which have been replaced by Chinese, and which are still épokenv. }The
Taiwanaborigiﬁe s of the ‘mountaihs were protected for half é, century .by

Japanese policy which excluded all: \“’rizsjitor 8 to the “tni*bal‘t'erri_tnry except

i
!
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ipve stigators and mountain climbers, and did not permit tribal people to leave -
f | their territo'ry. (1895-1945). After the war, there was large scale exodus
of young«worr;en to towns alon‘g the east‘coast,j and with this ~ e.Arfnig‘ration» of
'ybung worrianhood, the culture -'prese;ving role of women was lost. This was
* fdllowed by a Chinese compromise which called for an entry-permit to the
tfibal ‘areas, but not an exit-permit, except for permanent outside residence;
s :-Christian m’iésioné,r‘y aétivity'has ihcreased, stimulating fnore change in
cultu?é ‘than in lan\guage .

Knowledge of the tribal languages of Formosa is based largely on

text collections, with brief notes én Ata..ya.l .a.nd Yami (Ogawa and Asai), »I and
on Fang-iuei Li'é"work’ on ';[‘ha.o.- "Tl_nere are :fbllzkaristic traditions of former
t ;Nggritos- on Fo‘rmo.éa, and artifacts were found at ialé,cés where th‘e Paiwan

', :t':r,a,ditionally iocated fhe 'Negritos —places avoided by mdder:n Paiwan, though
they are suitable ;_‘fof é,griculturé. 'On the basis of lists ,gbtain;ed, Dyen‘ (196 3) |
.di»s‘tinguishe 8 sixrSeba‘i‘_a;te:'AﬁstroneTSié,n languages in Formosa; four of these
lan‘gua.'gés in central Formosa ('the Central Formosan Hesion') are more
;closely related to Indone s1an and Polyné s1an languages than are the languages

| repre sented by the two rernammg lists ('the Atayalik Subfamily').

SO «.-I-Iamar; and Luzon face each other across the South China Sea., Little
,‘ .fi*'s known'ab’c;ut the Indonesian lanéuages which aré supposed to beﬂa}ajdriginai
‘. i‘:t'sé'I‘vIainan,“ a fairly largé island (13 500 square miles) whose‘population (3.

"?_::y*.r.‘m1llion) is mamﬁ Chmese today; Haman is a part of Kwangtung provmce of |

\ A\

; mwxnkand China, . 'I‘he known languages aré ’Tnha ‘rasher ﬁhan A\astr one s\xa.n .

gl
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MALAGASY

4

If Madagascar were located in any part of Indonesia, it would loom

larger than Sumatra (163,145 square miles), and be second only fo Borneo

(290, 285 squa‘re miles). Located off the southeastern coast of Africa, |

Madagascar (228, 589.square miles) is onithe other side of the Indian Ocean

from Indonesia frdm which itsA’Mala_gasy 4speakers' migrated in prehiétoric

times; the present day pdpulation izicludes French Speakers as well as speakers

of African languages . The Malagasy‘ have folkloristic traditions.of prede-

cessors, who are pygmies, living near waterﬁalis, with uncombed hair,

huntir»xgv and gathering, leaving footprihts no larger than a child's, and so on,

In seeking traces of such pygmies, a previously unknown hill tribe was found

in 1961 by Gernbbck (1962). The fact that one or ’more languages of Ma.dagascai;
| vhave membership in the Austronesian family had been obvious from the first,

despite the geogréphic isolation which makes Malagasy the farthest rgmoved

of all languages or language groups in a language famiiy which is famous for

having covered more of the earth's surface in prehistoric time than has any

other single languagé family I(in prehistoric times; Indo-European today is

the most Widely distributed of all 1anguage‘ families, by virtue of the move-
ments of a few of its meﬁiber languages—Russian across Asia to the Pacific, :
| | Spanish and Portuguese to Latin America, English to North America and
| Aust;'aliaé-movements which todk place i'n’ hi,stbric timés, however).
‘ - When it was first observed tilat M@lagasy did belong to the Austro-

nesian. languages, .the path of M‘ig::atien ;or;,migrfa.,tiangaWas,;diffic,,ult~ to discuss

.
P . T e
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for two reasons. It was at first not certain how many languages or dialects

were subsiimed Lun‘dérr the cover-term Malagasy; e.g. is Hova a dialect or

E separate 1§nguagé within 'th_e“‘Malaga:sy" gf"oup?, In 1951, the population of'the |
_‘;I‘an"'ala‘.‘l'tribé,' also called Antanala, was 170, 000; the Tanala are sometimes
 known by sub-tribe names (Menabe and 'Ikongo‘). Another tribal cluster of

| ?‘boﬁt 25,000 people live 'tcl)_‘th’e north of the Tanala~the poorly described

Bezanozano (Aﬁtéiv55- Antanka, Tabay) are sometimes grouped with the Tanala.

- 'Bdth tri}aes; are 'said.tov speak "'M'alé.};o-Polyne; sian languages of the Eastern
"Malagétsjrl divviSi;oﬁ. 1 V(I-I‘RAF-,__ I95§)v. " But this kind of stateir;ént begs the
| qﬁéksﬁién; the éiueétion is whether there are language barriers within Malagasy,
| o_i: %vheth‘er }Mala'.gasy is tlr‘ie name of a-singl'e Malayo=-Polyne sian language,'

diaigctibaily differentiated.

‘The latter appears to be the case. There are, in fact, two lafge
dialect g'roups"' of ’Malagvasy,' one‘lo»cated - on the west coast of Madagascar,

which is distinguished by fewer dialect names than the second group. The

 second large dialect .grdup includes several dialect names for speakers

located in the east coast; additional dialect names for those in the ea stern

watei'shed (where the Tanala Hve, the best ~1‘<'m>'\avn tribe ethnographically);

and additional dialect names also for those on the high plateaus of Madagascar;

and a few dialects are classified as transitional betwéen the two main dialect

‘groups. Dahl (1951) was éurprised at the' uniformity of grammar among all

these Malagasy scattered over one of the largest islands of the world—a

ﬁﬁiformity ’f'a'r‘“e:;ceeding_ that found in éhy- comparable land masﬁ in the tradi-

. S o o
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tional Indonesia area.

- The second reason why it was difficu}t to discuss the prehisto_r‘i,c
'migra‘.‘;ion of the Malaga.sfy from Southeast Asia to "Mada.gascar Aw:as that, to
| beg‘in Awith,’ Mala,ga.sy could be recognized "as. an Austroh esian language in
general, rather thanas a language affiliated more closely to one group than
to another group of islands Abetween the Aman maioland and Australia. Dvahlt
- (1951) reviewed.possible historical clues which po_intl to Borneo as the possible
island of origin for the Melagasy, | and suggeeted 400 A, D ae tin.e date of the
| fir st migration to Madag'ascar; he further hit ul':onv Maanyan, spoken in South-
east Borneo, as the language with which Melagasy. bears the closest subrela-
tionShip, : and where these two languages-so closely connected» linguistically,
yet so far apart geographicaliy—are actually different today, the .differences
i are r-assignedto postfsepe.r\gation de,velopm_ents in one or another or both lan-
guages. The conclusion reached about the subrele.tionship of Malagasy in .
Madagaecar and Maanyan in Borneo, whether or not conVincing, has been
lexicoetatistically checked by Dyen (1963), ar.rgl thereby confirmed in revised
terms (a Mal,egasi,c c1uster). | |

| | PHILIPPINE TYPE LANGUAGES
North Indone31a centelrs in the Ph111pp1nes--7 000 ‘counted 1s1ands

Whose total land mass is one and a quarter times ‘g’reater than that of Great
Bri’tain., Of tl:ese thouéands of i_slarlds, 466 have"aln area of more than 2 1/2

square miles; Luzon a.nd Mmdanao const1tute 67 percent of the land area; these

: two b1g 1slands, plus nine others constitute 95 percent of the land area of the
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\Ph111pp1nes.‘ Between Luzon and’ Mmda.na.o lie (1) Mindoro, north of the Sulu

“ Sea' and ﬂankmg the Sulu Sea, (2) Palawan to the west, and to. the east (3)

the' numerous islinds of the Visaya or Bisaya group.

The population of the Philippines has’increased threefold in the last

two generations. The density of population in areas under cultivation is 984

to the square mile--second on_ly‘ to that of Java. In general, decrease in

population density is nbtic’eéble _'fr‘om north to south; and from west to east.
'More | emigrants from the Philippine.s are found in Hawaii than in the rest

~of the United States=~some 53, 000 Tlocanos and Bisayans from Cebu were

in Hawaii in 1930 (constituting 67 percent of sugar cane plantatipn workers),
as against some 45, 000 in the re'st of the United States,

Within the last decade, at least three overviews of Philippine or

- | Ph111pp1ne type languages have appeared (1952 1962 and 1963)

e That by Conklin (mimeographed, 1952) follow.s the main geograplnc

N feature‘s in listing languages according tc the location of their sPeakers-— ,
'_ Lu‘zon,, Bisayas,‘ and Mindanao—and within each major division, from north

- to south and from east to west. Dialects of some languages are indicated,

but subrelationships of wholly separate languages are restricted to distin--

’gu‘ishingAbetween an Ilocano type ('Iloko-Type') of Luzon and adjacent islands,

a',’_nd.a Tagalog type ,‘ 'between Luzon and the Bisayas; and presumabiy a non-

committal type. ‘P'D‘i,alectvs- are listed parenthetically, but what is generally

regarded as a dialect may in some cases turn out to be a separate language;

* hence the so-called 'dialect' names are include‘d in chapter 4, below,
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"but omitted in this discussion which attempts chiefly to distinguish languages
of the ilocaz;lo from those of the ‘Tagalog type. Location of the language is
indicated by“adding the name of the island after the language name, or after o
the s‘er‘iés of names for the same .languag‘e (synonymy).
| | Conklin gives tweni:y-two language names for Luzon and adjacent
islands. The first dozen (I to 12 inclusive, .in j:he following list) are languages
of the Ilocano type, as is the languagé' numbered 15:

l. Ivatan, Batan; Batan

2. Iloko, Ilocano} Luzon-Babuyan, Mindoro, Mindanao

3. Apayao, Apayaw, Isneg, Isnag; Luzon

4.‘ Ibanag, Ibanik, Kagay4n, Cagayanes; Luzon-Babuyan

5, Tinggia;n, Tinguian, Itneg} Luzon

6. Kalinga, Calingaj Luzon

7. Bontok, Rontok Igérot,‘Gu;ianes, Itetapanes; Luzon

8. Ifugao, Ipugaw, Ifugawj Luzon |

9. Kankanai, Kankanay, Lepanto Igorot; Luzon

10. Ibaloi, Inibaloi, Inibiloi, Nabaloi,‘ Benguet-Igorpt: Luzon

11. Gaddang, Gaddan; Luzon |

12. Isinai, Inmea,sf Luz;)n
15. Pangasinan; Luzon

A few languages syipoken on Luzon and adjacent islands are of the .

Tagalog type (14, 17, 20, 21):

14 Sambali, Sambal; Luzqn
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Tagalogs Luzon-Marinduque, Mindoro-Palawan-Masbate

20. . Bikol, Bicol, Vicol; Luzon-Catanduanes-Ticao-Burias, Masbate-Samar

Dumagat, Dumaget} Luzon-Polillo-Alabat-Kalawat

The remaining languages listed for Luzon and adjacent islands are

classified neither as of the "Ilocano: type nor of the Tagalog type; we give the

label 'non-committal type' to these (13, 16, 18, 19, 22):

13,
16,
18.
19..

22.

Ilongot, Ilungut, Lingotes'; Luzon

Pampangan, Pampango, Painpan‘gga, Kapampangan} Luzon
Ermitefo, Ermiteayo; Luzon

Cavitefio, Kabiteﬁ;fo: Luzon

Negrito,' Aeta'.,‘Eta, Ita, Agﬁa: Luzon , ’

A few of the languages spoken in the Bisayas (islands between Luzon

and Mindanao) are of the Tagalog type, including Tagalog itself (see 17 above),

or of the Ilocano type including Iloko or Ilocano itself (see 2, above). Those

of the Tagalog type are numbered 39, 40, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, in the list

which follows:

. 39.

40,

43,

44.

45,

Hini;'aya, Binukidnon; Panay

Bantony Banton

Sﬂtgbuh;j,gon,‘;Sebuan‘, Cebuan, Cebuano, Binisayang Cebua,no,v etc.$ Cebu-
Negros- Leyt;e -;Si quijor -Dinagjat-Sia.r gao, Mindanao |

Bohol, Boholano: Bohol

Agtaé: Negros ' D

. Samar-Leyt,e,; Samar-Leyte Bis'aya»n, Waray-wﬁray; Samar-Leyte-

o -

I
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Mésbé,te-Biliran '
47. Batak, 'I“init'i\ane s} Palawan
_Thé remaining languages spoken in the Bi_say'as are of the hon-com-
mittal type! in Conklin's list (i.e. are not specified as being either of the
Ilocano or of the Tagalog type): | |
23, Irdya; Mindoro -
24, Ala{hgap: Mindoro

Batingan, Barangan, Tiron; Mindoro

Tagdydan, Tagiidan; Mindoro

Nauhin! Mindoro

Puld, Tadianan, Durugmun, Buctulan; Mindoro

Bafngon, Bangot; Mindoro

Baribf, Beribi} Mindoro

ﬁui'd, Bukid, Buhid, Buhil, Buquil; Mindoro

Hanundo, Hanono-o, ﬁampangan, Bulalakao, Miné.ngyanc Mindo;°o
Kalamian, Calamiano; Palawan-Calamian

Kuyonon, Cuyo, Cuyuno, Cuyonon,v Kuyupon;‘ Cuyo-Palawan-Mindbro-

~ Sibay-Semirra~-Caluya-Ilin

Ré.tagnc!n, 'Létagnon, »Aradigi, Latan, Lactan; Mindoro
Agutaynon, Agutaihon; Agutaya-A.fnbu.lbﬁg

Hantik, Antiqueio, Antique; Panay |

Hiligaynon, Ilongo, Panayan, Binisayang Ilonggo! ‘Pana.y-Negros-”h

-Mindoro-Masbate -Guimaras-Tablas-Romblon, Mindanao
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| 41, Aklan, Aklanon{ Panay
42. Ati, Mundo, Montescos, Kalibugans Panay
48. TagbanuWaf, Tagbanwa,- Tagbanuas Palawan

49. Palawan, Palawanen, Palawario: Palawan

. | 50. Ke-néy, Kenne, Queney) Palawan
51. Melebuganon, Mé&l&buganon; Balabac &
52, J ama ‘Mapun: Cagayan, Sulu
Fdr Mindanao (and islands to the sduth), an occasional name is

ciassified as belongiﬁg veither to the Tagalog type, as Sugbuhanoa (see 43,
,abo've), or as Hiligaynon (see 38, above), 'o'r to the “Ilocano type as Iloko or
Tlocano (see 2, above); but most languages in the Mindanao group are unclas-.
sified in this respect (non-committal in type):

53, Chabakano, Chaibacanb, Tsabakano} Mindanao

54 ‘Davawefo, Dabawenyo; Mindanao

55, Subanun, Subanu, Subanoj Mindanao

56. .Taw Sug, Sulu; JoloanojSulu, Palawan
57. Yakan, Yacanes;Basilan

58. Samal, A'a Sama} Mindanao-Sulu

S 59 Lanao, Illanosi Mindanao
| k60.’ Magindanao, .Ivi.aginvc‘la}n.au, ‘Maginda;rulaw/;v; .;Mind'a"nao :
' 61. Bukidnonj Mindanao
62. Mamanﬁa; Mindanao

Manobo$ Mindanao "
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64. Ata,_ At Mindané.o | o B

65. Mangguangan, Manggulangé,,' Ma‘ngua}ng.ao:‘ Mindanao

66. Tiruray, Teduray, Tir-uz;ai, Tegurays Mindanao

67. Tagabili, Tagabelies; Mindanao

68. Bilaan, Bila-an, Bilanes, Tagalagad; Mindanao-Sarangani

69. Tagakaolo, Kagan, Kalagan, Saka, Calagars, Caiaganesg' Mndanaé

70. Kulaman, Culamanes! Mindanao

71. Bagobo; Mindanao

72. Ma.ndaya_; Mindanao

73. Isamal; Samal

74. Sangil, Sangir, Sanggil; Mindanao-(Sangihe and Talaud Islands)

78. Ba.jau, Badjo, Bajao, Badjaw, Luaan, Lutaos, -Lutayaos, Orang La'ut;
| Sdlﬁ Sea-Celebes 'Sea-Sulu Archipelago

It has been suggested that, in addition to an Ilocano type and a

Tagalog type, an equally identifiable and coordinate Southern type of Philippine.

language (like Tagabili and Bilaan) is justified—on the basis of relatively

few phrase introducers, and other structural features.

The ]‘Le'xicos,tatiﬂstica subgroupings obtained by Thomas and Healey

'(1963) are well summarized m a single chart which follows.
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Ivatan

Ilongot

Baler Dumagat

——— Inibalei
NORTHERN
PHILIPPINE PHILIPPINE Ifugao, Kankanai, Bontoc,
SUPERSTOCK FAMILY Sagada
Kalinga, Ilocano, Tinggian,
Isneg, Ibanag, Atta,
Gaddang, Agta
FPHILIPPINE Pangasinan
STOCK ’
. Sambal
|- Tagalog, Pampangan
. Bikol
|~— Cebuano, Butuanon, Surigao
SOUTHERN | -
| PHILIPPINE | _ Kalagan, Mansaka
FAMILY |
. Batak
. Cuyunon
|- Maranao, Magindanao
. Binokid, Dibabaon, Western
- Bukidron Manobo, Southern
Cotabato Manobo
| Subanun
SOUTHERN |
MINDANAQ _ _Tagabili, Bilaan
FAMILY ' |
| MALAY CHAMIC .Rade, Jorai, Chru, Cham
STOCK FAMILY |

Malay
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The lexicostatistic grewpings obtained by Dyen (1963), given belov,
are sbetracted from Dyen. Note that, in these greupings, mezi names are :
listed either in the first majer greup ('Sulic Hesion'), vhich ineludes
Tagileg, er else in the elsventh major growp {'Cerdilleras Hesien') whisch
ineludes :Ilocano; relatively few nxmes are listed in major growps 2 te 10
indlusive, And Ilongot remsins ‘wngroeuped'.in the special sense im which
Dyen uses ‘ungreuped’, That is, he classifies Ilonget in the nw
‘Northwest Hesiea'. This 'Nerthwest Hesion' camperises the followimg:

The Goreatalis subfenily which consists of twe langusges wpoken in

- Northern Celebes (Gamtllo and Swawa).

Llonget. .
Tae Philippine Hasion (mejor groups 1 to 1L im the ehart whish now
fellows ).

L. é!'.’ﬂ.c Heslon
1. MNesephilippine Hesien
i. Tagalic BHezien
3. Bissyan Clwiter
1. Osbwa (cam)
‘8. Butuanen |

3. Ilongge
k. Owymen (Cxyunem-Ratagnem)
2. Cagayanon
3. Memmame
&, Tagaleg
& Biked
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3. Mansakic Cluster
1. Mansaka
2. Tagakaolo
L, Hanumolc Subfamily
:I..I Hanunoo
2. Buhid
5. Irayic Cluster
1. Irsys
2. Alangan
3. Nauhan
6. Sabanun
2. Dibebalc Subfamily
l. Dibabaon
2. Agusan-Manobo
3. Kalamian (K=lamian-Agutaynom)
he Palawenic Subfamily
i. FPalawano
2, Babuyan
3. Tagbanua
5. Bukidnlie Subfamily
1. Bukidnon
2. Central Manobo

6. Pampengan
T. Cotabato-Manobo

3. Casiguran
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Y. Yauan

6. Tirway
To Maxutic Subfamily
1. Kaut
P
3. Bolongan
8. Dusun
9. Billc Subfamily
1. Bilaan
2., Tagabili (Sinolon-Kiarioa)
10, Ivatan (Iutm;ztbuyat)
1l. Cordilleran Hesion
1. Inibeloy (Deklan-Kabayan-Bokod)
2. Borth Cordilleran Cluster
1. Banaglc Cluster
1. Isneg Hesioc:y
l. Iteawic Cluster
1. ZTtawi
2. Malsweg
2, Barren (Barran-Nebwangsa)
3. Baysg {Beyag-Kebugeo)
2. Ibenag
3. Geddeng Subfamily
l. Christisn Geddang
2, Pegan Geddang
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Lk, Atok
5. Yogad
2. Ilcecano
3. Kalinga Subfamily
i. Balbelasang (Bebalaseng-Iubo-Mallango-Iubuagan)
2, Pinukpuk (Pinukpuk-Tebuk)
k. Igorot Subfamlily
1. Kankanay (Bumu-mm-mpmgan-m-mbman)
2. Sagada
3. Bontok
4, Bayyo
5. Ifugao Subfamily
1. Kiangan (Kiangan-Bensue-Hungduan-Hapao)
2, Mayaoyao
3. Henglulic Subfamily
1. BEHanglulu
2. Kalanguya
6. Isinay (Aritao-Dupsx)
T. Plggattan )

Conklin's and Dven's classificatlions of Philippine languages diffex
in three respects. Conklin's classification does not deal with higher order
classifications as does Dyen's. Differences in lower order classifications
are a matter of (1) subordination of dialect names under language names (e.g.
"Conklin treats the similerity between Agusan-Manobn and Dibebacn as &
dialectal difference « « » o Conklin's Judgment of mutual intelliglibility
appears to point to appraximately 60.0 6o (rather than 70.0 ofo [used by

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERI
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Iyen]) a5 the lengusge limit"), end () the lssguages pesitively assiguel te
the Northern Iuron and Gentrel Philippine growps (e.g. Comkiin trests Tvates,
!‘n.ungl;' Gaddang and »Iunlv u only provebly North Imsom, vrile Dyen txeats
the last three as unquestionably members of this growp dut the first as
rrobably not & member),
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MICRONESIA

l.5. The Micronesian islands are scatiered over enormous distances east
of the much larger Phllippine Islands, and very fer east of the half of Bormeo
shat is north of the equator. Only e few Micronesian islands are fownd below
“he equ :r, while all of New Guinea and &ll of the lslands in Melanesle lle
south of the equator. The Micronesiarn islands north of New Guines and Melanesla
sonstitute, as Matthews (1950) says, a geographical entit& which ", . » comprises
egtoons of islands lying mainly north of the equator between long. 11.3.00 B.
and the Date Line. . . The Paleus, with the Merianas and the Bonin Islands,
Porm a westerly volcanic arc, describing a cwrve between the Molucces in the
south and Jepan in the north. This is the western lim't of Micronesia. A second.
goral arc, representing the eastern limit, extends from the Marshalls ...
50 the Hllice Islands by wey of the Gilberts. In between thase Falan=Marleane
and Marshall-Gilbert sras lles the long centrel band of the Caroline Isluuds,
she most extensive Micronesien archipelago. The western outliers of the Carolines
(Yep, Ulithi, etc.) are seen to continue the Palen festoon northwards into the
Marienas. o ALL Mioronesis, excep’ the Marianas and part of the Gilberts,
1ies between the equator and late 16° N. The Marfenas extend beyond 20° N.,
hut not to the trople of Cancer, end helf the Gilberts, like the isolated
Fauru and Oceen Island (Banaba), iie south of the equator. The greatest
southerly reach of Micronesls 1s not more the ,}°, which gives & meximm vertical
axtension of under 25°. Tour of the five archipelagos, viz. the Palsus, the
Mar?snes, the Marshalls, end the Gilberts, have a vertical lie; the Carolines,
by contrest, a horizontal cme."

Micronesian langusges are spoken bayond the geogrephic entity defined

shevs, shlch wWe iwy call the Micsuusslea aita; aild & Low langueges wilch do
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not belong to Micronesie linguistica.dy sre spoken in the Micromesian area.
“hus two Polynesian Outliers, Kepingsmarangl end Rukuoro, :re spoken in Southe
central Micronesia, between the Carolines and the Gilberts. Two Indsmesian
‘anguages generally classified more specificslly as Fhilippins in type are (1)
Chemorro, spoken in the Maxrlenes, end (2) Palem, spokan Zn the sestarn Carolines.
Ot the four main armas in which Austronesian langusges are spoken, the

langusges In Micronesia have been less studled and certalnly less described _
vhan tha laugusges in Polynesis, Melanesin, or Indonesies. IT may be wocertalnty
or insufficlency of informaticn that has led to ths controversial position in
which two of the langueger of Micronesis are held, Yep snd Neuru. Thess
languages are supposed to belong marginally, doubtfully, or zberrantly to
Moronesia (in o lingwistic sanse). They are certelnly diferent then other
Langusges of Micronesie, and for thet metter, different than other Austronesien
languages. In Yap, for example, thers are glottalized comsonants, mere axpecteble
along t}w vast coast of netive Awerics than in Ocesnia. But there 18 ro close
subrelaticnship between Tep and Neuru; they are separate, coordinste msmbers of
the Austronesian famlly, snd though bhoth are spoken in Micronesia, they ars nct
Micronesian neighbors. Tap i3 spoken in the western Carolines, and Fawru is
spoken below the equator, southeast o XKoningemavang! eond west of the Gilberts.
It would seem thel Tap and Hauru ere each ilvergent members of the muclaax | ..
Moronesisn languages to which we Zow tuxh. |

The avclsar Micronssian lovgueges are spoken in the Ogrolines, in the
Gilberts, and in the Marghells., One of thess xualsar leagusgss, Glibertese,
is also spoken as a Micromesian Outlicr in westexn Polynesis, on the island of
Jul, ons of the Ellice Jalends; anctier of these, Mapis, is a Mi.croresis Cutliar,
spoken In Datch New Guires endl closely relsted to the zxuclear Moroussisn
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langusge cailed Sonsorel, ascording o Cspell (1565). Tue remaining nuclear
Micronesian languages ere all spoken in Micronesia, end most are listed ‘oy‘

Dyen (1963) as members of Carolinisn subfamily--nemely the Ponopesn language
(wvith dielects called Ponape, Ngatik, Mokll, Pingelap); two Truida J.mgungel,
Trukese and Woleen (with dielects of the latter being Woleal, Pulswst, ' Satewal);
e fourth languege callsd Marshallesa, and a fifth lsngusge called mndeﬁ.

Besides these, snother language, (Hlbartese, is most closely related
to menmbers of the Oarolinian subfamily, although this estimats is based on
a subedequate 1ist, It heppens that Nauru, one of the two controversiel
lenguages of Micronesia mentioned above, twms out to be dexicostatistically
close to the Carolinian subfemily, although Neuru is less close than is
Jilbertene.

Other languages spoken in the Cerolines would clso seem to belang to
the Carolinean subfemily, elthough lists for such other langusges were not
svelleble for Dven's camputations, as Tobi (west of Palsu) end Sonsoral. 8o
algo, Ulithi is lmown to be very olose to Trukese linguisticellye=herde it

delongs not only in the Carolinian subfamily but probably also ia the Truokic

group ¢f that subfamily, Mortlock nesr Thuk i1s not a separate langusge, &s is
sometines reported, but & dielect of Truksse..

barshellese 1s spoken in two dlalecis (Relik and Rotak), and thexe appea:s
;0 be little or no dialect differentiation in Gilbertese, The total number of
iseparate nuclesr Mloronssian langueges, accordingly, is at least n half dozen,
and possibly more, dspending on whether Ulithi, Tcbi, ond Sonsorsl are indeed
neparate langusges, and also depsnding on whather the two controversial
Llanguages, Yopese and Nawru, ere inoluded emong the nuclear ifloronesian
Languages.




’.'a
104 Anthropological Linguistics, Vol. 6, No. 4

The position of nuclear Micronesian languasges within the Austronesian
femily has been variously traated.

In earlier classifications, though often listed as a separate branch of
Austronesian, Micronesian was described as partioulerly closely related to
Melaneslian -~ ewvsn to the point of being treated as a sub-branch of s
Melanes iAn branch == on the basis of typological similarities (as the
association of pronominal suffixes with certein classes of nouns) between
nuclear Microneglan lanugusges and same languages spoken in Melanssie.

Matthews (1950) regards nuclear Micronesiesn as a separate branch of
Austronesian 'lying completely outside the orhit of the other three'—
Melanesian, Indonesian and Polynesian.

Grace (1955), primarily on the basis of shaved imnovations in vocabulaxy,
grovps together as the New Hebrides-Banks subgroup of Eastern Austronesian
(1) auclear Micronesien, inoluding Newrn and Yap, (2) Southern New Hebrides,
(3) Pentecost, Aurora end Leper's Islends in the New Hebrides and the Banks
end Torres Islands immedistely to the north, and (i) the remainde: of the
llew Hebrides, plus Fi)i, Rotuma, and Polynesian. Msmbers of the last subgroup,
(4), are distinguished from ths rest on the basis of the LTact that Dyen‘s

| #R 45 lost (reflected as zero) in langusges of sub-group (i) and aiZZerentially
lost and. retained in languages of the cther subgrowps.

" Grace's Eastern Austronssian (Malsyo-Polynesian) includes, in addition
to the New Hebrides-Banks subgrowp desoribed above, all the other Austronenian
languages spoken in Malanesla east of West New Guinea.

Iyen (1963) does not include the muclear Micronesian languages ('Carolinean

. subfamily') in his *Malayopolynesian', the largest subgrowp of the Austronesien
faxdly (here 'Malayopolynesian' is1ead in & new sense—in a more restrictod
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sense than Austronesien, in comtrest to all previous usege in vhich Nalayo-
Phlynesian and Austronesisn are SYnOnomous )«

mm'l Wﬁm subgrovp of Austronesian inclades all the. ml
of his saple vhich are gensrally o:l_.ulmcl. as Indonesian (ineluding the
PMilippines, Palsu, Chamorzo, Nelagesy, and Gentril Yormosa) exeept Iaggane,
MhmMnmmmmNM' It alse inoludes all the Polymesian
lengusges. But it inoludes only eight languages spoken in Yelanesie: MJiion
and Motumen in eastern Mslsnesis, Xarstmto, Ieu and Togabaita in the sowthern .
Solemons, Efate in the New Hebrides, Mota in the Banks, and Motu in Pspus.
Byen's non-Malsyopolynssian Austronesisn lengusges are thereby: owNe of two
growps oa Yormoss, Inggeno in Indonesis, all languages spoksn in Melasnesia
(inoluding West New Guines and Southern Halmehera) except the eight languages
1isted above, and nuclesr Micronssisn, But Iyen's growpings are made om the
baals of percentages of ahsred basic vocabulary from lists of 1Th.to 200 items,
WI..for which the lists inocluded only 150-1T73 itenis were exaluded from
Dyen's main classification and their possible classification was commented en;
Gilbertese was sush a langucge. On the position of“Gilbertese Ryen ssys
"Gilbertese has its highest peroentege .o With the Oarolinesn Subfaxily ..
Its next highest paxcentege is «.. With the Polynesian Sudbfemily ... Thus
Gilbertese, if not inflsted, presents an argument for introducing the
Carolinesn Swhfemily into the Haonssian Iinkege" (snd this is the subgrowp of
his 'Malayopolynesisn' growp Za which Polynesicn belongs).

Rren's higher oxrder groupings 4iffer radically fro:i Grece's in that
Dyen inclules ncmmirmbothwommmm:‘nml and
exoludes from this jrowp wost of the langusges of Melanesie. Grace, on the

other hand, esxoludes frcm his Dastern growp all the Western Austrenesicn
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languages but includes all the langusges of Melanesia. They are agreed that
some gort of a subgroup is constitubed of Polynesisn, Fijian, Rotuman and Efate,
plus a few other languages spoken in Melanesia. They differ on which other
languages of Melanesgia should be included in this group, as well as on the
subclassification of other languages of Mslanegia.

e T




AA .
ACLS
AES-P
AL .
APS-P
APS-T
BAE-B
BAE-R.
cuU .
IJAL .

IUPAL .

JAF .
JSAP .
Lg

SJA
SIL
TCLP
UMPL
UCPAAE

UCPL
VFPA
WDWLY

RCPAFL

The Following Abbreviations Will Be Used

American Anthropologist

American Council of Learned Societies

American Ethnological Society, Publication
Anthropological Linguistics

American Philosophical Society, Proceedings
American Philosophical Society, Transactions
Bureau of American Ethnclogy, Bulletin

Bureau of American Ethnology, Report

Columhia University Contributions to Anthropology
International Journal of American Linguistics
Indiana University Publications in Anthropology and
Linguistics

Journal of American Folkloze

Journal de la Société des Américanistes de Taris
Language

Research Center Publications in Anthropelogy, Folklore
and Linguistics

Southwestern journat ~f Anthropology

Studies in Linguistics

Travaux d.i Cercle Linguistique de Prague
University of Michigan Publications, Linguistics

University of California Publications in American
Archaeology and Ethnology

University of California Publications in Linguistics
Viking Fund Publications in Anthropology
William Dwight Whitney Linguistic Series
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