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日期：2008年4月7日至12日

地點：帛琉共和國柯羅州

Date：April 7th ~12th, 2008

Venue: Koror, Republic of Palau

主辦單位：行政院原住民族委員會

Directed and Executed by Council of Indigenous Peoples, Executive Yuan, Republic of China (Taiwan)

協辦單位：帛琉共和國國務部及文化部、中華民國（台灣）外交部、中華民國（台灣）駐帛琉大使館

With assistance from Ministry of State and Ministry of Community and Cultural Affairs of the Republic of Palau, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Republic of China (Taiwan), Embassy of Republic of China (Taiwan) in Palau
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會議實錄

Conference Proceedings
1、 日程表／Daily Itinerary

	日期Date
	上午am
	下午pm

	4／7（一）
Monday
	海上活動

Sea Tour
	海上活動

Sea Tour

	4／8 （二）Tuesday
	帛琉陸地參訪

Land Tour
	簽署南島民族論壇合作宣言

Signing Declaration of the Austronesian Forum on Cooperation

	4／9（三）Wednesday
	2008常設會議

2008 Conference
	2008常設會議

2008 Conference

	4／10（四）Thursday
	海上活動

Sea Tour
	海上活動

Sea Tour

	4／11（五）Friday
	國立帛琉博物館

台灣原住民族展示間剪綵活動

Ribbon Cutting Ceremony at

Belau National Museum
	帛琉陸地參訪

Land Tour

	4／12（六）Saturday
	海上活動

Sea Tour
	自由活動

Leisure Hours


二、與會名單／Participants

	序號

No.
	國家State
	姓名Name
	職銜Title

	1
	中華民國（台灣）
Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	夷將‧拔路兒
Icyang Parod
	行政院原住民族委員會
主任委員
Minister

Council of Indigenous Peoples, Executive Yuan

	2
	中華民國（台灣）
Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	蔡中涵
Tsay, Chung-Han

(Safulo K. Raragnes)
	台灣原住民教授學會
理事長
Director

Taiwan Academic Association for Indigenous Professors

	3
	中華民國（台灣）
Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	蔡志偉
Tsai, Chih-Wei

(Awi Mona)
	國立台東大學
南島文化研究所助理教授
Associate Professor

Institute of Austronesian Studies, National Taitung University

	4
	吉里巴斯
Republic of Kiribati
	李奇阿瓦‧塔克克
Rikiaua Takeke
	內政部次長
Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Internal and Social Affairs

	5
	馬紹爾群島
Republic of Marshall Islands
	喬瑟法‧麥迪遜
Josepha Maddison
	內政部歷史保存辦公室
主管
Acting Deputy of the Historic Prevention Office

Ministry of Internal Affairs

	6
	諾魯共和國
Republic of Nauru
	白恩‧戴耶
Pyon Deiye
	外交部代理秘書長
Deputy Chief Secretary

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	7
	紐西蘭
New Zealand
	約翰‧帕基
John Paki
	毛利信託基金總經理
General Manager

Maori Trust Office

	8
	帛琉共和國
Republic of Palau
	帖米‧徐慕
Temmy L. Shmull
	帛琉國務部部長
Minister of Ministry of State

	9
	菲律賓
Republic of the Philippines
	尤尼歐‧應西尼
Eugenio A. Insigne
	原住民族事務委員會主席
Chairman

National Commission on Indigenous Peoples

	10
	索羅門群島
Solomon Islands
	路克‧艾塔
Luke Eta
	文化觀光部次長
Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Culture and Tourism

	11
	吐瓦魯
Tuvalu
	賽維‧羅沙維維
Seve Lausaveve
	內政部次長
Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Home Affairs and Rural Development

	12
	貝里斯
Belize
	馬賽‧卡多納

Marcel Cardona
	青年、運動與文化部部長

Minister

Ministry of Youth, Sports and Culture

	13
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	鍾興華

Chung, Shing-Hua

(Calivat Gadu)
	行政院原住民族委員會

企劃處處長

Director

Department of Planning

Council of Indigenous Peoples, Executive Yuan

	14
	斐濟

Fiji
	阿波羅妮亞‧塔瑪塔

Apolonia Tamata
	南太平洋大學教授

Professor

University of the South Pacific

	15
	紐西蘭

New Zealand
	偉恩‧拿塔

Wayne Ngata
	毛利語言委員會委員

Commissioner

Maori Language Commission

	16
	美國

United States of America
	羅伯‧白思樂

Robert Blust
	夏威夷大學教授

Professor

University of Hawai’i

	17
	帛琉共和國

Republic of Palau
	雷蒙傑索

Tommy E. Remengesau, Jr.
	總統

President

	18
	帛琉共和國

Republic of Palau
	尼爾曼

Raphael B. Ngirmang
	北方大酋長

Reklai

	19
	帛琉共和國

Republic of Palau
	吉本斯

Yutaka M. Gibbons
	南方大酋長

Ibedul

	20
	帛琉共和國

Republic of Palau
	坎撒

Camsek Chin
	副總統

Vice President

	21
	帛琉共和國

Republic of Palau
	薩麗

Gloria Salii
	女王

Bilung

	22
	帛琉共和國

Republic of Palau
	梅若普

Alexander Merep
	文化部長

Minister

Ministry of Community and Cultural Affairs

（代理徐慕執委）

	23
	帛琉共和國

Republic of Palau
	參議員、眾議員、各州州長或代表、其他政要、博物館館長…等

	24
	索羅門群島

Solomon Islands
	勞倫斯‧弗那塔

Lawrence Foanaota
	博物館館長

Director of Museum

（代理艾塔執委）

	25
	菲律賓

Republic of the Philippines
	米娜‧考噶斯

Myrna L. Caoagas
	傳統領域局局長

Director

Ancestral Domains Office

（代理應西尼執委）

	26
	菲律賓

Republic of the Philippines
	陪同人員

Escort

	27
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	李世明

Matthew S. M. Lee
	中華民國（台灣）駐帛琉共和國大使

Ambassador of the Republic of China (Taiwan) in Palau

	28
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	俄鄧‧殷艾

Eteng‧Ingay
	高雄市原住民事務委員會主任委員

Chairman

Commission of Indigenous Affairs

Kaohsiung City Government

	29
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	李玉蕙

Eli‧Takesi
	台北縣政府原民局局長

Director

Indigenous Peoples Bureau

Taipei County Government

	30
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	林誠榮

Lin, Ching-Rong
	桃園縣政府原民處處長

Director

Indigenous Peoples Department

Taoyuan County Government

	31
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	辜雯華

Ku, Wen-Hua
	南投縣政府原民局局長

Director

Indigenous Peoples Bureau

Nantou County Government

	32
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	顏志光

Yen, Jhih-Guang
	台東縣政府原民處處長

Director

Indigenous Department

Taitung County Government

	33
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	林信義

Lin, Hsin-Yi
	桃園縣復興鄉鄉長

Mayor

Fusing Township

Taoyuan County

	34
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	羅吉坤

Lo, Chi-Kun
	新竹縣關西鎮鎮長

Mayor

Guansi Township

Hsinchu County

	35
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	曾效忠

Tseng, Hsiao-Chung
	新竹縣尖石鄉鄉長

Mayor

Jianshih Township

Hsinchu County

	36
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	秋賢明

Chiu, Hsien -Ming
	新竹縣五峰鄉鄉長

Mayor

Wufong Township

Hsinchu County

	37
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	李清枝

Li, Ching-Chih
	苗栗縣南庄鄉鄉長

Mayor

Nanjhuang Township

Miaoli County

	38
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	古源毓

Ku, Yuan-Yu
	苗栗縣獅潭鄉鄉長

Mayor

Shihtan Township

Miaoli County

	39
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳斐晏

Chen, Fei-Yen
	台中縣和平鄉鄉長

Mayor

Heping Township

Miaoli County

	40
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	廖學輝

Liao, Hsues-Hui
	南投縣魚池鄉鄉長

Mayor

Yuchih Township

Nantou County

	41
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	田炳源

Tian, Ping-Yuan
	南投縣信義鄉鄉長

Mayor

Sinyi Township

Nantou County

	42
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳明利

Chen, Min-Li
	嘉義縣阿里山鄉鄉長

Mayor

Alishan Township

Chiayi County


	43
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	謝垂耀

Hsieh, Chwei-Yao
	高雄縣桃源鄉鄉長

Mayor

Taoyuan Township

Kaohsiung County

	44
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	伊斯坦大‧呼頌

Yi Ssu Tan Ta, Hu Sung
	高雄縣三民鄉鄉長

Mayor

Sanmin Township

Kaohsiung County

	45
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	詹忠義

Chan, Chung-I
	高雄縣茂林鄉鄉長

Mayor

Maolin Township

Kaohsiung County

	46
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	顏金成

Yen, Ching-Cheng
	屏東縣霧台鄉鄉長

Mayor

Wutai Township

Pingtung County

	47
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳生明

Chen, Sheng-Ming
	屏東縣瑪家鄉鄉長

Mayor

Majia Township

Pingtung County

	48
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	孫萬教

Sun, Wan-Chiao
	屏東縣泰武鄉鄉長

Mayor

Taiwu Township

Pingtung County

	49
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	竇望義

Do, Wan-Yi
	屏東縣來義鄉鄉長

Mayor

Laiyi Township

Pingtung County

	50
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳昭忠

Chen, Chao-Chung
	屏東縣春日鄉鄉長

Mayor

Chungre Township

Pingtung County

	51
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	侯金助

Hou, Chin-Chu
	屏東縣獅子鄉鄉長

Mayor

Shihzih Township

Pingtung County

	52
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	林傑西

Lin, Chieh-Shi
	屏東縣牡丹鄉鄉長

Mayor

Mudan Township

Pingtung County

	53
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	熊師範

Hsiung, Shih-Fan
	屏東縣滿州鄉鄉長

Mayor

Manjhou Township

Pingtung County

	54
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳傑麟

Chen, Chieh-Lin
	宜蘭縣大同鄉鄉長

Mayor

Datung Township

Yilan County

	55
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	江明順

Chiang, Ming-Shun
	宜蘭縣南澳鄉鄉長

Mayor

Nanao Township

Yilan County

	56
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	何禮臺

He, Li-Tai
	花蓮縣新城鄉鄉長

Mayor

Sincheng Township

Hualien County

	57
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	田智宣

Tien, Chih-Hsuan
	花蓮縣吉安鄉鄉長

Mayor

Jian Township

Hualien County

	58
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	林廷光

Lin, Ting-Kuang
	花蓮縣鳳林鎮鎮長

Mayor

Fonglin Township

Hualien County

	59
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	黃榮成

Huang, Jung-Cheng
	花蓮縣光復鄉鄉長

Mayor

Guangfu Township

Hualien County

	60
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	張進德

Chang, Chin-Te
	花蓮縣豐濱鄉鄉長

Mayor

Fongbin Township

Hualien County

	61
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	劉德貞

Liu, Te-Chen
	花蓮縣玉里鎮鎮長

Mayor

Yuli Township

Hualien County

	62
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	鄧國祥

Deng, Kwo-Shiang
	花蓮縣富里鄉鄉長

Mayor

Fuli Township

Hualien County

	63
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳德成

Chen, Te-Chen
	台東縣長濱鄉鄉長

Mayor

Changbin Township

Taitung County

	64
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	李業榮

Li, Yeh-Jung
	台東縣池上鄉鄉長

Mayor

Chihshang Township

Taitung County

	65
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	黃瑞華

Huang, Jui-Hua
	台東縣關山鎮鎮長

Mayor

Guangshan Township

Taitung County

	66
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	林金真

Lin, Chin-Chen
	台東縣鹿野鄉鄉長

Mayor

Luye Township

Taitung County

	67
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳建閣

Chen, Chien-Ke
	台東縣台東市長

Mayor

Taitung City

Taitung County

	68
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳進福

Chen, Chin-Fu
	台東縣太麻里鄉鄉長

Mayor

Taimali Township

Taitung County

	69
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	章正輝

Zhang, Cheng-Hui
	台東縣金峰鄉鄉長

Mayor

Jinfong Township

Taitung County

	70
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	張金生

Chang, Chin-Sheng
	台東縣達仁鄉鄉長

Mayor

Daren Township

Taitung County

	71
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	吳仲民

Wu, Chung-Min
	台東縣大武鄉鄉長

Mayor

Dawu Township

Taitung County

	行政院原住民族委員會工作人員

Staff of the Council of Indigenous Peoples, Executive Yuan

	72
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	王美蘋

Akiku‧Haisum
	企劃處專門委員

Senior Executive Officer

Department of Planning

	73
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	賴玉娟

Lai, Yu-Chuan
	機要秘書

Secretary

	74
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	許惠娟

Hsu, Hui-Chuan
	企劃處科長

Section Chief

Department of Planning

	75
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	蔣裔馨

Chiang, I-Hsin
	企劃處專員

Executive Officer

Department of Planning

	76
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	陳小安

Diana Chen
	企劃處科員

Clerk

Department of Planning

	77
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	鍾文憲

Chung, Wen-Hsien
	企劃處計畫人員
Contract Employee

Department of Planning

	78
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	呂明哲

Roking‧Muran
	其他服務業

Self-Employed

	79
	中華民國（台灣）

Republic of China

(Taiwan)
	王雅萍

Wang, Ya-Ping
	企劃處國際事務
企劃人員

Contract Employee

Department of Planning


三、2008南島民族論壇常設會議

日期：2008年4月9日（星期三）

地點：帛琉Ngarachamayong文化中心
2008 Conference

Date：April 9th, 2008 (Wednesday)

Venue：Ngarachamayong Cultural Center, Palau

[image: image1.jpg]



大會會場

Meeting room
流程／Program

	時間Time
	流程Program
	主持人Moderator

	9:05~9:15 am
	迎賓舞
Welcome Performance
	

	9:15~9:20 am
	介紹講者及主持人
Introduction of Presenters and Moderators
	

	9:20~9:25 am
	中華民國(台灣)行政院原住民族委員會主任委員夷將‧拔路兒致詞
Remark by Icyang Parod, Minister of Council of Indigenous Peoples, Executive Yuan, Republic of China (Taiwan)
	

	9:25~9:30 am
	帛琉共和國文化部梅若普部長致詞Remark by Alexander Merep, Minister of Community and Cultural Affairs, Republic of Palau
	

	9:30~10:10 am
	專題報告一：台灣原住民族語言政策（台灣行政院原住民族委員會企劃處鍾興華處長）
Presentation I: Language Policy for Indigenous Peoples in Taiwan by Mr. Calivat‧Gadu (Director of Department of Planning, Council of Indigenous Peoples, Executive Yuan, Republic of China (Taiwan))
	吉里巴斯內政部次長R.塔克克
Rikiaua Takeke Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Internal and Social Affairs, Kiribati

	10:10~10:50 am
	專題報告二：毛利語之存續（紐西蘭毛利語言委員會委員W.那塔）Presentation II: Maori Language, Maori Survival by Wayne Ngata (Commissioner of Maori Language Commission, New Zealand)
	索羅門群島博物館館長L.弗那塔Lawrence Foanaota

Director of Museum

Solomon Islands

	10:50~11:00 am
	休息／Refreshments Break
	

	11:00~12:00 am
	綜合討論一
Plenary Session I
	貝里斯青年、運動與文化部部長M.卡多納
Marcel Cardona

Minister 

Ministry of Youth, Sports and Culture Belize

	12:00~1:30 pm
	中餐／Lunch
	

	1:30~2:10 pm
	專題報告三：斐濟原住民族語言促進與保存（南太平洋大學A.塔碼塔教授）
Presentation III: The Promotion and Preservation of Fijian as an Indigenous Language by Apolonia Tamata (Professor of University of South Pacific, Fiji)
	吐瓦魯內政部次長S.羅沙維維
Seve Lausaveve Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Home Affairs and Rural Development, Tuvalu

	2:10~2:50 pm
	專題報告四：南島民族語言之起源（美國夏威夷大學R.白思樂教授）Presentation IV: The Austronesian Diaspora by Robert Blust (Professor of University of Hawai’I, USA)
	台灣原住民教授學會理事長蔡中涵
Tsay Chung-Han Director of Taiwan Academic Association for Indigenous Professors

	2:50~3:00 pm
	休息／Refreshments Break
	

	3:00~4:00 pm
	綜合討論二
Plenary Session II
	紐西蘭毛利信託局總經理J.帕基
John Paki

General Manager

Maori Trust Office

New Zealand

	4:00 pm
	閉幕／Closing
	


會議紀錄

開幕表演

司儀（台灣）：

謝謝台灣原住民文化園區帶來台灣泰雅族的舞蹈。
以下，介紹今天的報告人及主持人。今年的主題是語言，共有四位報告人。首先，中華民國（台灣）行政院原住民族委員會企劃處鍾興華處長將報告台灣原住民族語言政策，我們很榮幸能夠邀請到吉里巴斯內政部塔克克次長為我們主持。接下來第二個專題報告是由紐西蘭毛利語言委員會那塔委員報告毛利語的存續，我們很榮幸邀請到索羅門群島博物館弗那塔館長主持這段報告。兩段報告後將有一段六十分鐘的綜合討論時間，由貝里斯青年、體育與文化部卡多納部長擔任主持人。

第三個專題報告是由斐濟南太平洋大學塔瑪塔博士為我們介紹斐濟原住民族語言推動與保存，我們很榮幸邀請到吐瓦魯內政部羅沙維維次長為我們主持這一段專題報告。最後，我們很榮幸邀請到美國夏威夷大學白思樂教授為我們講述南島的起源，台灣蔡中涵博士將為我們主持這一段報告。
接續，我們恭請中華民國（台灣）行政院原住民族委員會主任委員夷將‧拔路兒為大家致詞。

夷將‧拔路兒Icyang Parod（台灣）：

各位貴賓、報告人、我們今天來自各國的發表人以及台灣各地方行政首長、鄉鎮市長，大家早安！
我想今天這是一場非常重要的會議。為了增進台灣原住民族跟太平洋南島民族之間的文化交流與合作，事實上自從2002年以來，台灣行政院原住民族委員會每年都在台灣定期舉辦南島民族論壇國際會議。未來我們每年仍會定期舉辦國際會議，同時正式納入論壇年度重要活動之一。更重要的是，未來將有別於往年的形式，過去我們沒有設定主題舉辦一場國際會議，但從今年起我們開始特別設定主題，今年我們特別以「南島民族語言發展」為主題。大家都知道，使用南島語系語言的區域包括菲律賓、婆羅洲、印尼、馬達加斯加、新幾內亞、紐西蘭、夏威夷、密克羅尼西亞、美拉尼西亞、玻里尼西亞等島嶼，還加上台灣，以及馬來半島上所使用的馬來語，以及中南半島上越南、高棉、泰國的地方母語也屬於南島語系。我們可以看到，北起台灣，南至紐西蘭，西到馬達加斯加，東到智利的復活島，南島語系分佈的範圍非常廣，語言種類也非常多。根據民族語世界語言資料庫的資料，南島語言總數達1,262餘種之多。值得注意的是，在劃分為南島語系的區域內，部分島嶼也有使用非南島語言的民族。以台灣為例，除了隸屬於南島語系的平埔族以及原住民語言以外，也同時存在著不同的漢語，包括河洛語以及客家語這些非南島語系語言。
今天非常高興能邀請台灣與紐西蘭兩國的代表，就兩國原住民族語言跟毛利語的發展作為專題來跟大家報告。我們也邀請到夏威夷大學跟南太平洋大學的兩位教授就他們長期的研究發表精湛報告。面對全球化高度競爭的環境，南島民族之間更應該緊密攜手合作。
最後，預祝今天一整天的常設會議順利圓滿成功，謝謝大家，謝謝。

司儀（台灣）：

謝謝主席。

為大家補充說明。今天一共有四場專題報告，上午兩場，下午兩場，每場時間約四十分鐘。兩場專題報告結束後各有一場綜合討論，大約為時六十分鐘。我們很榮幸邀請到紐西蘭毛利信託基金總經理J.帕基先生為我們主持第二場綜合討論。
接下來我們邀請帛琉文化部部長A.梅若普先生為我們致詞。

梅若普（帛琉）：

你們好。各位早安。首先，我要介紹現場兩位帛琉重要的傳統領袖；他們也是酋長協會成員。各位請以掌聲歡迎Mazamabour酋長及Edor酋長。非常謝謝。


行政院原住民族委員會主任委員夷將‧拔路兒先生、貴賓、政府代表、各位女士先生，能參與此盛會讓我倍感榮幸。謹代表國務部徐慕部長閣下、帛琉政府及人民，誠摯歡迎你們來到帛琉。

首先，我希望利用這個機會感謝現場各位撥冗參加首屆在帛琉辦理的南島民族論壇。我也要感謝中華民國（台灣）政府資助，並感謝李大使從旁協助辦理此意義非凡的會議。
誠如夷將‧拔路兒先生所言，促進民主、良好治理、人權及永續發展之目標只有於加強我們的合作關係中才能實現。無疑地，我們團結一致往目標邁進，我們將克服未來所有挑戰。我們應致力強化於學術機構、教育與人力資源發展訓練之交流合作；促進南島民族國家之交流合作；相互致力發展南島民族文化與經濟連結；以及加強南島民族參與亞太平洋地區及國際組織。

這是我們的優勢；南島民族間真實的合作、援助及交流經驗將成為我們的優勢。讓我們好好利用這個優勢，以實現論壇目標宗旨，並於南島民族社區間建造更強的連結與瞭解，提醒我們自己在神面前，所有人都是平等的。若我們都展現意志及智慧，我們將能實現我們的目標；每一個人將能慶祝論壇豐富的成果。

各位女士、先生，最後祝福各位會議順利，於帛琉萬事如意。Sulang謝謝。

司儀（台灣）：

謝謝帛琉文化部部長。

專題報告一：台灣原住民族語言政策，報告人為台灣行政院原住民族委員會企劃處鍾興華處長。我們恭請吉里巴斯內政部次長塔克克先生為我們主持第一場專題報告。

塔克克（吉里巴斯）：

謝謝司儀。大家好，各位早安。

昨晚與今早都有精彩的表演，這些表演為今天的會議盛大開場。今天早上，我有榮幸為各位介紹第一位講員鍾興華先生，行政院原住民族委員會企劃處處長。他自2002年便於原民會就職。鍾先生畢業於國立台灣大學法律系，而後自國立政治大學民族研究所畢業，取得碩士學位，現今則在攻讀博士學位。鍾先生之前曾在銀行上班，擔任過編輯、公務員。目前，他則是私立東吳大學兼任講師。

各位女士、先生，讓我們歡迎鍾興華先生。謝謝。

鍾興華（台灣）：

首先謝謝主持人對我的介紹。
中華民國（台灣）行政院原民會主任委員夷將‧拔路兒、帛琉文化部部長亞歷山大、各位貴賓、各位發表人、各位主持人、各位來自台灣的行政首長、鄉鎮長，Alii，大家早。
很榮幸今天早上有這個機會來報告台灣原住民族語言政策的發展，但在報告之前，我要利用這個機會跟大家說抱歉，因為我們書面資料繕打裡面可能有些誤植的部分，請各位先作一些修正。請各位翻開第十三頁中文的部分，四、族語所面臨之困境，這裡「四」要請各位改為「五」，那是第五個議題的部分。另外在第十五頁「四、未來的展望」，要改為「六」。這個部分誤植，所以要請各位修正。英文版的部分，請各位翻開第二十三頁，中上方有一個「9. Legalization and Planning of the Development of Indigenous Languages」，這個部分應該改為標題「4」。另外在第二十八頁，最上方標題「14. Challenges in Revival in Indigenous Languages」這個部分，要改為標題「5」。這些地方請各位做些調整，也謝謝各位。

今天，我要報告的主題分六個標題：第一個是前言；第二個是台灣原住民族語言的分類；第三個是推展台灣原住民族語言復振工作之概況；第四個是推動族語發展法制化與計畫化；第五個是族語復振所面臨的困境；第六個是未來的展望。
各位來自台灣的行政首長及鄉鎮長都比較了解台灣的環境。就整體來看，台灣是多民族的國家。在台灣所使用的語言種類非常多，但基本上可以分為兩種：其一是漢藏民族所使用的語言，另外一種則是南島語系民族所使用的語言。漢藏語系當中又可分出三大支系：第一是講河洛語，也就是閩南語的民族，大約佔台灣75%的人口；第二是客家話，大概有13%的人口；第三個境移入者佔10%，係指1945年，從大陸撤退來台的漢族。不過，目前台灣的國家語言即以這個民族所使用的語言為主，也就是我們現在所使用的國語、Mandarin，也就是我們的官方語言。另外，原住民族語言只佔了2%，大約四十八萬多的人口，可以分為十四族，四十多種方言別。
我們知道在民族語言的發展，實際上在1895年，也就是日本統治台灣以前，原住民族語是台灣最主要的語言；各民族能非常流暢地使用自己的語言，而且當時部落林立，並未形成國家。在這樣的語言發展下，各民族有較高的自主性，能使用自己的語言作為溝通、協調、傳達感情。不過，自1895年日本政府來台統治五十年間，日本人對台灣的「理蕃政策」是恩威並用，一方面出版許多介紹原住民族語言的文獻，同時對原住民進行蕃童教育，不過事實上，學校的教育是希望讓台灣的原住民能儘早成為日本人的屬民。在語言發展上，他們的政策雖然並沒有禁止原住民使用自己的語言，但卻推行雙語並用的政策，教育原住民說日語，改日本姓名。
但是到了1945年，也就是第二次世界大戰以後，國民政府到台灣，就開始全面推行國語，同時在1952年在台灣各縣市政府山地鄉推行「國語辦法」，也在各鄉鎮設立國語推行委員會。到1963年，有所謂的山地國語運動；你只要講原住民語，就會遭到歧視，甚至被處分，所以當時在學校的學生被禁止使用自己的母語。如果使用自己的母語，可能會被罰錢、罰跪，甚至被罰抬椅子。這樣的處分讓原住民從小在學習過程中，心理受到非常大的傷害。
但是在整個語言政策的沿革裡，我們可以看到自1987年解嚴以後，語言也開始獲得解放。自1990年起，部分縣市政府開始辦理母語教育。到1993年，教育部宣布實施雙語教育，也就是國語跟母語教育，但是當時的母語還是以閩南語為主。1996年起國小開始推動鄉土教學，三年級到六年級的學生每週要學習五十分鐘鄉土教育。不過實施到目前為止，一個學校一星期九個小時的語言課程當中，五個小時是華語(Mandarin)，三個小時是英文，只有一個小時是族語，這樣的比例差異實在很大。到了2002年推動九年一貫的課程綱要中，也增加所謂的鄉土語言，之後才讓閩南語、客家語、還有原住民族語成為國小必修課程，國中選修課程。
在語言發展的契機，實際上原住民在早期被稱為山胞，經過二十幾年的原住民運動，在1984年台灣成立了「台灣原住民族權利促進會」，我們的主任委員夷將‧拔路兒也是創始會員。當時這樣積極的運動，在1994年修憲時，就將山胞改為原住民，不過發展至1997年第四次修憲的時候，才將原住民改為原住民族，從個人權益的保障擴展到以民族集體權益的保障，所以在憲法增修條文第十條第二項就明文規定要肯定多元文化，並積極維護發展原住民族的語言及文化。這個很明確地在憲法保障原住民族語言及文化的政策。到了2005年，原住民族基本法也在立法院三讀通過，由總統公布施行。該法案第九條便明確訂定政府應該設置原住民語言研究發展的專責單位，並辦理族語能力驗證制度，積極推動原住民族的語言發展。我想讓各位了解，原住民族基本法在2005年通過之後，我們發覺其內容還涵蓋著十一個相關子法要訂定，其中一個子法叫作「原住民族語言發展法」，兩年前原住民族委員會也擬訂草案，報請行政院審議，但行政院在審議時將該法案納入國家語言發展法內，在語言發展法裡明文規定原住民各族語言將被列為國家語言的一部分，我想這在整個語言政策改革上是個非常大的進步。
在介紹台灣原住民族語言分類之前，我們先看看世界各國語言的支系。在這樣一個系統圖內，在第三十七就是台灣的部分，而三十七、三十八、三十九則包含整個太平洋的範圍，即所謂的Austronesian（南島）裡面，包括了印度尼西亞、玻里尼西亞跟密克羅尼西亞，而台灣原住民族語言也就是這裡面的一份子。南島語系可以分為兩大類，第一個是福爾摩沙語族，也就是所謂的南島語系，台灣的這個部份；第二個是馬來玻里尼西亞語族，有一千兩百多種語言。但是在福爾摩沙語族裡面，學者專家研究顯示包括二十三種語言，而其中又可分為三大支群：一個是泰雅語群、一個是排灣語群、第三個是鄒語語群。
政府在推動整個語言政策的時候，從2001年開始依據相關法令規定辦理相關族語能力認證的時候，就開始將原住民族的語言做研究分類。當時在2001年的時候只有十一個族，三十八個方言別。但到了2002年，僅一年時間，第二屆族語能力認證考試的時候，又增加了魯凱族的大武魯凱語，還有泰雅族的四季泰雅語。不過到了2007年，也就是去年我們辦理族語能力認證考試的時候，因為政府承認了十三個原住民族的族群，而這之中可以分成四十三個方言別。
接下來第三的部分。我想推展原住民族語言的復振工作其實是非常困難的。誠如我剛才的報告，過去在台灣語言學習環境裡面，是只有華語跟閩南語的環境。原住民語言的使用實際上雖然早期活躍於台灣這個社會，但是經過外來殖民統治之後，台灣原住民族語言變成一種弱勢的語言，在使用、傳承上、語言環境上面臨相當大的限制。在日據時代，雖然在皇民化政策之下，原住民還是可以雙語並用的，但是在整個皇民化政策晚期的時候，原住民已經開始紛紛將自己的名字改為日本姓氏，語言方面也以日本語為主要溝通工具，這種變化事實上在原住民社會當中是不容易察覺的。到了1945年國民政府來台以後，原住民族語言的使用更受到非常大的壓制，甚至禁止說自己的族語，所以經過四、五十年的統治期間，其實原住民的語言已經慢慢流失，甚至是非常嚴重的狀況。不過，到了1990年開始，地方政府開始推行國語、母語推廣工作，例如到了1996年12月10日，行政院原住民族委員會成立，並將語言推廣工作納入政府重要的政策。1998年也公布了一項重要法案，也就是「原住民族教育法」，正式將族語納入教育的學程。
在工作概況之具體落實部份，我以最近八年來的施政方向跟落實情形來做說明。第一個在法制化的部分，當然最重要的基礎就是憲法增修條文跟原住民族基本法。原住民族基本法在2005年公布之後，它實際上有一個子法，就是所謂的「原住民族語言發展法」，當時我們訂的草案有九條，該法報到行政院審議的時候即納入國家語言發展法裡。基於國際人權平等原則，同時也尊重語言的多樣性跟平等發展，文建會當時也訂定了「國家語言發展法」，這個草案就明定承認國內所有族群所使用的自然語言都是國家的語言，並將原住民各族語言訂為國家語言的一部分。所以我們看到剛才的十三族裡面，從人口最多的阿美族，約十七、八萬的人口，到人口最少的邵族（約六百多人），在這個法案裡面將來原住民各族的語言，都是這個國家語言的一部分。這是一個非常重要的法案。
第二個是組織推展的部分。其實原民會在2002年，在教育文化處底下就設立了一個「原住民族語言科」，專案處理原住民族的語言發展、辦理語言政策規劃及語言振興的相關事宜。第三是語言復振部分，最近語言科承接了一項更重大的任務，也就是除了剛剛提到的原住民十三族外，還有個平埔族。平埔族的語言在台灣來講大部分都已經是死亡的語言，不過有部分的民族，像巴則海跟西拉雅，實際上出現民族覺醒，也開始從事語言復振的工作，所以我們的語言科從今（2008）年開始，也針對平埔族語言進行復振的工作。在計畫推展方面，在2003年開始，也逐年編列預算推動原住民族語言學習及語言巢的計畫，並完成訂定原住民族語言振興的六年計畫。
第四是在族語文字化的部分。長期以來原住民被認定是口傳文化的民族，基本上因為沒有文字記載民族的歷史文化，這個部分一直到2005年12月，原民會跟教育部會銜發布了原住民族語言書寫系統，讓原住民族的語言從口說語言邁向所謂的書寫語言的境界，並編纂了一套原住民族語言的教材、原住民族語言九階的教材、基本詞彙、生活百句、模擬試題跟練習題，針對原住民族學生學習或是族語認證的工作，是一套較完整的語言學習教材。
第五個在研究發展的部分，蒐集國內外相關語言研究的資料來編輯原住民族語言論叢，同時也編纂了台灣原住民族語言、歷史、文化大辭典。

我之所以會將這點特別說明，是因為從2005年開始，原住民族就開始有文字，但這是經過非常漫長的努力才達成的結果。我們可以看到行政院原住民族委員會在做研議協商的時候，是從2001年開始研議所謂原住民各族語言的文字，到2003年送到行政院審議，這四年當中經過了七次研商，每次研商都邀請各族耆老來開會訂定字母的使用。教育部國語推行委員會也經過四次審議，兩次研商。經過四年的努力，終於在2005年12月25日原民會跟教育部會銜發布了這套文字書寫系統。
在工作概況裡面，我可以先報告一些實際的案例。這個部份的發展，各位可能礙於文字太小而看不清楚。這個圖表是我們委託辦理整個族語使用的狀況及態度的調查。從2003年到2005年之間，台灣原住民學生的高中、國中生從三萬五千人增加到三萬九千多人。在語言能力的聽力部分，2003年當時只有7.3%的原住民學生聽得懂原住民族語，但到了2005年，這樣的比例提高到31.7%。在族語口說部份，2003年只有15.3%的人會說原住民語，但到了2005年增加到30%。具有族語閱讀能力者，可以看著書寫文字然後念出來者，在2003年只有6.5%，但到2005年增加到14.3%。族語書寫能力者從2003年3.1%，到2005年增加到8.3%。在短短三年裡面，我們看到原住民學生大幅的進步與發展。
以下是針對族語能力認證方面，我們從2001年到2005年歷經五次族語能力認證考試，我在此做一個總計的報告。在這五次考試裡面，每年辦一次，五年報考人數共達10,517人，到考8,462人，合格通過者只有6,413人，合格率為75.7%。我們看下一頁是學生族語能力認證的部分，因為我們從2007年開始才針對原住民國、高中生要升學考試的時候，把族語認證考試列為加分的必要條件。當時原民會在推動這項政策時遇到非常大的反彈，反彈不是來自主體社會，而是來自原住民家庭內部的反彈，因為大家都認為，原住民學生要跟外面一般學生競爭，讀書都來不及了，還要增加族語認證考試這樣的負擔，當時這項政策面臨很大的壓力。不過從這兩次實施結果反映出一個現象：其實族人對於族語非常重視，也很願意配合這項政策。所以最近兩次考試當中，幾乎所有原住民國、高中生都有報名參加。第一次考試報名人數達10,102人，到考人數超過八千五百多人，有六千多人合格，平均通過認證比例為72.57%。第二次考試報考人數增加到一萬二千多人，但通過比例只有72.02%，有降低。但我們還是可以看到家長也配合政府政策，鼓勵孩子學習自己的母語。
我們看下一頁。這張圖表顯示在第一次族語考試平均分數的統計裡，聽力滿分是60分，平均分數是51.95分，佔滿分的86.65%，顯示是非常高水平的聽力理解能力。但在口說測驗部分，40分是滿分，但平均分數是20.62分，佔滿分的51.55%，幾乎只有二分之一。所以在語言使用上，口說還是比較困難的，最主要是台灣欠缺整個口說的環境。經過五次族語認證考試，我們也希望培訓通過族語認證的考生，使他們成為日後族語教學的種子老師，所以每年辦理師資培訓課程，大概有4,738人報名參加，有3,864人結業，結業率達78%。

另外，在族語復振落實具體方向，在數位化的部分，我們也委託原住民族電視台製作族語教學的節目，甚至部份時段的新聞報導是用原住民各族語言來報導台灣的社會現況。我想這個部份需要跟各位說明。像我的母親已經七十多歲，國語不是那麼靈光，但當她第一天看到電視用自己的族語播報新聞的時候，她幾乎不敢相信台灣的語言發展可以讓她從電視上看到自己的語言被表達出來。以前對新聞不了解，現在反而是天天要看新聞，了解台灣的現況。這個部分的政策與推動在整個語言的發展上是一個相當大的改變。第二個是建置台灣原住民族網路學習的部分，網路學習在原住民族地區也非常活絡。
接下來第四部份，針對族語推動發展法制化跟計畫化的部分來做說明。至於法制化的部分，誠如剛剛我向各位報告，在原住民族基本法於2005年通過後，實際上裡面有相當多條文明定要訂立相關子法，經統計大概有11種子法，但那些子法也需要經過立法院三讀通過，都是非常重要的法案。後來我們檢視去年九月通過的聯合國原住民族權利宣言，經過比對，按照我們現在原住民族基本法、相關子法以及草案的內容，跟原住民族權利宣言有90%的內容是吻合的。也就是說，以目前台灣在法制化的工作上，僅有10%是無法達到聯合國標準的，而無法達成的因素是第一台灣原住民族沒有所謂軍事化的問題；第二是原住民各族組織的發展是非常健全；第三是原住民各族宗教自由，並無發現傳統宗教遭受迫害的現象。
剛剛我也提過，在原住民族基本法裡面，有特別規定要訂定原住民族語言發展法，發展法條文有十九條，但該法納入國家語言發展法，目前該法案還在行政院審議中。我們企盼這個法案能儘速送到立法院，將來讓我們的語言成為國家語言的一部分。回溯整個台灣歷史，原住民族本來就是台灣的主人，真正應該使用的也是我們台灣原住民族的語言。但是經過政治變遷、環境變化以後，竟然變成弱勢民族、弱勢語言，甚至語言也相繼消亡。所以只要國家把它納入國家語言發展法裡，將只有六百多人使用的邵族語納為國家語言的一部分，該語言不但受到保護，更可以達到永久保存這些人類文化資產的目的。
在計畫化的部分，推動原住民族語言振興六年計畫，請各位參考中文版手冊第十二到十三頁，英文版則是第二十六到二十七頁之間。整個六年計畫大概可以分為十大類，我想我念出來介紹給各位，因為這部分已經報請行政院核定通過，將來是我們原民會最主要的施政方向，都是將來工作執行、預算分配上相當重要的依據。工作計畫內容裡面，第一是健全族語法規；第二是成立族語振興組織；第三是編纂族語字辭典以及族語教材；第四是推動族語研究跟發展；第五是培育族語振興人才；第六是推動族語家庭化、部落化、社區化；第七是利用傳播媒體以及數位科技實施族語教學；第八是辦理族語能力認證；第九是蒐集及編纂原住民族傳統與現代歌謠的創作；第十是翻譯重要政策法令，並培訓族語翻譯人才。我想這十個項目，自原民會成立十年以來也在陸續地推動、實踐、發展，只是在振興計畫當中，可以將這些議題更加落實，形成重要的國家政策。
第五個是針對族語復振所面臨的困境。我想一個政策的推動難免會碰到一些阻礙，就我的工作經驗來說，我記得以前在台北市政府服務的時候，我們曾經推動語言巢政策。當時在都會區的原住民學生散落各學校，每個學校或許有十到二十個，甚至最多有三十個原住民學生。但假設這個學校有三十個原住民學生，可能裡面有分為四、五個族，不盡然只有單一民族，所以在推動語言巢政策的時候，我們曾經做過調查，希望學生參加我們這樣一個學習環境，由我們聘請族語老師，在一個環境空間，讓學生一週可以花半天，甚至一天來學習族語課程。經過調查，半年內報名人數不到三十人，非常的少，讓我們感到非常挫折。不過那年夏天，台北某個英語補習班要辦理原住民英語學習暑期研習營，為期一個禮拜。我想這是為培養原住民國際競爭的能力，所以要學英語。這樣的訊息一發布出去，一個晚上就已有超過一百人報名，而且報名必須截止，因為我們原訂只收七十個人。所以我們就感覺，很多人會認為族語的學習將來也只有這幾百人、幾千人會使用，為什麼要花那麼大的心血去學習？

但是各位不要忘了，其實母語是我們母親的語言，我們跟我們的老人家、族人，甚至祖靈溝通的時候，就必須用我們的思考邏輯去跟族人談，這樣才會有感情。我想我以前有一個經驗。以前我很長一段時間在部隊當兵，回到家裡因為老人家很久沒看到我，他們覺得這個年輕人離開家鄉五、六年了，應該不會講族語了。所以他就牽著我的手，用族語喃喃自語說：「我好可憐啊，這個年輕人沒辦法跟我溝通，我好可憐，沒有辦法跟他講話。」他一邊講一邊哽咽，表達他內心的困擾，不曉得怎麼跟年輕人談話。索幸在我的學習環境裡面，我對族語是蠻有興趣的，我馬上就開口跟他說：「Vuvu（奶奶或祖母），我會講族語，你直接跟我溝通，一切都沒有問題。」我講完這句話的時候，她就抱在我身上哭起來。所以我們可以發現，其實這樣的人類資產誰能傳承呢？我們的母親有傳給我們，但是不是到我們這代以後就傳不下去呢？這是所有族人應該擔負起的責任，也是原民會最重要的政策。

我們各地方首長、鄉鎮縣市長也都在這邊，各位都是地方上的重要人物，這樣的政策要推行會有困境的。就如我前面所言，族語能力的學習會流失的現象，但流失怎麼辦？我們是否就讓自己受限於這樣的環境裡面，無法脫身，也無法傳承？第二個是原住民族對族語的態度，就我剛剛所言，我們不僅要學習國際化，學習更多外國的語言，但是我們用什麼樣的態度面對自己的族語，這是最重要的。第三點是族語書寫系統，因為是2005年12月才公布施行的，相當多的族人可能對於族語書寫系統不認識、不了解，這方面還需要繼續推廣。語言沒有文字，要保存可能就不容易，一旦有了書寫系統以後，要永續保存我想應該就比較沒有問題。第四是普及語言巢，讓原住民的學生、家庭、社區有一個學習族語的空間。第五個是讓各年齡層的人學習族語的教材，我想這部分也有賴我們原民會、甚至行政機關去訂定及製作相關的教材，這個部分還有相當大的空間去努力。
最後未來展望的部分，我想畢竟在一個民主法治的國家，要推動政策，法制化是最重要的工作。很慶幸的是，2005年原住民族基本法通過，一旦相關子法通過之後，「聯合國原住民族權利宣言」在台灣可以說是全部落實執行。另外，落實執行原住民族語言振興六年計畫，我已宣讀過當中十項工作，如果中央跟地方單位能夠去落實這六年計畫中的工作，我相信幾個六年之後，我們的語言發展政策會是相當健全的。最後一點就是營造學習族語的生態環境。語言的學習最重要的是環境，光靠學校一個禮拜一到兩個小時的語言課程是不夠的，就像我們國、高中都學過英文，但是現場要我用英文發表論文的話，還是相當困難的，所以學校教育上還是會有落差，必須要營造環境，才能將族語傳承發展下去。
以上是針對整個台灣原住民族語言政策，從早期的發展，從以自己為主體使用的語言，到最後外來的政府來了之後，經過不斷變遷，到最後自己的語言原來是被歧視，甚至不敢去使用，到後來發展到現在，整個國家將納入他的重要政策來推廣落實與執行。以上是我簡單一個報告，請各位專家學者貴賓多批評指教，謝謝大家，謝謝。

司儀（台灣）：

非常謝謝鍾處長。

接下來進行專題報告二「毛利語的存續」，報告人為紐西蘭毛利語言委員會委員那塔先生，恭請索羅門博物館館長弗那塔先生為我們主持。

弗那塔（索羅門）：
各位貴賓、女士、先生，今早我很榮幸能在此為各位介紹那塔先生。

那塔先生來自紐西蘭北島東岸的Ngāti Porou, Ngāti Ira,Te Aitanga a Hauiti族。他自奧克蘭大學教育學系畢業，並取得馬塞大學碩士學位。目前他正於馬塞攻讀博士學位。那塔先生已婚；目前擔任顧問、教師以及毛利專業發展教育聯絡人。那塔先生提供毛利語教師第二語言學習教學法專業意見，協助學校聘用毛利語使用者開課，並協助教師於主流課程中融入毛利文化，尋求資源協助學生學習毛利語。自1990年至2005年間，那塔先生曾於Tairawhiti理工學院毛利研究與社會科學系任職。他同時也參加許多教育及毛利組織，包括毛利Te Taura Whiri i Te Reo理事會、毛利語言委員會、Te Kuranui顧問、紐西蘭Tolaga灣中學毛利語言研究計畫特別顧問、Kapa Haka o Whangara Mai Tawhiti成員及毛利文藝表演團。

很抱歉，我有些字發音不標準。各位女士、先生，我們歡迎那塔先生。謝謝。

那塔（紐西蘭）：


大家好。帛琉的朋友以及遠方來的貴賓，你們好。我有點晚到了，游了好長一段路。大家好。前一位主講人的報告十分激勵我，因為兩個重點：首先，我們可以看到台灣的想法、行動；另外，我們也看到他們的心與熱情。我相信這是我們的報告基礎。請諒解我總是用「我們」，因為我們幾乎不用「我」。當我說我們的時候，我指的是帕基先生、我自己以及家鄉其他五十萬名毛利族人。

我是毛利語言委員會的成員。這個委員會已成立一百年，目標為保存、保護與推廣毛利語。我希望在這個論壇中加入毛利的色彩。所以，我不只做簡單的文字翻譯，還要翻譯毛利人如何看待南島民族論壇。我想要探討、思索、討論，這是我們在這裡的目的，其中也有一絲學術的味道。我們今天在這裡是因為我們的原住民語言是土地的語言，源自土地。我個人認為這就是我們跟家園在我們西邊的同胞齊聚一堂的目的。如果你想知道的話，這就是我的翻譯，謝謝。

你可能發現這個系統沒有辦法顯示某些字母。我用的是蘋果電腦，所以有時候不同的系統會有一些改變。今天的主題是「毛利語的存續」；不只是我個人，還有其他人在努力保存毛利語。我想這個主題凸顯毛利語的困境，拯救毛利語的掙扎，尤其是過去五十年間有關語言保存、復振、復興或回復的議題。我稍後會談到這些。


我們毛利人還需要更瞭解我們自己的語言存續的現況。一開始我就提到了我們的情況並不樂觀。我們正在努力推廣恢復語言的文化。這已經是我第三次在國際會議談此議題；這是我們受邀演講的理由。在每一個會議，我都表示現實其實很不一樣。毛利語很危急。我會試著說明。

我們為什麼要呼籲拯救我們的語言？也許這問題很簡單，但如果我們不問，我們就不會思考，也不懂怎麼跟自己或其他人說明。為了進一步說明，我們毛利人到底為什麼要拯救我們的語言？假設我再繼續說下去，許多人一直對「什麼是毛利人」有不同的看法與解釋。我們當中許多人，包括我自己，認為毛利人就等同於會說毛利語。毛利語是身為毛利人的基礎。在光譜的另一端，當毛利人也是看起來像毛利人。世界上還有多數毛利人的看法介於上述兩者之間。換句話說，他們有特定的習俗傳統；他們有特殊的思考方式；他們以特殊的方式存在；但是很少使用毛利語。但我個人以及其他一些支持者強烈認為當毛利人就要會說毛利語，就要珍惜我們的語言。〔毛利語〕這些文字代表我的立場。

語言是我的力量，我的覺醒，我們的核心，是個寶藏。這些都不是我們捏造的話；這些是過去祖先一直用來引導我們前進的聲明。我打算用毛利人的方式跟你們分享，就是「ko-ho」。如果你們不瞭解的話，「ko-ho」是一種存在的方式、做事的方式、呈現的方式、生活的方式。我稱這張投影片為「ko-ho moi」。這是毛利族人過去與目前的現實情景。過去239年間，我們是被殖民的民族。我們與殖民者簽訂條約，尤其是1840年的「威坦基條約」。我們是條約較弱勢的一方。我們的人口一直維持在12%至15%。80%的毛利人都已都市化；換句話說，他們已經搬離部落。50%的毛利人不懂或不使用毛利語；27%的毛利人每天使用毛利語，但程度不一；34%的毛利家庭有會講毛利語的成員，你算算看，就代表66%的家庭都沒有會講毛利語的人。如果你們有閱讀我們的報告，我們瞭解且重視的語言每個月都以驚人的速度消失。我們努力思索；我們眼見它消失；我們也是語言消失下的產物。一個語言的消失大約只需一個世代，但要恢復一個幾乎消失的語言卻需要三個世代的時間。

我們這一代是失去母語的一代，或我們正因為許多因素而失去語言。例如，我們的父母不跟我們說毛利語，因為那個年代，要當好一點的人或生存下去就要講英語。一個語言的消失只要花一個世代；我們多數的人正是失去語言的世代。因此，某個東西已遺失。語言已經變成我們極力保護的寶物。對我們而言，毛利語型塑我們的世界觀。它反應我們的責任；表達我們的義務；協助我們對下一代溝通技巧知識；也因此幫助我們創造身為毛利人的事實；這是指人，不是文化。這就是我說的「ko-ho rio」；語言表現我們的生存方式。「wil tu-he」在毛利語指的是推廣、挑戰。通常當我們稱一個人是「to-he」，我們的意思是他是麻煩人物。

近年來，自1972年至今有關保護及恢復毛利語的行動計畫，已經有不少的語言保存計畫行動，挑戰現行制度，並支持拯救並保存我們的語言，包括1972年「毛利語請願案」、1978年雙語學校、1982年語言巢等等。語言巢的確是拯救及保存語言的行動策略之一，因為不只是兒童能受惠；假使兒童被納入在計畫裡頭，母親、祖母及保母等就一樣是受惠者。換句話說，整個家庭都會參與計畫。起初，當我們的祖母還健在且還使用毛利語時，我們還有豐富的語言知識。但現在到了2007年、2008年，這些已經消失不少。語言巢給初級教育學校投入的機會，然後也刺激了中級學校。這是進展的軌跡。1987年的「毛利語言法」中表示紐西蘭有兩種語言，一是毛利語，一是手語。英語實際上不是我們的官方語言，它只是我們使用的語言。就法律上，毛利語及手語是紐西蘭的官方語言。1991年及1993年還出現其他策略，包括我們正廣泛用於保存毛利語言的工具，即媒體。2004年毛利電視台開台；2008年第二個毛利電視頻道也即將啟動。這些正是與現況有關的行動方法及策略。


我希望透過毛利的例子刺激你們思考你們的語言現況。如我之前所提，假設我們不重視推動拯救語言的計畫，我們的語言就無法如我們希望的存活下去。換句話說，它就只是學術的題目。我們談論、實施語言復振計畫。我們眼前有一系列的拯救毛利語的策略及行動計畫，考驗我們參與，因此我們要問：「什麼是語言復振？」以下是幾個我們熟知的字眼：穩定、倒轉、轉化、回復、復活、翻轉、復興及活化。毛利人其實會搞混，特別因為他們正是這些計畫與策略的主角。直到最近，毛利人才逐漸變成主導者；但是長期以來，毛利人一直是被研究的對象，都需要靠別人尋求解答。我的挑戰是假設我們毛利人不主動參與這些計畫，就不可能發生改變。讓我重複：我們是被殖民的人。但我們已經來到脫離殖民，不與殖民為伍，主導與自己相關計畫的時候。

到底什麼是語言復振呢？我們已經討論過語言的重生，例如，包括恢復一個不再使用的語言。回復語言需要一個推動的契機。已經有人在使用這個語言，但還是不夠。我們必須翻轉整個往主流語言靠攏的形勢，慢慢轉向你自己的語言。讓我舉一個例子。目前有一些支持語言復振的文獻，影響的因素包括語言擁有者的原住民身份、並重整語言擁有者；它還包括了社區，語言社群的發展。這些社區在過去可能是個部落、家族或村莊。我們現在有不一樣的社區，屬於現代世界的社區，例如社區聊天室、運動團隊、父母小組（父親、母親或雙親）、政府官員社區等等。所以我們正在推動一系列不同的社區。絕對是行動主義，假設沒有人思考如何挑戰現行制度，提供進步的策略，一切都不會改變。如我前面所提，對我們而言，很重要的是毛利人不清楚他們的語言現況，即使他們想挽救及復振毛利語，他們也不知道該怎麼做，也不清楚怎麼推行語言復振。

轉換語言是另一個選擇，尤其針對政府政策是否能有效協助轉換語言。第一位講者花了很長的篇幅告訴我們台灣的語言發展。在毛利，政府有一個角色。政府的政策支持、鼓勵並推動語言復振。雖然政府的作法不盡相同，其決心卻顯而易見。以下有一些顯示政府決心的聲明：「負責保護及促進原住民語言…」，這是來自毛利語言委員會，也就是我的組織；「毛利語是所有紐西蘭人的瑰寶」，這是來自毛利事務發展部，事務部希望2028年以前，毛利語會成為毛利人主要的溝通語言，尤其是在家庭與社區中。所有紐西蘭人都尊重毛利語對紐西蘭社會的價值。這是我們樂於在未來看見的。最後一個例子，紐西蘭打算在2040年以前，打造一個支持使用其他語言的雙語國家及雙語社區。這是紐西蘭人權委員會的標語。政府的決心很明顯。就正在執行或已執行完竣的介入策略而言，與政府的夥伴關係很重要。我們毛利人企圖尋求政府支援。我們的角色很重要。如果我們不能決定自己的事務，所有的作法對我們都沒有益處。我們觀察國際資訊並設計策略；我們還要求政府提供執行計畫的資源。

這是目前紐西蘭政府的情況。政府有責任推動毛利語教育、提供資源、保護所有毛利語言文化、大批出土文獻、協調並監督毛利發展及毛利語言策略等。〔投影片〕右邊是毛利語言委員會的任務。針對社區語言計畫，我們專注在各種社區的民眾。我們提供毛利語服務、毛利語言能力認證測驗及其他類似的服務。至於最終的語言發展，我們非常重視之前所提的，語言巢不只是給兒童的，而是給兒童周圍的家庭。這是毛利語言委員會的重點。假設你鼓勵語言能夠在環境中生存，這樣的決心就會影響一個、兩個、甚至三個或四個世代。例如有關提供跨政府部門毛利語服務以及為國內外提供毛利語資訊的計畫，自2006年起，政府已投資約三億紐幣在推動全國毛利語發展；多數預算花在教育（63%）、媒體（30%）及其他層面。教育是確保毛利語生存的重要工具。目前，我們教育民眾在家中使用毛利語。如果毛利語成為家庭的溝通工具，那人們就更可能在其他地方使用它。毛利語策略的重點之一是家庭化，並提供父母推動的方法。所以家庭是一個重點。以前的重點是由上而下，也就是依賴其他組織提供解答。但我們已經改變，我們試圖讓家庭提供解答，並支持推展這樣的作法。


讓我再回頭強調一遍，我們若想保存母語，我們必須確立語言的地位。相信各位對語言復振瞭若指掌，對這個道理亦不陌生。若語言沒有地位，我們的掙扎將無止盡。就毛利語而言，在1840年的條約裡，我們相較於女王是弱勢的一方。1987年我們開始復振毛利語，因此毛利語成為官方語言。我們的人口只有約五十萬，約有十三萬程度不等的毛利語使用者，其中大概只有8%的人講得很流利。這是我們的現況。

現實的認知。取得語言地位後，你會對現況及可能的解答更加敏感。我們必須（1）讓人們主動參與討論，（2）用毛利語討論，及（3）討論如何拯救毛利語。這些也許陳腔濫調，但我要強調尤其是第二點，就在過去兩年間我們開始在紐西蘭境內發起只用毛利語發表的研討會。換句話說，與會者進來，英文則被留在門外。不准使用其他語言。我們用毛利語傳達、討論、參與、推動及尋求答案。聽起來也許很怪，不過這是事實。革命尚未完成，過去三年間，我參加過兩個只使用毛利語的研討會。真是有點不可思議。


除了推動及促使人們意識到自己的語言外，毛利語言委員會還有一個角色。我們打媒體戰、視訊戰；我們提供語言服務與資源；這個只是眾多宣傳品之一。如果標題不清楚，標題是說「試試看！」換句話說，試著說毛利語。例如，這兩本薄薄的宣傳手冊裡有許多朗朗上口的諺語，我們印製完成後，便把他們放在超級市場。人們通常去超級市場買東西，拿購物欄或購物車時一眼就看到這些手冊。有趣的是，我們要不斷印製這些手冊，因為有太多人拿了。一般民眾會到超級市場買東西，隨手就拿一本，買完東西後回家就可以欣賞這些使他們產生共鳴的文字。所以很多人拿，這是一件好事。委員會也協助抵制現代語言策略。我們每年都有編列一筆小額預算，完成這項工作。宣傳手冊的語言是正確且經過認可的。

當我們有地位及危機意識後，我們必須確保決心不變。我們是非常有文化的民族。當十八世紀傳教士來到紐西蘭時，約略1860或1870年代，毛利人的文學比早期墾殖者更豐富。我們必須一直出版當代世界文學，每一個世代都要有。我注意到斐濟學者的報告有提到出版單語字典。我們這方面比較落後，還沒有給成人使用的字典，但去年曾出版給兒童用的字典，那是我們的里程碑。

習得。所以我們有地位；我們有危機意識；我們有文獻；我們還需要學習或學習的策略。這些之前就已經提過：雙語單位、投入的單位、以及社區語言計畫。最新的使用計畫，我只想要用一點時間說明是紐西蘭教育部的毛利語言計畫「上升」，試圖取得成功。最新的2008年至2012年的毛利教育策略草案重點擺在個人化學習，換句話說，把學習融入個人中，而非以往的將個人融入學習。讓毛利人喜愛使用毛利語，當毛利人。讓毛利人享受當毛利人、使用毛利語的成功。這是非常重要的。


我認為有三個主要工作。早期兒童教育是基礎；讓青年在初級與中級校園學習毛利語、毛利教育並且確定教育重視毛利文化。換句話說，因為在教育中使用毛利語，毛利文化便融入於教育中。使用、地位、危機意識、文獻以及習得。假使語言沒有被使用，何必復振呢？所以我們的標語很簡單「ku re ro maori」。我們不強求；我們鼓勵；我們協助人們參與其中。讓語言活起來。讓它成為你存在的一部份。說出來。讓它活在你裡面。讓紐西蘭的毛利人成為真正的毛利人。

再提供一個例子，這樣你們才不會認為我的話不著邊際。一直有一些持續發展執行的方法策略，我只想再舉一個紐西蘭北島西邊的例子。當地的毛利人鼓勵跨世代的語言文化策略。這是世代間的傳承，不只是語言而已，還有其他的幾個效應。這是關乎一個人的生存本質。你藉由語言傳承它；你的民族因為語言可以留芳萬世。我想我不需要再說細節。

總結來說，就像我曾經跟你們當中幾位提到，我們只是提供一個架構：語言地位、危機意識、文獻、習得以及語言的使用。

我非常感謝原住民族委員會邀請我演講。很抱歉，我來晚了。也謝謝帛琉人民熱情款待，也感謝橫跨這片大洋的所有人。謝謝大家。

司儀（台灣）：


非常謝謝毛利語言委員會那塔委員的報告。現在時間是上午11時15分，我們先休息十五分鐘。請各位於11時30分回到現場開始第一場綜合座談。謝謝各位。

綜合討論一

司儀（台灣）：

各位女士、先生，綜合討論即將開始。我們恭請貝里斯青年、運動與文化部卡多納部長主持這一場綜合座談，我們同時恭請兩位講者一起坐到台前。非常謝謝。

卡多納（貝里斯）：

各位早安。你們好。各位女士、先生，我們現在開始第一場綜合座談。


首先，我非常感謝南島民族論壇邀請我擔任貝里斯代表。現場多數人都知道，我是貝里斯新上任的青年、運動與文化部的部長，能夠與各位坐在這裡是我畢生的榮幸。我非常感激你們的邀請。


我想說的是，上午兩位講者的演講讓我們獲益良多。第一位講者談到多元文化的台灣原住民族語言政策。他的報告讓我們認識台灣的原住民族。就我所知，目前有十三支被政府承認的民族，約四十到四十五種語言。雖然貝里斯不算南島民族，但我還是希望談談貝里斯的現況。我們也有原住民族。這個會議的主題主要是談南島民族的經驗，而不是貝里斯的經驗，所以我不會談太多。我想跟各位分享的是，貝里斯也有原住民，大部分是馬雅人（Mayan）與Garifuna人。依據考古學家研究，馬雅人源自中國大陸盆地及蒙古地區，第四紀冰河期當大地還是一片寒冷冰凍的土地，河流無法流動；就我所知，俄羅斯西伯利亞及阿拉斯加間有座天然的冰橋。當時的穴居人類跟著動物的足跡橫跨大陸，來到阿拉斯加。他們留在阿拉斯加，變成愛斯基摩人；有一些往南邊走，變成阿帕契印地安人及其他族群；還有一些遷移至更南邊的墨西哥，變成阿茲特克人（Aztecs）；遷移至更南邊的Yucatan半島的人變成當地的馬雅人；到了中美洲，也變成馬雅人；橫跨南美進入秘魯，則變成印加人（Inca）。有一些人往北遷移至加勒比海小安地列斯群島，變成加勒比海的原住民；南邊一點的則變成Arawak印地安人或Amerindian或當地原住民。


參加這個論壇讓我深切認知我們必須提升自己身為原住民為榮的驕傲意識。坐在我左右兩邊的講者，鍾先生及那塔先生，他們的演講也透露這樣的訊息。兩位講者都提到一個重要的事實：語言是我們身份的一部份，它代表我這個人，在你眼前活生生的人。我們每一個人都有身份；如果我們希望知道未來的方向，我們不能忘記我們是誰、從哪裡來。我們應以自己的背景為傲。我們應以我們的文化傳統為傲。我們應以我們的語言為傲，因為那是文化的一部份。假設如果我們只認同英國的或世界其他強權的文化，我們自己的文化怎麼辦？它會死亡；它會從地球的表面消失。不久之後，世界上就沒有一個人認識或記得我們的文化。同樣地，我們也需要回家告訴下一代，會使用主流的語言，英文、中文、法文或任何其他語言是一件好事，但是我們不能忘記雖然使用主流語言有助於我們與其他國際友人串連，但回到家後，我們還是我們：我們還是馬雅人、毛利人、排灣族或屬於其他各種不同的文化民族。因此，我認為這個論壇告訴我們不應該以自己的背景為恥。


昨天與今天這些年輕人的表演讓我感到非常欣慰。我想分享我個人的成長背景，我的父母從沒有教我怎麼說馬雅話，我有一半的馬雅血統，但是我自己不會說馬雅語，但我很高興發現在貝里斯南邊的馬雅社區中，其人口約佔貝里斯總人口的10%，那裡的馬雅人都會講馬雅語。我非常高興。我可以跟各位保證，身為新的文化部長，我將致力推動貝里斯的原住民語言，包括馬雅語、Garifuna語、克里歐語（Creole）、中文或其他各種語言。很幸運的，不同於台灣原住民語言曾經歷被壓迫或禁止的情況，貝里斯的經驗不一樣。貝里斯自1981年脫離大英帝國獨立後，憲法便明文規定不得基於種族、語言、宗教或任何理由歧視他人。最高法院的土地法中也明指每一個人都平等。法律之前，人人平等，都不得因其所使用的語言、或其膚色、外表、宗教受到歧視。我想這是我們的優勢。然而，困難的是改變「外國的月亮比較圓」（歐洲的經驗比較好）的成見，或歐洲的語言才是應該使用的語言，其他的語言都不夠格等等。這是人們的成見。但我很欣慰看見人們努力復振文化。在台灣的兄弟姊妹正在努力的保存他們的文化，維持原住民文化的活力。這是很棒的事。我在貝里斯南部也看到類似的活力。


我從貝里斯帶了一些小禮物，幾本書，內容談的是貝里斯的現況。第一本是《克里歐語英文字典》；克里歐語是一個新興的語言，是英語及非洲語言的混合體。貝里斯的「克里歐協會」非常活躍，他們編輯了一本標準克里歐語字典，供在校的學童使用，他們可以查字典並學習字的正確拼法。這是一件正在貝里斯發生的事。我帶了五本，不知道是不是有圖書館之類的地方可以留存。很抱歉，我沒有足夠的本數給所有人，但我想五本應該夠了。我這裡還有其他五本的Garifuna語字典，Garifuna語的使用人口約佔貝里斯總人口的7%或8%，這是混合加勒比海、原住民話及非洲話的語言。我也希望有圖書館可以收藏他們。


基本上，說了這麼多，但我在這邊的功能是開放，讓各位參與討論。如果你有想法或問兩位講者的問題，請盡量發問。不要覺得拘束，可以直接舉手發問。我現在開放討論。謝謝。


白思樂教授，請。

白思樂（夏威夷）：

非常謝謝。


我們聽到今天上午兩場演講的重點是語言危機以及我們的應對作法。我想我們必須瞭解語言危機是全球現象，在全世界各地都有。在我繼續說明以前，我想要先介紹我在夏威夷大學的系所，因為我們有一個語文典藏及保存的碩士課程，過去幾年有許多學生投入相關研究並且出版相關論文。實際上，我們是目前世界上數一數二的語言問題研究機構，特別是語言典藏及保存的議題。


接續我以上的說明，很遺憾的，語言學家多數都得依賴語言典藏計畫搶在危急的語言消失之前保存它們。語言學家沒有權利命令一個語言使用社群是否繼續應該使用他們的語言。這是語言使用者的選擇。


此外，我想說明的是並非所有的語言都面臨消失的危機。我認為這是談論語言危急時一個非常重要的概念，我們必須分辨為什麼有些語言面臨消失的危機，有一些語言則沒有這種危機。我們必須找出原因。以我左右兩邊的朋友為例。我右邊的朋友來自斐濟，我左邊的朋友則來自吉里巴斯，就我所知，他們的語言都沒有消失的危機。他們的情況與紐西蘭毛利族或台灣的原住民族很不一樣。我認為我們應該捫心自問為什麼。這些社會的脈絡有何不同？是什麼樣差異及力量導致某些地區的青年不願意使用母語？


首先，我認為一個語言的存活仰賴使用它的社群。沒有使用這個語言的社群，語言就活不下去。語言社群是什麼？語言社群指的是一群生活、工作都在一起的人，他們使用相同的語言，且擁有相同的價值。如果年輕人不斷外流到社群以外，為了尋求較優渥的生活而搬至大城市或都會區，這種語言社群就不太可能形成。我們剛剛聽到80%的毛利人已成為都市原住民，許多人搬到奧克蘭或威靈頓或紐西蘭其他大都市。台灣的原住民青年也有相同的經驗。他們都離開自己的原生部落，投身於吸引他們的霓虹燈下。如果我們要談語言危機，我們就必須談到怎麼保存語言社群，因此這是我發言的重點。謝謝。

蔡中涵（台灣）：

我剛剛完全贊成白思樂教授的說法，語言生態環境非常重要，現在台灣原住民的語言流失，大概這是一個很重要的問題。但是我這邊也要告訴白思樂教授的關心，我們在4月5日，在台灣的東部，花蓮豐濱鄉與台東長濱鄉交界有一個河流叫做秀姑巒溪，那是一百三十年前阿美族跟清朝的士兵打仗的戰場。那天雙方鄉長還有許多相關人士，現場將近一千人，我發現從頭到尾的發言都是用很流利的阿美族語在發言，我也私底下繞了一下現場，我發現那個小學的小朋友，他們彼此之間也是用阿美族語交談，所以今天我跟白思樂教授一樣擔心，都會區霓虹燈之下、酒紅燈綠之下的原住民的確已經完全忘記了他們的語言，所以我們蠻希望政府單位能夠在這方面多做努力，以下我有兩個問題想請教，一個是毛利，毛利在1982年成立幼稚園語言巢來學習母語，當初幼稚園是公立的還是私立的？如果是私立的幼稚園，他們推動語言巢的經費是如何籌措？第二個問題，我發現毛利人現在也有毛利大學，用毛利語學習，我想請問剛才毛利族的先生，在毛利大學用毛利語學習，你們是如何用毛利語編撰與自然界、宇宙觀、哲學、數學、傳統智慧等較為深奧的教科書，這些是用毛利語還是用英語，希望能給我們答覆。另外，在鍾處長這邊，他在中文的資料第十四頁，他說1962年，教會翻譯聖經時，原住民就開始學會用羅馬拼音，但我想這是個錯誤的文字修飾，實際上在荷蘭人到台灣之前，他們就已經編撰了羅馬拼音的聖經去傳教，所以那時荷蘭時代台灣的原住民就已經會羅馬拼音看聖經或書寫，應該要加上這一段，我想會比較完整。
然後第二點想要請教的就是說，剛才鍾處長提到，台灣的母語教育也有母語的認證這類的工作，那基本上族語認證是針對小朋友的認證，是國小的必修課程，國中的選修課程，從這邊來看，政府的母語政策好像是針對原住民的小朋友，但是在你的中文報告的第十三頁提到，三十歲以下的中生代說不定也完全不懂母語，你忽略了三十歲以下的中生代，你只看到小孩子，我覺得這是有點殘忍，你要把母語的重要傳承工作丟給十歲上下的小孩，然後三十歲的人都不管，我想這是本末倒置，對小朋友而言，負擔也太重了，最後我順便要建議，白思樂教授在夏威夷大學有語言保存的學系，原民會是否也能在台灣成立一個原住民母語研究中心，甚至有母語的專門學系或課程，這樣對於母語重建會更好，以上幾個問題，謝謝。

卡多納（貝里斯）：

謝謝教授。


我必須要說我以為你要問一個問題，但我注意到你大概有像自動機關槍發射連珠砲的習慣，喜歡一次發射好幾顆子彈，而不是像一把獵槍一次只能一發。我們先請紐西蘭講者那塔先生回答你的問題。那塔先生，請。

那塔（紐西蘭）：

是的，我聽到三個問題。不過，他們大概還可以延伸成十五個問題。


首先有關語言社群的問題，以及如何保存。在毛利這方面，我們已經進展到怎麼創造新的社群，尤其是給年輕人的社群。復振毛利語的聲音其實來自都市毛利原住民，而不是部落。部落是跟隨者。這是事實。所以經過60及70年代的語言復振時期，語言社群發展成80年代的語言巢。這些社群自行在許多領域各自發展。我會舉例說明我們如何創造並鼓勵年輕世代比較有興趣的社群。今天早上我們看見一群年輕人的表演。我們小孩愛舞台，絕對愛表演，我們因此把它變成語言的工具。我們的小孩也喜歡運動與音樂，所以我們也創造使用毛利語的運動及音樂社群，同時還存在許多年輕人的社群，雖然為數不多，但的確存在，尤其是在都會區。比如，有Bboy網誌、My Face網頁、聊天室等等，這是屬於他們的社群。我的兒子十七歲；他有一個Bboy網誌，他在裡面同時使用三、四種語言，有一些我甚至看不懂。不過其中兩個是英語及毛利語。因此我想，我想這些網路社群的確有幫助。這只是其中一例。


至於1980年代的語言巢，我想的問題應該是怎麼找資源？他們仰賴私部門或公部門的資金？怎麼運作？坐在你隔壁的政治人物，帕基先生，可以回答的更好。但是信託其實是一個抽象的動作。他們必須建置一個國家的信託制度，也要確保公部門提供資金或資助語言巢，因為我們是「威坦基條約」的乙方，而這個條約是所有的基礎。從這邊也可以含括語言巢的資金來源。


最後你問高等教育的資源在哪裡？這是一個抽象的問題。我們以毛利的哲學運作，我們認為毛利應該是教育的一部份，不管是初級、中級甚或高級教育。因此我們直接著作。我們不翻譯。我們用毛利人的方法解釋。這聽起來可能有點奇怪，但是我認為在座各位都有自己一套生活與進步的哲學，我相信終究是跟怎麼去殖民化有關。

卡多納（貝里斯）

謝謝，那塔。鍾教授，你可以回應一下嗎？請用我的麥克風。

鍾興華（台灣）：

我想謝謝兩位教授，尤其是白思樂教授，他是一個有名的南島語言專家，在整個族語的發展，每一個民族的現象的確都不太一樣，要看整個社會環境和背景。實際上在台灣的原住民來講，現在台灣四十八萬原住民人口，將近有三分之一，也就是42%人口已經集中在都會區，其實集中在都會區，從60年代開始，原住民從部落遷徙到都會的現象蠻嚴重的，短短兩、三年的時間，差不多有三分之一的人口集中在都會區，語言學習斷層的確很嚴重，尤其早期移居到都會區的人，都會區的第二代原住民幾乎都不會講母語，這個部份也不能限制原住民一定不能離開部落，因為我們看到台灣的發展，原住民必須要走出部落，到外面求生存，但同時也造成部落的空洞化，這部份是蠻嚴重的問題。謝謝蔡教授的指導，有關資料中第十四頁，談到有關原住民語言最早是採用羅馬字作為書寫文字，謝謝您的建議，因為這部份也不是近幾十年才有的，實際上在荷蘭時間，1624年荷蘭人進入台灣時，他們在台南沿海上岸，其實那時候的新港文書，也留了相當多的早期文獻資料，不過其中的文字內容，其實就是現在已經消失的平埔族，所以這部份，感謝您的建議，我們會修正。
第二，在第十三頁提到族語認證的工作，著重在國中國小，三十歲以下的斷層，我承認這個部份是個事實，也是我們應該關注的政策焦點，不過舉辦五年的族語認證考試後，我們發覺也有一定比例的年輕人，也不斷學習甚至參與族語認證的工作，我想最需要推動的工作就是，將來這些三十歲以下無法說自己族語的人，我們會有文書資料、書籍、教科書讓他們有學習機會，因為這些不會講族語的人，大概都不是住在部落的人，都是在都會區，一般來說，來自部落裡的人對族語都不會感到陌生，這部份是我們政策上必須多加著力，第三點是針對白思樂教授提到夏威夷大學的碩士班有語言保存的課程，這是一個很重要的工作與學習。在我們的中長程六年計畫中，我們有一個族語研究與發展的部份，裡面有一些細項的內容談到補助大專院校相關系所開設族語教學的課程，這部份已陸續在推動，目前我就讀的政治大學民族研究所裡，其實有開設有關阿美族等其他族語的課程，不過我想這部份有必要再加強，並學習夏威夷大學的專設課程，可供學生及研究者發展及研究，謝謝。

卡多納（貝里斯）：

謝謝教授。


各位女士、先生，還有其他問題嗎？


我們的時間快要結束，請盡情發問。

張金生（台灣）：

我來自基層，對學術不是很了解，但我想從實務面來切入，我認為文化是民族的生命，因為我會講排灣族話，所以我變成排灣族人，其實我的祖先不是排灣族，所以今天若我會講漢語，我就變成漢人，所以我們的族群分裂到最後會形成很大的困難，所以我想語言的延續是民族的特徵，是民族的寶貝，所以民族的文化要延續，語言是很重要的角色，我在台灣的成長經驗就是，國家的政策蠻重要的，我們各國少數民族的經驗應該都是一樣的，當國家力量介入到少數民族時，就是不讓我們講自己的語言，這樣的政策使得我們在日據時代，因為皇民化，要說日文，要穿和服，要唱日文歌，國民政府時期，山地平地化、山地現代化，一直到現在我們原住民變成台灣的主人，過程繞了一大圈，花費許多本錢，過程中政府政策用了許多方法要消滅我們族語，成立了國語指導委員會，每個鄉公所有一個國語指導員，負責推動國語，如果這個學校沒有認真推動就成了劣等學校，在家裡不說國語也會被處分，到了現代，生活環境改變，原住民大部分都到都會區，在台灣，不講台語，老闆是平地人、閩南人，就會看不起你，會講的話，老闆甚至會將女兒嫁給我們，語言對我們來說完全改變我們，對少數民族而言，不公平也無奈。
但是這世界又回到原點，過去我們祖先都是吃有機食物，在山林有山林文化、哲學，現在有錢人吃的有機食物就是祖先吃的東西，我們在山上養生休閒，現在有錢人亦然，所以身為原住民不可恥，現在的有錢人都像我們看齊，我們要珍惜世界潮流改變，我個人來講，我認為很重要的語言學習的黃金時段，幼稚園到國小階段，也就是五歲到十歲，原民會匡列在統籌分配款的補助，我的做法跟一般的作法不一樣，我希望把他們集中起來，老師學生一律說母語，不准講國語，成立一個排灣族語的發展中心，我希望我們的鄉里可以發展多語言，我也打算進一步做英文的部份。我也要求地方幹部，希望在活動或集會時，全使用族語，客人聽不懂會有翻譯。為了深化語族的能力，我成立了大祭師學校，也就是巫師學校，全球第一所，因為原住民文化中巫語文化十分重要，從巫語就可了解你是哪個族群，也可以了解古典的語言及風俗，你的祖靈經過哪裡都可以了解，我在這個地方講這件事，希望提供給我們原民會參考，我是把我想法與在座的學者專家分享，如果各位有更好的方法，不妨給我指導，讓我帶回去從事族語教育，謝謝。

卡多納（貝里斯）：

謝謝。這正是我們需要的、用來保存語言及文化生命的參與，不只是從上而下的參與，包括從社會四方而來的力量。非常棒。非常謝謝你。


後面還有三位聽眾準備提問，我們先從後面那位開始。

顏志光（台灣）：

我自己觀察台灣語言的變遷及消失的情況，我有幾個看法，基本上如果我們觀察近百年的原住民語言變遷，我們會發現到台灣的原住民經歷了兩次國語運動，第一次是日據時期的日語運動，第二次是國民政府時期的國語運動，但經歷了兩次的國語運動，有不同的現象，第一次的國語運動雖然實施了，甚至到了1937年的皇民化時期更嚴厲的實施了全國日語運動，但原住民的語言仍存在，沒有流失，但是第二次的國語運動以後，原住民語言消失情形十分嚴重，其中的差別在哪？我自己的觀察是原住民的主體性是不是還圓滿存在是重要的因素，也就是說，日據時期，因為原住民部落主體性仍存在，所以語言仍存在，但是在國民政府時期，民國39年，西元 1950年，地方自治取代部落政治後，部落主體性逐漸瓦解，加上傳播媒體強制進入原住民家庭，所以原住民語言流失現象十分嚴重。
第二個現象是，原住民的語言一直欠缺累積的效果，尤其是書寫系統，原住民近四百年來，共經過4種書寫系統，最早的是新港文化的羅馬拼音系統，第二，清朝時有漢字拼讀，日據時期又出現了一種日本的假名系統，台灣經歷了四種書寫系統，但一直沒有累積，斷斷續續，雖然現在大家普遍採用羅馬拼音，但據我觀察，原住民使用羅馬拼音，會讀但不一定能夠正確書寫，這是台灣原住民語言的第二個問題，第三個就是語言教學，大家都在講教學，但實際上我自己觀察，剛才白思樂教授也在談為什麼大家不講這個語言，這也是台灣原住民語言問題的焦點所在，今天台灣原住民大概還有五成以上會講族語，但是現在小孩不會講，主要不是政策的問題，主要是為什麼父母親不跟小孩說族語，為什麼我說不是政策的問題，因為我們這幾個參與的原住民都是生活在國語運動時期的人，但我們大部分還是會講族語，為什麼不講族語，當然大家從功利的角度來看，語言只是溝通的工具，會講就好，但是語言的另外功能是文化認知與認同，但卻未在原住民身上被認知到，這個現象跟紐西蘭的現象一樣，紐西蘭說原住民只要血統是原住民就好，不用一定要講族語，這個問題也同樣發生在台灣原住民身上，這大概是原住民語言最重要的關鍵，究竟要如何讓原住民父母對小孩講族語，但另外還有更底層的問題，要如何讓原住民認為他的語言是有用的，才是更關鍵的因素，這是我的看法。

卡多納（貝里斯）：

謝謝你。後面那一位先生，請。

聽眾：


因為多數的聽眾懂中文，所以我用中文發問。美麗島邁向如同帛琉的多元社會和多元家庭，像我女兒會說台語、講國語、說英文及唸西伯來文，就是不會平埔語，可見除了懂族語的人外，還有剛才排灣族和因為講排灣話是排灣族的這位所講的，有不太會官方國語的語言人權，英文叫做LEP（英語熟練度有限使用者之公民權利），美國法務部有一個官方網站www.lep.gov 且是推動母語保存的一環，此外希望塔瑪塔博士即將擔任駐斐濟代表至長老教會為推動母語生態保存的投入。同樣，渴望聽到白思樂教授解釋會議手冊第九十四頁他的履歷所提到的美麗島是什麼？以及語言與國防和人類安全與語言安全的密切關係，以及他親自擔任過美國軍隊語言兵，如同原住民語與二戰的投入等等。

卡多納（貝里斯）：

在你繼續發言之前，請容我提醒你的問題應該要與前面兩位講者的內容有關，白思樂教授下午會報告，我相信屆時他可以回答你的問題。


主委，請。

夷將‧拔路兒Icyang Parod（台灣）:

我想首先我要特別代表我們論壇的立場要感謝我們的主持人，你從貝里斯為了要主持這個會議，我知道你花了兩、三天的時間，才到達這個地方，同時我們毛利的發表人也是差點來不了，已經到機場了，後來發現證件過期幾乎不能來了，但經過大家克服，他也到了，我們是不是大會給他們兩位一些掌聲，剛剛我從毛利語這部份的發表，我站在台灣政府部門的工作人員，我覺得我們很多地方要繼續跟紐西蘭的毛利人，或是紐西蘭政府的政策要繼續相互交流及學習，譬如說在今年他們已經有第二個完全用毛利語的電視台在上個月正式開播，同時剛剛我也注意的，他們主張在正式的會議應該多多利用毛利語來開會討論。

因為我們在場有非常多來自台灣的鄉鎮市長及地方的行政首長，我們也希望我們的鄉鎮市長，回到自己的鄉鎮市時，如果是完全為排灣族的鄉鎮市，有沒有可能未來我們持續至少在我們內部會議裡就是用排灣的語言來開會，由政府部門帶動對語言地位的提升。我相信自然會讓我們對我們的語言有信心，這部分我想我們要一起來努力。
最後我想針對剛剛前面幾個提問，我坐一些簡單的回應。在台灣，我們整個語言環境的確還有很多地方沒做好，不過至少要幫學校找母語老師的族語認證我們已經辦了好多年，為了鼓勵我們的學生學習族語，我們在台灣從去年開始，不會講原住民語言的學生，我們加25%，會講原住民語言的學生，我們加35%，後來我們發現是有用的，因為他知道除了傳承語言的使命外，可以獲得更好的誘因，讓他願意學族語，這是針對我們學生的部份，至於剛才蔡博士提到，那中年怎麼辦？父母怎麼辦？我們現在也是要透過法律規定，我們要在未來原住民族特考裡面，要讓我們的知識份子要取得族語認證之後，才可參加原住民特考，因為他的競爭對象全是原住民，所以這些知識分子不應該有理由抗拒這樣的考試，不然你就參加一般的考試就好，跟漢人參加高普考考試，你可以有這個自由，但是，只要進入到我們原住民特考，你應該要學習自己的語言，如果這部分的知識份子也願意重視原住民語言的話，我相信我們的整個語言發展會有機會的。

那麼都市的部份，我們的計畫從以前的輔導，只是讓原住民適應都市生活的計畫，現在改變了，我們要讓原住民在都市裡面在文化、教育及經濟都要發展，所以改為發展計畫，而不是輔導計畫，這是以上我做的簡單回應，謝謝。

卡多納（貝里斯）：

謝謝主委的發言。


各位女士、先生，我們的時間已到，事實上我們已經佔用午餐的時間，所以我宣布在此結束第一場綜合討論。謝謝你們熱情參與討論。謝謝。

司儀（台灣）：


謝謝主持人及兩位演講人。


現在是午餐時間。容我提醒各位，午餐時間已縮短為一個小時，請盡情享用我們為您準備的便當，並於下午1時30分回到現場繼續下午的場次。謝謝。

午餐

司儀（台灣）：

下午有兩場專題報告。首先恭請南太平洋大學塔瑪塔博士演講「斐濟原住民族語言之推動與保存」。恭請吐瓦魯內政部次長羅沙維維先生主持。

羅沙維維（吐瓦魯）：


謝謝司儀。各位午安。中餐很不錯，但我希望你們不會打瞌睡。


今天下午，我很榮幸能為各位介紹塔瑪塔教授為我們報告斐濟原住民語言的推動與保存。塔瑪塔教授的學經歷相當多采多姿。她目前任教於南太平洋大學，擁有語言學博士學位，並自夏威夷大學取得碩士學位。


她在基金會、大學部及研究所都有任教。她也擔任斐濟政府公職，輔導各機關計畫及於太平洋會議中發表論文，因此她今天下午的報告一定很精彩，消滅我們的瞌睡蟲。各位女士、先生，現在讓我為各位隆重介紹唯一的、美麗的、真的還未婚的塔瑪塔教授。

塔瑪塔（斐濟）：


謝謝主持人。大家好。


個人謹代表斐濟、斐濟人民、斐濟原住民及南太平洋居民，感謝帛琉總統、帛琉原住民、酋長與耆老們，因為你們是這片海岸線及豐饒大地的主人。其次，我也感謝台灣的頭目、耆老與原住民，我相信正因為你們是南島民族的背景，致使貴國政府重視且願意辦理這次的論壇。我個人則特別感謝中華民國（台灣）政府以及台灣行政院原住民族委員會邀請我演講。


各位南島民族同胞、夥伴、與會人員，我受邀來與你們分享斐濟語言的推動與保存。過去二十年間，我的祖國斐濟一直是全球注目的焦點，因為過去政變屢生，政局不安。過去二十年間，我的祖國發生四次政變。在充滿變動、掙扎、退步及前途不明的國家裡，語言及文化幾乎都不是優先議題。但是，在發生政變以前，也有許多人努力保存斐濟語。回想過去幾年，我相信政變給我們斐濟人一個機會去思考我們是誰以及我們的方向。我想某種程度上，政變間接地加強了我們學習語言文化的決心。


我認為斐濟語是南島民族語言。簡言之，斐濟語是中太平洋語系的分支，其他的分支包括了羅圖曼語與所有的玻里尼西亞語。中太平洋語系又隸屬於更大的大洋洲語系，而大洋洲語系則是南島語系的一支。如圖一所示，斐濟語和羅圖曼語、玻利尼西亞語，並列於太平洋語系之下，因此這三種語言間有許多關連；和其他南島語系相比，斐濟語和另外兩種語言的相似程度較高。圖一說明了主要的幾種南島語系。我現在會毫不猶豫說一般認為帛琉語和菲律賓語、印度尼西亞語的關係十分密切，但是白思樂教授可能可以說的更清楚。圖一顯示南島民族語言各分支。最右邊的語系是原始大洋洲語，也就是最古老的大洋洲語，斐濟語正屬於這個語系底下。圖二則顯示原始大洋洲語底下的分支語系，包括羅圖曼語、西斐濟語、維紐拉維拉語（Vanualevuira）、托克勞斐濟語（Tokelau Fijian）、玻里尼西亞語，還有往下發展的羅圖曼語、西斐濟語、剛杜語（Gonedau）、東斐濟語、布瓦維紐拉維拉羅馬語（Bua Vanualevuiloma）以及玻里尼西亞語系。接下來，延伸到今天，我們有西斐濟語、東斐濟語、以及我的族語那薩羅維克斐濟語（Nasarowaqa）。


接下來我想說明斐濟語是一個多方言的語言。斐濟語涵蓋多種方言，按彼此的地理位置相區隔；三十八個方言群組（communalects）當中，共計有大約三百種方言。這些語言與方言群組，大致可歸類在東斐濟語和西斐濟語兩大語言分支下。各種方言各自有著盛行的區域，同時隨著使用者的移動散佈到其他地區。在鄉間，以村落或社群為基礎的口語溝通，都是以方言來完成。然而這些並非標準方言；換言之，方言本身只是不同地區的人所操持的不同語言。斐濟人喜歡在生活上使用自己的方言，不論是說故事、講笑話、罵人或是聊天，使用族群母語最傳神。


斐濟總共約有三百種非標準方言，但只有一個標準方言，叫做「標準斐濟語」（SF）。標準斐濟語之所以成為標準，是因為它的應用較為廣泛，斐濟人除了自己的方言外，最流利的就是標準斐濟語。換句話說，標準斐濟語的認定並非以地區劃分。斐濟境內約有四十萬人使用斐濟語，另根據紐西蘭政府 2001 年的人口普查，紐國境內尚有三千五百八十八名斐濟移民使用標準斐濟語。但其實有更多操持標準斐濟語的人士移民至美國就業、至英國從軍或至其他國家。也有一些人在帛琉擔任醫師與護士。


標準斐濟語是由第一批到達斐濟的傳教士，為了傳達基督教義並翻譯聖經，而慢慢發展出來。根據推測，標準斐濟語是以巴奧島（Bau）的方言為基礎，但也混雜其他傳教士為達傳教目的而自學的非標準方言。傳教士當時特別把這種語言稱為巴奧語，因為巴奧酋長是常勝將軍，也在斐濟政壇頗具實力。因此標準斐濟語也被稱為巴奧語。


由於基督教宣教手冊及斐濟版聖經大量採用這種宣教士語言，它變成了一個幾乎所有斐濟人都有機會接觸、並學習閱讀、書寫的語言。也由於這種語文是用來傳遞神的旨意，斐濟人對這個標準斐濟語或宣教士的語言也多了一份額外的尊敬。而後，這個由傳教士發展的語文，也應用在宗教以外的領域，然後演變成今日的標準斐濟語。目前，斐濟人佔多數的基督教會都使用標準斐濟語為牧道語言。


殖民時期以前，標準斐濟語也是各層級學校使用的教學語文。之後在英國殖民期間，英語固然成為新的官方教學語文，但仍保留斐濟語為小學前三年的教學語文。此外，當時的小學高年級與中學都設有斐濟語科目，迄今猶然。目前，斐濟的大專院校也設有相關課程，例如南太平洋大學即設有斐濟方言研究的大學或碩士學位學程。值得注意的是，上述學校是將斐濟語課程定位為方言科目，是以修課同學本身通常以斐濟語為母語。其他族群的學生所修習的斐濟語言與文化科目，則被歸為跨文化研究的課程範圍。但是，斐濟語的方言課程並非必修課。學校有權利決定是否願意聘請教授斐濟語的老師。


斐濟語教學深入各級學校，證明了斐濟本國課程的進步，也證明斐濟在語言學、文化學與人類學等方面顯著的學術進展。因此，隨著斐濟不斷引進國外的新觀念、專業術語及新產品服務，斐濟語的辭彙內容也不斷的更新、擴張。


標準斐濟語還應用在斐濟的媒體產業。斐濟有三個斐濟語廣播電台，與其他印度斯坦語及英語電台明顯區隔開來。在以英文為主流的電視頻道裡，也安排了兩個短的斐濟語節目。一個以斐濟語播報頭條新聞，約長三到五分鐘；另一個則是每週一次，探討斐濟文化和歷史的相關議題。此外還有斐濟語週報，但讀者略為有限，反映了大部分斐濟人較習慣閱讀英文報紙。


隨著標準斐濟語的普遍地位日益鞏固，各地的非標準方言卻一直沒有發展，還只是人們在村莊使用的語言，僅為特定團體在特定區域內所使用。


斐濟語發展與保存的一項重要里程碑就是完全以斐濟自己的語言釋義、編纂的斐濟語字典。這項名為「斐濟字典計畫」的專案，可以追溯至 1971年。單語斐濟語字典就是用斐濟語解釋斐濟單字。直到當時，斐濟已有雙語字典，也就是用英文解釋斐濟語的字典，因此這本字典是寫給懂英文的人使用，但是斐濟語字典則是專給以斐濟語為母語的人使用。「斐濟字典計畫」的概念原由美國演員雷蒙布爾（Raymond Burr）率先倡議，以表達他對斐濟文化的關心。編纂委員會是由多位太平洋語言學者與斐濟籍顧問所組成；他們決定這本字典應為服務斐濟語使用人口而設，因此一位知名的太平洋語言學家布魯斯畢格（Bruce Biggs）教授便提議編輯斐濟語字典。此字典原本該是史上第一部單語編纂的太平洋語系字典，但在 2005年發行的紐埃語（Niue）字典卻率先搶下這份殊榮。經過三十年以上群策群力的籌備，斐濟語字典終於在 2007年出版。「斐濟字典計劃」則在 1975年轉型成為今日的斐濟語言暨文化研究院，隸屬斐濟內政部。


斐濟語字典計畫及斐濟語言暨文化研究院的重要使命之一，就是研究斐濟的所有方言及風俗文化，這是斐濟首度展開針對非標準方言地區的研究。藉由研究院開發的拼字方法，每一種斐濟方言都可以拼寫出來，供人閱讀。雖然地區性非標準方言並沒有既存的閱讀材料，但仍有人努力試圖以自己的方言進行文字書寫。無論如何，這套拼字方法的發明與修正，為斐濟人開創了新的可能性，讓斐濟人了解到我們的母語可以藉著紀錄與書寫加以保存。這多多少少也協助非標準方言掙脫其承受的歧視。過去，各地的非標準方言被認定為上不了檯面，僅適合在村落裡使用，而今斐濟人則大方、公開地使用母語。今天假設你會說自己的母語，你應該感到驕傲，這是一件好事。


除了彙編字典，斐濟語言暨文化研究院也製播每週一集的廣播節目，介紹並宣導針對其研究範圍內的特定題材，吸引斐濟民眾的興趣。作為政府機關，斐濟語言暨文化研究院，已經成為本國學子與國際學者的研究資訊中心。最近，研究中心也在進行文化地圖的工作，紀錄整理斐濟語言及文化的各種層面。


翻譯工作，是另一項有助於斐濟語保存與發展的活動。翻譯政府各個部門、不同宗教團體及南太平洋聖經協會所發表的各類重要文件，將有益於廣大斐濟民眾，尤其是離島或偏遠鄉間，只會閱讀斐濟語的居民。


斐濟語的教學並不侷限在教育機構，也不以斐濟學生為唯一對象。不論是旅居斐濟就業、創業的外國人，或是其他來訪的外籍學生、志工或學者，都列為「斐濟人講斐濟話」的宣導對象。如此一來，斐濟語便邁向國際，成為課堂上的「第二外國語」，而不再只是本國學生方言課程或跨文化課程的科目。


我認為斐濟語教學唯一的障礙是缺乏合格教師，民眾普遍以為會說斐濟語就可以當老師。斐濟境內合格的語言學與人類學專家屈指可數。斐濟於去年才產生第一位語言學博士及兩位人類學碩士，這透露出我們對斐濟母語與文化的復振與推廣有著深切的渴望。


然而，南太平洋大學去年裁撤了斐濟母語研究計畫的召集人職位。事實上，那就是我的職位。這決定不僅反映了南太平洋大學裡斐濟語學程招生不足的問題，也顯示校方編列財務預算的焦點放在其他領域，而非太平洋語言與文化領域。斐濟母語與文化的師資培育取決於南太平洋大學斐濟母語研究計畫能否存續。目前，斐濟當局仍未強烈表達培訓專家的立場。


斐濟除了原住民與他們的方言之外，還有許多外來的種族和族語。斐濟印度語（Hindi）是斐濟最多人使用的語言。該語言隸屬克里歐混合語系，其使用者主要是因僱傭關係來到斐濟的印度移民後裔。此外，尚有印度人所使用的印度斯坦語（Hindustani），以及穆斯林使用的烏都語（Urdu）。少數印度裔則以特拉古語（Telegu）、坦米爾語（Tamil）與古吉拉特語（Gujarati）為母語。華裔斐濟人的祖先主要務農與經商，會說廣東話及其他中國省話，但不是方言。位於斐濟西部的羅圖曼島移民，其後裔使用另一支南島語言，羅圖曼語（Rotuman）。居住在斐濟維紐拉維拉（Vanualevu）東岸的羅比島居民也使用另一支南島語言，即吉里巴斯方言。位於維紐拉維拉（Vanualevu）北岸的吉爾貝特區，當地居民為吐瓦魯後裔，使用吐瓦魯語。除了上述人數較少的原住民母語，還有許多種混雜語言。斐濟英語是斐濟居民所使用的英語，可視為英語的一種變體，內容同時包括原生與非原生語言。一般均將斐濟英語視為折衷性的共通語言，在斐濟是各族群最普遍應用的語言。


相較於其他非斐濟語的原生語言，在斐濟提倡、重視、加強對斐濟語的推動使用是再也恰當不過的，因為世界上沒有別的地方值得斐濟語受到如此的重視，也因為這塊土地是斐濟語使用者的原鄉。我引用那塔先生提到的地位。讓國家重視我們的原住民語言是非常重要的。有了地位，就會有改變；反之，推動或鼓勵原住民語言則可能成為天方夜譚。


英語是斐濟主要的官方語言，斐濟的憲法特別認定斐濟語和印度斯坦語同樣為官方語言。實際上，斐濟語鮮少用於官方文件或是議會裡，印度斯坦語更是罕用，英語反而依舊扮演著強勢角色。如考量到斐濟的殖民歷史與多元化的族群結構，這點並不令人意外。然而，在斐濟正式的傳統典禮及社交活動上，斐濟語的使用要比英語來得頻繁且符合傳統。我相信許多原住民朋友，都希望母語的位階能獲得官方百分之百的重視，而不只是「第二官方語言」。


然而，在大部分的機構、公司、商業銀行與非政府組織裡，根本沒有所謂的語言政策。這類的場合理所當然地使用英文，畢竟最多人使用的就是英文，包括原住民族。例如，一般人最難懂的商業英文，一般民眾卻似乎可以閱讀瞭解。


斐濟並不像某些國家有規定所謂的國家語言。但也不是所有國家都有這種規定；有些國家也沒有國家語言。2006 年最後一次政變發生前，曾有相關人士努力將斐濟語提升為國家語言，卻被許多希望印度斯坦語也成為國家語言的印度裔民眾反對。是以，斐濟迄今相關法令未曾定義任何國家語言。


我希望以上的介紹能清楚傳達斐濟原住民母語的現狀，包括各地方言在正式社區活動、家庭、甚至官方正式宣達的使用情形。斐濟人都會說斐濟語，雖然有些人不會講或講得並不流利。斐濟境內其他非斐濟語族群即便使用斐濟語，也多是南腔北調、土洋交錯。目前，斐濟語大多用於斐濟人彼此的交流，而其他非斐濟語族群還是以其母語或英語溝通。斐濟語既沒有獲得國家語言的地位，也缺乏推廣為官方語言的奧援。是以斐濟語的發展主要在社群的層級扮演主流的溝通工具故而茁壯，但卻沒有機會「更上層樓」。


我相信對於母語的保存與提倡，語言的使用者責無旁貸。對於斐濟人來說，身為母語傳承者的我們，必須站在最前線，為斐濟語爭取各個官方層級的正式認同。接著，國家的決策者與政策執行者必須履行責任，讓我們的母語獲得應有的社會地位與尊重。


我非常欣慰的是，還是有人有志於斐濟語言及文化的調查研究，即使為數並不多。若干的斐濟年輕人，對於大專時期從事斐濟母語的研究工作深感興趣，能夠吸引年輕人的興趣，實在是非常令人振奮。我們經常聽到的告誡與叮嚀，像是在生活上養成說母語的習慣，實踐各種傳統習俗等等，固然能防止語言的衰弱與消逝，然而，實際的情況卻顯示，母語在某些地方越來越式微，這主要是因為英語成為普遍使用的強勢溝通工具，以及其國際語言的重要地位。


所以，總結上述，過去曾經提升斐濟語言地位的主要活動如下：最先教導斐濟居民閱讀與書寫斐濟語文的傳教士以及教會、對斐濟語言研究與資料建檔貢獻良多的斐濟字典計畫與斐濟語言暨文化研究院，最後則是斐濟的教育機構，提供了斐濟語在母語研習、跨文化學科與第二外語等不同面向的推廣動力。謝謝各位。

司儀（台灣）：


謝謝南太平洋大學塔瑪塔教授的演講。接續，是今天最後一場演講。我們很榮幸邀請到夏威夷大學白思樂教授為我們演講南島民族語言的起源；恭請台灣蔡中涵博士主持第四場專題演講。

蔡中涵（台灣）：

今天坐了一整天，辛苦各位。接下來是最重要的壓軸。台灣原住民有許多種身分，在滿清時代我們還是化外之民，等於是野蠻人，到日本時代，要我們成為日本人，二戰之後，國民政府稱我們是中華民族，但我們還不是定位在人的地位上，因為我們是山地人，和自然界活在一起，這段時間還好很多語言學家，提供豐富與明確證據，我們是南島民族，因此今天台灣原住民族已有南島民族的明確地位，我個人非常感謝語言學家，讓我們找到民族認同、堂堂正正回家的路，白思樂博士的論文各位都很清楚，國內許多論文寫作都會引用，我個人也常引用強化民族定位，今天南島論壇有幸請到白思樂博士，為我們見證南島民族密切關係，這對我們的處境是很重要的演講，我們現就以熱烈掌聲恭請白思樂博士。

白思樂（夏威夷）：


在我開始之前，我想要感謝你們邀請我參加這個會議。我對主辦單位完成這項使命的規劃、組織、投入與熱情印象深刻。能夠參加這次的活動讓我倍感榮幸。我要感謝夷將主委以及來自行政院原住民族委員會工作團隊；當然，我也感謝帛琉全國上下熱情款待，提供這麼美好的開會地點。我想要說明的第二點是我是一個原始人，所以我沒有製作簡報，只有你們手上五頁的講義。你們需要邊讀講義，邊聽我的報告。還有另外一件事。最近這幾天我的喉嚨不太舒服，我希望我的聲音不會中途消失，但有時候我的聲音也許會小聲一點。


你們都已讀過我的論文摘要，在我報告以前，我希望先把摘要念一遍：在過去4個世紀歐洲殖民擴張之前，南島語族是世界地理位置分部最廣的語族，由東經206度至北緯72度，東起馬達加斯加，西至復活節島，南起紐西蘭，北抵台灣。分布廣泛的語系，如印歐語、納得內語、尼日爾─剛果語、或是南亞語系，不約而同地引發了研究者的疑問：這一系列相關的語系起源自何處？就南亞語系而言，起源問題引起的猜測眾說紛紜，有些是較主流的，其餘則較冷門，答案包羅萬象，包括：東南亞大陸 (Hendrik Kern，1889)、南美洲 (Thor Heyerdahl，1950)、新幾內亞以及俾斯麥群島 (Isidore Dyen，1965)、東印尼 (Stephen Oppenheimer & Martin Richards，2001) 等。自1970年代起語言學與考古學證據皆清楚顯示台灣是南島的原鄉，這種說法也指出語言學者為何有此結論，而且歸納認為南島語族的遷徙歷史路線係由台灣出發。我的報告會談論語言學家如何得到這樣的結論，且將扼要說明南島民族自台灣出發後的遷移歷史。


我的論文第一個部份談的是背景：太平洋南島語系是全球第二大語系，西起馬達加斯加島，東到為復活島，共有超過一千兩百六十八種語言，令人瞠目結舌地跨越206度經度及72度緯度，北至台灣，南達紐西蘭。這類語系的淵源問題，對科學理論仍是挑戰，印歐語系（包含英語）與漢藏語系（包含中文）這類分佈廣的語系，也有類似的問題。不僅語言學家興趣濃厚，就連相關學科的學者，如考古學，文化人類學或是人口基因學，也都想尋求答案。


對於南島語系起源這個問題，荷蘭語言學家Hendrik Kern在1889年最早嘗試以科學方式尋找解答。Kern藉著研究南島諸國的植物及動物辭彙，也就是特定區域才有的植物與動物的術語，以探討南島原鄉起源。他發現許多同源詞組，也就是相關字彙詞組，包括許多熱帶植物字彙，包括甘蔗，椰子，竹子，藤莖，小黃瓜，大蕁麻，魚藤根毒，芋頭，香蕉，露兜樹，及蕃薯。請見你們的講義第一頁第一部份。如果你們去翻閱一百一十七或一百一十八年前的原文，會發現講義的版本有稍被修正。


我不打算很細地談這些詞組，否則時間不夠。但如果你看下去，你會發現有一些字在括弧裡面，這些字跟其他字都沒有關連，所以薩摩亞的「tolo」跟其他代表甘蔗的字都沒有關連。所有的字都可以透過我稍後會詳加說明的「比較法」（Comparative Method）找到同樣的字源。所有代表椰子的字都有關連；代表竹子的字則變化多一點。但是有一些字可以追溯至「buluq」，該字可以重建一個相當早的語言。另外一點是你可能會注意到有一些短線，短線代表的是該語言並沒有這個字或目前還找不到相關的資料。


既然唯有這些植物名稱的語言組成單一語系，這些詞彙才會有關聯，因此，Kern的第一個結論是，「馬來-波里尼西亞語」（Malayo-Polynesian）使用者的祖先必定住在熱帶地區。


Kern也研究「米」這個詞彙。就南島語系而言，米往往有三種不同的意思：「稻米」或「稻田裡的米」、「去殼米（存放於穀倉）」，以及「飯」。請看講義的第二部份，那裡有一系列「稻米」的相關詞彙。括弧裡面的字則不相關。底下倒數三行字則是借用字。很有趣的是，帛琉從馬來語借「berás」：斐濟從英語借「raisi」；而我則假設薩摩亞「alaisa」也是從英語借來，但是這還不確定。你還可以注意到菲律賓中部Cebuano Bisaya語的「humáy」在括弧裡，但這個字其實跟印尼Toba Batak語的「ome」有關，在「飯」那一列底下。如果我們借用比較法重建其字源，我們會發現它跟代表「飯」的字有關。至少這個列表中有兩欄已經過驗證，包括關島的查莫洛語（Chamorro）。查莫洛語是太平洋地區，唯一在與歐洲接觸前便有稻米文化的語言，因此透過比較稻米、去殼米等同源詞，可以很清楚推論查莫洛人從東南亞帶著稻米文化遷移至他處。由於「稻米」及「去殼米」的同源字在東南亞島國被廣泛使用，Kern因此主張南島語族的原鄉應該就是亞洲大陸或鄰近地區，也就是首次以人工方式種植稻米的地方。


最後，Kern研究動物的名字，尤其注意在海中發現的物種名稱，包括鯊魚、章魚、蝦或龍蝦、魟、海龜、鱷魚以及鰻魚。請參閱講義第三部份，它的標題出現在第一頁最下方，數據一直延伸到第二頁上半部。一樣，空白的地方代表沒有這個字。例如，鱷魚群不會在離島索羅門群島以東的地方出現，所以斐濟與索羅門都沒有鱷魚這個字。


Kern證明了這些辭彙的同源詞組分佈廣泛，並主張南島語系的原鄉一定靠海。總結上述三個結論，原鄉位於熱帶、靠近亞洲大陸、並且靠海。Kern認為南島語系民族的擴散應由越南及柬埔寨等沿岸地區開始。稍後我會說明，但這個結論目前已經證實不正確，但是在進一步解釋之前，必須針對移民的方向提供幾個說明，這個遷移史導致南島民族語言散佈超越半個地球表面，並於歐洲發現新大陸時代時，擴及地球半數以上的熱帶區域。

1947年，挪威探險家Thor Heyerdahl證實，南太平洋的水流及風向偏東向西航道，而不是西向東航道，主張玻里尼西亞人是從南美洲出發，前往其他地方定居。為了證實這個理論，他駕駛孔輕木筏，叫做「kon-tiki」，從祕魯海岸出發航行一百零一天，抵達玻里尼西亞東岸的土阿莫圖島。雖然這項有趣的說明引起一般民眾迴響，卻無法說服學界。縱使示範從南美洲航行到玻里尼西亞是可行的，也不代表這真的有發生。更重要的是，Heyerdahl完全忽略語言的證據，而半世紀前Kern卻早已證實東南亞島民與許多太平洋居民之間的歷史關聯性。


1965年，美國語言學者Isidore Dyen根據辭彙統計技術（lexicostatistics），發表了南島語言的辭彙統計分類，當時一般認為這種技術足以利用「家譜樹狀」型式，既便利又方便的顯示同一個語系內的語言相似度。根據辭彙統計分類結果，他主張南島語系最早是由新幾內亞以及俾士麥群島地區向外擴張。但1965年考古探勘尚未在西太平洋展開，因此Dye提出的辭彙統計分類結論，無從與考古結果比較。稍後我會說明，目前依據考古證據，南島語系的原鄉不是西美拉尼西亞。


最近在2001年，Oppenheimer與Richards依據人口遺傳學證據表示，南島語系的原鄉是東印尼，他們的根據是稱之為「玻里尼西亞母題」（Polynesian motif）基因模式分佈情況；他們依據這個證據認為更西或更北地區不可能是南島語系原鄉。然而這個結論就和Heyerdahl的主張一樣，兩者都忽略了重要的語言學證據，也忽略了過去數十年來，成果已日顯豐富的考古研究結果。


有些人也許會說，南島語系原鄉的觀點這麼多，根本無法知道哪個才正確，這只是每個人的「見解」不同而已，這類的問題將永遠是個迷思。但這樣的看法太悲觀。語言的證據不但前後一致，而且相當有說服力，南島語系民族的原鄉就是台灣島。此外，考古學的獨立證據也支持這項主張，顯示西元前3,500年，台灣就已經出現了陶器、種稻、飼養家畜等文化。約一千年後，北菲律賓也出現類似的文化現象，而後又很快地遍及東南亞島嶼，直抵太平洋。這套南島語系分佈的觀點，就是今天一般熟知的「福爾摩沙原鄉論」（Formosan homeland hypothesis）；這個理論得到多數東南亞及太平洋的比較語言學者支持，也受到東南亞及太平洋一帶的考古學者支持。


支持上述理論的語言學證據是什麼呢？因為時間有限，我不太可能詳細說明，但容許我先介紹幾個原則方法，並至少提出一些證明福爾摩沙是原鄉的重要語言學資料。


至少在Edward Sapir（1916）之後，一般就認為最可能的擴散中心或語系的原鄉是動植物種類史差異最大的分佈區域；換句話說，可能的發源地並非使用最多相關語言的地區，而是使用最多語系主要語支的地區，Dyen（1956）稱之為「最少遷徙的原則」（principle of least moves）；他的意思是，相較於遷徙次數越多的地區，某語系主要語支分佈遷徙次數越少的地區比較容易被證明是原鄉。我稍後會再利用這項原則說明台灣原住民族語言，但現在將這個相同的原則運用於植物，正好可以解釋這點。


與歐洲接觸初期，蕃薯普遍分佈於南美西部及整個太平洋，顯然是由葡萄牙人及西班牙人引進島嶼東南亞地區。由於蕃薯分佈區域廣泛，不禁令人問道：「蕃薯的發源地是哪裡？」植物學研究指出，太平洋區的蕃薯比南美洲的基因變異少。假設其他條件都一樣的情況下，基因變化差異大可歸因於物種在原生地的進化史長，可見蕃薯在南美洲的時間比在太平洋的歷史悠久。換句話說，與其找出更多南美洲與太平洋區蕃薯的基因差異，且這兩者之間顯然彼此很有關連，還不如假設蕃薯是由南美洲引進太平洋區。長期下來，蕃薯原型進化成歐洲人當初發現的許多型式；另，既然蕃薯在太平洋區進化的時間比在南美洲短，太平洋的蕃薯的基因差異自然也比南美洲的小。



如將相同的邏輯運用於單一語言的方言，我們很輕易可以瞭解，美語方言差異最大的地區是密西西比河東岸，而不是密西西比河西岸，因為東岸使用英語的居民早於十七世紀便開始建立殖民地，而西岸的英語社群直到在十九世紀中葉才逐漸形成。再者，如將此原則運用於更早期，我們也可以理解為什麼大不列顛島的英語方言差異度遠大於其他非歐洲地區，包括北美，南非，澳洲，或紐西蘭，這些國家過去四百年中，都曾被使用英語的人佔領並建立殖民地。


聖經主禱文前幾句約略可以呈現這些時期英文在數量與形式的變化，請見講義第四部份。我們很快的看過去：現代版「Our father who is in heaven, may your name be kept holy」（2000）；大約莎士比亞時期的近代版「Our father which are in heaven, hallowed be thy name」（1611）；喬塞的中古世紀英文「Oure fadir that art in heuens halowid be thi name」（1400），任何現代英文使用者聽起來都覺得怪；最後是貝爾武夫時期的古英文，我不是古典英文專家，所以不太確定怎麼念，但是讓我試試看「Faeder ure θu θe eart on heofonum, si θ in nama gehalgod」，這個是大約一千多年以前的英文。只要簡單的閱讀，你就可以發現其中拼字、拼音甚至文法的差異，但是光閱讀無法顯示發音的變化，但我剛剛盡力試著念出來。


如果有一、兩千年前的人類語言都有文字記錄，我們就可以確信他們應該會有類似的劇烈變化的模式。只可惜，世界上只有少數語言擁有如此悠久的文字紀錄。本來大家無計可施，故事就要劃下句點；幸好約兩百年前，丹麥及德國語言學者發現突破困境的方法。他們很驚訝的發現，如德文的北歐語言竟與希臘與羅馬的古典語言呈現有系統的相似處，甚至與梵文這種古印度宗教文字也是。這個發現引起了歐洲文學史的羅曼文學運動；當時人們對這個發現相當興奮。為了進一步瞭解這種相似性的形成，他們發展出一套有系統的比較語言的程序，以「重建」所謂的史前母語或今天所稱的「原始語」（proto-language）。被重建的原始語可以用來記錄早期的語言，並藉以判斷任何現代分支語系所產生的重要變化。

語言學者用以瞭解沒有書寫記錄存在的語言歷史的程序，稱為「比較法」（Comparative Method）。語言學者運用比較法時，會遵循特定的步驟。首先，檢查字彙，因為一般公認最快也最容易辨認語言是否相關的方法就是比較單字。聲音與字義的搭配通常是隨意的。我們無法解釋為什麼要稱一隻狗為「dog」（英文），而不是印尼人說的「an-gin」或帛琉人說的「biliz」，還有成千上萬個例子顯示聲音跟意義通常是各自獨立的系統。第二步，如果發現兩種語言字彙中有相似性，我們便須考慮四種可能性：1）可能是機率，例如代表濕的意思的德文單字「nass」與新墨西哥州西部祖尼印地安語中同樣代表濕的的單字「nas」極為相似，這個只是碰巧罷了；2）可能是借用，例如世界上許多語言中的「tea」（茶）或「cha」（茶），這些字若非由「tea」變化而來，就是由「cha」演變而來，因為是借用中國南或北方的字彙；3）可能是全球性語言，例如世界上許多語言都有代表母親及父親的字彙，聽起來都類似「mama」（媽媽）、「papa」或「baba」（爸爸）；4）可能是共同的來源，這是最後的可能性。

由於時間有限，我無法詳細解釋所有比較法的觀念，但這些已足夠說明，語言學家並不單單只以相似性作為共同根源的證據，因為相似性的原因可能有上述四種。歷史語言學家一開始最感興趣的，是找出字音的系統性對應，而這些字在初步檢驗時表現出字型與字義的相似性，例如講義第一頁。這些稱為「字母與讀音的對應關係」（sound correspondence）。排除碰巧、借用及全球性語言等造成相似性的因素，就沒有其他選擇，只能說相似的原因就是共同來源。換句話說，英語、德語、法語、希臘語、俄語和印度語等等，這只是其中一些，都曾經是同一個語言，屬於一個稱為「原印歐語系」（proto-indo-European）的史前語言，約於六千年前普遍使用在黑海及裡海一帶。雖然一些史前語言沒有流傳就消失了，仍有許多其他語言延續成為現代語系，當這些語言族群分開、遷徙，語言的變化便在世世代代中隨之而生。

而最後一個步驟，就是用比較法「重建」這些「原語言」的發聲系統、字彙以及文法。重建的聲音及單字會註明星號（＊），表示是從觀察證據所推論出來的。


本次會議的焦點是南島語系以及重建原始南島語，也就是今天認為造成南島語言多元性的假設語言。原始語言的聲音系統、字彙以及部份文法被重建後，就可以進行兩件事情。其一，比較這些後裔語言或「女兒語言」與其原始祖語，而非與其他語言，並判斷已經發生改變或是這個重點詞彙「創新」。如此一來，我們可以瞭解現代語言在發展歷程中產生的改變，就像我們把現在屬羅曼語系的法文、西班牙文或義大利文跟拉丁文比較一樣。其二，假設兩種或多種語言都有同樣特殊的創新，這些改變並非個別獨立的結果，這些「獨有的共同創新」（exclusively shared innovations）－重點概念—即證明了這群語言擁有相同的祖先，而這個祖先並不屬於同一語群內的其他語言。請參閱講義第五部份的說明，那裡有說明南島民族語系分支子語群的家庭樹狀圖。


我先簡單的說明這個圖。最上面有「AN」，那是南島語（Austronesian）的簡寫。從左邊看有一個「F」，代表台灣目前至少十四支原住民族的九個原始語言支系，我只是簡單的用「F」作代表，不然我得再劃其他線，代表至少目前證據顯示的台灣的九個語言。右邊有「MP」代表馬來-玻里尼西亞語（Malayo-Polynesian），請看講義的第三頁，指的是所有台灣以外的南島民族語言，包括蘭嶼島的雅美語或達悟語。以下四個語言都從馬來玻里尼西亞語發展出來。「WMP」代表西馬來-玻里尼西亞語（West Malayo-Polynesian），範圍涵蓋菲律賓、西印尼、東南亞大陸、馬達加斯加、帛琉及查莫洛。我稍後還會說明。這個可能不是一個有效的語言支系，而是數個馬來-玻里尼西亞語的原始分支。但這個是語言學家的工作，各位不需要花腦筋。「CEMP」代表中-東馬來-玻里尼西亞語（Central-East Malayo-Polynesian），範圍涵蓋東印尼語及太平洋。「CMP」代表中馬來-玻里尼西亞語（Central Malayo-Polynesian），代表印地小巽他群島以及摩鹿加群島南部、中部等地約一百二十種語言。「EMP」代表東馬來-玻里尼西亞語（Eastern Malayo-Polynesian），涵蓋西新幾內亞哈馬黑拉島（Halmahera）南部以及整個大洋洲。「SHWNG」指的是印尼哈馬黑拉島東北部以及西新幾內亞鳥頭半島（Bird’s Head Peninsula）上一支約有30種語言的語群。大洋洲語是南島語底下很大的分支語系，包含所有玻里尼西亞語、密克羅尼西亞語（但不含帛琉語及查莫洛語）、以及自西印尼的Mamberamo河穿越新喀里多尼亞（New Caledonia）和法屬羅爾雅特群島（Loyalty Islands）的美拉尼西亞南島語。


觀察樹狀圖有一些基本概念。首先，每個交叉點代表一個原語言或是一群現代語言的史前祖語，所以它代表一個日後發展分裂的語言。其次， 位置越高，代表歷史越古老，所以樹狀圖可以顯示時間遠近以及關係親疏。再者，這樣的圖表意味著語言分裂的很「徹底」，沒有進一步的關係，但我們清楚這只是理想的假設。針對這個樹狀圖還有其他應該記住的重點：一、還沒有證明福爾摩沙語子群組係屬南島語的證據，但是台灣的南島語雖然種類不多，卻相當歧異，大多數幾乎都沒有什麼關連；二、證據顯示，台灣本島以外的所有南島語，包括雅美語或達悟語，即台灣管轄的東南外海一小島上的語言，皆形成一個隸屬於今天通稱的「馬來-玻里尼西亞語系」底下的子語群，馬來- 玻里尼西亞語系就是這整個語系的舊稱。馬來-玻里尼西亞語系或南島語系非福爾摩沙語子群組的證據又是什麼呢？


提到馬來-玻里尼亞語系子群組織前，我先以大洋洲語言的子語群組說明「獨有的共同創新」。語言創新常見的類型，就是兩個或多個原本截然不同的聲音失去了差異性。我們已經談語言談了一整天，你們也聽到很多語言學的東西，要你們一次消化所有的東西其實不容易，但我會試圖舉實例說明。所以，兩個或多個原本截然不同的聲音失去差異性的情況稱為「音位合併」（phonemic merger）。多數太平洋地區的南島語係屬大洋洲語系的子群組。兩個著名的例外是帛琉語和查莫洛語，兩者都不是大洋洲語，也沒有證據顯示彼此相關。大洋洲語系子群組的主要證據就是合併*b和*p的發音：其他非大洋洲語言清楚顯示這兩個音截然不同，但在所有大洋洲語系的語言中，總約有四百六十種語言，這兩音都產生合併的現象。請參閱講義第三頁第六部份的例子。

如果你略覽這些例子，你會發現代表石頭的字原來有*b的聲音，如「batu」；代表灰燼的字也有*b的聲音，如「qabu」；代表芋頭的字有*b的聲音，如「qubi」；但代表七與火的字則有*p的聲音，如「pitu」和「hapuy」。這邊也有四個非南島語的例子：菲律賓的Tagalog語、馬來語、帛琉語及查莫洛語，而大洋洲語包括大洋洲最西邊的Mussau語、索羅門群島中部的Nggela語、斐濟語和薩摩亞語。如果仔細看大洋洲語的例子，你會發現不論*b這個音如何變化，*p的發展幾乎一模一樣。以Mssau為例，「patu」變成「atu」。這是語言改變的模式。「qapu」變成「au」；代表七的「pitu」變成「itu」。因此，*b怎麼變，*p也就怎麼變。這就是「音位合併」，非常重要的證據。再以索羅門群島的Nggela語為例，代表石頭與芋頭的字都有v的音；七也有v的音。很遺憾的是這裡的資料還有許多缺憾，但是我們沒有什麼辦法。要解決這個問題至少需要上一個學期的語言學以及很多語料。再回到斐濟語，石頭與芋頭變成「vatu」與「uvi」；七變成「vitu」。*b跟*p的差異已經消失。他們的變化幾乎一樣；他們合併了。但薩摩亞語中，我們只有屬於*b音群的芋頭當例子，它變成f的聲音「ufí」；「pitu」變成「fítu」；火「hapuy」變成「afí」。*b和*p又合併了。這四種大洋洲語言都顯示了其他非大洋洲語言都沒有的變化。這只是一小部份的例子；如果繼續比較其他上百種、上千種語言，就會發現一樣的模式。


既然證據僅來自一組語言，勢必不夠完整，因為有許多字被其他毫無關連的字取代，但在玻里尼西亞新愛爾蘭群島北部的Mussau語中，原來的*b與*p在所有語言的變化幾乎一致。以Mussau為例，*b與*p都消失了；以Nggela及斐濟語為例，*b與*p都變成了v；以薩摩亞為例，兩者則都變成了f。任何大洋洲以外的語言都找不到這種在原始南島語*b和*p會消失的特殊性。


既然唯有太平洋區的南島語言合併*b及*p的發音，因此太平洋超過四百種語言都有合併這兩個音，而這就是這些語言形成語言子群組的有力證據；也就是說，他們都傳承自單一史前語言，這個史前語言是他們專有的祖先語言。另一個假設是大洋洲子群組根本不存在，而*p與*b經過無數次歷史獨立變化而合併的結果，根本無法解釋為什麼南島語系以外的其他語言沒有這種創新。


依據台灣福爾摩沙語的語料，大多數福爾摩沙語言都有若干聲韻差別，或是顯著聲音的對比，僅限台灣本島的語言，在台灣島外付之闕如。換句話說，所有台灣以外的非福爾摩沙語言都有若干像我之前說明的*b與*p音合併的聲韻創新，但是是其他音的合併。請參閱講義第七部份的範例。


如果你看眼睛這個字，如果你只是要比較台灣以外的字，你必須重建這個字的原型「mata」。實際上1938年，Otto Dempwolffy在德國編輯經典的比較字典時就是這麼做，他當時沒有研究台灣的語料。但如果你思考台灣的例子，你會發現像賽夏、邵、排灣及卑南等語言在眼睛的子音都不同，這跟七的情況不同。除了台灣的例子以外，其他語言的子音都一樣；也就是，他們在母音之間都有t子音，如「mata」與「pitu」。但是回頭看台灣的例子，賽夏語的眼睛有s；邵族語有c；排灣語有ts；卑南語有捲舌T，「maTa」。但以七為例，不同於眼睛的「maca」，邵族語有「pitu」，這裡的子音不一樣。排灣語眼睛是「matsa」，七是「pitju」，子音也不同。卑南語眼睛是「maTa」，七是「pitu」，子音又不一樣。我希望這樣說明很清楚；如果不夠清楚，我會在提問時間再說明。


既然上述三種變化，也就是多數馬來-玻里尼西亞語中大寫C與T的聲音合併、下一頁的大寫N與小寫n的合併、大寫S音消失或變成h或零，一如火、四、繩等例子，所有台灣以外的例子都沒有類似s的聲音，又既然資料顯示，這些改變都可見於台灣以外的每一個南島語，最簡單的假設就是這些變化都發生在非福爾摩沙南島語的原始語中，即原始馬來-玻里尼西亞語。針對福爾摩沙語言找出專有的共同創新，只能找出台灣的若干子群組，諸如泰雅族語、鄒語、西部平原區或東福爾摩沙語。但是，這樣的研究尚未發現可以涵蓋台灣所有的原住民族語言的福爾摩沙族群。因此，我們現在只知道台灣擁有各種不同的語言，這些語言所保存的古老特徵卻早已從馬來-玻里尼西亞語言消失。可以再給我一點水嗎？謝謝。

接著再來討論最少移動的原則，這個原則運用於植物學以及語言學，推測可能的起源中心：差異最大的地區可能就是定居最久的地方。差異的定義與比較的單元並不相關，而是與彼此之間差異的程度有關。如運用最少移動的原則時，我們可以假設南島語言使用者於定居台灣的時間，比其他仍使用南島語言的地區還久，也就是南島語系的「原鄉」。雖然這個主張完全根據語言學證據，但過去一、二十年的考古學研究卻實際與這個主張相符。

「新石器時代」普遍用於考古學文獻資料，意指由狩獵及採集的文明，進化到經濟型態的調整，包括農業或園藝、馴養動物、使用陶器、改變住宅結構等。依據考古資料顯示，西元前三千五百年前或更早之前，台灣島上沒有新石器時代文明的證據，雖然幾項考古研究發現也指出，至少三萬年前島上便有授獵者-採集者族群明顯的跡象。約於西元前三千五百年，種稻及小米、陶器製造及使用、馴養動物等新石器時代文明突然在台灣出現。陶器的細節，以及其他物質文明的特徵，都與同時期中國大陸南部的前中國文明極為相似，表示南島語言使用者尚未抵達台灣之前，則是定居中國大陸。至於他們如何橫越台灣海峽來到台灣，仍然沒有清楚的答案，但可以確定的是，當時的台灣原住民族並沒有浮架獨木舟，不過我們不需要深究。另外可以確定的是，約過了一段很長的時間或至少一千年後，台灣的南島語使用者才開始南遷。西元前二千五百年左右，菲律賓尚未出現新石器時代文明，但北呂宋島的Cagayan谷又突然出現與同期台灣相似的陶器種類、稻米、動物馴養文化等。從考古記錄結合語言學證據，即可推斷出南島語言使用者成功從台灣移居北菲律賓。這個語言社群就是我所稱的「原始-馬來-玻里尼亞語」。


我們現在可以談為什麼Kern雖然擁有大量語言學證據，但是他的南島語系原鄉結論卻不正確。Kern的論點是根據與自然環境、植物及動物相關的同源詞組的分佈。原則上，這是有效的方式，但Kern並沒有將子群組列入考量，反而更倚賴同源詞組的地理分佈，作為證明其歷史的證據。講義說明了Kern用來推測南島語系原鄉的語料比較，僅限於非福爾摩沙語。講義第五部份也說明，這意味著這些語料的原始語言應該可以推論是原始-馬來-玻里尼亞語，而不是原始南島語。東南亞大陸也有少數的南島語，幾乎都Chamic語，和馬來語及其他西印尼語有密切關連。簡言之，東南亞大陸的南島語差異極小，但台灣的南島語卻歧異多元。


南島民族定居北菲律賓後，事情發展相當快速。人種學、語言學證據皆顯示，原始-馬來-玻里尼亞語的使用者擁有浮架獨木舟，這項發明讓人口得以快速遷移至新的地區，海洋並非阻礙，反而是便利今日南島民族祖先遷移的高速公路。雖然還有許多疑問有待解決，但接下來我會概述幾段南島語系語言擴展的重要歷史。


首先，既然菲律賓是南島語言使用者，也是第二個最早定居的地區，一般會預期菲律賓的語言多元性應該僅次於台灣，但事實不然。主要分佈於菲律賓南部的Sama-Bajaw或海洋吉普賽人的語言有豐富的語料證據。這個菲律賓子群組同時包含印尼蘇拉威西島北部的語言以及台灣東南岸離島蘭嶼的雅美族或達悟族語。定居時間與語言多元性程度之所以不一致，最簡單解釋就是發生了史前語言統一現象，也就是某一種語言在菲律賓擴展之後，其他所有語言卻因此消失，而所有現代菲律賓的南島語系子群組就是這個成功的「征服者」的後裔。原始菲律賓語擴張的後果，造成菲律賓其他早期南島語言因而滅跡。另一個顯著的後果，就是查莫洛語群移民到馬利安納群島。一系列的碳-14年代測定證實，馬利安納群島至少在西元前一千五百年就有人定居。查莫洛語群並不屬於菲律賓子群組，卻從菲律賓中部或北部出發，抵達馬利安納群島。配合菲律賓早期歷史的語言統一現象來看，這兩項事件的確有關，亦即當原始菲律賓語言族群正在當地併吞其他南島語言族群，查莫洛人逃離菲律賓，向東航行，抵達馬利安納群島。這是南島語言進入太平洋最早的歷史。查莫洛人是第一批移民。


第二，當南島語移民向南遷移通過菲律賓時，證據顯示他們在蘇拉威西島北部或摩路加群島北部分裂，形成西馬來-玻里尼亞語以及中東馬來-玻里尼亞語。我現在講的是講義的樹狀圖。西馬來-玻里尼亞語進一步擴張當時重要的歷史是馬拉加西族從東南亞移民到非洲東岸。1951年，挪威傳道士及語言學家Otto Christian Dahl證明，馬拉加西人是從婆羅洲東南部Barito河流域向外移民。Dahl和K.A. Adelaar進一步的辯論，使我們更瞭解這次移民。現在一般認為，馬拉加西人在第七到十三世紀之間可能曾定居馬達加斯加島，而且可能獲得蘇門答臘南部的Siriwijaya王國Indianized王朝協助，由通曉馬來語的商人陪伴完成移民。同一時期，船居的Sama-Bajaw「海洋吉普賽人」顯然是由婆羅洲同一區域出發，與通曉馬來語的商人關係緊密，這群商人控制交易貨量，尤其是香料，從東印尼運到麻六甲海峽，再運送到中國、印度、中東甚至更遠的地區。


第三，中東部馬來-玻里尼亞族移民其中一支南遷至印尼的摩路加群島以及小巽他群島，形成中馬來-玻里尼西亞語族；另一支往北，移至新幾內亞鳥首半島，形成東馬來-玻里尼西亞族。後面的投影機螢幕後面的地圖顯示他們沿南邊遷移，事實上，應該是沿北邊。如果有需要的話，我可以解釋。東馬來-玻里尼西亞族之後又分裂成西新幾內亞原始-南哈馬黑拉島語以及原始-大洋洲語。約於西元前一千三百五十年，原始大洋洲語言使用者或是其一支更早的支脈，已開始製造Lapita陶器，並沿紐西蘭北邊聖馬提亞斯群島（St. Mathias Archipelago）的潟湖群居生活。這些是碳-14年代測到最早的Lapita文化，通常跟大洋洲語言有關。太平洋考古學者所建立的碳-14年代測定表顯示，一或兩個世紀內，南島語使用者已經抵達斐濟及西玻里尼西亞。這意味著大洋洲南島語民族擴展到太平洋，其中兩項特徵為：一、人口急遽增加；二、島嶼之間交通便利。然而，這項迅速的擴展約於抵達東玻西尼亞兩千年前，在西玻里尼西亞嘎然而止。神祕的「長時間中斷」可能與航行技術有關，因為直到雙筏發明之前，想航行到狹小、分散又遙遠的東玻里尼西亞幾乎是不可能的任務。


最後，既然我們在這個美麗的國家舉辦論壇，帛琉的移民又是如何呢？碳-14年代測定所得的最早時間不超過兩千年，但我得到的最新訊息是接近三千年。不過，更新的考古研究可能會改變這個數字。帛琉語很明顯是南島語系，與其他被歸類為西馬來-玻里尼亞語的語言相似，但和其他語言又沒有關聯；也就是說，這個語言有很長一段時間脫離其他南島語言，獨立發展。各位的祖先，我指的是帛琉人，肯定是從東南亞某一島嶼遷移至帛琉，但目前還沒有進一步的資料，因此南島民族擴展到帛琉的歷史至今仍然成謎。謝謝各位。
司儀（台灣）：


謝謝白思樂教授精闢的演講。現在請休息至三點三十分，之後將展開第二場綜合座談。

休息

司儀（台灣）：


現在開始第二階段的綜合討論。很榮幸能邀請到紐西蘭毛利信託局總經理帕基先生為我們主持這一場綜合座談。請歡迎帕基先生。

帕基（紐西蘭）：


謝謝。很榮幸能坐在兩位最知名的南島語教授，塔瑪塔教授及白思樂教授之間主持這場會議。依據塔瑪塔教授的分析，斐濟語不只是面臨危機，也面臨挑戰；教授還呼籲未來應努力取得地位，尤其是社會各個層面。我相信這是很重要的一點。白思樂教授以其相當發人深省的南島語研究，給我們機會思考這些議題以及其他議題。所以，請大家盡量把握這兩位知名教授的豐富學經歷，謝謝。


有問題嗎？那塔先生，請。

那塔（紐西蘭）：


兩位教授好。我要說的是個人的看法，也是給塔瑪塔教授的問題。您剛剛描述的斐濟人說斐濟語的情況，實際上就是毛利語兩百年前的光景。所以，從一個角度看，你原來擁有某個東西，但您卻沒有仔細回頭觀察你實際上有什麼並且應該往哪裡走，如此一來，您或其他斐濟語支持者是如何凸顯這個事實？對毛利人來說，這其實是不容易的。我不想聽起來在講道理，但我們一直在教育自己。你們怎麼在斐濟為斐濟語做到這些呢？

塔瑪塔（斐濟）：


謝謝，那塔。我想就斐濟的情況來說，當我們想到要教育我們的同胞，很多時候我們不是很有意識的決定要怎麼教育年輕人。我想我們還在使用自己的語言；我們還活在自己的傳統；我們還編織；我們還捕魚；我們還是活在這個語言當中。我想這應該是你要的答案。但我還是要承認，年輕的一代已經越來越不這麼做了，因為他們大多使用標準斐濟語和英語。因此，這個在未來會造成表現語言文化、使用語言以及在慶典中使用語言等等的困難。所以，我有回答你的問題了嗎？

那塔（紐西蘭）：

我想我要說的是那正是毛利人之前的光景。他們那時候也使用毛利語。兩百年前，他們不論做什麼都在使用毛利語。只要花一個世代的時間，而現在語言真的消失了。當然，我們現在情況不同了；我們是弱勢，而且還會是弱勢。不可否認的是，我們在一代的時間內失去了語言。過去三百年間，有地位的語言是英語，現在還是。因此，我們毛利人還必須掙扎，努力。我想我希望表達一個警訊，不只是斐濟語，任何一個與其他語言共存的語言都要小心避免被犧牲掉。在斐濟的政治圈，英語是官方語言，也是主流語言。那代表其他語言也可以有地位嗎？幸運的是，人們還會使用斐濟語，這是我們希望的境界。現在，人們不再像以前一樣，於日常生活中使用毛利語，只有少數毛利人能做到。這是我們希望達到的境界，因為兩百年前，我們就是這樣。所以，我以上的發言應該是一個警訊。


現在只是一個意見或給白思樂教授的問題。文化是重點。我們有一個諺語：「文化是重點。」身世是一個驕傲。透過語言學研究，我們可以追隨教授回溯發展過程。但是，我們的未來是什麼？你的南島語研究已經到一個轉捩點，我們現在正在這個轉捩點。所以，前面有什麼？未來有什麼？這是我的問題。

帕基（紐西蘭）：


願意回應第一部份嗎？

塔瑪塔（斐濟）：


謝謝，那塔。沒錯，斐濟民眾知道我們不能忽視斐濟語的重要性。對斐濟民眾來說，斐濟語就是你說的官方語言。我不認為我們把英語視為官方語言；英語對我們來說是另一個世界、西方世界的語言。但對斐濟人來說，在原住民的世界中，斐濟語才是官方語言。我本來要說，如果在我們當中，別人聽見我們用英語交談，他們會嘲笑我們。我想這是一種提醒我們在我們自己的團體中應使用斐濟語的約束行為。但是在都市，年輕人都用英語溝通，尤其是在多族群的學校裡。還好，也還有年輕人選擇到斐濟語的學校就學，在那裡斐濟語生機盎然。他們如果在那裡使用英語，就會被嘲笑；當然說英語不是一件壞事，因為他們還是必須用流利的英文通過考試。

白思樂（夏威夷）：


我是一個歷史語言學者。你的問題好像是要一個歷史學者預測未來。我知道在夏威夷大學有些人自稱是未來學家，但是我不是其中之一，我所學的是歷史語言學。你問的問題跟之前討論過如何處理語言危機的議題比較有關，很抱歉，我無法給你一個滿意的答覆。

蔡中涵（台灣）：

非常謝謝主席。

首先，剛剛白思樂教授對台灣南島語系族群的原鄉及後來從台灣到菲律賓的擴散做了詳細說明…。那我問題就簡單一點，這個麥克風會抗議。在白思樂教授的論文中提到戴恩跟柯恩的一些說法，並反駁他們，另外讓我感到興趣的是彼得曾經在1991年的美國科學雜誌曾經有一篇論文，他也認為南島語系民族的原鄉在台灣。但是在同樣的雜誌上，他在1996年又改變了他的看法，他認為南島語系的原鄉可能在長江流域或是現在中國大陸的華中地區。對這樣的說法，在論文中我沒有看到對彼得的評論，是不是請博士給我們答覆？
另外對斐濟的教授提到，斐濟現在有3百多種方言，我好奇的是，彼此溝通使用標準斐濟語還是英語，另外很遺憾地就是南太平洋大學已經裁撤斐濟語研究的計畫，但在最後博士提到斐濟大學裡很多年輕人也在做斐濟語言的研究，是不是在學校內部，學生自發性的研究？還是學校斐濟語研究計畫之一？

白思樂（夏威夷）：

我聽到的英語翻譯是「彼得伍德」（Peter Wood），但我想你指的是「彼得貝爾伍德」（Peter Bellwod），那應該是你說的人。他是相當有名的太平洋及東南亞考古學家，並於1980年代與1990年代間，在美國科學雜誌發表南島民族遷徙的論文。如果我的理解沒錯，你的問題是貝爾伍德

在這個議題上改變他的立場，轉而相信南島語源自於中國中部。這是錯誤的。我跟他非常熟，我想你在這裡把兩件事混為一談。我自己個人認為原始南島語在台灣發展以前，的確來自中國南部。考古學也指出福建沿岸有一個類似的物質文化，大約比台灣最早的新石器文化還早個一千年左右。


此外，以語言學的研究證據看，尤其是字尾的綴字或字中的插入字，南島語系和南亞語系（Austroasiatic）有一些關連；南亞語系包括東南亞半島上的語言，最有名的大概就是越南語，還有一些印度東北部的語言。這是1906年知名的奧地利考古學家、民族學家兼語言學家Wilhelm Schmidt的看法，他也是Anthropos Institute的創辦人。這個理論原本多年以來都不被語言學者接受，直到最近，才有人再度提起。我非常重視這個重新回來的理論，這都得歸功於我的同事Lawrence Reid。要重談這個理論，你必須要問哪裡…。我們必須往回看。如果你翻到我講義裡的樹狀圖，我們再往前一步看。我們必須要在上面再畫一個交叉點，在原始南島語之前，也就是前原始南島語（pre-Proto-Austronesian）的時期。


你們很清楚四個基本的移動方向：東、西、南、北。沒有人推論從東邊遷移，因為那裡只有太平洋，根本完全沒有存在前南島語時期的證據。南邊則是菲律賓，但是那邊的新石器文化卻比台灣的新石器文化晚。琉球沒有任何證據。因此，我們幾乎可以做出結論了。很抱歉我的回應這麼長。但我們幾乎可以斷定在台灣定居的南島語族是從鄰近的大陸、福建沿海地區、南中國遷徙而來。你們很清楚，在那個地區，也就是福建沿海，充斥各種小島。海岸另一邊則是高山。所以，人們，即便是現代中國人，在過去幾百年間都是往外遷徙。東南亞的中國人多數是閩南或客語族群，而往東遷移的原因很簡單，因為翻山越嶺比較困難，所以人們會往外遷徙。地理環境逼的你不得不這樣跑。因此，早期的南島語祖先很可能在這些他們熟悉的島嶼間划著竹筏或其他水上的交通工具移動往來。然後，他們挑戰距離比較遙遠的台灣海峽。


在那之前，如果我們再往前看一點，在浙江省北部有一個非常有名的考古遺跡就在揚子江口南側，叫做「何姆渡文化遺跡」。何姆渡是一個相當特別的考古遺跡，因為跟其他遺跡不同，它完全被水淹沒，這代表底下大約西元前四千九百五十二年的玄武岩層保存良好，裡頭還看得到像房子的支柱等有機物質，因為那是無氧的狀態；氧氣進不去，這是因為揚子江氾濫而造成濕黏土現象。大約就在杭州灣南側。何姆渡文化遺跡顯示當時人們這在高架屋或杆欄屋（pile dewlling），他們把房子蓋在木樁上，他們也有織布，這些都符合我們重建的原始南島語特徵。他們有很豐富的稻米文化。有很多關於稻米的證據，而這些證據都早於台灣一千年以上。實際上，還比台灣早一千五百年。


因此，我要說明的是針對1995年在美國哲學會發表的文章，為了要證明南亞語及南島語的確有關，你必須要找到一個他們的共同源頭，日後兩個語言沿著兩條不同的流域往下發展。爰此，我認為南島語是沿著揚子江流域，向下發展至揚子江口，並橫跨台灣海峽至台灣。我指的是原始南島語（pre-Austronesian），而不是前原始南島語（pre-proto-Austronesian）。所以我們並沒有自我矛盾，我們講的是更早的階段。

塔瑪塔（斐濟）：


剛剛教授有提到斐濟語的問題。第一個問題牽涉方言的數目。在斐濟，我們有大約三百種語言；我之前也提過這三百個方言約可歸類為三十八個語群，大約五個方言就形成一個語群。教授的問題是：他們用斐濟語或英語溝通？關係比較密切的方言可以互通，但是關係比較遠一點的方言，就沒有辦法互通。所以，他們使用標準斐濟語。


第二個問題是有關於年輕學子學斐濟語的興趣。這是自動自發的學習或是政府推動的計畫？首先，我們各系所必須打廣告招生。為了招生，廣告是不可避免的。如果可以招到八到十名學生，就是一個好的開始，但要維持一個課程繼續開下去，學生的人數就必須更高。第二點，斐濟事務部雖然有提供獎學金給大學斐濟原住民學生會的斐濟學生，但是，申請人很少。我們可以理解會計學與電腦相關科系比較受歡迎，因此修習斐濟語言及文化學的學生寥寥無幾。另外一個可以引起年輕族群興趣的方法是：斐濟政府將斐濟語及印度語訂為學校必修科目。這也就是我在談的，政府把這些科目變成必修科目，卻沒有提供老師訓練。這些年輕人需要工作。他們學習你口中的斐濟語，所以有些老師需要回頭取得學位或證書，某種教授斐濟語的證明。這也是引起動機的方法。謝謝。

帕基（紐西蘭）：


索羅門代表。

佛那塔（索羅門）：


謝謝，主持人。我只想再延伸那塔先生給塔瑪塔博士的問題。在索羅門，我們有斐濟社區。我很羨慕他們，不是因為我自己的老婆來自斐濟，而是因為即使身在國外，他們卻非常以自己的語言為傲。每一次他們有聚會的時候，他們只說斐濟語。有時候，我會很沮喪，因為我不知道他們在講什麼。另外，他們一直有舉辦斐濟的祭典儀式。只要斐濟一舉辦獨立的慶典，他們在索羅門也會辦活動。最近，他們還計畫在索羅門蓋一座文化中心，讓他們的混血婚生子或住在索羅門的斐濟人有學習或教授斐濟語言文化的地方。不過，我觀察在索羅門的其他族群卻沒有這麼積極。我很高興他們很努力，因為我的小孩想要學會斐濟語。


現在針對白思樂教授的報告，我只想問一個有關於去掉字母或增加字母的問題。這種語言現象有特殊原因嗎？謝謝。

白思樂（夏威夷）：


首先，所有語言學者都會說我們不談字母。字母是寫作的單位；語言則是用說的。很多語言直到最近才有寫的形式。所以，我們真正在談的是語音的消失，而不是字母。


沒錯，的確有原因。多數母音不會被強調，沒有重音，聽起來也比較弱，比較無法小聲。他們通常比加了重音的母音還要小聲。如果一個語言是在倒數第二音節加重音，也就是一個字從後面數第二個音節加重音，最後一個音節會相形之下非常微弱，也非常可能隨著時間消失，這個現象尤其以高位母音i、u尤其明顯，他們通常比低位母音a還小聲，比較不好聽到。所以，沒錯，的確有造成例如最後一個母音消失的自然、合理原因。這只是其中一個消失的情況。還有其他的情況；如果你們希望，我可以繼續，但我想你們可能不想再聽了。

帕基（紐西蘭）：


後面那一位，請。

雷夫荷（帛琉）：


謝謝。我有兩個問題，所以我想請問兩位講員。首先針對斐濟的塔瑪塔教授，我們知道就文化地圖上，斐濟比其他太平洋島國進步許多。這是日內瓦世界智慧財產組織（World Intellectual Property Organization）相當重視及協助的傳統知識及文化表達。就語言來說，假設斐濟上下很熱衷文化地圖，我不知道斐濟是否已通過簽署「無形文化資產公約」？而當他們紀錄斐濟有形與無形的文化資產，他們進入不同的部落，誠如您說以三百種不同的方言，所以當一個文化被紀錄時，應該要以當地傳統語言紀錄。從您的角度看，斐濟的文化地圖工作如何協助保存當地語言？這是我的問題。


另外一個給塔瑪塔教授的問題是有關於斐濟多語言文化及多族群文化。當你們試著在其他族群當中保存傳統斐濟語，如您所言斐濟又無個別的官方語言，政府單位如何使斐濟語成為學校的重要語言。這是我的第二個問題。


白思樂教授的問題跟您的報告結尾有關。您提到帛琉的民族起源還是個謎，但又提到帛琉還是太平洋南島語的一份子。你怎麼判斷帛琉人民真的不是南島語族的一份子呢？謝謝。

塔瑪塔（斐濟）：


謝謝。妳第一個問題：斐濟語言及文化院推動的文化地圖是否有助於保存斐濟語。文化地圖的確對語言有益，製作文化習俗地圖及方言紀錄，製作習俗及方言的清單，包括部落及社區裡面的資產。這些是用我們許多的方言紀錄，所以我認為他們彼此互相幫助。語言幫助我們製作文化地圖、紀錄習俗與文物；同樣地，文化地圖也幫助保存語言，我們所有的文化都以語言紀錄，所以他們有益於彼此。


至於妳的第二個問題：斐濟的多元族群及多元語言現象以及政府如何看待學校的語言教育？我相信這就是為什麼要取得斐濟語的官方語言地位需要這麼長的時間，因為有其他的語言也在爭取他們的地位，雖然數量不多，但卻是在斐濟比較多人使用的語言。要使斐濟語成為國家語言有很多攔阻，因為其他的族群也希望他們的語言變成官方語言。因為人權等因素，我們不能拒絕，也不能說我們希望在斐濟，只有斐濟語能合理成為國家語言。其他的語言可能在其他地方是國家語言，但是我們真的不能這樣主張。於是，我們只好按部就班。我們現在還沒有一個正式的國家語言，正因為如此，政府才規定學校必須教授斐濟語及印度語。我們需要政策制訂者落實訓練斐濟語及印度語教師的計畫，但是他們卻沒有這樣做。我想大概是國家的財政因素吧。如我前面所提，政變使得教育及健保預算越來越少。斐濟語、印度語、甚至是穆斯林學校的烏都語的義務教育已行之有年。但我們發現因為政局不穩，產生競爭及不安定。我們只能慢慢來。我們不能強迫政府或要求政府強迫人民。我們就見招拆招。

白思樂（夏威夷）：


就我的理解，妳問的是歷史語言學家為什麼說帛琉語跟南島語沒有密切的關連。我有一個技術性的答案。我必須使用語言學的概念。如果你還記得，我在報告中曾說如果要把一個語言歸類為某個子語群組，例如我討論的大洋洲語群，妳必須找到所謂的「獨特的共有創新」，也就是只有那個語群才有的特殊變化，其他語言都沒有，而且這些改變不是在獨立的情況產生。


談大洋洲語群時，我試圖用講義中很少的語料、有關於早期*b子音及*p子音的變化說明。例如，帛琉語的石頭叫「bad」，七叫「e-wid」。「bad」保留了*b的音；在七裡面，*p的音則變成了*w，帛琉語的寫法是u，但依據語言學分析，語音上其實應該是w。這個差異有保存下來。同樣的差異在查莫洛語中也有出現：*b的音變成*p、*p的音變成*f。這兩個音沒有合併。在所有大洋洲語言裡，包括四百六十個語言，這兩個音都被合併了。若說合併只是特別獨立的案例，就像其他許多獨立的案例一樣，其實是不正確。道理很簡單，因為這樣的論述正確的話，我們認為東南亞的南島語，例如菲律賓、印尼及台灣等，都應該產生類似的合併現象。但是事實並非如此。所以最簡單的解釋是有一個變化，造成一個原始語言的產生，叫原始大洋洲語，這個語言（或子語群）有合併子音的特殊現象，如我剛剛談的*b子音與*p子音的合併。


現在，要把帛琉放在南島語的任何一個子語群下，任何一個語言學者都應該要提出「獨特的共有創新」的證據。如果你們熟悉太平洋的語言，你們會發現帛琉語有一個非常複雜的歷史語音變化，一系列的語音變化；有一種語言學者慣稱的「移位」現象，不是合併，也不是差異消失，而是*n變成*l、*l變成*y、*y變成*r…等等，帛琉語並沒有合併，而是一整串的語音移位現象。這也是其中一個造成帛琉語言學異常複雜的原因。面對這麼複雜的語音變化，有時候很難斷定一個字的基本原型到底是什麼。


換句話說，用一個又短、又不牽涉技術面回答，就是如果我們可以找到帛琉語及其他南島語之間有獨特的共有創新的證據，我們就可以證明帛琉語屬於南島語系某一個子語群。只不過，到目前為止，我們還沒有任何這種語言的證據。我們還在等。

帕基（紐西蘭）：


後面還有一位聽眾。

顏志光（台灣）：


我想請教塔瑪塔博士，在妳的文章裡面有提到官方語言跟國家語言的問題。我自己在觀察多民族國家的語言憲法的時候，大部分多民族國家通常都會把它國內各語言界定為國家語言，只有少數幾個比較普遍的語言定義為官方語言；也就是說，從憲法明文規定來看，我們理解到通常國家語言只是宣示性的意義，官方的語言只是在公領域裡面去使用。我想這是一般的概念。但是，在妳們的國家，很多族人都強調自身語言成為國家語言，這是基於怎樣的想法？這是第一個問題。

第二個問題，通常所謂的官方語言有所謂的屬人主義及屬地主義，也就是說，這個官方語言可能只是適用在某個地區，不是全國適用。另外一種情況則是，碰到某族人時，就必須用官方語言溝通。比如說，瑞士有一個少數民族，可能他們憲法規定，碰到這樣的國民時，必須使用官方語言，在妳們國家裡面，所謂的官方語言在斐濟語方面，是地區性的官方語言？還是全國的官方語言？這是第二個的問題。

第三個問題我想請教一下，妳說妳們斐濟語成為官方語言，雖然很少使用，但一般來說，官方語言表現在口說和書面這方面，既然斐濟已經編了字典，顯然已經有書寫系統，妳們的國人會不會有一種期待，在國家裡面，官方語言的表現形式除了是口說以外，在公文書面文件裡面也希望能夠表現，這是有關官方語言和國語的定義部分。
第二個大問題是，我要接續我們台灣的蔡博士所提到的方言問題，在台灣實際上目前是十三族，四十三種方言別，我們也仍然希望各族建立標準的語言，比如說在阿美語，有五種方言別，我們希望也能夠建置標準的阿美語，在台灣，許多語言都是透過聖經翻譯而統一，但是後來台灣做一個語言認定考試，按照方言別來認定，所以後來要建置標準的族語，就形成困難，我想請教妳，對這個方面有沒有什麼建議？台灣在建構一個標準的語言時，有沒有什麼建議？
第二個問題是，妳說在斐濟有三十八個方言別，但是按照我們對方言的定義，所謂方言通常是指有相互溝通的語言，所以我不曉得妳們是如何界定方言，有沒有可能這三十八個方言群根本不是同一個語言，另外我們對方言的定義一直沒有標準，所以相互了解只是一個判斷，在中國的七大方言群中，是不可行的，但是在斐濟，三十八個方言群裡面有沒有可能有些是不同的語言？這些比較細節的問題想請教妳。

塔瑪塔（斐濟）：

謝謝。你的第一個問題，如果我沒記錯的話，斐濟語如何…，我想請你再重複你的第一個問題好了。謝謝。

顏志光（台灣）：

我的問題是說，妳們國家的同胞是如何認知官方語言跟國家語言，因為我觀察過很多多民族國家的憲法，通常規定的傾向是，國內所有語言都是國家語言，只有少數部分才界定為官方語言。但是在斐濟這個地方，斐濟語已經成為官方語言，為什麼妳們還會再計較只是宣示性意義的國家語言？是不是覺得國家語言若同時也是官方語言這樣比較爽?請翻譯人員好好翻譯什麼叫做爽。

塔瑪塔（斐濟）：

當然，我相信那一定跟認同有關。因為我已經說過，斐濟有許多不同的族群，我們愈使用英文，英文就愈強勢。我們已經瞭解我們希望斐濟語成為斐濟民眾的認同標誌。不論你是屬於什麼族群，我們也希望斐濟語成為斐濟民眾的語言，代表個人對斐濟認同的語言標誌。沒錯，有些國家有超過一個國家語言，但是我想在斐濟，至少我們身為斐濟原住民，我們是多數，我們是斐濟最大的族群，我們希望斐濟語成為國語。我們希望這麼做，可是卻不順利。


你的第二個問題針對整個國家使用的官方語言？英語是斐濟境內所有的正式場合的語言嗎？沒錯。雖然標準斐濟語與印度斯坦尼語都是官方語言，但多半使用於我們的正式慶典及都市裡，並不是在部落或社區；只有官員、神職人員或其他非政府組織代表參與下，部落才會使用標準斐濟語。


你也問到在一個有眾多方言的國家裡，如何使方言標準化。我想在斐濟，恰巧是因為一開始有傳教士使用混合的斐濟語傳教。所謂混合的意思是，因為傳教士都在不一樣的部落傳教，他們也學習到不同的方言，並且將三到四種方言組合成一種方言，用來傳教以及翻譯宣教手冊、聖經。這就是我們現在的標準斐濟語的起源。當他們將聖經及其他宣教書及翻成標準斐濟語時，人們開始閱讀及理解其意涵，進而相信裡頭所傳達的訊息。漸漸地，這些宗教書籍及聖經在斐濟基督徒間流傳。我不知道流傳了多久。大約在兩百年間，標準斐濟語便已發展其特殊的拼音文字；聖經也再度被翻成標準斐濟語。標準斐濟語的拼音是經過長時間發展的，語言學家也研究證實哪一些字取自哪個方言，又有哪一些字取字哪一個方言。今天，因為這是標準斐濟語，操持不同方言的斐濟人會使用這個語言彼此溝通。他們的方言如果不能互通時，他們就會使用標準斐濟語。我不清楚台灣的情況。但在斐濟的標準方言，我們可以把他歸類成「混合的斐濟語」，因為它就是靠混合不同的方言而成。我不知道台灣的原住民語言是不是也有混合的形式，因此我沒有辦法建議你如何統一各個不同的方言，因為我們國家的標準方言在我出生以前就有了。


你問斐濟的三十八個方言語群是否屬於同一個語系。沒錯，這三十八個方言語群同屬於同一個語系，斐濟語系。斐濟語有兩個主要的分類：西斐濟語及東斐濟語。這是斐濟語的主要分類。這三十八個語言本質上是地方的方言。但是，從極西地區的方言不能與極東地區的方言互通，但是鄰近的方言多少可以互通。所以，沒錯，這三十八個語群的確屬於同一個語系，只是分類不同。

帕基（紐西蘭）：


我想請白思樂教授回應最後一個問題。

白思樂（夏威夷）：


我想這個「語系」（language family）的定義有關。通常，「語系」係指一群可以重建某個共同祖先的語言。以南島語為例，南島語就是這個語系的名稱。我知道還有其他的名稱，但我不準備說…。我想你是可以說斐濟語系，只是那並不是一個既有的學術承認的詞彙，因為他們基本上都可以被證明是某個語言的方言。現在的確有些語言學者認為斐濟的確有兩種不同的語言，例如Schütz以及一些語言學者指出西斐濟語及東斐濟語確實是兩個不同的語言。

張金生（台灣）：

我想就幾個問題請教白思樂教授。第一個就是我認為，我生活在台灣，如果我會使用閩南語，台灣就是我閩南語的起源，之後如果台灣人都會講閩南語，台灣就是所有原住民閩南語的起源，如果說有更大的變化，我們到各地去，回頭台灣就是我們的原鄉，從你最少移動的原則中，我想請教，我們在共同的地方要變成語族的起源時，是不是我們的話都要一樣？要生活、有共同的語言後，才分散到各地去，是不是這樣才是符合你的理論？民族與語族的起源之間的關係為何？
第二個問題就是，你說中國大陸是我們台灣的前身，台灣的少數民族都是從大陸來的，不曉得你是用什麼方式判斷？我們台灣原住民語言不只22種，被消滅的語言很多，從福建來的語言應該不是很多，我的感覺不是很多，你說因為同時有種稻、小米、陶器，所以台灣原住民就是從大陸來的？為什麼你不逆向思考，是我們到大陸去的？所以想請教你一下。

第三個問題就是，從人類學的角度來看，蘭嶼是原住民進入台灣很重要的轉運站，對蘭嶼來講，你對其語族有沒有特別的研究？根據考古學家，距離台東蘭嶼愈遠的地方，來到台灣越久。所以我想就這幾個問題請教白思樂博士。謝謝。

白思樂（夏威夷）：

很抱歉，我可能不太懂你第一個問題，我希望能夠再重複一次。我也會試著回答第二個問題。

張金生（台灣）：

語言的開始，如同南島語族一樣，在台灣有沒有形成擴散？

顏志光（台灣）：

你要我幫你解釋嗎？

我猜他的意思是說，我們通常在講這個民族語言的起源是單向的還是雙向的？假設台灣是南島嶼的原鄉，最古老的南島語言是不是只有一個，還是兩三個語言並立？

白思樂（夏威夷）：


我想是的。這其實跟我一開始以為的問題不太一樣，但讓我嘗試回答你的問題。


世上所有事都會改變。我們唯一確定的是沒有一件事永遠不改變，不論是一個人或大自然。因為語言會改變，隨著時間過去，他們就會變的不一樣。假設一個語言社群很團結，從來沒有分離，屬於該語言社群的成員就還是可以使用其語言溝通。欲辨別語言是否已產生任何改變，就須比較早期及晚近的文字，但僅限於有文字的語言。然，欲辨別沒有文字的語言是否已產生改變，可以從語言社群在歷史上因各種因素而分裂證明之。例如因為糾紛，所以某一些人搬到別處；例如因為人口暴增，所以人們也必須遷移。就是因為人類由於各種因素被迫遷移，語言也因此產生不同面貌。


我們可以以拉丁語發展成許多羅曼語系的語言為例。最早的拉丁語文本大約在兩千五百年前寫的，在這時間當中拉丁語變成了葡萄牙文、西班牙文、法文、義大利文等等。現在回到南島語上，同樣的原則也可以運用來說明我們今天在不同語言間發現的許多系統性變化，導致我們必須假設這些語言的確有一個共同的祖先，就是同一個語言。這可能在論證上可能有點難懂；比較法也沒有辦法真的證明。比較法是一個非常有用的工具；它可以幫助我們研究大約六千至七千年前、基本上都沒有歷史文字記載的語言，並且建立一些概念，甚或非常精細的觀察。它是一個相當有力的工具；它為我們開了一扇前所未有的歷史視窗。然而，它也並不能回答所有的問題。它無法完整的重建這些古老語言的原貌。所以，你不能期待它像讓你搭乘一台時光機回到過去見到或聽到這些祖先交談似的精準。


至於你的第二個問題，強調從中國南方遷移至台灣，而非台灣至中國的理論基礎其實很簡單，就是新石器文化的考古證據：所謂新石器文化就是人類出現農業文化，尤其是稻米及小米文化、製陶、編織、圈養家畜狗豬雞甚至水牛等文化。這些在中國大陸都比較早，而且當時出現的陶器紋路跟我們後來一千年後在台灣找到的紋路非常類似。所以，很明顯可以推測是從中國大陸遷移到台灣。除此以外，你仔細想想，世界上沒有任何一個地方的人類是起源自小島，而後遷移至大陸，不論是大不列顛島、加州南邊的Channel島或加勒比海島嶼等等。他們都是從大陸遷移至小島上的，也是合理的推測。人類都是源自大陸，而後遷移至小島。


最後，你的第三個問題。我沒有做筆記，所以我們想想是不是…，喔，謝謝。你的問題是蘭嶼以及它的重要性。住在蘭嶼的雅美族或達悟族所講的語言與菲律賓北部巴丹島的語言非常接近。雅美語或達悟語跟巴丹島上的Ichbayaten語以及Ivatan語尤其接近。如果你比照一個地圖，這些語言就像踏腳石，從南台灣一直往南延伸至北菲律賓，到達介於南台灣與呂宋島之間的巴丹島。雅美語的確與Ichbayaten語以及Ivatan語相當類似，卻跟台灣島上的原住民語言不同。它們之間的相似度就像葡萄牙文及西班牙文，一個沒有受過專業語言訓練的人也能看的出來。

帕基（紐西蘭）：


謝謝。因為這些很困難的問題需要很專業的回答，所以我們的時間只夠再容納一個問題了。

塔克克（吉里巴斯）：

謝謝主席。如果你認為我的問題不適當，請隨時打斷我。我想要說的是另一種語言，身體的語言。昨晚就在這裡，我們享受一個非常好的晚宴，欣賞幾支美麗的舞蹈，甚至也下場跳舞。每個人都很享受，彷彿大家都是一家人，也認同不論是帛琉或台灣的表演。有一些吉里巴斯的舞蹈聽說是在獨木舟上發明的，比如說一種坐舞，很簡單，也很細緻，舞者必須模仿避免船翻覆的舞蹈動作。我的問題就是這些身體語言或舞蹈在追溯南島民族起源的研究上有什麼角色？換句話說，如果未來循這種角度研究這個課題是可能的嗎？謝謝主席。

白思樂（夏威夷）：


這個很難回答。你的問題是否有另一種類似語言學比較法的方法，可以運用在非語言的文化層面上，例如身體語言、建築或各種視覺藝術上。這也是可以問的方向。不只是語言，所有的文化都會隨著時間在世代間傳承，所以我們看到南島語使用者共享許多的非語言文化層面。例如，假設我們比較太平洋的音樂形式，整個太平洋地區有一個非常雷同的模式。我不是民族音樂學家，所以我無法提供細節。但是，很遺憾的在民族學上，還沒有一個方法像比較法一樣廣為學者接受。也許，我們是應該發展一個方法了。

塔瑪塔（斐濟）：


很抱歉，我想在下一次的會議再回答你好了。

帕基（紐西蘭）：


個人謹代表塔瑪塔教授及白思樂教授謝謝各位，尤其感謝提問的聽眾，以這麼艱難的問題挑戰我們兩位傑出的教授。

司儀（台灣）：

謝謝帕基先生及兩位傑出的教授。我們感謝所有報告人、主持人以及提出許多精彩問題的聽眾。2008年南島民族論壇常設會議正式結束，謝謝各位。
Verbatim Report

MC (Taiwan):


We appreciate the dance from Taiwan. They have just performed a dance of the Atayal tribe in Taiwan. 

Now we’d like to declare the official opening of the 2008 Conference. We will have four presentations. The first one is given by our speaker from Taiwan, and we are honored that Rikiaua Takeke from Kiribati will chair this session for us. The second presentation will be given by Mr. Wayne Ngata. The topic of his presentation is ‘Maori Language, Maori Survival’. We are very honored to have Mr. Lawrence Foanaota from the Solomon Islands to serve as the moderator in the session. Afterwards, we will have the first plenary discussion, which will be chaired by Mr. Marcel Cardona from Belize. 

The third presentation will be brought by Dr. Apolonia Tamata from Fiji. Her topic is ‘Promotion and Preservation of Fijian as an Indigenous language’. We are honored Mr. Seve Lausaveve from Tuvalu will moderate the session. Lastly, Dr. Robert Blust will be giving a presentation on the Austronesian diaspora. This session will be moderated by Dr. Tsay Chung-Han from Taiwan. 

We’d like to open today’s conference by inviting Icyang Parod, the Minister of the Council of Indigenous Peoples in Taiwan. Mr. Parod, please. 

Icyang Parod (Taiwan):


My fellow distinguished speakers, ministers, directors of indigenous affairs from all over Taiwan, good morning to you. 

I believe everyone will agree this is a very important meeting. In order to facilitate cultural exchange between indigenous peoples in Taiwan and those in the Pacific island nations, the Council of Indigneous Peoples in Taiwan has held conferences on Austronesian affairs on an annual basis since 2002. In the future, we will organize international conferences on a regular basis. What’s even more important is that in the past, we didn’t designate any theme for our conference, but since this year, we will start to designate topics for each year’s conference.

This year, our theme is the development of the Austronesian language. As we know, countries such as the Philippines, Palau, Indonesia, Madagascar, Papua New Guinea, New Zealand, Hawai’i, Micronesia, Borneo, Melanesia, and Polynesia are all places where Austronesian languages are spoken. Taiwan is also among them. In addition, Malay and native tongues to Vietnam, Cambodia and Thailand are also part of the Austronesian language family. In other words, the Austronesian language covers from Taiwan to New Zealand and from Madagascar to Easter Island. There is a rich wealth of languages. According to academic statistics, there are over 1,260 Austronesian languages throughout the entire world. What’s worth noticing is that there are also some non-Austronesian languages spoken on certain islands within the Austronesian language region. Take Taiwan for example. In addition to the Pingpu and indigenous languages under the Austronesian category, there are speakers of languages that do not fall under the Austronesian language umbrella, such as Mandarin, the Holo [or Minnan] language and the Hakka language. 

Today, we are honored to have speakers from Taiwan and New Zealand who will talk about the development of the indigenous languages in Taiwan or the Maori language in New Zealand. We are also honored to have distinguished professors from the University of Hawai’i and the University of South Pacific in Fiji to deliver papers based on their long-term research. In this era of globalization, we, the Austronesian peoples, should cooperate more closely. 

Lastly, I’d like to wish our conference every success. Thank you.

MC (Taiwan):


Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Just an additional report on the agenda. We’ll have four presentations today, two in the morning and two in the afternoon. Each presentation will last about forty minutes. After two presentations, we will have one sixty-minute plenary session, and the second plenary session in the afternoon will be moderated by Mr. John Paki from New Zealand. 

Now we’d like to invite Mr. Alexander Merep, the Minister of Ministry of Community and Cultural Affairs of the Republic of Palau, to deliver his opening remark. Mr. Merep, please. 

Alexander Merep (Palau):


Alii. Good morning, everyone. I would like to begin by acknowledging the presence of two traditional leaders who are with us this morning and members of the Council of chiefs. Everyone, please welcome Chief Mazamabour and Chief Edor, who are with us here this morning. Thank you very much.
Minister of the Council of Indigenous Peoples, the honorable Minister Icyang Parod, distinguished delegates, government representatives and our guests, ladies and gentlemen, I am in deep honor to be here this morning. On behalf of the Minister of State, the honorable Temmy Shmull, I have the pleasure to extend to each one of you the warm welcome of the people and the government of the Republic of Palau.
In the outset, let me take this opportunity to express our appreciation to all of you for your presence and attendance in this first Austronesian Forum held here in Palau. I would also like to acknowledge the support and assistance of the Republic of China (Taiwan) for making this Forum possible, and of course, their Ambassador Matthew Lee, for coordinating this very important meeting.
As elaborated in detail by the Minister Icyang Parod, our goals to promote democracy, good governance, human rights and sustainable developments can only be achieved and benefited from if we strengthen our ties in cooperation. There is no doubt that when we are united and stick towards our goals, we will overcome all the challenges that we may face in the world ahead. We must dedicate ourselves to strengthen the commitments, to deepen exchange and cooperation among academic institutions, the whole education and human resource development training, promote exchange and cooperation among Austronesian countries, demonstrate mutual commitment to Austronesian cultural and economic ties, and enhance participation in Asia-Pacific and international organizations.
It is our advantage, and we will all benefit when there is a genuine cooperation, assistance and exchange of experiences among our Austronesian communities. Let us take advantage of this opportunity to strengthen our commitment to our goals and objectives of this Forum, build stronger ties and understanding among Austronesian communities, and remind ourselves that each and every one of us is equal in the eyes of God. If we all show commitment and exercise wisdom, we will achieve our goals and every one of us can celebrate the accomplishment of this Forum.

Ladies and gentlemen, let me conclude by wishing you all a successful conference and an enjoyable time here in Palau. Sulang. Thank you.
MC (Taiwan):


Thank you, Minister Merep from Palau. 

Now we’d like to continue with our first presentation. The speaker is Mr. Chung Hsing-Hua, the Director of Department of Planning of the Council of Indigenous Peoples in Taiwan. We’d now like to invite Mr. Rikiaua Takeke from Kiribati to chair the session. 

Rikiaua Takeke (Kiribati):


Thank you, MC. Alii. Good morning, everyone. 
Last night and this morning we were treated to these very nice cultural performances, which set the scene for this morning’s conference. This morning, I have the honor to introduce our first speaker and it is a pleasure and privilege to present to you Mr. Calivat, the Director of the Department of Planning of the Council of Indigenous Peoples, Executive Yuan, who has been working with the Council since 2002. Mr. Calivat first attended the College of Law at National Taiwan University. Later on, he attended the Institute of Ethnology of National Chengchi University, where he graduated with a Master degree. Currently, he is finishing his PhD studies. Mr. Calivat has previously worked as a banker, an editor, and an administrator. He is also currently a part-time lecturer at the Private Soo-Chow University. 
Ladies and gentlemen, please welcome our first speaker, Mr. Calivat. Thank you.
Chung Hsing-Hua (Taiwan):


First of all, I’d like to thank the moderator for his introduction. 

Minister of Council of Indigenous Peoples, Mr. Icyang Parod, Minister Merep of Community and Cultural Affairs of Palau, distinguished speakers, moderators, ladies and gentlemen from Taiwan, alii, good morning. 

I am very honored this morning to have the opportunity to report to you on the language policy for indigenous peoples in Taiwan. But before I begin my presentation, I want to extend my apology to you because there are some typos in my paper and I would like to correct them. Please turn to Page 13 of the Chinese paper. There is ‘4. Predicaments Faced by Indigenous Languages’, and this ‘4’ should be ‘5’. Also on Page 15, ‘4. Future Prospects’, this ‘4’ should be ‘6’. As for the English version, please turn to Page 23 where it says, ‘9. Legalization and Planning of the Development of Indigenous Languages’, this ‘9’ should be ‘4’. Also on Page 28, there is ‘14. Challenges in Revival in Indigenous Languages’, and this ‘4’ should be ‘5’. In addition, please also change this ‘11’ to ‘5’. Please mark these changes. Thank you.

Today, my presentation will be divided into six main categories: first, the preface; second, the categorization of indigenous languages in Taiwan; third, the summary of the revitalization of indigenous languages in Taiwan; fourth, the legalization and plan for promoting Indigenous Language Development Act; fifth, the predicament indigenous languages face today; and sixth, the future prospect. 


As some of you who are from Taiwan might be aware of, Taiwan is a multi-ethnic society where a number of different languages are spoken. Basically, there are two kinds of language: the first kind is used by the Han-Zhang people, and the second is the Austronesian language. Three branches evolve under the Han language: the first is the Holo or Minnan language spoken by about 75% of the population; the second is the Hakka language spoken by around 13% of the population; and the third is the Mandarin spoken by 10% of the population who were immigrants to Taiwan only after 1945 with the Nationalist government. Nevertheless, the official language in Taiwan right now is the language used by this group, the Mandarin Chinese. Another distinct language is used by the indigenous peoples who cover about 2% of the population in Taiwan at around 480,000 people. The indigenous people is only a general term and it refers to at least 13 peoples who speak more than 40 dialects. I’ll talk about that in detail later on.

We know in the development of languages that in 1895 before the Japanese took over Taiwan, the indigenous languages were actually the dominant spoken languages at that time. Every people could use their own language fluently. There was no nation at that time, but a group of indigenous tribes. Each tribe could use its own language to communicate, negotiate and express themselves. But during the fifty-year Japanese occupation since 1895, the Japanese practiced a policy of mixed mercy and power over indigenous peoples. On one hand, they published books introducing indigenous languages, and on the other provided indigenous peoples, or indigenous children especially, with Japanese education by setting up various schools. But in fact, the education was conducted in Japanese ways because they wanted to convert the indigenous peoples into Japanese. In terms of the language development, the Japanese did not prohibit indigenous peoples from using their own languages but what they promoted was a dual-language policy. But they did prohibit the indigenous peoples from speaking the Minnan or Han languages. This was the policy under the Japanese occupation.

However, after the second World War, the Nationalist government came to Taiwan and began to promote Mandarin Chinese. We saw that in every county and town, there was a promotion of ‘Mandarin Regulations’ and the ‘Mandarin Promotion Committee’ was set up in every place. There was also a Mandarin movement in the mountain regions in 1963. If anyone spoke his or her indigenous language, they would suffer from prejudice or physical penalty. The indigenous language was also prohibited in schools, and if some student spoke the indigenous language, he or she would be fined, be made to kneel in front of all or to lift the chair above shoulders. This kind of penalty left a permanent mark of shame within indigenous peoples at young age. 

In the development of language policy, we see that after the lifting of Martial Laws in 1987 in Taiwan, there was a liberation of languages. Certain local county government started to give mother tongue classes and the Ministry of Education promulgated the dual-language policy in 1993, the teaching of Mandarin and the mother tongue, which mainly referred to the Minnan dialect. In 1996, elementary schools started to offer courses on local environment. Students from Grade Three to Grade Six had to spend fifty minutes on their own dialects. Nevertheless, up until now, among the nine-hour language classes assigned for an elementary school student, five hours are allocated to the learning of Mandarin, three hours to English, and only one to the indigenous language. The gap can’t be wider. Only until 2002 with the issuance of the 9-year Integrated Curriculum that stipulated the teaching of native languages, did Minnan, Hakka and indigenous languages all become required in elementary schools and optional in middle schools. 

In terms of the turning point for the development of language, indigenous peoples were referred as ‘mountain fellows’. In 1984, certain indigenous activists started the Taiwan Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Promotion Association. Our Minister of Council of Indigenous Peoples, Mr. Icyang Parod, was one of its funding members and was elected as its Chairman for two or three terms. It was due to their efforts that the term ‘mountain fellows’ was changed to ‘indigenous people’ in 1994, and further to ‘indigenous peoples’ in 1997 as the constitution was amended for the fourth time. The protection of indigenous rights grew from the protection of individual rights to that of collective rights. The Second Paragraph of Article 10 of the Constitution Amendment states that we shall affirm the values of multi-culturalism and actively promote and develop indigenous languages and cultures. The Constitution has clearly stated its protection of indigenous languages and cultures and has set up a system for the task. In 2005, ‘Indigenous Peoples Basic Act’ passed three readings in the Legislative Yuan and was promulgated by the President. Article 9 of the said Act states clearly that the central government should establish an organization in special charge of the research and development of indigenous languages. I would like to inform you all that after ‘Indigenous Peoples Basic Act’ was passed, we realize that there are 11 sub-acts to be under the said Act, and one of them is the ‘Indigenous Peoples Language Development Act’. The Council of Indigenous Peoples has completed a draft in two years and sent to the Executive Yuan for further reconsideration. But the Executive Yuan made the Act part of the National Language Development Act. This was a very significant milestone because it allows indigenous languages to actually be our national languages. I think this is a great turning point.


Before I introduce the classification of the indigenous languages, let’s look at the map of the classification of language families in the world. In the map, No. 37 represents Taiwan; No.37, No.38, and No.39 cover the entire Austronesian region, including Indonesia, Polynesia and Micronesia. Indigenous languages in Taiwan are also part of this specific classification. Austronesian language covers more than 1,262 families, and can be divided into two major language systems: Formosa language (or the Austronesian language) and the Malay-Polynesian language family that covers more than 1,200 different kinds of spoken languages. As scholars indicate, the Formosan language covers about 23 languages and is divided into three major branch languages: the Atayal language group, the Paiwan language group, and the Tsou language group. Next page will give us a clearer idea. 

On the top of the T-road, you have the Atayal language group on the left, which can be further divided into three sub-dialects: Tauda, Tgdayal and Truku. At the bottom of the T-road, you see the Paiwan language group divided into Rukai, Saisiyat, Thao, Paiwan and Puyuma on the left as well as Bunun, Amis, Kavalan and Yami on the right. Sakizaya, the thirteenth indigenous people to be recognized by the government of the Republic of China (Taiwan) came out from the Amis. On the top right, we see the Tsou language group, divided into North Tsou and South Tsou. North Tsou covers the Alishan area, and South Tsou covers the Kanakanabu and Saaroa in what we now call Namashia Township. 

We see in the development of indigenous languages from the earlier nine tribes to the twenty-three languages of the present thirteen tribes just mentioned, our government has started the study and the classification of indigenous languages since 2001 when the indigenous language proficiency test kicked off. In 2001, there were only eleven indigenous peoples and thirty-eight languages. However, in 2004 when the second evaluation test was held, Dawu Rukai language and Siji Atayal language were added to the number. Furthermore in 2007, when we had another indigenous language proficiency test, we totally had forty-three dialects from the thirteen recognized indigenous peoples. 

Let’s look at the tree on the next page. Let’s suppose this tree represents the development of the Austronesian people in Taiwan. The main trunk signifies the Austronesian people, and from its far right grow Kavalan, Bunun, Amis and Yami. Above there is the Paiwan language group that includes Rukai, Puyuma, Saisiyat and Thao. The Tsou language group is on the left, and the Atayal language group is at the bottom. Let’s look at the next page. If we take this tree as the development of every indigenous dialect in Taiwan, we can see the tree is in full bloom. Taiwan may be small but there are so many kinds of languages and complex ones. This is the biggest miracle in the development of indigenous languages. 

Now in the revitalization of indigenous languages, it is actually very difficult. As I’ve already mentioned, only Mandarin and Minnan languages were spoken in the past in Taiwan. Although indigenous languages were dominant languages in early days, they became the minority language after Taiwan was taken over by foreign forces. During the Japanese occupation, indigenous peoples were still allowed to use both mother tongue and the official language. Nevertheless, during the late Komingka movement, indigenous peoples in Taiwan began to change their indigenous names to Japanese ones and replace mother tongue with Japanese. In 1945 after the Nationalist government settled in Taiwan, the situation deteriorated. People were prohibited from talking in their own languages. Consequently, many indigenous languages were lost after forty or fifty years. It was only until 1990 did local governments begin the renovation of Mandarin and mother tongues. As I mentioned earlier, certain activists launched the indigenous movement and demanded the protection of indigenous rights at the 1992 constitution amendment conference. They demanded, first, to replace ‘mountain fellows’ with ‘indigenous people’; second, to protect indigenous land; third, to establish a central authority in charge of indigenous affairs; and fourth, to fulfill indigenous self-government. On December 10th 1996, the Council of Indigenous Peoples was established as a dedicated body to indigenous affairs. It has just celebrated its tenth anniversary. This government body makes it possible to add languages to significant government policies. ‘Indigenous Peoples Education Act’ was also promulgated in 1998, and officially included indigenous languages in the school curriculum. 

In terms of implementation, I will draw on the exercise of related policies during the past eight years. First, in legalization, there were the constitution amendment and ‘Indigenous Peoples Basic Act’. In ‘Indigenous Peoples Basic Act’ issued in 2005, it was regulated that several sub-acts shall be made and issued whtin three years. One of them is the ‘Indigenous Peoples’ Languages Development Act’. We have drafted the Act and sent it to the Executive Yuan for review. Based upon the principal of international human rights and respect to language diversity and equal development, the Executive Yuan decided to make it part of the ‘National Language Development Act’, a draft proposed by the Council of Cultural Affairs. By that single decision, the Executive Yuan admitted that all languages in use in current Taiwan are naturally national languages. In other words, whether it’s the Amis language spoken by the biggest indigenous group of 170,000 or 180,000 Amis people or the Thao language spoken by the smallest indigenous group of about 650 Thao people, are all considered as valid national languages. This legal process is quite significant. 

In terms of the expansion of organization, the Council of Indigenous Peoples set up ‘Indigenous Languages Section’ under the Department of Education and Culture, which is responsible for the development of indigenous languages, the planning of language policies and the revitalization of indigenous languages. In addition, a new task has just been given to the very Section; that is what I have not yet mentioned so far, the language of the Pingpu peoples. Most languages of the lowland indigenous peoples or the Pingpu peoples in Taiwan have died out, but certain languages, such as Pazeh and Siraya, are renovated by its peoples with a strong awareness to their indigenous status. Therefore, the Section has also started on the revitalization of Pingpu languages in 2008. Since 2003, the Council of Indigenous Peoples have also set aside special budgets to promote the learning of indigenous languages and language nests. At the same time, the draft of the six-year plan for the revitalization of indigenous languages was also completed. 

Another very important milestone is the writing system. Indigenous peoples have long been taken as peoples of oral traditions because most of them do not have written languages to record their own histories and cultures. Finally in December 2005, the Council of Indigenous Peoples and the Ministry of Education co-released the writing system for indigenous languages. This brings indigenous languages from their mere oral existence to the realm of written languages. We are also compiling nine-level textbooks for indigenous languages, basic glossary, existing customs, model exams and drills for indigenous students at learning indigenous languages and for the work on language proficiency tests.

In terms of research and development, we have also continued to collect national and international language research materials to edit essays on the study of the languages, histories and cultures of indigenous peoples in Taiwan. 

I want to dwell a bit longer on this topic. In fact, we’ve already started to work on the writing system for indigenous languages. The process has been long and arduous. The Council of Indigenous Peoples started on the project of studying the writing for various indigenous languages since 2001 and convened at least seven negotiation conferences before sending the final version to the Executive Yuan in 2003. At every conference, elders from every indigenous group were invited to discuss and decide on the letters of the writing system. On the side of the Ministry of Education, there is a Mandarin Promotion Committee under the Ministry. The Committee has also convened about six different meetings before co-releasing the formal writing system for indigenous peoples with the Council of Indigenous Peoples on December 25th 2005. 

In terms of the current work, I will draw on a few practical examples. The slide may be a bit challenging to read. But, it shows the result of our commissioned research on the usage of and people’s attitude towards indigenous languages. From 2003 to 2005, the number of indigenous students at middle schools grew from 35,000 to 39,972. In terms of the listening ability, only 7.3% of the indigenous students could understand indigenous languages by listening, and the ratio climbed to 31.7% in 2005. In terms of the speaking ability, only 15.3% of the indigenous students could speak their mother tongues in 2003, but in 2005 around 30% of them could manage to talk in their own languages. In terms of the reading ability, in 2003 only 6.5% of them could read, but in 2005 the ratio grew to 8.3%. In short, we have witnessed the significant progress indigenous students made during the past three years. 

The following statistics are mainly about the indigenous language proficiency test. We have had five tests since 2001 to 2005, one at each year. The number of registrants during the past five-year was 10,157; 8,462 examinees managed to attend and 6,413 passed the exam, making the passing rate at 75.7%. Next slide is on the indigenous language proficiency test for students. We set up a special proficiency test for indigenous students at middle schools in 2007. If these students want to have a preferred admission status at the entrance exam to a higher level of education, they must know their own language. However, we experienced quite a lot of opposition when we tried to push this program and the opposition actually came from the indigenous families rather than from the mainstream society. Most indigenous parents considered this program an extra burden to their children in addition to the competition they have against non-indigenous students. Hence, this policy confronted severe opposition at its initial stage. However, the first two tests indicate that many indigenous peoples do care about their mother tongues and they are willing to follow the policy because almost all indigenous students at middle schools participated in the tests. The first time we had 10,102 examinees; more than 8,500 were present, and above 6,000 of them passed the exam. The passing rate was 72.57%. At the second test, more than 12,000 students registered for the exam, and the passing rate was 72.02%, only slightly lower than the first test. But we still see that the mindset of the indigenous families started to shift to encourage their children to learn the indigenous languages. 

The next slide shows the average score in the first proficiency test. The highest score for the listening comprehension was 60, and the students’ averaged at 51.95 with 86.65% of them scored the highest mark. In the oral test, the highest score was 40, and students averaged at 20.62 with only half or 51.55% of them struck the highest. Due to a lack of speaking environment in Taiwan, it is hard for students to master the speaking of indigenous languages. We have also started to train examinees that passed the proficiency test in the hope of turning them into seed teachers for indigenous languages in the future. About 4,738 students took part in the training program and 3,864 of them graduated with the completion rate at 78%. 

In addition, in terms of the practical side of revitalizing indigenous languages, we have also tried digitalization. We commissioned the Indigenous TV Station to produce programs on the teaching of indigenous languages and broadcast news about current Taiwan in indigenous languages. This is what I want to share with you. For example, my mother is more than 70 years old right now. Her Mandarin is poor. So when she first saw the news being broadcast in her own language on TV, she was overwhelmed. She couldn’t believe that right now news can be broadcast in her native tongue. Before she only had poor understanding of the news, but now she wants to watch the news every day to see what’s happening in Taiwan. So I think the commission of TV program production is very important for the spread of our languages. Another important part is the establishment of the internet academy for indigenous peoples in Taiwan. Internet learning is also a trend right now in indigenous villages.

Next, I’d like to focus on the legal framework and the planning. In terms of the legal framework, as I mentioned before, the ‘Indigenous Peoples Basic Act’ was passed in 2005, and it regulated the making of at least eleven other sub-acts. These sub-acts are important and are all required to pass the three readings in the Legislative Yuan. Last September, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) was passed by United Nations General Assembly, and we did a comparison between the national legalization of Taiwan with the said Declaration. To our surprise, more than 90% of the content of the Declaration matched our current ‘Indigenous Peoples Basic Act’ and other draft sub-acts. In other words, in terms of legalization, only 10% of the Declaration is not fulfilled in Taiwan due to, first, militarization is not an issue in Taiwan, and, second, indigenous organizations in Taiwan are well established.

As I’ve also mentioned, the ‘Indigenous Peoples Basic Act’ also demands the making of ‘Indigenous Peoples Languages Development Act’. There are nineteen articles in the draft of the Development Act and it was included as a part of the National Language Development Act. It is currently reviewed by the Executive Yuan, but we hope that it will soon go to the Legislative Yuan and indigenous languages in Taiwan will soon become the national languages of our island. To look back, we know that indigenous peoples are the original owners of the island. Therefore, the true national language should really be the indigenous language. Nevertheless, due to political and environmental changes, our people became the minority group and our language became a minority language. As soon as the ‘Indigenous Peoples Languages Development Act’ becomes officially a part of the ‘National Language Development Act’, it becomes possible to that the Thao language used by a little more than 650 people will be one of the national languages and be preserved in a long term as a precious heritage. 

In terms of what the government has done for a national planning, we have a six-year plan for the development and revival of indigenous cultures. In the English paper, you can look at Page 25 to 30 and you can see there are ten main categories to be covered under the six-year plan. In the future, the Council of Indigenous Peoples will be responsible for implementing this six-year plan. There will also be budget for this. 

In terms of project for the revitalization of indigenous languages, we have the six-year plan. This is the first complete policy of the Republic of China (Taiwan). Please refer to Page 12 and 13 for the Chinese version and Page 26 and 27 for the English version. There are ten tasks, and I will read for you. This six-year project has been approved by the Executive Yuan and will be implemented by the Council of Indigenous Peoples. These ten tasks include: 1. Complete legislation on indigenous languages; 2. Set up organizations for revitalizing indigenous languages; 3. Compile dictionaries and teaching materials for indigenous languages; 4. Promote indigenous language research and development; 5. Train talents for the revitalization of indigenous languages; 6. Promote indigenous languages to be spoken in the family, village and community; 7. Teach indigenous languages by the means of media and digitalized means; 8. Execute indigenous language proficiency test; 9. Collect and edit indigenous traditional ballads and modern songs; and 10. Translate important laws and regulations and train talents for translation. In the past decade, the Council of Indigenous Peoples has been working to implement them as important government policies.

In the predicament that we face in the revival of indigenous languages, in my own work experience, I remember when I was working for the Taipei City Government, we tried to promote the learning of indigenous languages. We wanted to make the language nest our next speaker will talk about happen in Taiwan. At that time, indigenous students were scattered in different schools in the metropolis. There might be ten to twenty, or even thirty indigenous students in a school and they might come from four or five different indigenous peoples instead of one single people. We had undertaken a study. We wanted students to come to our indigenous language school, so we hired teachers and hoped that students would spend one day in a week here learning the indigenous language. We asked if they would like to come to that class once a week, but the result was very depressing. Within a period of six months, less than 30 students signed up for this program. The number was tragically small, and we were very disappointed and discouraged. During the same summer, however, some English cram school was also recruiting indigenous students for their week-long English program, and more than a hundred students signed up on the first night, which exceeded the number allowed in one class, which was only 70. This difference tells us how the majority of people think of their native tongues. They don’t know why to learn a language that might be spoken by only a hundred or a thousand people? 

Let’s not forget, however, our mother tongue is the language of our mothers. That’s the language we have to use to communicate with our elders, fellow people and ancestral spirits. That’s how we connect with each other. I once had this experience. I spent a long time in the army when I was young. When I came home, an elderly grandma, whom I haven’t met for many years held my hand and whispered to herself, ‘Aye, I am pathetic for this young man could not understand me. Alas, poor me. I couldn’t tell him my heart.’ She was saying and sobbing at the same time. She was with great sorrow because she didn’t know how to talk to the young man before her. Luckily, I’ve always been very determined in preserving my mother tongue, so I immediately said, ‘Vuvu (Grandma), I can speak our language. You can talk to me. There’s no problem.’ When I finished, she held on to me and cried. So who can continue this heritage? Our mothers passed it on to us, but shall it be impossible for us to pass it on further? I think this is the most important challenge for the Council of Indigenous Peoples. 

We have many county and town mayors here with us. You are our most important advocates. There are challenges to promote this policy, but as I’ve mentioned, our languages are disappearing. What shall we do about it? Shall we stay locked within our confinement and remain incapable to pass the languages on? Another question concerns our people’s attitude towards their own language. As I’ve mentioned, not only shall we learn a second, a third or fourth foreign language to handle this internationalization, but we also need to figure out our attitude towards the indigenous language. Thirdly, the writing system for indigenous languages was issued in December 2005. Many indigenous peoples are still strangers to this system, so we need to make people aware of it and work more on its propaganda. It is hard to preserve a language without the writing system, and the present writing system is key to the preservation of indigenous languages. The fourth challenge is to make language nests as popular as possible so that indigenous students will have a place to learn their native tongue in families and communities. The fifth challenge comes with the making of teaching materials for all age levels. This very much depends upon the Council of Indigenous Peoples and other administrative bodies. We still have much to do in this area. 

Lastly, in terms of future prospect, I think we mention that for a democratic society, the legal framework or legalization is the most important aspect for the implementation of any policy. We are very happy that the ‘Indigenous Peoples Basic Act’ was passed in 2005. As long as its related sub-acts are passed by the Legislative Yuan, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) will be fully realized in Taiwan. So we hope they will be passed soon. There is also the six-year project for the revitalization of indigenous languages. I have read the ten tasks in the project. If the central and local governments will implement these works, I believe after several years, we will have a comprehensive system to develop our indigenous language and to preserve our cultures. The last point is to create an eco-system for the learning of indigenous languages. We cannot depend upon one or two hours of weekly language class at school. For example, although we learned English in both junior and senior high schools, yet it’s still a big challenge for me to present my paper in English. So school education alone is not enough. We need to create an environment to help us preserve and develop indigenous languages. 

This is my report on the current indigenous language policy in Taiwan, and I’ve drawn from its early history when indigenous languages were the dominant languages to the era under foreign colonists and the present when the government starts to take the language policy as important. This is my brief report, and I’dbe obliged to hear every comment. Thank you. 

MC (Taiwan):


Thank you very much, Mr. Calivat Gadu. Next we invite our second speaker Mr. Wayne Ngata, the member of Maori Language Commission, to speak on ‘Maori Language, Maori Survival’. Let’s now invite Mr. Lawrence Foanaota, the museum director from the Solomon Islands, to moderate the session. Mr. Foanaota, please. 

Lawrence Foanaota (Solomon Islands):

Distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen, it is an honor for me to be standing here to introduce Wayne Ngata this morning. 
Mr. Ngata comes from the tribes of Ngati Porou, Ngati Ira, Te Aitanga a Hauiti. All these tribes come from the east coast of the North Island, Aotearoa, New Zealand. Ngata has a Diploma of Teaching from the Auckland College of Education and also has a Master of Arts from Massey University. Currently he is a PhD student at the Massey University. He is married. He is self-employed as an advisor, educator and teacher, professional development program facilitator with Maori education. Particular areas of work interest include providing professional development in Second Language Acquisition Pedagogy for teachers of Maori language, providing immersion language extension schools for competent Maori language speakers, providing professional development for teachers to help them integrate Maori into mainstream curriculum, and creating Maori language learning resources for students of the Maori language. His previous work experience is managing Maori Studies & Social Sciences Department of a regional polytechnic, Tairawhiti Polytechnic from 1990 to 2005. Apart from those professional and academic areas, Mr. Ngata is also a member of various educational and kiwi organizations, including the Board of Te Taura Whiri i Te Reo Maori and Maori Language Commission. He’s also the advisor to Te Kuranui, an emerging special character Maori Language Immersion Secondary School in Kuwa, Tolaga Bay, New Zealand. Finally he’s a member of Te Kapa Haka o Whangara Mai Tawhiti, a Maori performing arts group. 
So I’ve not pronounced some of these words properly. But ladies and gentlemen, I now introduce our speaker, Mr. Wayne Ngata. Thank you.

Wayne Ngata (New Zealand):

Alii. I would like to acknowledge the people of Palau and also greet all participants who have come from afar. Greetings everybody. I was particularly encouraged by the previous speaker’s comments. Two things: one, you can follow the line of thought, the line of action, and you can also follow the heart and the emotion. I suppose that’s very much the part where our presentations come from. ‘Ours’ that is in terms of John Paki and myself and another 500,000 Maori still at home. 
I am a member of the Maori Language Commission, a body set up last century to attend, advocate and promote our language. I have taken the liberty of putting my thoughts about this particular forum into Maori forms. The translation I’ve provided here is not simply a translation of words, but a translation of how we may consider the Austronesian Forum. And the name I put there for us is to consider (Te Wananga o Hawaiki Taiuru), to examine, to think about, to discuss, and that’s what we are doing here. It also has a connotation of professional academia. We are here too because our indigenous languages come from the land, they originate from the land. I take the liberty of referring to this, to the gathering here as coming from places in the homeland west of us, from the western tides or shores. That is my rendering of it if you are going to ask what it means. 

This particular presentation about Maori language is as much about Maori survival. I suppose, this topic has been chosen to highlight the plight, and the fight for Maori language, particularly over the last 50 years in addressing issues of language retention, language revival, revitalization or language reversal. 
We as Maori have yet to fully appreciate our particular situation in terms of language and its survival. I said at the outset that we are in a dire situation. We are promoted as a culture that is leading the way in language revitalization. This is the third international conference I have spoken with this being case. We are invited to speak because of that. At each of the conferences, I made a point that the reality is quite different. Our language as a Maori language is in dire straits. 

Why do we here advocate for the survival of our languages? It may sound like a very simple question. If we don’t ask it, we aren’t able to articulate it to our own and consequently, articulate to others. So why do we as Maori advocate for the survival of our language? What is it about? For us it is about being Maori. What is being Maori? If I put it in a continuum, there are a range of opinions and a range of interpretations and definitions about what being Maori is. Some of us consider being Maori is about speaking Maori. That underpins our existence as Maori. At the other end of the spectrum, some consider being Maori is about looking like a Maori. In between, there are probably the majority of Maori. In other words, they practice certain customs and traditions and ways; they think in a certain way, they exist in a certain way, but very, very few speak Maori. So I am one of those advocates and there are a number of us who state very firmly that being Maori is about speaking Maori and treasuring our language. 

Our language is our strength; it is our awakening; it is the very essence of us, and it is a treasure. These are not of our making, but these are simply the statements that people have made in the past and continue to guide our actions today. Using a Maori framework to present to you, I refer to this as a ‘kauhau’. Those of you who don’t catch on or understand what a ‘kauhau’ is, it’s simply a way of being; it is a way of doing, a way of presenting and a way of living. So I refer to this particular slide as the ‘kauhau moe’. This is the reality of where Maori have been and are at. We are colonized people and that has been the case for the past 239 years. We are a treaty partner with the colonizers, the particular treaty of Waitangi signed in 1840. We are the junior partner of the treaty. We are about 12% to 15% of the population; our population is very small. 80% of our people are urbanized; in other words, most of them have moved away from tribal areas. 50% do not understand or use Maori. 27% speak Maori on a daily basis and that varies in the degree. 34% of Maori households have a Maori speaker, which means, you do the math, that 66% do not. Languages, we understand and appreciate, and if you’ve read the materials we are presented with, are disappearing monthly at an alarming rate. For us, we consider that, and we’ve seen it and we are products of it. It takes one generation to lose a language. It will take three generations of active intervention to bring the language back to its survival. 
Our generation is the generation who for a number of reasons did not receive the language. For example, our parents did not speak Maori to us because the way of the world at that time was to speak English to be better people and to survive in the world at that time. One generation to lose a language, the majority of our people lost it in a generation. Therefore something is being lost. It becomes more of a treasure and we promote that. For us, Maori language shapes our perception of the world. It reflects our responsibilities; it expresses our obligations; and it communicates our skills and our knowledge to the next generation. In other words, the language portrays our world and therefore helps us create our reality as Maori. This is what I refer as the ‘kauhau reo’; it is the way a language informs our survival. 

In recent history in terms of Maori language initiatives and engagements from 1972 through to this year, there have been a number of events which have helped us advocate for our language, challenge the existing system, and promote the survival and retention of our language. This includes the Maori Language Petition in 1972, bilingual schools in 1978, language nests in 1982, and so on. Language nest have certainly been the initiator of language survival and engagement strategies, because it doesn’t just engage children. If you engage children, you engage mothers, grandmothers and nannies. By doing that, you engage the whole family. At the initial stages, when a lot of our grandmothers were alive and spoke Maori, we had a wealth of knowledge and language then. Now in 2007 and 2008, that has diminished quite a bit. Language nests gave rise to the immersion primary schools, which gave rise to immersion secondary schools. They gave rise to immersion institutions. In 1987 the Maori Language Act acknowledged that there are two official languages in New Zealand, two by law. Maori is one, sign language is the other. English is actually not an official language, but it is by practice. In law, Maori and sign language are our official languages in New Zealand. In 1991 and 1993, other initiatives emerged including broadcasting, which is a major tool we have used in the promotion of Maori language. In 2004, the Maori Television Service was launched and in 2008 this year the second Maori television channel is opening. These are just some of the initiatives and engagements that have led to the current situation we are in now.
I’d rather challenge some thinking about where your languages are by using the example of Maori. We are as I mentioned before in a particular state where if we do not focus on intervention strategies for language survival, we will have a language that will not survive as we’ve wanted it to survive. In other words, it may become just an academic pursuit. We talk and practice revitalization. In Maori, we have had a number of language revitalization initiatives and engagements put before us, that involve us or not. We have been exposed to: language stabilization, language renewal, language transformation, language restoration, language revival, reversing shift of language, language regeneration and language revitalization. Maori themselves actually get quite confused, especially when they are subjects of such initiatives and such engagements. Only recently Maori have become the initiators, but for a very long time, Maori have been the subject, and hence been studied and solutions provided for them. My challenge in this particular case really is if you or we Maori do not initiate these particular engagements, it will not work. We are a colonized people. We need to shift our minds out of this dilemma and become our own people or person to initiate the strategies for ourselves. 
So what is language revitalization really? We have talked about the regeneration of language. For example, this can involve revival of a language that has been unused, revitalizing a language that needs a boost or kick start again. It is being used, but not enough. We need to reverse the shift that is taking place towards a dominant language. So reversing the shift comes back to focus on your own language. Let me just give an example. In terms of language revitalization, there are some texts that support this. Those factors include the indigeneity of the people that language belongs to. Regrouping of people who the language belongs to. It promotes the notion of community, the development of a speech community. Those communities used to be based on tribal, or family or village lines. We have different communities now. Those communities are very much the part of the modern world, so there may be community chat rooms, communities in terms of sports teams, communities in terms of parents (fathers, mothers or both), communities of government officials. So there are a range of the types of the communities that we are encouraging the development of. 
We need to also encourage activism; if you don’t have people there who are challenging the existing system and providing some strategies to move forward, it won’t move at all. Very important for us, as I mentioned before, Maori as a whole are not well informed about the status of their own language, and not well informed of what they can do, even when they want to do something about language regeneration and language revitalization. 
 
Language reversal is another option. This targets in particular what the government policies and state policies can do to help ensure the survival of language. And we’ve heard the first speaker talk at length about what is happening in terms of indigenous languages in Taiwan. In Maori, government has come to the party. Government policies support, advocate, and promote language survival. There may be a difference in terms of government practice, but the will is there. These are some of the recent statements made in terms of the will of government: ‘Protecting and promoting indigenous languages…’, this is from Maori Language Commission; ‘Maori language is a living national treasure for all New Zealanders’, from the Ministry of Maori Development, and it hopes by 2028 the Maori language will be widely spoken by Maori. In particular, the Maori language will be in common use within Maori extended families, homes and communities. ‘All New Zealanders will appreciate the value of the Maori language to Aotearoa New Zealand Society’. This is what we would really like to see in the near future. Lastly, as an example, ‘By 2040 New Zealand is well established as a bilingual nation and communities are supported in the use of other languages’. This statement is made by Human Rights Commission in New Zealand. The will is certainly there. 

In terms of intervention strategies that have and are taking place, partnership is important with the government. We as Maori are engaging government for support. We have a central role to play. If we are not making decisions for us, then it is not going to work for us. We design our own strategies with the help of information that is international. We ask and we actually demand the government the resources to put those in place. 
In New Zealand the government is responsible for Maori language education, broadcasting resources, arts in general which includes and focuses on Maori language, archives which includes a huge corpus of Maori material, and policy, coordination and monitoring Maori development, and Maori language strategy. In particular, the Maori Language Commission is responsible community language planning; our focus is on people in their communities, whatever their communities may be. We provide Maori language services, in terms of proficiency testing and the like. As for language development we consider very strongly that we have talked about earlier, the language nest is not just about the child, but about the family around the child, the extended family around the child. This is a focus for Maori Language Commission. If you encourage a language to survive within the environment, it will affect one, two, three, possibly four generations. About supporting Maori services across the government sector and providing information about Maori language nationally and internationally, for example, from 2006, close to 300 million was spent in some ways on Maori language throughout the country, and the majority of that was on education (63%) and broadcasting (30%) and elsewhere. Education is a huge part on ensuring the survival of Maori language. With that education, the focus at the moment is speaking Maori at home. If it is spoken at home, there is a greater possibility that it will be spoken elsewhere. That’s the focus of the Maori language strategy, to normalize the use at home and to provide options for parents to help them do it. Previously, the focus was more top-down, in other words, on institutions providing solutions. We have shifted to the home providing those solutions and supporting that. 

So I reemphasize the point, the status of the mother language, if we want to ensure our language survives, then we have to ensure our language has status. Those of you who are familiar with language revitalization understand this. If the language does not have status, you will always struggle. So in terms of Maori, in terms of the treaty of 1840, we are a junior partner in the treaty with the crown. Maori language was acknowledged in 1987 as an official language. Our population is just over half a million. We have approximately 130,000 Maori speakers in varying degrees. Of it maybe 8% are fluent speakers. That’s the current situation. 
To have status, you need to be critically aware of your situation and what solutions you can provide. We have to engage people primarily in discussions and solutions about the Maori language, in the Maori language and for the Maori language. These may sound like clichés. But what I am talking about especially in the second one, only in the last two years, have we as Maoris engaged in a forum like this nationally in New Zealand purely and solely in our own language. In other words, people come in the door; English stays outside. So no other language is spoken. We deliver, discuss, engage, promote, and provide solutions in Maori. That is a huge shift for Maoridom from talking about Maori in another language to moving to talking about Maori in Maori. It may sound strange, but that’s the fact. We have not done it, and it’s only in the last two years I have been to two conferences similar to this, nationally run where the only language spoken has been Maori. 
Part of that promotion and making people aware of their language is a role for Maori Language Commission. We have media campaigns, communications campaigns; we provide language tools and resources; this is simply one of those up here. If you can’t read the heading, it says, ‘Give it a go!’ In other words, speak Maori. Just for an example, these little two booklets of catchy phrases were printed and the main place where they were promoted was supermarkets. You know how you go to a supermarket and you pick up a tray or trolley, they were placed next to those. Interesting enough, we have to print more and more because they were disappearing fast. So people would go shopping at the supermarket, grab one of them, do the shopping, go home and find they had something that they could relate to perhaps. So they disappear fast, which is good. Maori Language Commission helps to fund Maori language initiatives. We have a relatively small fund that we used nationally for that purpose, and we provide quality issuance and certification in terms of language quality. 
So we have status and critical awareness, we need to make sure the will is out there. We are a literate people. When the early missionaries came to New Zealand in the 19th century, by the 1860s, 1870s, Maoris were by far more literate than the early settlers there. We need to keep providing the publications of the literature in the world of the day, in other words, for each generation. As part of it, I notice it was the Fijian presenter who made a comment in their paper about the monolingual dictionary. We are behind you. We are just in the stage now of publication of the first Maori monolingual dictionary for adults. One has been published for school children as of last year. So that’s a major milestone for us. 

Acquisition. So we have status; we have critical awareness; we have corpus; we need acquisition or acquisition strategies as well. And these have been mentioned before: bilingual units, immersion units, and community language initiatives. Part of that acquisition, by the way, this is recent and I just want to spend one more minute on this. The latest strategy for the Ministry of Education in New Zealand for Maori is called Ka Hikitia ‘To Uplift’, Managing for Success. The draft Maori education strategy for 2008 and 2012 is about personalizing learning, in other words, fitting the learning into the person, not the person into the learning as has been done. For these reasons, we can realize what potential the Maori have and realize the education potential. More importantly, this is a key statement within that. It is about Maori enjoying success as Maori, in Maori. That’s important part of it. 

It has three main posts as I call them. The foundation is early childhood education, then a focus on young people engaged in learning in secondary and primary schools through Maori language education, and making sure that the education sector is switched on to it; and then engagement in tertiary study. 
The usage, status, critical awareness, corpus, and acquisition of reo Maori is essential for its survival. If a language isn’t used, why bother about it? So our statement simply is ‘korero Maori – speak Maori’. But we don't demand it; we encourage it; and we engage people to do it. Make the language a living language. Make it part of your very being. Speak it. That is our focus. For example. Just so you don’t think that all I have been talking about are things out there. There are a number of initiatives and engagements that have been happening for a while and continue to happen. I just want to provide one example from one group in the western part of the north island of New Zealand. Their particular strategy encourages that language and culture to cross the generations. It is about inter-generational transmission, not just the language because there are number of effects that go with it. It is about one’s life essence. You transmit that in your language, with your language then your people will survive. 

In summary focus on language status, critical awareness, corpus, acquisition, and usage of the language. 
I would like to thank very much the Council of Indigenous Peoples here for inviting me to speak. I would also like to acknowledge the people of Palau for hosting us here and everyone else from the great span of the sea. Thank you.
MC (Taiwan):


We would like to thank Mr. Wayne Ngata from the Maori Language Commission. We will now take a ten-minute break, and after our break, we’ll proceed with the plenary discussion. Now it’s 11:15am, and we will begin with our discussion at 11:30am. Thank you. 

Plenary Session I

MC (Taiwan):

Ladies and gentlemen, we are now resuming our first plenary discussion. We’d like to invite the Minister of Youth, Sports and Culture of Belize, Mr. Marcel Cardona, to preside over the session, and may we also invite the first two presenters to the front? Thank you very much.

Marcel Cardona (Belize):
Good morning. Muy buenos dias a todos. Greetings. Salutos. Ali.你好. Ladies and gentlemen, we are now entering our next session, which is the panel discussion. 
To begin with, let me first say I’m very grateful to the Austronesian Forum for having invited me as the representative for Belize. As you might be aware of by now, I met most of you, if not all of you by this time. I acted my capacity as the new Minister for Youth, Sports and Cultural for Belize. It is indeed a tremendous honor for me to be here with you. Indeed I would like to first express my gratitude for the invitation. 
Anyway, I want to say that it is very interesting to hear both speakers this morning making their contributions on the topics which they have chosen. The first topic had been language policy for indigenous peoples in Taiwan, the multicultural Taiwan. From this, we have learned that in Taiwan there are indigenous peoples. There are, I believe, thirteen recognized indigenous groups and about 40 or 45 dialects, I believe, sub-dialects under that. I wish to say at this point in time, that in Belize, just to draw a few similarities, I do know Belize does not fall within the Austronesian group, but in Belize, we also have indigenous peoples. Just to give you a very brief and little background because I’m sure the main topic here is actually the Austronesian experiences rather than the Belizean experiences, but as part of the sharing process between all of us, I want to say to you that in Belize we have indigenous people that are referred to as Mayans as well as the Garifuna. The Mayan people, according to our archaeologists, perhaps originated somewhere in the Chinese basin as well as Mongolia. During the Fourth Ice Age, when the earth became so cold, so frozen that the river ceased to flow, a natural bridge of ice was formed between, I believe, the Siberia region in Russia and the Alaska area, the cavemen of those times went tracing animals across, and then came down into Alaska. Those settlers in Alaska became known as the Eskimos; those who went further south became known as in the United States the Sioux, the Cheyenne, the Apache Indians and many other tribes; those that went further south into Mexico became known as the Aztecs; those that went further south in areas by the Yucatan Peninsula became known as the Mayans; further into Central America, Mayans again; across into South America into areas like Peru, they became the Incas. Those who went up into the Lesser Antilles, the chain of islands by the Caribbean Sea, became known as the Caribbean Indians; those who went to further south became the Arawak Indians or Amerindians or Native peoples, indigenous peoples. 
Now, very quickly, this forum is obviously an eye-opening experience for me as a young person in the sense that it demonstrates the need for us to promote that sort of pride in who we are. It is, I believe, looking or listening to both presentations by both distinguished speakers by my side, Mr. Calivat Gadu as well as Mr. Wayne Ngata. Both of these gentlemen have indicated something that we must all realize, that is this: the language that we speak is part of our identity, of who we are. I, the person that you are seeing before you, have my own identity. Each one of us has our own identity and we cannot forget who we are, where we come from, if we want to know where we want to go. We have to be proud of our background. We have to be proud of our culture and heritage. We have to be proud of our language, which is part of that culture. If we adopt only the culture, let’s say, of the British or only the culture of some of these superpowers in the world, what would happen to our individual cultures? It will die; it will disappear of the face of the earth. And pretty soon, no one will know about it; no one will remember it at all. Accordingly, it is important for each and every single one of us at home to tell our kids, to tell our children that listen, it’s good to speak. Let’s say the main language, the international language like English or maybe Mandarin, Chinese, French or whatever the language, but we must remember that although we speak those languages to be able to communicate internationally with our international partners, locally we are who we are. We are Mayans; we are Maori, Paiwan and so many other cultures and ethnic groups. And accordingly, I think the whole point, the whole lesson that is being taught to us at this seminar and conference is: listen, we have to stop being ashamed of our background. 
When I saw the young people making their culture presentations up there both yesterday and today, I was so happy when I saw that. I will tell you, I personally experience, when I was growing up, my mother and father did not teach me how to speak Mayan. I’m the mixture of Mayan, but they did not teach me how to speak the native language. Accordingly, I myself don’t know how to speak the native language. But I feel happy that in the south of our country, in the Mayan communities there that are comprised of 10% of the population in Belize, they are speaking the Mayan language. I’m very happy. And I can assure you as the new Minister in charge of culture, I’ll be making every effort to continue promoting the indigenous languages of Belize, whether it is Mayan, Garifuna, Kriol (Creole), and Chinese, whatever. I’m happy to say that although I learned that the local indigenous languages were suppressed during a particular period, for example, in Taiwan, the Belizean experience has been different. The Belizean experience has been since 1981, since we gain independence from Great Britain, the Constitution specifically provides that there should be no discrimination based on ethnicity nor discrimination based on language nor discrimination based on religion nor discrimination whatsoever. So it is written in the supreme law of the land that everyone is equal. Everybody is given equal treatment, and no one is to be discriminated on the basis of the language they speak, the color of their skin, how they look, or what religion they profess. And that I think, ladies and gentlemen, is what is assisting us. What was the difficulty was a mindset that only the European way was the proper way; only the European languages were the proper languages to speak and no other language should have been spoken at home, etc.. So it is a mindset of the people. But I’m very happy to see that culture is on the resurgence again. It’s coming up again whether in Taiwan, we see our brothers and sisters struggling, fighting to keep the culture alive, to keep the indigenous culture alive, which is excellent. In Belize, in the south, it is happening. 
I brought a little gift from Belize and I brought a few books here from Belize and these are the evidence of what is happening in Belize. Firstly, my first book that I have with me is called The English Kriol Dictionary. Kriol is a new language, a language that has a reason as a consequence of in mixture of English and the African languages. The Kriol Council in Belize has been so active that it has even come up with a dictionary to standardize the language itself and so that school children can read about it. They can look it up and they can see how to spell it, the proper spelling, etc. So that is happening in Belize. I brought five samples that I would like to make available to the forum. I don’t know if there’s a library where they could be kept. I don’t have enough for everyone, I’m sorry. But I guess five should do. I also have five other books that I brought on the Garifuna dictionaries. Garifuna is again, another language spoken in Belize by about 7%~8% of the population. It is the mixture of Carib, the indigenous language and the African language. I brought these again for the library again. 
Basically, having expressed those talks, it is my function now to open the floor to a panel discussion on any thing that you might need some qualification on or you’d like to make reference to any of these, our speakers this morning? So please, ladies and gentlemen, please let us all feel free to raise our hand and with the signal you can proceed and ask your question. You go ahead. I would like to open up this panel discussion of this time. Thank you.
Professor Robert Blust.

Robert Blust (Hawai’i):

Thank you very much. 
The common theme of both talks we heard this morning is language endangerment and what, if anything, we can do about it. I think it’s important first all, although our focus here is on the Austronesian language family, to recognize this is a global phenomenon that language endangerment is taking place around the world. Before I go any further, I’d just like to put in a plug for my department at University of Hawai’i because we have established a master degree in language documentation and conservation, which has attracted a great deal of students’ enthusiasm and a great deal of students’ participation over the past three or four year. In fact, we are now one of the leading institutions in the world and trying to address the problem of language, the problem, as I should say, of language documentation and conservation. 
Having said that, it’s unfortunately the fact that linguists for the most part have to resort to language documentation, that is efforts to preserve as much as possible of the language before it disappears. Linguists have no power or, for that matter, right to dictate to a language community whether individuals continue to speak their language or not. This is a matter of choice for the speakers of the language itself. 
Before I go further, I’d like to point out that not all languages are equally in danger. I think this is a very important observation and if you are going to do something concrete in terms of addressing the problem of language endangerment, we have to recognize why. We have to find reasons of why some languages are in danger and others are not. If I may simply refer to my colleagues on my right and left. My colleague on my right is from Fiji. My colleague on my left is from Kiribati. To the best of my knowledge, in neither of those nations is language endangerment a serious issue. This is quite different from the case of the Maori in New Zealand. It is quite different from the case of the Formosan aborigines. I think we have to ask ourselves why. What is the difference in terms of social dynamics? What’s the difference in terms of the forces that impinge on the younger generation that may be reluctant to learn the language?

First of all, I guess it’s necessary for a living language to be embedded in a language community. Without the language community, there will be no living language. What do I mean by a language community? A language community is a collection of people who live together, work together, share a common language, share common values. And this is not possible if the younger generation is being drawn out of the community in order to find what they see as a better life in larger cities, an urban area. We heard that 80% of our Maori are urbanized. These people move into Auckland or Wellington or other large cities in New Zealand, where it may be difficult for them to use Maori on a daily basis. The same problem happens in Taiwan with the younger generation of aboriginal speakers. They leave their natal villages attracted by the bright lights of the city. They want to find jobs that will get them higher incomes that will get them better material life. If we are going to address the problem of language endangerment, we must address the question how we preserve language communities. So I’d like to make that point first all. Thank you.

Tsay Chung-Han (Taiwan):

I found myself in full agreement with Dr. Blust. Indeed, a language community is extremely important. That’s one of the major reasons why indigenous languages are lost in Taiwan. However, I’d like to take this opportunity to tell Dr. Blust that on April 5th this year, along the east coast of Taiwan, we have the river called Siouguluan River. 130 years ago, there was a battle between the Amis people and the Ching dynasty army. A couple of days ago, I saw approximately 1,000 people came to an event held on that site when all speakers were speaking the Amis language. I took the tour on that particular site and I found that primary school students at that region were conversing in the Amis language. I share the concern of Dr. Blust. A lot of young people from indigenous tribes were attracted by the light of the big city and as a result some of the indigenous languages are lost. So I hope our government can do more. In order to amend the situation, I have two questions. The first question has to do with the Maori language. In 1986, language nests were established in New Zealand. I’d like to know whether this applies to public kindergartens or private kindergartens. If this applies to private kindergartens, I’d like to know how much particularly you have at your disposal and how do you locate money that is required. You were also saying that you will promote the education of Maori language in college, so I’d like to ask if you want to teach in Maori language. How can you locate textbooks in philosophy, natural science, mathematics and traditional knowledge? In other words, are you writing these textbooks in English or Maori? 

In addition, I also have a question for our speaker from Taiwan. On Page 14 of your paper, you mentioned that in 1962, churches began to translate the Bible. As a result, indigenous peoples learned how to use the indigenous language to the Bible. But for me, that is a mistake. As a matter of fact, as early as when the Dutch people came to Taiwan, they already began to preach the gospel and the Bible. Therefore, the indigenous peoples already learned to study and read the Bible by using a romanized language. So I think this is something we need to clarify. However, I also have a question for our first speaker. In your presentation, you mentioned that in Taiwan we are now implementing indigenous language proficiency certification program and this is done to primary school students. In primary schools, it is compulsory to study indigenous languages, but in middle schools, these become elected courses. In other words, it seems to me that the focus is placed on small kids. On Page 13 of your paper, you mentioned that many people who are under 30 years old do not speak their mother tongue. So, I think it’ll be a big mistake to put emphasis upon small children only. It’s simply too much responsibility upon the shoulder of small children. Actually, we can also work with young people who are already adults but are still under 30 years old. Dr. Blust from the University of Hawai’i mentioned that they have a department dedicated to language documentation and preservation. So my appeal to the Council of Indigenous Peoples is that probably we can also set up a program or a department in universities to help us do a better job in preserving indigenous languages. That concludes my comment. Thank you. 

Marcel Cardona (Belize):
Thank you very much, Professor. 
I must say I thought that it was going to be one question, but I noticed that you have a preference for an automatic firearm that fires us several bullets at the same time rather than just a single one, just a shot gun. Let’s start first with the speaker from New Zealand, Wayne Ngata, concerning his queries pertaining to you. Could you kindly address those?

Wayne Ngata (New Zealand):

Yes. I heard three questions. They probably work themselves into fifteen. 

Firstly, in terms of language communities, and how do you preserve. In the Maori case, we’ve moved to the stage of how you create new language communities, particularly with the young. The advocacy for revitalization of the Maori language actually comes form the urban Maori, more than it has from the tribal areas. The tribes are following. That’s the reality. So the language community, through urbanization in the mid 60s and 70s, developed in the 80s with the language nests. Those communities have expanded into a number of fields. I’ll give you an example. How we create them and encourage them is to target those things that generations enjoy. This morning, we saw a group of young people on the stage here. Our kids love it, absolutely love it and we use it as vehicle to focus on the language. Our kids love sport and music and so you use those to create those communities that use a language. At the moment, there are those types of language communities that do exist in the youth. They are not a lot, but they are there, and particularly in the urban areas. Furthermore, of course, there are, as I mentioned, the Bboy, My Face, or chartroom; there are their communities that exist right now. So if I was to go on to my son, who is 17, his Bboy page, there he uses three or four languages and I don’t understand them all. But two of those are English and Maori. So it’s happening there in the cyber space community. That’s one example. 
In terms of the language nest in the 1980s, I think the question asked was how do you find the resource? Are they publicly or privately funded? How does that work? Major political movements and the guy sitting right next to you will be able to answer, John Paki. But the trust movement was very much a philosophical movement. What they established is a national trust and that trust was given the task of making sure that the funding, or the resource of language nests was public funding because Maori basically were partners with the Crown in signing the Treaty Waitangi, one of our founding documents. From that, the arguments flow for the supporting of language nests. 
The last one, how do you produce bursary resources? Again that’s philosophical. We operate on the basis of ensuring that philosophy of Maori or what we consider Maori are part and parcel of interpreting curriculum, whether it be in primary, secondary or tercery education institutions. We write them. We don’t just translate them. We actually interpret them in how Maori would interpret them. That may sound strange but I think everyone here has their own philosophy on how they live and how they progress. I think at the end of the day, it is about the mind that shifts away from how the colonizer thinks.

Marcel Cardona (Belize):
Thank you,. Wayne. Now Professor, could you answer the concerns? You may use my microphone.

Chung Hsing-Hua (Taiwan):

I’d like to thank the above two professors, especially Professor Blust. He is a well-known authority in Austroneian languages. Thank you very much for your comment. Obviously, each Austronesian people has different choices. In Taiwan, the current indigenous population is 48,000, and one third of them live in the urban area. Since 1960s, indigenous peoples began to migrate from their villages to big cities. Within a short period of two or three years, one third of the indigenous population began to convert to big cities. This causes huge problems for the transmission of the traditional language. Basically for people who live in big cities, especially the second generation, they have lost the ability to speak their traditional language. Obviously, we cannot prevent indigenous peoples from migrating to big cities because they want to pursue a better life. At the same time, obviously, we need to deal with the issue of lost traditional cultures. Actually, our Minister has instructed us to write up different plans and we have written many four-year action plans. Beginning from this year, language preservation becomes a major focus in our action plans. 

I’d like to thank Professor Tsay for his comment, especially you mentioned on Page 14 of my paper, it said that in early days, indigenous languages were written in a romanized language form an earlier date. As a matter of fact, in 1642 when the Dutch people came to Taiwan through the harbor in Tainan, and we still have documents and literature dating back to that period, it’s actually quite evident from these historical records that one of the earliest tribes is a Pingpu tribe. Thank you very much for your comment. On Page 13, it mentioned that we are now focusing on primary and middle school students. But you said that we have failed to focus on young adults who are under 30 years old. I agree. This has been an omission. Since we have administered proficiency tests, we find that more and more young people are willing to learn their traditional language and participate in the proficiency test. I also agree in the future we should spend more time focusing on young adults under 30 years old. We’d like to make more educational programs for these young people, especially those young people who are living in big cities. They probably do not have the ability to speak their own language. In the future, we will focus on these people. My third point is that Professor Blust mentioned currently in the University of Hawai’i, they have a master program on language education and preservation. Indeed, this is very meaningful. As I mentioned in my presentation, in Taiwan there is also a program that is dedicated to the study of indigenous languages, and one of the plans is to provide funding support for universities to establish indigenous language programs. Right now, I’m doing my PhD program at National Chengchi University. At Chengchi University, we have teaching programs in the Amis language, one of the traditional indigenous languages. So we are trying to provide a better research environment. Thank you. 

Marcel Cardona (Belize):
Thank you, Professor. 
Ladies and gentleman, are there any other questions from the floor? Professor. 

We are just about running out of time, so please let us contribute.

Chang Chin-Sheng (Taiwan):

I am from the local administration level and I do not have a deep understanding of theory. However, I do think that culture is the life-blood for indigenous peoples. My ancestors were from the Paiwan tribe and if we can only speak Mandarin Chinese, we in the end are only Han-Chinese people. So I think for a language to continue, it is very important for it to become the asset to preserve a culture. In Taiwan, if I look at my own upbringing, national policies are of course vital. We know most minority groups rely on national policies. But what if a country forbids you from speaking your mother tongue? During the Japanese occupation, we were told to wear kimono, the Japanese clothing, and to speak Japanese. Then as the nationalist party came, we had to speak Mandarin. Now finally we seem to be able to take our fate, but it comes with great cost. The government has resorted to many policies. In the past, there were Mandarin Promotion Centers in every town and county. At that time, someone would suffer from penalties if they didn’t speak Mandarin at home. But today we know the way of life has changed. Many indigenous peoples go to the city to make a living. Very often the employer speaks Minnan or Mandarin, and if you want to gain their trust, you need to use or speak their language. So for us, I feel it’s very unfair. In a way, we are helpless in the face of the changing time. We know that in the past everything we ate was organic because we lived in the mountains, but today, the richest people eat organic food. That’s the way we used to live. It’s quite ironic. We used to live in the mountains but today the wealthy want to have a house in the mountains. So it seems now the wealthy are looking towards indigenous peoples for the way to live. We really need to see how the time has changed and how these changes were brought about. 

I think what is very important is the timing of language learning. I believe that from kindergartens to elementary schools or from 5 to 10 years old is what we call the prime time We hope that the Council of Indigenous Peoples will continue to target this level. I think what we need to do is to have concentrated effort. Let the teacher and students speak the mother tongues for the whole day in the same way as the Mandarin Promotion Center before. So I ask our local government officials to use indigenous languages in our social activities. We can translate for others who do not speak the language. I have also established a witch school. This is the first of its kind for indigenous peoples in Taiwan. This kind of wizardry or witchdoctor school is important because they know a lot of ancient sayings, ancient customs and mores. So I think that is important to preserve. The reason why I am raising all these is because I want to give you some references of what’s happening at the local level in Taiwan. I just wanted to share my views with all scholars and experts. If you have different views, please let me know. I will take your comment back home and continue to work with my community. 

Marcel Cardona (Belize):
Thank you so much. That is the kind of participation we need in order to keep the language and culture alive, participation not only from the top but also from the bottom, from everywhere in the society. So excellent. Thank you for your comment, Sir. 
We have three more speakers back there. So we are going to the professor back there first.

Yen Jhih-Guang (Taiwan):

From my own personal observation on the changes of indigenous languages in Taiwan, I have come up with the following views. If we look at the past hundred years, indigenous peoples in Taiwan have gone through two major Mandarin promotion movements, two language movements. One is during the Japanese occupation when Japanese became the dominant language. The second was during the nationalist government invasion when Mandarin was the dominant language. Also, we see that in spite of these changes, indigenous languages continue to be wiped away. There’s also difference between the Japanese occupation and the nationalist party. Under the nationalist party’s rule, indigenous languages in Taiwan were virtually obsolete. I think it is because in 1939 and 1950 the whole tribe and the unity began to dissolve. TV sets came to our households and the sense of community was lost when the nationalist party came to Taiwan. 

Second, we also see that the writing system has also a problem. After four hundred years, we actually have gone through four different types of writing systems. First, there was romanization that we talked about by the missionaries. In the Chin dynasty, we had the graphical representation. Later on, we used Japanese characters and only today we are trying to come up with a formalized system of writing. Even though we are still staying with romanization today, when it comes to our official writing system, there is a problem in knowing how to read what is written, but not knowing how to write it yourself. It’s not popular enough. Today many think the problem lies with education. But just as Professor Blust pointed out, why are people not speaking the language anymore? I think this is a critical point when it comes to Taiwan. In Taiwan, almost 30% of the elder can still speak indigenous languages, but children don’t speak the language. The problem is the parents. Why don’t parents speak to their children in indigenous languages? I really think the problem does not lie with national policies because we have survived two historical times, and we still managed to speak our language. 

Today with all the government policies in place, why are we still seeing the decline of our language? We know that language for some people is just a communication tool. But for indigenous peoples, in additional to a communication tool, language is also a symbol of who we are and a symbol of our culture. This needs to be taught to the parents. Right now I think it’s very important to help our indigenous peoples, especially the parents, start to speak the language to their children. Of course at the bottom I hold this. We need to tackle the question and let people known that their language is useful. I think that’s important too. 

Marcel Cardona (Belize):
Thank you very much Professor. The gentleman to the back, please.

Audience: 


I’ll ask my question in Mandarin for most are Mandarin. My daughter can speak Taiwanese, Mandarin, Hebrew, but she can’t speak the Pingpu language. As one speaker mentioned, we know there’s a term called ‘limited English proficiency’ and a program that basically tries to preserve our native tongues. We know that a lot of missionaries have come to Taiwan and tried to preserve indigenous languages. I’d like to quote Page 94 of Dr. Blust’ paper on Formosa. I was wondering what area Dr. Blust means by the term ‘Formosa’ on Page 94. 

Marcel Cardona (Belize):
Before you proceed, the question should be related to our topic of discussion so far. I believe Dr. Robert Blust shall be making a presentation later this afternoon. And at the point of time, he will be able to properly address your comment. Thank you for your questions. 
Minister, you are the next.

Icyang Parod (Taiwan):

First on behalf of our Forum, I want to thank our moderator. You have come so far from Belize to chair this session. It took you two to three days to get here. Thank you so much. Furthermore, we know that our Maori speaker almost couldn’t make it. He was at the airport when he found out his travel documents were expired. So let’s give these two a big hand. I was listening to the two presentations attentively. After hearing the Maori presentation, I felt that as a government official, there is much for us to learn from the Maori and New Zealand government. We really need further exchanges between us. We know that this year you have a second Maori TV station in operation. I also notice that they try to convene academic symposium where papers are delivered exclusively in Maori. 

We have many mayors from Taiwan with us today. So we’d like to encourage you, especially since there are quite a few Paiwan township mayors,  that when you go back to your towns and counties, if it is possible, let’s try to use the Paiwan language only in our internal meetings. I think togehter with the government efforts, we’ll do much more for the preservation of our languages. Let’s work together on that. 

Lastly, based on some of the questions raised earlier, I’d like to express my own views on them. In Taiwan, there is still much room for improvement. We have already installed a certification program for teachers of indigenous languages. We gave an additional 35% preferential scores to students who pass the indigenous language proficiency test and 25% to students who don’t speak the language. This is very efficient in encouraging children to learn the indigenous language or their mother tongue. We hope that with more legislation progress, we will make parents play an active role in preserving the indigenous language. We also believe that indigenous peoples who want to work in the government by taking the special government employment exam for indigenous peoples should know how to speak their own language and should both participate and pass the indigenous language test. Otherwise, they can take other government employment exams designed for all citizens with non-indigenous examinees. These indigenous literates should not object this policy because it will benefit the indigenous people as a whole in the long run. Once this is in place, I believe our language have a good chance of survival. 

With the problem of urbanization, what we are doing is not just to teach indigenous peoples on how to survive and adapt to the urban environment, but we are also trying to help them to find more social resources of cultural, educational and economic development in the cities. Therefore, rather than offering counseling programs, we have moved on to offer development projects.

Marcel Cardona (Belize):
Thank you Minister for those comments. 
Ladies and gentlemen, we are running out of time. We have actually run out of time. We are into the lunch break. So without much ado, I’d like at this point in time to bring this panel discussion to a closure. Thank you one and all for your discussion. Thank you and enjoy lunch.
MC (Taiwan):


We thank the moderator and two speakers. 

Now it’s our lunch break. I’d like to remind you that our lunch break has been reduced to one hour. Now it’s 12:20pm, and please come back at 1:30pm to resume our afternoon session. We have prepared a lunch box at the back of the room. Please enjoy your lunch. 

Lunch

MC (Taiwan):

There are two presentations in the afternoon. The first representation is brought by Dr. Apolonia Tamata from the University of South Pacific on the promotion and preservation of Fijian as an indigenous language. We invite Mr. Seve Lausaveve from Tuvalu to moderate the session. Let’s welcome Mr. Lausaveve. 

Seve Lausaveve (Tuvalu)：
Thank you, MC. Good afternoon, everyone. We had a good lunch. I hope you don’t go to sleep. 

This afternoon I am very happy to introduce Professor Apolonia Tamata. She will present the paper on the promotion and preservation of Fijian as an indigenous language. The professor has quite an extensive academic and professional experiences. She is currently with the University of South Pacific. She has a doctor degree in linguistics as well as a master in linguistics from the University of Hawai’i. 
She is teaching at the foundation, the graduate and undergraduate level of the university. She has also joined the public service in the Fiji government and conducted a number of consultancies and papers that she presented in a number of institutions, other meetings and gatherings in the Pacific area. So she is well equipped to give us a very good presentation this afternoon. She will keep us from sleeping. May I know invite the one and only, lovely, beautiful professor to give a paper, and for the sake of the gentleman here, a very, very unmarried professor as well. Thank you. 

Apolonia Tamata (Fiji):

Thank you, Seve. Greetings to you all.

As a representative of my country, Fiji, the Fijian people, the indigenous people of Fiji, and also of us from the South Pacific, I would like to pay my respect to the President of Palau, the indigenous people of Palau, your chiefs and elders, for you are the owners and users of the land and coastline in your country. I would also like to pay my respect to the chiefs, elders and the indigenous peoples of Taiwan for it is through your being Austronesian that I believe your government has seen it worthy to call for this auspicious forum. To the Republic of China government and to the Council of Indigenous Peoples in Taiwan, I am indeed grateful for your generous invitation to me to present a paper in this conference.
Fellow Austronesians, colleagues and participants, I have been invited to share with you how the Fijian language has been promoted and preserved in Fiji. On a different topic, Fiji has been in the limelight during the past twenty years because of the coups and political upheaval that have been staged in our beloved country. We have had four coups in a span of 20 years. In a country undergoing turmoil, struggles, recessions and redirections, efforts that have anything to do with language and culture will be the least in priority. However, before the coup, a lot of work has been put into preserving the Fijian language. In retrospect, however, I think the coups have also given us the opportunity for Fijian people to ask questions about ourselves and where we are going. So I think the coups in a way have indirectly enhanced us to know more about our language and our culture. 
I would like to describe Fijian as an Austronesian language. Briefly, the Fijian languages belong to the Central Pacific subgroup, a language subgroup that also includes Rotuman, which is another Austronesian language, and all the Polynesian languages. The Central Pacific subgroup of languages is part of the bigger Oceanic subgroup, which is in the part of the Austronesian language family. The sub-grouping of Fijian together with Rotuman and Polynesian languages shows, as reflected on Map One that Fijian is linguistically related with Rotuman and the Polynesian languages. Being linguistically related means that it has more similarities with Rotuman and the Polynesian languages when compared with the other Austronesian languages. The diagram in Map One portrays the major language subgroups of the Austronesian languages. Now I would say without a lot of hesitation that the Palau language is believed to be closely related to the Philippines or the Indonesian languages, but Professor Blust will say more about it. So in that Map One, we have the language sub-groups that are part of the Austronesian language family. The language family furtherest to the right, which is the proto-language of which is Proto-Oceanic, the proto-language of the Oceanic subgroup where Fijian is part of the Oceanic subgroup. On Map Two, the Oceanic subgroup, you can see other language sub-groupings where Central Pacific then branches to Rotuman, Western Fijian, Vanualevuira, and to another sub-group, Tokalau Fijian and Polynesian, and also the next category of subgroup, Rotuman, Western Fijian, Gonedau, Eastern Fijian, Bua Vanualevuiloma, and the Polynesian languages. And further what we have today, Western Fijian, Eastern Fijian, and right at the bottom is the language of my ancestors, my tribe, Nasarowaqa Fijian. 
Next, I would like to describe Fijian as a language with many dialects. Fijian is a language with many geographically defined dialects. These total about 300 and can be grouped under 38 communalects. These dialects and communalects fall under two major language divisions which have been referred to as Eastern Fijian and Western Fijian. These geographically defined dialects are used or spoken in their geographically defined areas and in many cases by their speakers when they move to the urban areas or to other places. So in the villages, in village or community-based communication, dialects are spoken. These dialects are however non-standard; that is, they are only used by the people only from their own geographically defined places. Nevertheless, the Fijian people love to use their language and dialects whether it is in discussions, telling stories, jokes, swears and gossip. These language activities are best told in our own mother tongues.

In total, therefore, there are about 300 non-standard dialects of Fijian. There is one standard dialect; it is called the Standard Fijian. The Fijian standard language is standard in the sense that it has a wider usage and spoken by Fijians who would otherwise be speaking different dialects. Standard Fijian therefore is not geographically based. There are about 400,000 speakers of Fijian in Fiji and a further 3,588 now live in New Zealand according to the 2001 New Zealand census. Perhaps the number would have increased today. Many of the Fijian speakers have emigrated in large numbers by Fijian standards to the US in search of work and also to England to serve in the British army and to the other countries as well. A few are here in Palau working as doctors and nurses.

Standard Fijian developed out of the language that Fiji’s first missionaries used to teach about Christianity and to translate the Bible into Fijian. This language is supposedly based on the dialect spoken by the people of the Island called Bau. However, this missionary language was a mixture of a few non-standard dialects that the missionaries have learnt and have put together to try to use with the Fijian people for missionary purposes. The missionaries purposely called it the Bau language at the time. You know why? Because the Bau chief was victorious in war and was a major force in local Fijian politics. As a result, Standard Fijian has also been known as the Bauan language.

Since this so-called missionary language was used in Christian booklets and in the Fijian Bible, it became the language that every Fijian had access to and learnt to read and write in. Moreover, since it was the language in which the word of God was written, Fijians would accord a sense of reverence towards the Standard Fijian, the missionary language. Later on, the language the missionaries developed acquired more uses outside of religion, outside of the church, and became the standard language. To this day, Christian churches dominated by Fijians use Standard Fijian as the language of their religious activities.

Standard Fijian also becomes the language of education and the language of instruction when schools were conducted in Fijian during the pre-colonial days. Later during the era of British colonialism, when the language of instruction was changed to English, Fijian remained the language of instruction for students in the first three years of their primary education. Fijian was and still is also a subject taught to students in the upper primary schools and in secondary schools. Today, Fijian is also taught at the tertiary institutions, including the University of the South Pacific where one can graduate with a diploma or a MA degree in Fijian Vernacular Studies. It is important to note that Fijian is taught in these educational institutions as a vernacular subject, so students that take Fijian as a vernacular subject are Fijian speakers themselves. For the other races that do take Fijian language and culture in schools, they take Fijian as a subject in cross-culture studies. However, the taking of Fijian as a vernacular subject is not compulsory. It is up to the school administrations whether they wish to offer it or not, which also depends on having a teacher to teach Fijian or not.

The fact that Fijian is being taught in schools and at university is an indication that there has been development in the Fijian curriculum and that scholarly research has been carried out to some degree in Fijian linguistics, culture and anthropology. Consequently, Fijian lexicology has increased as new and foreign ideas, terminology and products and services brought into the country needed Fijian names. 

The media industry in Fiji also uses Standard Fijian. There are three radio stations that broadcast in Fijian. This of course is apart from those stations that broadcast in English and Hindustani languages. On television, there are two short programs conducted in the Fijian language in an otherwise English dominated television. One program, which lasts about three to five minutes reports the news headlines in Fijian, and the other is a weekly program on Fijian cultural and historical events and issues. There is also a weekly newspaper; however, the readership is not wide as the majority of the Fijian reading public read the daily English newspaper.

As Standard Fijian develops and acquires more domains of use, the non-standard dialects however remain undeveloped and remain a language in the communication in their villages, but these non-standard dialects continue to be used within their own circles and localities.

A major milestone in the development and preservation of Fijian was the compilation of its own Fijian monolingual dictionary under what was called the Fijian Dictionary Project, which had its beginning in 1971. The monolingual dictionary describes Fijian words in Fijian. Up until then, Fijian has bilingual dictionaries where Fijians words were described in English. So the bilingual dictionaries were written for those who can read English, whereas the monolingual dictionary was for the benefit of Fijian speakers ourselves. The Fijian Dictionary Project was the initiative of Raymond Burr who was an American actor. The dictionary initiative was his suggestion as a way of expressing his interest in Fiji. A dictionary committee was set up made up of Pacific linguists and selected Fijians to decide on matters of a Fijian dictionary. This committee decided that the dictionary would be one that would be used by the Fijian speakers themselves and a prominent scholar in Pacific linguistics, Professor Bruce Biggs, came up with the idea of a monolingual dictionary. It was going to be the first monolingual dictionary of the Pacific language but I think the Niue monolingual dictionary beat us to it as it was published in 2005. The Fijian monolingual dictionary was published eventually last year in 2007 after more than 30 years of preparation. In 1975, the Dictionary Project was transformed into what is now the Institute of Fijian Language and Culture and operates under the Ministry of Fijian Affairs. 

One of the significant functions of the Fijian Dictionary Project and of the Institute of Fijian Language and Culture is research in all dialects and in all Fijian customs. For the first time, language and culture research was conducted in areas where non-standard Fijian dialects were spoken. With a special orthography that was devised by the Institute of Fijian Language and Culture, every Fijian dialect could be written and reading was possible in them. However, reading materials in the non-standard dialects are non-existent, and attempts are now being pursued for people to write in their own dialects. In any case, the revised orthography has opened up new possibilities amongst the Fijian people and a new realization that recording and writing could be carried out in our own dialects. This has somehow erased the stigma with which non-standard dialects have been afflicted. Fijians are now using their own dialects openly, whereas in the past, there was a general feeling that the dialects were sub-standard and should only be used in the villages and among their own speakers. But today, if you can speak your own dialects, you should be proud of, which is a good sign. 

Apart from the dictionary, the Institute of Fijian Language and Culture airs a weekly radio program in Fijian that publicizes and promotes particular areas of its work that the Fijians would find interesting. The Institute, as a government entity, became a research and information center for students locally as well as for international scholars and researchers if they do come to Fiji. Lately, the Institute has been undertaking an exercise in Cultural Mapping whereby information on aspects of Fijian language and culture are being documented and archived.

Translation is another activity that serves to preserve and promote the use of Fijian. The translation of important documents published by various sections of government, especially the brochures and information especially in the medical fields, by different religious groups and the Bible Society of the South Pacific, have been beneficial for the Fijian people, especially those that live in the islands and in the rural areas, many of whom can only read in Fijian.

The teaching of the Fijian language and culture is not only limited to educational institutions and to students in Fiji. Fijian is also promoted as a language of the Fijian people to foreigners that come to work temporarily in Fiji or to live in Fiji, and also to other interested visitors like international students, volunteers and researchers. In this way, Fijian is taught as a foreign language as opposed to it being taught as a vernacular language and as a cross-culture study subject.

The only barrier I can think of now about the teaching of Fijian is that Fiji lacks qualified teachers of the vernacular because in most cases it is assumed that whoever can speak Fijian can also teach Fijian. Fiji lacks qualified officers in the field of linguistics and anthropology. Last year saw the graduation of its first Fijian doctorate in Linguistics. 2007 also witnessed Fiji’s first two holders of Masters in Anthropology. These are but two indications of our own desire to promote indigenous Fijian language and culture.

However, the University of South Pacific program in Fijian Vernacular Studies has had to effect a rather sad ruling last year when the Fijian program coordinator position was made redundant. That was my position in fact. The decision was a reflection of the low enrolment in Fijian studies at the USP and also USP’s financial focus which is definitely on other disciplines but Pacific languages and cultures. The training of Fiji’s teachers of the vernacular and culture depends on the survival USP’s Fijian Vernacular Studies Program. Fiji is yet to implement a strong position regarding the training of these officers.

Apart from the indigenous people of Fiji and their vernacular languages, there exist other races and the use of their own mother tongues. Fiji Hindi as a mother-tongue has the largest number of speakers in Fiji. As a Creole language, its speakers are the descendents of Indian migrants into Fiji who came initially as indentured laborers. Apart from Fijian Hindi, there is also Hindustani and Urdu which are spoken by Hindus and Muslims respectively. A few minority groups of Indian migrants speak Telegu, Tamil and Gujarati languages. The Chinese Fijians, most of whom came as farmers and shop owners, also speak Cantonese and a couple of other languages of Chinese, not dialects. There are also the Rotuman islanders who originated from Rotuma, an island to the west of Fiji, and they speak Rotuman, which is another indigenous Austronesian language. The people who inhabit on one of our islands, called the Rabi Island off the eastern coast of Vanualevu in Fiji, also speak another Kiribati dialect which is another Austronesian language. There is also Kioa, an island off the northern Vanualevu coast, which is inhabited by people of Tuvalu origin. These people speak their Tuvalu language, which is also an Austronesian language. Apart from the minority indigenous languages above, there are also a number of pidgins. Fiji-English is the type of English, or a dialect of English that is used by people of Fiji, both indigenous and non-indigenous. As a lingua franca, English, or a dialect of English, is used amongst all ethnic groups.

In the midst of all these other non-Fijian indigenous languages, it is quite pertinent that Fijian has to be promoted, advocated, recognized and used more in Fiji because nowhere else in the world would Fijian have this special attention but in the land where its speakers are originally from. I make reference now to what Wayne Ngata said about having a status. It is very important for our indigenous languages to have a status in our own country. So with that status, something can be done about it. Without the status, it is very hard to promote and advocate an indigenous language.
The English language is the main official language in Fiji. Fiji’s constitution additionally states that Fijian and Hindustani can also be used as official languages. In reality, Fijian, and less so Hindustani, is rarely used in official documents or in parliament; English has the most recognition as an official language and this is also understandable, given Fiji’s colonial history and multiethnic composition. However, in traditional formal ceremonies and in formal Fijian functions, the use of Fijian is more common and traditionally proper than that of English. I believe many indigenous peoples would love to see their indigenous languages have full official status and not a secondary mention as an official language.

However, in other institutions, companies, commercial banks and non-governmental organizations, a policy on language use is non-existent. It is assumed that English is the language to be used and that everyone understands English, even the indigenous Fijian people. Business English, which in many cases are the hardest for ordinary citizens to understand, is assumed that people can read it and understand it.

Fiji does not have a prescribed national language as may be found in some other countries. Not all though; some countries do not state a national language. There have been efforts to promote Fijian as the national language in the years before the latest coup in 2006, but opposition was forthcoming from various sections of the Indian community who also wanted to see Hindustani as the other national language. As a result, nothing has yet been made official in terms of national language.

I hope that I have relayed the picture that indigenous Fijian languages including the dialects are used in many Fijian social and formal functions that are held in the community level, at home and even by civil servants in some government communications mainly in the traditional formal functions. All Fijians speak Fijian, although one can count a few that do not or that speak broken Fijian. If the other ethnic groups in Fiji speak Fijian, it would be in most cases some form of pidginized Fijian. So Fijian is spoken by Fijians and the other ethnic groups speak either their own mother tongue or English. What I am missing in the case of Fiji is the recognition of Fijian as the national language and the implementation of Fijian as an official language. Fijian is therefore thriving to a large extent at the community level of Fijian communication but not at the higher or national level.

It is my belief therefore that the preservation and the promotion of our indigenous languages depends to a large extent on us, the speakers. For us Fijians, we the speakers need to be at the forefront in promoting the official recognition of Fijian at all institutional levels. Secondly, our national policy makers and policy implementers must be taken to task so that they are more instrumental in seeing that our indigenous languages are given their due status at all levels of society.

I am happy to say that there has been some interest, although not much, into researching and studying the Fijian language and culture. A small number of young Fijians have been interested in pursuing tertiary studies in Fijian vernacular and that alone is some form of encouragement; that is, for the young people to be interested. We frequently hear about the need to use our own mother-tongues and to practice our customs so that we do not lose them or so that our children will not forget them. But the actual practice is weakening in some places due to the predominant use and the importance of English as the language for wider communication and as an international language.

In conclusion, therefore, the major activities that have promoted the Fijian languages include the missionaries and the churches who were the first to engage the Fijian people to read and write in Fijian, the Fijian Dictionary Project and the Institute of Fijian Language and Culture, which have been instrumental in initiating research and the documentation of Fijian, and lastly the education institutions which have been involved to a certain degree in the teaching of Fijian as a vernacular, as a cross-culture subject, and also as a foreign language. Thank you.

MC (Taiwan):


We thank Dr. Apolonia Tamata from the University of South Pacific. Next we invite Dr. Robert Blust from the University of Hawai’i to speak on the Austronesian diaspora and we invite Dr. Tsay Chung-Han from Taiwan to chair the session for us. Dr. Tsay, please.

Tsay Chung-Han (Taiwan):


Good afternoon. We have been sitting here all day. Now we have come to the final and very important presentation. As we know, indigenous peoples in Taiwan have gone through many changes. During the Chin dynasty, we were considered as barbarous. During the Japanese colonization, the Japanese wanted to convert us to Japanese. During the Second World War, the nationalist government said that we were part of the Chinese and called us ‘high mountain fellows’. We were considered to be one with Mother Nature. That’s why I said that indigenous peoples have gone through a lot of changes. Dr. Blust is a renowned scholar and he has pointed out clearly that indigenous peoples in Taiwan are Austronesian peoples. So now we are all clear that indigenous peoples in Taiwan are Austronesian. For me, personally, I am really grateful to these scholars for helping us find our identity and for paving the path for us to return home. If you have read Dr. Blust’s papers you would now know clearly that his theories are often cited by scholars in Taiwan, including myself. So today at this special occasion, we are indeed very honored to invite Dr. Blust to give a presentation on the Austronesian diaspora. I believe this paper is very important. So without further ado, please give a big hand to Dr. Blust. Ladies and gentlemen, let me present to you Dr. Blust.

Robert Blust (Hawai’i):
Before I say anything else, I would like to express my appreciation for being invited to come here and join this symposium. I am very deeply impressed with the amount of planning, the amount of organization, the hard work and sheer passion that have gone into creating this event. I am honored to be a part of it. I would like to thank Minister Parod and his entire staff from the Council of Indigenous Peoples, and of course, the government and people of Palau for providing this beautiful venue for us. The second thing I’d like to say is that I am a primitive; you are not going to see a power-point presentation. You do have a five-page handout. You’ll have to refer to it to see some of the points I am going to make. One other thing before I start, I’ve been nursing a throat infection for the past four days and I am hoping that my voice would hold up, so I perhaps would speak a little bit softly at times. 

You’ve all seen my abstract, so I’ll just read it very briefly and then go on to the presentation. Here’s the abstract: Prior to the European colonial expansions of the past four centuries, the Austronesian language family had the greatest geographical extent of any language family on earth. Widely distributed language families such as Indo-European, Nadene, Niger-Congo or Austronesian inevitably present researchers with the question “Where did this collection of related languages originate?” For the Austronesian languages, the question of origin has triggered a variety of answers, some more mainstream and others more marginal, including the following: mainland Southeast Asia argued for by Hendrik Kern in 1889, South America argued for by Thor Heyerdahl in 1950, New Guinea and the Bismarck archipelago argued for by Isidore Dyen in 1965, and eastern Indonesia argued more recently by Stephen Oppenheimer and Martin Richards in 2001. Since the 1970s, an accumulation of both linguistic and archaeological evidence has clearly pointed to Taiwan as the Austronesian “homeland”. My talk will describe some of the reasons why linguists have reached this conclusion, and will sketch the main outlines of the migration history of Austronesian-speaking peoples after they left their Formosan homeland.

Section one of my paper is background information: The Austronesian language family is the second largest on earth with some 1,268 languages reaching from Madagascar in the west to Rapanui or Easter Island in the east, a mind-boggling 206 degrees of longitude and 72 degrees of latitude from northern Taiwan to southern Aotearoa or New Zealand. Like other widely dispersed language families, including the Indo-European family to which English belongs and the Sino-Tibetan family to which Chinese belongs, the question of where these languages originated is a scientifically challenging one. It is of more than ordinary interest, not only to linguists, but also to scholars of sister disciplines, such as archaeology, cultural anthropology, or population genetics. 
The earliest scientific attempt to answer this question for the Austronesian language family was that of the Dutch linguist Hendrik Kern in 1889. Kern approached the question of the Austronesian homeland through a consideration of floral and faunal terms, that is terms for plants and animals that are characteristic of certain regions but not others. He noted that widespread cognate sets, that is, sets of related words, could be assembled for a number of tropical plants, including sugarcane, coconut, bamboo, rattan, cucumber, stinging nettle, derris root fish poison, taro, banana, pandanus, and yam. I refer you to the handout you have on Page 1 Section 1. This is a slightly modified version of the examples you’ll see if you consult the original publication, which is now 119 years old. 
I don’t want to go through all these examples in detail because it will take too much time. But if you look down the row, you will see that some words are in parenthesis; those are not related to the other words. So Samoan ‘tolo’ is not related to the other words for sugarcane. All of the other words can be shown to be derived from the same original form through procedures that I will be discussing shortly called the Comparative Method. All the words for coconut are related; words for bamboo are much more varied. But there are terms going back to form like ‘buluq’, which can be reconstructed to a fairly early language. The other thing you’ll see here is there are dashes for some meaning and that’s because either form is not found in the language because it doesn’t exist or because there is no information available in published sources.
Since the names for these plants could only be related if the languages, which have them, had once formed a single speech community, Kern’s first conclusion was that the ancestral language of what was then called the ‘Malayo-Polynesian’ family must have been spoken within the tropics. 
Kern then considered terms for ‘rice’, which in Austronesian languages often encode a three-way distinction between ‘riceplant’ or ‘rice in the field’ on the one hand, ‘husked rice in storage’ and then ‘cooked rice’. So if you look at your handout Part 2, you’ll see that there are a number of terms for ‘riceplant’, which are related. The ones in parenthesis are not. You’ll see that the three at the bottom are borrowed. Palauan ‘berás’ is borrowed from Malay, interestingly enough; Fijian ‘raisi’ is borrowed from English; and I am assuming that Samoan ‘alaisa’ is also borrowed from English, although that’s less clear. You see that the word ‘humáy’ in Cebuano Bisayan, which is one of the Bisayan languages in the central Philippines, is listed in parenthesis here. It actually is related to the word ‘ome’ in Toba Batak, which is underneath ‘cooked rice’ column. And this goes back to a word that we can use the comparative procedure to reconstruct, meaning ‘cooked rice’. So there at least the first two columns you see are very well attested, including Chamorro. Chamorro is the only language in the Pacific, which had a rice agriculture prior to European contact, and it is clear from the cognation of the terms for riceplant and husked rice that the Chamorro brought rice with them from Southeast Asia. Since cognate words for at least ‘riceplant’ and ‘husked rice’ are widespread in insular Southeast Asia, Kern concluded that the Austronesian homeland was on or near the Asian mainland, where rice was first domesticated. 

Finally, Kern considered names for animals paying special attention to terms for those species that are found in the sea. Among these, he considered words for shark, octopus, shrimp or lobster, stingray, sea turtle, crocodile, and eel. I refer you to your handout Section 3, which has a heading at the bottom of Page 1 that continues with the data on the top of Page 2. Again, some of these are blank because there are no words. For example, crocodile doesn’t survive in a distance as a breeding population east from the Solomon, so Fijian and Samoan don’t have a word for it.

After showing that cognate sets are widespread for all of these terms, Kern concluded that the Austronesian homeland must have also been near the sea. Putting these three conclusions together, first that the homeland is tropical, second that it was near the Asian mainland, and third that it was near the sea, Kern concluded the expansion of Austronesian-speaking people has begun from the coastal Vietnam and Cambodia. As will be seen shortly, we now know that this conclusion was wrong. Before explaining why it was wrong, however, it is necessary to mention a few other ideas that have been offered regarding the direction of the migration, which led to Austronesian languages being spread over more than half of the earth surface, over half of the tropical region at the time of European discovery. 
In 1947, the Norwegian adventurer Thor Heyerdahl set out to demonstrate that the currents and winds in the South Pacific Ocean favor an east-west route, rather than a west-east route, and he therefore argued that Polynesia had been settled from South America. He showed this in concrete terms by sailing a balsa raft, named the ‘Kon-tiki’, from the coast of Peru to the Tuamotu islands of eastern Polynesia, a voyage that took 101 days. Heyerdahl’s colorful demonstration captured the public attention, but hardly convinced well-informed academics. The simple demonstration that was possible to sail from South America to Polynesia was not evidence in itself that this actually happened. More seriously, Heyerdahl completely ignored the evidence of language, which as Kern had already demonstrated more than half a century earlier, shows a clear historical connection between peoples of insular Southeast Asia and many of those in the Pacific.

In 1965, the American linguist Isidore Dyen published a massive classification of the Austronesian languages based on a technique called ‘lexicostatistics’, which was believed at that time to hold great promise in providing a quick and convenient means of showing the varying degrees of closeness of languages within the same language family in the form of a ‘family tree’. This will be illustrated shortly. Based on the results of lexicostatistical classification, he concluded that the Austronesian languages had first spread out from the region of New Guinea and the Bismarck archipelago. In 1965, archaeological investigations had hardly begun in the western Pacific, and the conclusions of Dyen’s lexicostatistical classification could not, therefore, be compared with the independent results of archaeology. As will be seen shortly, it has since become clear that the archaeological evidence provides no support for an Austronesian homeland in western Melanesia. 

More recently, in 2001, Oppenheimer and Richards suggested on the basis of evidence from population genetics that the Austronesian homeland was in eastern Indonesia. The basis for their conclusion is the distribution of a genetic pattern that they call the ‘Polynesian motif’ and interpret as evidence ruling out areas further to the west or north as possible homelands for the Austronesian language family. As with Heyerdahl, however, this conclusion ignores crucial linguistic evidence. Moreoever, it also ignores the archaeological record, which has been growing steadily richer over the past several decades. 

Some of you may be thinking that since so many different views have been expressed about the Austronesian homeland, we can never be sure which is correct. It is all just a matter of ‘opinion’, and certainly about such types of questions will forever elude us. But this would be too pessimistic an assessment. The evidence of language is consistent and persuasive in pointing to a homeland for the Austronesian-speaking peoples on the island of Taiwan. Moreover, the same conclusion is strongly supported by the completely independent evidence of archaeology, which shows that cultures, which used pottery, grew rice and raised domesticated animals, first appeared in Taiwan by at least 3,500BC. Roughly a millennium later, people with a clearly related material culture appeared in the northern Philippines, and then very rapidly, bearers of this culture spread throughout island Southeast Asia and out into the Pacific. This interpretation of the distribution of Austronesian languages is generally known today as the ‘Formosan homeland hypothesis’, and it is accepted by the majority of comparative linguists working in island Southeast Asia and the Pacific, as well as by the leading Southeast Asian and Pacific archaeologists. 

Well, what is the linguistic evidence that supports this scenario? In the time allotted to me, it is impossible to give a detailed demonstration, but let me first start with a few principles of method, and then present at least some of the master pieces of linguistic data that point to a Formosan homeland. 
It has been recognized at least since Sapir (1916) that the most likely center of dispersal, or homeland of a family of languages is the region of greatest phylogenetic diversity. In other words, the probable place of origin is not the region in which the largest number of related languages is spoken, but rather the area in which the largest number of primary branches of the language family is represented. Dyen (1956) has called this ‘the principle of least moves’ and by this he means that it is simpler to assume a homeland, which requires fewer moves to account for the observed distribution of primary branches of a language family than one, which requires more moves. We will return to this principle again in relation to the aboriginal languages in Taiwan, but for now, a comparison with the use of the same principle in botany may serve to clarify this point. 
At the time of first European contact, the sweet potato was widely distributed both in western South America and across the Pacific. It appears to have been introduced by the Portuguese and Spanish into island Southeast Asia. Given this wide distribution, it was natural to ask “Where did the sweet potato originate?” Botanical studies have shown that the sweet potato in the Pacific exhibits less genetic variation than the sweet potato in South America. Other things being equal, greater genetic variation is most simply attributed to longer evolution history in situ, and from this it follows that the sweet potato has been in South America for a considerably longer period of time than it has been in the Pacific. In other words, rather than trying to derive the greater genetic diversity of forms in South America from Pacific forms that appear to be more closely related to one another, it is simpler to assume that a single ancestral form of the sweet potato from South America was introduced into the Pacific. Over time, this one form evolved into the variety of forms that was found at the time of first European contact, and since there was less time for evolutionary change to take place for the sweet potato in the Pacific than for the sweet potato in South America, the genetic differences among the numerous Pacific island varieties are smaller than those found in South American varieties of this plant. 

Applying the same logic to dialects of a single language, we can readily understand why the greatest dialect diversity within American English is found east of the Mississippi River, where English speaking settlers began to establish colonies by the early 17th century, rather than west of the Mississippi River, where English speaking communities did not exist in any numbers until close to the middle of the 19th century. And to extend this principle one step further back in time, it is easy to see why much more profound dialect differences are found within the English of the British Isles than within non-European regions such as North America, South Africa, Australia, or New Zealand, all of which were colonized by speakers of the English within the past 400 years. 
All things in nature change. Given enough time, even the mountains erode down to the level of the sea. Languages change much more rapidly than this.  Many younger speakers of any language will recognize that their speech is not quite the same as that of their parents, and may show definite differences from that of their grandparents. Human beings do not live long enough to see major changes in language, but where written records exist, it is possible to see great differences between earlier and later stages of what is commonly called ‘the same language’. The English of Shakespeare, who wrote his plays and poems around 400 years ago, may appear quaint to modern readers, but it is still understandable. The English of Chaucer, who wrote somewhat over 600 years ago, is often very difficult or impossible to understand, and the Anglo-Saxon, or Old English of the poem Beowulf, which was written over 1,000 years ago, is really a foreign language to modern English speakers.
 A rough idea of the amount and type of change that has affected English over this time period can be gleaned from the first four line of the Lord’s Prayers, which appear in your handout under Part 4. So just take a quick look at that. Contemporary (2000), ‘our father, who is in heaven, may your name be kept holy’. Early modern (1611), about the time of Shakespeare, ‘Our father which are in heaven, hallowed by thy Name’. Middle English of Chaucer (1400), ‘Oure fadir that art in heuens halowid be thi name’; that sounds a bit strange for any modern dialect of English. We go back to old English, the English of Beowulf. I am not quite sure my pronounciation here. I am not an Old English expert, but let me give it a try, ‘Faeder ure θu θe eart on heofonum, si θ in nama gehalgod’. That’s English, over a thousand years ago. This representation gives you an idea of differences in the orthography or spelling of words, and in the grammar, if you only read it. But it does not tell you about the differences in pronounciation, and I try to do that by reading as best as I can.

If we had written records of all human languages going back one or two thousand years, we have every reason to believe that they would show similar patterns of dramatic change. Unfortunately, we have written records going back this far for very few of the world’s languages. That might be the end of the story, except that just under 200 years ago, linguists working in Denmark and Germany began to see a way out of this impasse. They had recognized to their astonishment that northern European languages, such as German, show systematic similarities to the classical languages of Greece and Rome, and even to Sanskrit, the language of the ancient Indian religious texts. This precipitated the whole Romantic Movement of European literature; people are tremendously excited about this discovery. In order to better understand how these similarities have risen, they began to work out a set of procedures for systematically comparing languages, and for ‘reconstructing’ their prehistoric ancestor or ‘proto-languages’ as they are called today. A reconstructed proto-language can then be used like an earlier written record of a language, to determine changes that have taken place in any of its modern descendents.  
The set of procedures that linguists use to understand the history of languages for which no written records exist is called the ‘Comparative Method’. In applying the ‘Comparative Method’, linguists follow certain steps. First, vocabulary is examined since it is generally agreed that the quickest and easiest way to recognize whether languages are related is through a comparison of words. This is because the matching of sound and meaning is generally arbitrary. There is no reason why you have to call a dog ‘dog’ rather than ‘angin’ as you do in Indonesia or ‘biliz’ as you do in Palau. The vocabulary of a language offers thousands of examples of independent sound-meaning pairings. Second, if similarities in vocabulary are noted between languages, we must consider four possibilities. First, the similarities could be due to chance, as where the German nass, meaning ‘wet’ is strikingly similar to the word nas, meaning ‘wet’ in the language of the Zuni Indians of western New Mexico just due to chance. Second, the similarities could be due to borrowing, as the word for ‘tea’ in many of the world’s languages is either some form of ‘tea’ or some form of ‘cha’, due to borrowing from either southern or northern forms of Chinese.Third, the similarities could be due to language universals, as where many languages around the world have words for ‘mother’ and ‘father’ that sound like mama and papa or baba. Fourth, the similarities could be due to common origin. That’s the last possibility. 

Time does not allow me to explain all the aspects of the Comparative Method, but suffice it to say that linguists do not depend on similarity alone as evidence of common origin, since similarity can arise in any of these four ways. What historical linguists are most interested in finding initially are systematic correspondences in the sounds of words that preliminary inspection shows to be similar in form and meaning, such as that you see in your handout from Page 1. These are called ‘sound correspondences’. Once chance, borrowing and universals have been eliminated as plausible causes of similarity, there is no other alternative but to conclude that similarity is due to common origin. In other words, languages such as English, German, French, Greek, Russian and Hindi, to name just a few, were once a single language, in this case a prehistoric language called ‘proto-Indo-European’, which probably was spoken somewhere between the Black and Caspian seas around 6,000 years ago. Although some prehistorical languages no doubt disappeared without leaving descendents, many others gave rise to modern language families, as language communities split out and moved apart, and changes to the language took place from generation to generation. As the final step, the Comparative Method is used to ‘reconstruct’ the sound system, vocabulary, and as much of the grammar as possible, of these ‘proto-languages’. Sounds and words that are reconstructed are preceded by an asterisk or star to show that they are inferred from observational evidence rather than being directly observed themselves. 

Our interest in this meeting is in the Austronesian language family, and hence with the reconstruction of Proto-Austronesian, the hypothetical language which gave rise to the great diversity of Austronesian languages that we find today. Once the sound system, much of the vocabulary and parts of the grammar of a proto-language have been reconstructed, two things become possible. First, it becomes possible to determine changes or ‘innovations’, the key term, that have taken place in individual languages by comparing their descendent languages, or ‘daughter languages’ not with one another, but rather with their prehistoric ancestor. This provides us with an account of historical changes in the modern languages, much as we can compare modern Romance language like French, Spanish or Italian with Latin. Second, if two or more languages share innovations that are highly distinctive, and hence not likely to be the result of independent changes, these ‘exclusively shared innovations’, the key term, provide evidence that this group of languages had a common ancestor that was not ancestral to the other languages in the same family. These concepts are illustrated in your handout Part 5, where a subgrouping of the Austronesian languages that is widely accepted today is presented in the form of a family tree diagram. 

Let me just briefly visit this diagram. You see the very top is AN; that’s the abbreviation for Austronesian. To the left is the letter F, which stands for at least nine primary branches of the language family among the fourteen surviving Formosan languages. The F is there for conveniences to call it Formosan; otherwise, I have to draw a lot more branches, at least nine primary branches of the language family in Taiwan so far the evidence seems to indicate. And to the right you see MP that stands for Malayo-Polynesian. You’ll find it on the top of Page 3 on your handout. This includes all Austronesian languages outside Taiwan including Yami or Tao, as I am sure preferred to be called, on Lanyu or Orchid Island, also known as Botel Tabago Island. The next four are based on Malayo-Polynesian. So WMP is Western Malayo-Polynesian, and that includes the Austronesian languages of the Philippines, western Indonesia, mainland Southeast Asia, Madagascar, and Palaun and Chamorro. I’ll come back to this in a while. This may not be a valid linguistic subgroup but rather several primary branches of Malayo-Polynesian, but that’s something for linguists to worry about, and not for most of you to worry about. CEMP stands for Central-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian; this includes the language of eastern Indonesia and the Pacific. CMP stands for Central Malayo-Polynesian, which is a group about 120 languages spoken on the Lesser Sunda Islands of Indonesia and the southern and central Moluccas. EMP stands for Eastern Malayo-Polynesian, and this is a group that includes the South Halmahera-West New Guinea language and the whole Oceanic. SHWNG is a small group of about 30 languages, which are located on the island of Halmahera in northeast Indonesia and on the Bird’s Head Peninsula of west New Guinea. Oceanic is a very large subgroup of Austronesian language, which includes all of the Polynesian languages, the language of Micronesia, except for Palauan and Chamorro, and the Austronesian languages of Melanesia from the Mamberamo River in Indonesian New Guinea through New Caledonia and the Loyalty Islands. 

General points about tree diagrams to keep in mind are first of all, each node represents a proto-language or prehistoric ancestor of a group of modern languages; so it represents a language family that later split up. Second, the higher up the tree you move, the further back in time you go. So that’s what this tree is representing; it’s representing relative time depth and relative closeness of relationship. Third, such diagrams imply that languages split apart ‘cleanly’ without further contact, but we know this is an idealization of the facts. Key points to note in this diagram are, first, there is no evidence for a Formosan subgroup of Austronesian languages. Rather the Austronesian languages of Taiwan, although not numerous, are highly diverse, appearing in most cases to be only distantly related to one another. Second, there is evidence that all Austronesian languages outside the mainland of Taiwan, including Yami or Tao, which is spoken on a separate and much smaller island within the political jurisdiction of Taiwan, are members of an enormous subgroup that is now generally called ‘Malayo-Polynesian’, from the former name of the entire language family. What is the evidence for a Malayo-Polynesian, or non-Formosan subgroup of Austronesian languages? 
Before addressing the evidence for the Malayo-Polynesian subgroup, I will illustrate the use of exclusively shared innovations for subgrouping in relation to the Oceanic languages. One common type of linguistic innovation is the loss of contrast between two or more sounds that were formally distinguished. Now we’ve been talking about languages all day. You are getting a lot of linguistics right now. It might be a lot for you to digest once, but I’ll try to illustrate what I’m talking about with particular examples. So the loss of contrast between two or more sounds that were formerly distinguished, this is called a ‘phonemic merger’. Most Austronesian languages of the Pacific belong to the Oceanic subgroup. The two notable exceptions are Palauan and Chamorro, which are not Oceanic, and show no evidence of a close relationship to one another. A major piece of evidence for the Oceanic subgroup is the merger or loss of contrast of proto-Austronesian *b and *p: while non-Oceanic languages clearly distinguish these two sounds, they have merged in all members of the Oceanic group, all 460 languages or so. This is shown with sample data in your handout Section 6 Page 3.

If you look through this, you’ll see that the word for stone originally had a *b with ‘batu’; the word for ashes originally had a *b with ‘qabu’; the word for yam originally had a *b with ‘qubi’; and the word for seven and fire originally had a *p, ‘pitu’ and ‘hapuy’ respectively. If you look at the data from the languages said here as evidence, you have four non-Austronesian languages, Tagalog spoken in the Philippines, Malay, Palauan and Chamorro, and then among Oceanic languages, Mussau which is in far west Oceania, Nggela in the central Solomon, Fijian and Samoan. If you look at the Oceanic examples, you will see that whatever the development of *b was, *p has exactly the same development. In Mussau, ‘patu’ comes out as ‘atu’. That’s the way the word developed in the language. ‘qapu’ comes out as ‘au’; ‘pitu’ for seven comes out as ‘itu’. So the *b and the *p come out with the same result. This is called the phonemic merger. It’s very important evidence. For Nggela in the Solomon, the word for stone and yam both have a v; the word for seven also has a v. Unfortunately, there are a lot of gaps in the data here, but there’s nothing much we can do about that. To do this properly, you need about a semester of historical linguistics and a lot of data. For Fijian,you see that the stone and yam come out as ‘vatu’ and ‘uvi’; seven comes out as ‘vitu’. So again, the *b/*p contrast has just been lost. It comes out the same way; they merged. And for Samoan, we only have data for yam from the *b group that comes out as f, ‘ufí’, and ‘pitu’ is ‘fítu’ and ‘hapuy’ fire comes out as ‘afí’. So the *b and *p merged. You can see in all four of these Oceanic languages, you see that merge that none of the Oceanic languages show. This is a very small sample. But if you do this with hundreds, hundreds of languages, you’ll find the same pattern with a lot more examples. 

Know that although the evidence from such a small set of languages is necessarily fragmentary, since many words have been replaced by other that are unrelated to them, the original *b and *p have the same outcome in all languages from Mussau spoken north of New Ireland, to Polynesia. In Mussau, both *b and *p have been lost; in Nggela and Fijian, both have become a v; and in Samoan both have become f. This loss of distinction between proto-Austronesian *b and *p is not found outside the Oceanic group and any other language outside the Oceanic group.

Since no Austronesian language outside the Pacific has merged *b and *p, the fact that over 400 languages in the Pacific show this merger is powerful evidence that they form a linguistic subgroup; that is, that they descend from a single prehistoric language that was ancestral to them but to no other Austronesian languages. The alternative hypothesis that there is no Oceanic subgroup and that the merger of *b and *p has therefore come out through numerous historically independent changes fails to answer why this innovation is completely unknown anywhere else in the Austronesian language family. 
A consideration of Formosan languages data show that some phonological distinctions, or contrast, of significant sounds, are found in most of Formosan languages, but are absent outside Taiwan. In other words, all non-Formosan languages outside Taiwan show certain phonological innovations, like the merger of *b and *p that we just saw for Oceanic, although these are different merges. Three of these are illustrated in your handout Part 7.

If you look at the word for eye, you’ll find, if you only compare words outside of Taiwan, you’ll have to reconstruct this word or assume that the original form of the word was ‘mata’. This was in fact the case with the classic comparative dictionary done in Germany in 1938 by Otto Dempwolff. He reconstructed ‘mata’. He didn’t consider Formosan evidence. Once you do consider Formosan evidence, you see that some languages, such as Saisiyat, Thao, Paiwan and Puyuma, have a different consonant in the word for eye than they have in the word for seven. Outside Taiwan, these are identical; that is, they both have the t between the vowels, ‘mata’ and ‘pitu’. But if you look at Formosan evidence, you see that Saisiyat has a s in the word for eye; Thao has a c; Paiwan has ts; and Puyuma has a retroflex T, ‘maTa’. Whereas for the word seven, Thao has ‘pitu’ as opposed to ‘maca’ for eye. So there’s a different consonant there. Paiwan has ‘matsa’ for eye but ‘pitju’ for seven, so different consonant; and Puyuma has ‘maTa’ for eye and ‘pitu’ for seven, again a different consonant. So I hope that reason is clear. If not, I’ll clarify in the question period. 

Since all three of these changes, that is the merger of a capital C and T, and then what we see on the top of the next page, the merger of the capital N and small n, and then the loss or change of the capital S to h and then zero in most Malayo-Polynesian languages as in the words for fire and four and rope, none of which has a s-type sound outside of Taiwan, since all of these are found in every Austronesian language outside Taiwan for which evidence is available, the simplest hypothesis is these changes happened once in the common ancestor of the non-Formosan Austronesian languages, hence in Proto-Malayo-Polynesian. Attempts to find exclusively shared innovations among the Formosan languages has led only to the recognition of small subgroups within Taiwan, such as Atayalic, Tsouic, Western Plains, or East Formosan. It has not, however, led to the recognition of a Formosan group that encompasses all aboriginal languages in Taiwan. We are left, then, with a collection of rather diverse languages in Taiwan, languages that preserve archaic features, which have been lost in all Malayo-Polynesian languages. I wonder if I could have a little more water, please. Thank you.

Recall now the principle of least moves that is used both in botany and in linguistics to determine likely centers of origin, areas of greatest diversity are the regions that probably have been settled longest, and diversity is defined not in terms of the number of units being compared, but rather in terms of the degree of difference between them. The principle of least moves requires us to assume that Taiwan has been settled by speakers of Austronesian languages longer than any other area in which Austronesian languages are still spoken; that is, in effect, the Austronesian homeland. Although this conclusion is based entirely on linguistic evidence, it is noteworthy that it agrees closely with the archaeological record as this that has emerged over the past decade or two. 

The term ‘Neolithic’ is commonly used in the archaeological literature to refer to cultures that have moved from hunting and gathering to an economic adaptation based on agriculture or horticulture, animal domestication, the use of pottery and fixed residential structures. Prior to about 3,500 BC or perhaps a bit earlier, the archaeological record for Taiwan shows no evidence of Neolithic cultures on the island, although several archaeological finds have shown that a population of hunter-gatherers apparently was there for at least 30,000 years. Very suddenly, around 3,500 BC, Neolithic cultures associated with the planting of rice and millet, the manufacture and use of pottery and the domestication of animals appeared in Taiwan. Details of pottery and other features of material culture show strong resemblances to contemporaneous pre-Chinese cultures on the mainland of southern China, and that Austronesian speakers were on the Chinese mainland before reaching Taiwan. The details of how they crossed the Taiwan Strait to Taiwan remain unclear, as with one major exception that need not concern us here, that there is no record of the outrigger canoe among the Formosan aborigines. What is clear is that there was a pause of at least 1,000 years before a part of the Austronesian-speaking population of Taiwan moved southward. Until about 2,500 BC, no Neolithic cultures were found in the Philippines. Then again very suddenly, pottery types similar to contemporaneous pottery in Taiwan, rice agriculture, animal domestication and the like appear in the Cagayan Valley of northern Luzon. The obvious inference to draw from the archaeological record, particularly in conjunction with the linguistic evidence, is that one group of Austronesian speakers succeeded in colonizing the northern Philippines from Taiwan. This is the language community I have called ‘Proto-Malayo-Polynesian’. 
We are now in the position to see why Kern, despite of his resourceful use of the linguistic evidence available to him, reached the false conclusion about the Austronesian homeland. Kern’s argument was based on the distribution of cognate sets relating to the natural environment and its plant and animal products. In principle, this is a valid way to proceed. But Kern did not take subgrouping into account, relying more on the geographical spread of cognate sets as evidence for their antiquity. A glance at your handout will show that the linguistic comparison which Kern used to draw conclusions about the location of the Austronesian homeland was restricted to non-Formosan languages, and you can see in Part 5 of your handout, this means that the earliest language to which these can be attributed is Proto-Malayo-Polynesian, not Proto-Austronesian. There are few Austronesian languages in mainland Southeast Asia, and nearly all of these belong to the Chamic group, which is closely related to Malay and some other languages of western Indonesia. There is, in short, very little linguistic diversity among the Austronesian languages of mainland Southeast Asia, but a high order of diversity among those of Taiwan.

After the Austronesian settlement of the northern Philippines, things happened rather quickly. There is both ethnological and linguistic evidence that speakers of Proto-Malayo-Polynesian possessed the outrigger canoe, and this marvelous invention enabled populations to move quickly into new territories. Rather than being a barrier, the sea was a highway to these early ancestors of the Austronesian-speaking peoples of today. There are still many puzzles remaining to be solved, but in the time left to me, I will try to outline a few of the major events in the history of the Austronesian linguistic expansion. 
First, since the Philippines was the second earliest area to be settled by the Austronesian speakers, we would expect it to show an order of linguistic diversity second only to that of Taiwan. However, it does not. Rather, there is strong evidence for the languages of the Sama-Bajaw, sea gypsies, concentrated primarily in the southern Philippines. This Philippine subgroup also includes the languages of northern Sulawesi in Indonesia, and Yami or Tao spoken on Lanyu or Orchid Island of the southeast coast of Taiwan. The simplest way to explain this disagreement between settlement time and degree of linguistic diversity is that there was a prehistoric period of language leveling in which one language expanded at the expense of all others in the Philippines, and all modern members of the Philippine subgroup of Austronesian languages are descendents of this successful conquering language. One consequence of the expansion of Proto-Philippines was the extinction of other early Austronesian languages in the Philippines. Another apparent consequence was the migration of the ancestral Chamorro to the Mariana Islands. A series of radiocarbon dates has now established firmly that the Marianas were settled by at least 1,500 BC. Chamorro does not belong to the Philippine subgroup, but almost certainly reached the Marianas from the central or northern Philippines, and given the evidence for language leveling in the early history of the Philippines, it appears likely that these two events were connected; that is, the ancestral Chamorros were a fugitive population that left the Philippines at the time the Proto-Philippine language family community was engulfing over Austronesian language groups in the region, and sailed eastward to the Marianas. This appears to be the earliest Austronesian penetration of the Pacific. The Chamorros were the first 

Second, in moving southward through the Philippines, the stream of Austronesian-speaking migrants evidently split somewhere in northern Sulawesi or the northern Moluccas, giving rise to the division between the Western Malayo-Polynesian and Central–Eastern Malayo-Polynesian languages. I am referring back to the tree diagram now in your handout. One major episode in the further expansion of Western Malayo-Polynesian languages was the migration of the Malagasy from Southeast Asia to the east coast of Africa. In 1951, the Norwegian missionary and linguist Otto Christian Dahl convincingly demonstrated that the Malagasy had migrated from the Barito river basin in southeast Borneo. Further discussion and debate, primarily between Otto and K.A. Adelaar, has refined our understanding of this major migration so that now it is thought that the Malagasy probably settled at Madagascar between the 7th and 13th centuries, and in all likelihood were assisted or accompanied by Malay-speaking traders from the Indianized kingdom of Sriwijaya in southern Sumatra. At about the same time, the boat-dwelling Sama-Bajaw, the sea gypsies, apparently departed from the same region of Borneo, and established a close association with Malay-speaking traders who controlled the flow of trade goods, and in particular spices, out of eastern Indonesia to the Straits of Malacca, from whence they were transported to China, India, the Middle East and beyond.

Third, the Central-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian stream split into a branch that moved southward into the Moluccas and Lesser Sunda Islands of Indonesia, giving rise to Central Malayo-Polynesian, and another that moved over the north coast of the Bird’s Head of New Guinea, giving rise to Eastern Malayo-Polynesian. The map you have behind the screen here shows it’s going from the south coast; it should be over the north coast. I can explain if you need to know why. Eastern Malayo-Polynesian then spilt into Proto-South Halmahera-West New Guinea and Proto-Oceanic, and by at least 1,350 BC, speakers of Proto-Oceanic or an early offshoot of it were making Lapita pottery and living in pile dwellings along the lagoons of the St. Mathias archipelago north of New Ireland. These are the earliest radiocarbon dates for the Lapita cultural complex, which is generally associated with speakers of Oceanic languages. The radiocarbon chronology established by Pacific archaeologists shows that within a century or two, Austronesian speakers had already reached Fiji and western Polynesia. This implies two characteristics of the Oceanic Austronesian expansion into the Pacific. First, that the population growth was rapid, and second, the inter-island travel was easy. However, this rapid expansion stopped in western Polynesia for close to 2,000 years before the settlement of eastern Polynesia took place, a mysterious ‘long pause’ that may have been related to sailing technology, since the voyage to the tiny, widely-spaced and distant targets of eastern Polynesia was arguably not a practical possibility until the invention of double-hulled catamaran.
Finally, since we are holding this forum here in this beautiful country, how about the settlement of Palau? To date, the earliest radiocarbon dates are not much more than 2,000 years old. I’ve been informed that now the date is closed to 3,000 years. But this is likely to change with further archaeological investigation. The Palauan language is clearly Austronesian and has characteristics similar to those that have been classified as Western Malayo-Polynesian. However, it is not closely related any other language, implying that it has been separated from all other Austronesian languages for a considerable period of time. Your ancestors, and I am speaking to Palaun speakers here, reached Palau from somewhere in island Southeast Asia, but for the present it is impossible to be more specific, and the history of the Austronesian expansion into Palau must remain at least for the present a mystery. Thank you for your attention.
MC (Taiwan):


We thank Dr. Blust for his brilliant presentation. We’ll now take a break until 3:10 pm. Then we will have our second panel discussion. 

Refreshments Break

MC (Taiwan):


We’ll now start with our second panel discussion. We are honored to have Mr. John Paki, the general manager of the Maori Trust Office, to moderate this session. Mr. Paki, please.  

John Paki (New Zealand): 

Thank you. It’s my pleasure to moderate this session between two of our most distinguished linguists in Austronesia, Dr. Tamata and Dr. Blust. Dr. Tamata gave us her analysis of not necessarily a language Fijian that is under threat, but indeed one that faces many challenges, and especially making clear to us about securing field for the future, and especially the status at all levels of society. I think a point very well made. Dr. Blust’s thought-provoking analysis of Austronesia linguistics is a real opportunity for us now to heavily address any question on these matters or in fact any others. So please take the benefit of experience of these two distinguished people. Thank you. 
Any questions? We’ll start with Mr. Ngata.

Wayne Ngata (New Zealand): 

Greetings to you both. Just I suppose it’s a comment as much as a question. Dr. Tamata, the situation you outlined as far as the Fijian speaking Fijian is a situation that Maori in a sense did enjoy two generations ago. So in the sense, if you have something, you don’t take the opportunity to step back and observe what you actually do have and therefore where we may be going, how do you or how do language advocates in Fiji make that quite apparent to their own? That’s the real difficult process for Maori. I don’t want to be paternalistic, but we have been reeducating our own people about themselves. How do you do that for Fiji and for Fijian languages?

Apolonia Tamata (Fiji): 

Thank you, Wayne. I suppose in the Fijian context, if we talk about educating our own, in many cases we are not making a conscious decision to educate our young people. I think for us we are still speaking in Fijian. We are still practicing our customs. We are still weaving. We are still fishing. We are still living the language. I think it’s the answer to your question. But I would say for the younger generation it is becoming less so because a lot of our younger people are speaking the Standard Fijian and English. So it’s going to be the concern for us in terms of living our language and culture and speaking the language appropriately and acting it out in our ceremony. So I guess would that answer your question?

Wayne Ngata (New Zealand): 

I suppose what I want to reflect here is that that’s exactly where Maori were at. They spoke their language. They did whatever they did in Maori as Maori two generations ago. It’s taken one generation and that has disappeared. Of course, we have got a different situation and we are minority and continue to be so. But that does not deny the fact that we lost our language within one generation. The language of status is English, has been English for the last two three generations and still is. Therefore, the struggle is still there to put Maori not necessarily up there but up there and out there. I suppose what I’m sounding is a type of warning for not just Fijian language but any language that is in coexistence with another language to be careful of being subsumed. English is an official language in the sense of dominant language in Fijian politics. Does that mean that language that will be seen as the language of status? The good thing is that Fijian is spoken, which is really we want to get to. Maori is not spoken as Maori was spoken as a normal daily language, only in very small pockets. That’s where we want to get to, because we were there two generations ago. So that perhaps is just a warning. 
Just one comment or even a question for Dr. Blust. Culture counts. We have a saying: culture counts. There’s pride in origins. Through linguistic study, one can trace the process that was undertaken. What is in front? You can come to a point with Austronesian languages; we are at the point now. Generally speaking, what is in front? What is in the future? That’s my question.
John Paki (New Zealand):


Please, would you like to comment on the first part?

Apolonia Tamata (Fiji): 

Thank you, Wayne. Yes. Fijian people are now realizing that we should not take Fijian language for granted. For the Fijian people, Fijian language is the mana [status] as you say. I don’t think we regard English as the mana. We look at English as the language for a different world, for the western world. But in the Fijian, the indigenous world or the native world is where Fijian is the language. I was going to say that you know among Fijians if we speak English among ourselves and other people hear us speaking English, they will laugh at us. That is I guess those kind of little behaviors that make us want to speak Fijian among ourselves. But in the urban areas, the younger people are speaking in English among themselves and especially if you attend multi-racial schools. But still the young people attend predominantly Fijian schools, and that is where Fijian’s alive and surviving. If they are heard in English, they will be made fun of, which is again not a good thing as well because they have to be good in English to pass their exams, etc.

Robert Blust (Hawai’i): 

I’m a historical linguist. Your question is kind of like asking a historian to predict the future. There are people I know at the University of Hawai’i who call themselves Futurologists, but I’m not a Futurologist in terms of historical linguistics. The answer to your question will depend very much on the resolution of the kind of issues they are dealing with in terms of language endangerment. So I can’t give you a clear answer. Thank you.

Tsay Chung-Han (Taiwan):

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Blust just gave us a presentation in the dispersion of the Austronesian languages. Hello? I think I’d better make my comment short; otherwise, the microphone would protest. In Dr Blust’s paper, he talked about Kern’s and Dyen’s researches. I was very interested in Peter Woods. In 1991, he published a paper in the American Science in the US and he said the origin of the Austronesian people was in Taiwan. However, in 1996 in the same magazine, he changed his theory. He believed that the origin of the Austronesian people and languages was rather in China, the central China. I don’t see you are addressing this issue. So I wonder if you can talk about Peter Wood’s theory. 

And our Professor from Fiji mentioned there are currently over 300dialects in Fiji. So I am a bit curious. When they communicate with each other, do they use Standard Fijian or do they use English? Another regret is that we know the University of South Pacific now has done away with the coordinating position you previously held. However, we also heard from Dr. Tamata that some students are interested in studying the Fijian culture and language. Is this self-motivated? Or, is it one of the programs of the government? Can you talk about that?

Robert Blust (Hawai’i): 

At least in the English translation, the name that came through to me was Peter Wood, but I think you mean Peter Bellwood. That must be the person you are referring to. He is a very well-known Pacific and Southeast Asian archaeologist and publishes articles on the Austronesian dispersal in Scientific American in late 1980s or 1990s. If I understood the question, your understanding was Peter Bellwood has reversed his position on this and believed that Austronesian languages originated in Central China. That’s not the case. I know him very well. I think you’re probably confusing here with two different things. I myself propose that before proto-Austronesian existed as a language on Taiwan, it came from southern China. The archaeology points toward the Fujian coast where exists very similar material culture perhaps a thousand years earlier than the earliest Neolithic culture in Taiwan. 
In addition, it’s been proposed on the basis of evidence from morphology, affixes and infixes in particular, the Austronesian language family is distantly related to the Austroasiatic language family, which includes a number of languages in mainland Southeast Asia, Vietnamese, perhaps the best known of those, and some languages in the northeastern part of India. That’s a proposal that goes way back to 1906, which was proposed by the famous Wilhelm Schmidt, the Austrian archaeologist, ethnologist and linguist, who founded the Anthropos Institute. That idea rested unaccepted by most linguists for a long time. It’s been revived in recent year. When it was revived, I took it very seriously. It was revived by a colleague of mine, named Lawrence Reid. In doing that, one has to raise the question where… We just take this one step further back in time. If you think of the family tree that I use in my paper, we go one step further. We have to draw a higher node, going further back in time before Proto-Autronesian. The question will be where was pre-Proto-Austronesian spoken. 
You know there are four possibilities in terms of the cardinal direction. Some went towards the north, the south, the east or the west. No argument can be constructed for anything coming from the east because you just have the open Pacific there. There is absolutely no archaeological evidence for pre-Austroneisan presence there. From the Philippines in the south, all of the Neolithic archaeology is later than the Neolithic archaeology in Taiwan. There’s no evidence from Okinawa. So we pretty much have to conclude. Forgive me for giving a long answer to your question. We pretty much have to conclude that Taiwan was settled by Austronesian speakers from the adjacent Mainland, the Fujian coast, southern China. In that area, of course if you know the Fujian coast, it’s doted with little islands. There are mountains right behind the coast. So the population, even the modern Chinese population within the past several hundred years, has been oriented outward. Most of the Chinese in Southeast Asia are Minnan or Hakka speakers, and the reason is because you can’t go over the mountains very easily. It’s oriented towards the sea. The geography forces you in that direction. So earlier Austronesian speakers on that coast would have been sailing up and down on little islands where they were used to, at least using rafts if not better water crafts, and then across the Taiwan Strait, which is such a long distance. 
Before that, if you go back a little further there’s a very famous archaeological site in northern Zhejiang Province in China, just south of the mouth of the Yangtze River, and it’s called Hemudu. Hemudu is a site, which is exceptional in that unlike most archaeological sites, it was water-locked. That means that the basalt layers, which are dated between 4,952 BC are preserved. You have organic materials like house posts that are preserved because it is anaerobic. There’s no oxygen that can get in. It is sort of wet mud for a long time because of the flooding of the Yangtze. So it’s actually developed at the southern end of Hangzhou Bay. This Hemudu site, because evidence of people living in pile dwellings, that is dwelling built on stilts, and they had loom weaving, we can reconstruct something between linguistic data for proto-Austronesian. They had rice agriculture in abundance. There’s lots of evidence of rice, and it’s a thousand years earlier than anything in Taiwan. In fact, a little maybe over 1,500 years earlier than anything in Taiwan.
 So anyway, what I argue in the paper published in the proceeding of the American Philosophical Society in 1995, I think it was, that if Austroasiatic and Austronesian are in fact related, in order to get them together, you have to find an area where both could have come down, the two different language families down different river systems. So I suggest that Austronesian came down along Yangtze and out the mouth of Yangtze and spread down the coast to southern China, the Fujian area, and then across the Taiwan Strait into Taiwan. This is pre-Austronesian, not pre-proto-Austronesian. So we are not contradicting ourselves here. What we’re talking about is an earlier period of time.

Apolonia Tamata (Fiji): 

The Professor asked something about the Fijian language. The first question concerns the number of dialects. We have in Fiji about 300 dialects. I also said that these 300 dialects can be grouped under about 38 communalects. In each communalect, we can find about 5 dialects, a number of dialects that form one communalect. So those 300 dialects are then grouped into about 38 communalects. The Professor asked if they use Standard Fijian or English when they communicate with each other. Now these dialects, neighboring dialects can understand each other. Mostly they can understand each other. But if the dialects are further away from each other, they would not be able to understand each other. So they use Standard Fijian. 
The second question. The professor asked about the interest in studying Fijian language from the younger people, from students. Is this interest self-motivated or is it some program by the government? Firstly, we have to advertise as a department at our university to get students. We have had to advertise in the past to get students. We will be successful to get about eight to ten students to start with. Now the program has about ten to fifteen students. If it is going to survive, it needs to have more students than that. Secondly, the Ministry of Fijian Affairs offers scholarships to Fijians of the Indigenous Fijian Society at the university. But it is not very popular. Understandably, subjects and disciplines like accounting and computing are very popular. But Fijian language and culture would attract very few students. The other thing that is motivating these younger people, I think, is because of the policy that Fijian government is making to make it compulsory for Fijian and Hindi to be taught in schools. This is what I’ve been saying that they make it compulsory but they do not send the teachers out for training. These young people are looking if there may be a job after. They study Fijian as you speak. So some teachers are coming back to have a degree or diploma, some qualification to teach Fijian. That is the motivation also. Thank you.

John Paki (New Zealand):


Solomon. 

Lawrence Foanaota (Solomon Islands): 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. I just want to add to what Professor Tamata said on relation to the question that was asked by Ngata. In the Solomon, we have Fijian community. The thing I really admired, not because I got married to a Fijian woman, is that they are very proud of their language, even though they are outside Fiji. Every time we have a gathering together, they always speak their language. Sometimes, I get sort of put out because I don’t know what they are talking about. The other thing is that they still continue to encourage the ceremonies they hold back in Fiji. Every time there is an independent anniversary in Fiji, they will hold their own celebrations in the Solomon. Now just recently, they are planning to build a culture center of Fijian in Solomon to encourage the teaching of language and culture of Fiji to those children who are born in the mixed marriages or even Fijians who are now living in the Solomon. So this is one thing that I see. Apart from other cultures in the Solomon, they don’t do that much. I’m really happy to see that happening because now my children would like to speak Fijian. 
Now in relation to Professor Blust’s presentation, I just want to ask a question related to the dropping of letters or adding letters to words. Are there any reason why this happened in the language? Thank you.

Robert Blust (Haiwaii): 

First of all, the way any linguist will respond to that is we don’t talk about letters. Letters are units of writing. Languages are spoken. There are many languages that weren’t written until very recently. So what we’re really talking about is the loss of sounds, not of letters. 
And yes, there is a reason. Usually vowels are not stressed, do not carry the primary accent, are weaker in articulate auditory terms in terms of their loudness and their perceptibility. They are weaker than stressed vowels. If a language has a penultimate stress, that is if the main stress is on the second from the last syllable, the last syllable vowel will be very weak in terms of auditory terms and perceptibility, and it will tend to be lost over time. This is particularly true for i and u, which are so-called high vowels in linguistics. They have less sonorance than the low vowel a. They are just less of a sonorant quality to be heard. So yes, there are physical, logical reasons for final vowels to be lost for instance. That’s just one particular type of loss. There are other kinds of loss. If you want me to go into it, I can but maybe you don’t.

John Paki (New Zealand):


One on the back. 

Faustina K. Rehuher (Palau): 

Thank you. I have two questions. So I will say them for both speakers. First is to Professor Tamata in regards to Fiji. We know that Fiji shoot ahead before other pacific countries in terms of its cultural mapping. It’s part of traditional knowledge and cultural expressions that are very much endorsed and assisted by World Intellectual Property Organization in Geneva. In terms of language, if the cultural mapping is being done throughout Fiji, I don’t know if Fiji has ratified the Convention on Intangible Culture Heritage. But when they record cultural aspects, both tangible and intangible throughout Fiji, and they go to these different villages, where, as you said, there are 300 different dialects. So once culture recording is done, it should be recorded in that dialect, in that traditional language. From your perspective, how is the language being supported by this cultural mapping in Fiji as a way to preserve the language? That’s my question. 
The other question to you, Dr. Tamata, is the issue of multi-language and multi-ethnic groups in Fiji. When you try to preserve the traditional Fijian language in other ethnic groups, and you mention that there is really no national language per se in Fiji, what is the position of the government in terms of mandating Fijian languages taught in schools as an important language. So these are two questions for Dr. Tamata. 
And to Dr. Blust, my question is geared towards the end of your speech. You mentioned that Palau is kind of like still unknown with respect to the origins of people, yet it’s part of Austronesian speaking people in the Pacific. How do you conclude that Palau is not really part of that? Thank you.

Apolonia Tamata (Fiji): 

Thank you. To your first question, how is Fijian language supported by the cultural mapping that is being carried out by the Institute of Fijian Language and Culture? Cultural mapping really supports language documentation as well because the mapping of cultural customs and artifacts is like making a record, keeping a inventory of all the customs and dialects and what we have out there in the villages and in the communities. These things are described in the language, in the dialects, in so many dialects that we have. They support each other, I will say. The language supports what we have of the cultural mapping, customs and traditional artifacts that we have and vice versa. Because everything we have in culture is described by language, they would support each other. 
Your second question, regarding the multi-ethnic situation that we have in Fiji as well as the many languages that are spoken in Fiji, what is the position of the government in terms of language teaching in schools? I guess that’s why it is taking a long time to give a status to Fijian languages because there are so many other languages that also want to have a status in Fiji, not so many but a few that are spoken by a big number of the population in Fiji. For Fijians, to be given the status of the national language is getting a lot of opposition. Some ethnic groups want their language too to be given the status of national language as well. Because of human rights and all that, we cannot really say no and we want to say only in Fiji can Fijian be the national language. All the other languages are probably the national language somewhere else. But we cannot really say. So we just take things slowly. Now we still do not have a prescribed national language. Because of that, the government is saying that it is compulsory for Fijian and Hindi to be taught in schools. But we need the policy makers, our leaders to implement that policy to train the teachers to teach Fijian and Hindi. But it is not. I guess it also has to do with the financial situation of the country. As I say, with the coups, education and health are getting more of the cut in the budget. This has been going on for many years, to try and make the teaching of Fijian and Hindi compulsory, not only Hindi, Urdu as well for the Muslim schools. So we can say there’s some competition and uncertainty, because also of the uncertainty of the government in Fiji. We can only go slowly. We cannot force these things to the government or the government on the people. We’ll take it as we go along.

Robert Blust (Hawai’i): 

Your question, as I understand it, is how do we know as historical linguists that Palauan is not related closely to any other Austronesian language. I have to give a technical answer. I have to get into linguistic concepts here. If you recall from my talk, in order to place a language in the subgroup, that is, like the Oceanic Group which I discussed, you have to find evidence of ‘exclusively shared innovations’, that is changes which are found just in that group of languages and not in others, and furthermore, changes which are not likely to happen independently. 
In the Oceanic Subgroup, I tried to show in the small amount of data I have in my handout that there was an earlier *b and an earlier *p. For instance, the word for stone is ‘bad’ in Palaun, and the word for seven is ‘e-wid’. ‘bad’ preserves the *b; the *p became a w. It’s written as a u in Palaun, but it’s actually a w phonemically in terms of linguistic analysis. So the distinction is maintained. The same distinction of *b and *p is maintained in Chamorro: the *b became *p; the *p became *f. They didn’t merge. In all oceanic languages, there’s a merger of those two, 460 languages. Now to argue that’s happened independently and there are lots of different historical independent cases doesn’t hold water. The reason it doesn’t is because if that were the case, we expect similar kinds of mergers to happen in Southeast Asia, in Austronesian languages in Southeast Asia, in the Philippines, Indonesia and Taiwan. It doesn’t happen. So the simplest explanation is that there was one change, one proto-language, called Proto-Oceanic that was ancestral to those languages that show this particular merger. This is only one case though, the particular merger of *b and *p. 
Now for Palaun to subgroup with any other Austronesian, for a linguist to be able to demonstrate the subgroup, we have to find the evidence of an exclusively shared innovation. You might be aware, if you are aware of vocabulary in other Austronesian languages, Palaun has extremely complex historical sound change, a set of sound changes. There’s been extensive of what linguists called ‘shifting’, not merger, not the loss of contrasts, but rather *n became *l, *l became *y, *y became *r, that kind of thing, without actually merging but just extensive shifting in Palaun. This is one of the reasons why you have such a complex morphology in the language. It’s very difficult sometimes to show what’s the base form of a word because you have so many different shapes of a word depending upon the affix that’s given in Palaun. 
To make my answer as non-technical as possible and as short as possible, if we can find the evidence of exclusively shared innovations, exclusively shared sound changes for example, the Palaun has with some other Austronesian language, then we will have the evidence for a subgroup, provided that these changes are not likely to happen independently. So far no one has presented anything like that. So we are still waiting.   

John Paki (New Zealand):


And there’s the gentleman next. 

Yen Jhih-Guang (Taiwan): 

I have a question for Professor Tamata. In your paper, you mentioned about official language and national language. Well, in my experience, the majority of multi-ethnic states will try to make all languages national languages. However, only a small number of their languages will be made official languages. In other words, normally in the state constitution, national languages are merely symbolic. But the official languages are actually very practical. So I wonder why the majority of people in Fiji want their language become a national languages instead of an official language. 

Secondly, sometimes, official languages are only used in a certain part of the nation. For example, this is the case in Switzerland. But I wonder in Fiji, do you also have a similar situation? Is your official language spoken throughout the entire country or only in a certain part of the country? 

Thirdly, you mentioned that Fijian is an official language, especially with your own writing system. You have compiled a dictionary. So does this mean that the majority of people in Fiji hope that the official language is used in government documents? Since you mentioned that some of your official languages in Fiji are very seldom used. Could you explain why that is the case? 

Actually in Taiwan we have many dialects and we try to establish a standard dialect. For the Amis people, there are five different dialects. But we try to come up with one standard Amis dialect. Originally, the Bible was translated into different dialects. As a result, it becomes very difficult for us to come up with the standard dialect. Do you have any suggestion for us to standardize our dialect in Taiwan? 

You mentioned that in Fiji, there are about 300 dialects and there are about 38 different categories. And as far as the dialect is concerned, obviously you need to have a dialogue in a dialect before the language can become a dialect. Obviously, there is no single definition for the dialect or communalect. But you mentioned, there are 38 communalects. I wonder whether they belong to a single language family or different language families? Thank you. 

Apolonia Tamata (Fiji): 

Thank you. Your first question refers to how, if I understand it correctly, how Fijian language…. I’d better ask you to repeat your first question again. Thank you.

Yen Jhih-Guang (Taiwan):

Well, my first question was the meaning of national language and official language in Fiji. After analyzing the constitution of different states, I found that it is very common that all languages spoken in the state should be considered as national languages. But as we know in Fiji, Fijian has been made as an official language. Official languages are actually more practical, right? Why do you still want to make Fijian as a national language? National languages are nothing but symbolic. Or do you think it’s much ‘cooler’ to make Fijian a national language?

Apolonia Tamata (Fiji): 
Yes. I think it has got to do with identity. Because, as I said, there are a number of different ethnic groups in Fiji, it seems that the more we’re speaking English, the more English is becoming dominant in Fiji. We have come to realize that we want to make the Fijian language a mark of the identity of the Fijian people. Also the language that the people of Fiji, no matter what ethnic group that you belong to, the Fijian language is also a mark of the identity of people that are Fijians. Yes, some countries have made more than one language as national languages, but I suppose in Fiji, at least for the indigenous peoples of Fiji, since we are the major ethnic group in Fiji, we want Fijian to be the national language. We want to that to be but we are getting opposition. 
Your second language referred to whether the official language is spoken in the entire country. Is the official language, English, used in formal occasions throughout the country? Yes. Standard Fijian as the other official language together with Hindustani is used mainly in our formal functions and in urban situations, not in the villages, not in the communities. If there are visitors from the government or the churches or NGOs, Standard Fijian is used. 
You also asked about how to standardize a dialect, referring to your country that has various dialects. How can we standardize a dialect? I guess in Fiji, it sort of came by chance because missionaries started using this made-up language, made-up in the sense that one missionary was sent to that village and another missionary was sent to another. Together they came and put together their various versions of different dialects and tried to translate the Bible and religious texts into this mixture of three or four dialects. That sort of started what we now recognize as the Standard Fijian. When they translated religious texts and the Bible into this made-up Standard Fijian, other Fijians had to read it and understand it and believe in the message it contained. Later on, so many Christian converts, those who were converted into Christianity, would have to read these religious texts and Bible. I don’t know over how many years now. Over two hundred years, it has developed into a fully standard dialect written with orthography. The Bible is translated into this language. It has of course developed and linguists have identified all. Those words came from that dialect; these words came from that dialect. Today, it is the Standard Fijian and Fijians who speak the various dialects would use this dialect when they speak to each other. If they cannot communicate, they would use this Standard Fijian to communicate with each other. I would not know the situation in Taiwan. But we can class this standard dialect that we have in Fiji linguistically like a pidgin Fijian because of the way it has been formed from various dialects and it sort of developed from there. I don’t know whether you have a pidgin form in the Taiwanese language in Taiwan. I would not have any suggestion as how you can form a standard dialect in your situation because somehow we had one before I was born.
You asked whether these 38 communalects were of the same language family or different. They are. These 38 communalects are from the same language family, the Fijian language family. The two major divisions of the Fijian language are the western Fijian and the eastern Fijian. Those are the two major divisions of the Fijian language. These 38 communalects are dialects in nature. But to some extent, if one person from the extreme left tries to communicate with another person on the extreme right, they will not be able to understand each other. However, within neighboring dialects, they can understand each other. So yes, these 38 communalects are from the same language family but different Fijian language divisions.  

John Paki (New Zealand):


I’ll just ask Dr. Blust to have a comment on that last question.

Robert Blust (Hawai’i): 
I guess it depends on the definition of language family. Normally, the term ‘language family’ is used for a group of languages for which one can reconstruct the highest possible ancestor. So in the case of Austronesian, the Austronesian language family is the language family. These other terms I wouldn’t…I suppose you can talk about the Fijian language family but it’s not sort of the conventional terminology. They are all dialects of arguably the same language. Now some linguists say there are actually two languages in Fiji, starting with Schütz [Albert Schütz] and others who point that western and eastern Fijian are two seperated languages.

Chang Jing-Sheng (Taiwan):

 I have a few questions for Dr. Blust. First, from my point of view, since I live in Taiwan, if I speak the Minnan dialect, Taiwan would become the origin of the Minnan dialect that I speak. If, later on, all Taiwanese speak the Minnan dialect, Taiwan would become the homeland for all Minnan-speaking indigenous peoples. If we migrate to other places due to various reasons, we’d look back to Taiwan as our homeland. So I’d like to ask that, based upon the principle of least moves you mentioned, for a place to become an origin of a certain language shared by us all, does it need to be where we all once spoke the same language? Is your theory built upon that a people had to live together and spoke the same language before they split up and migrated elsewhere? What is the relation between an ethnic group and the origin of a language?

My second question regards to your opinion about Mainland China as the a predecessor to Taiwan and that minority groups in Taiwan all came from China. I wonder how you reached this conclusion. In Taiwan, there should be more than 22 indigenous languages, but many have been lost. But I think there’s only a small number of languages that came from Fujian. You also mentioned the growing of rice, millet or pottery and concluded that indigenous peoples in Taiwan are also immigrants from Mainland China. I wonder why you don’t think otherwise and say indigenous peoples actually moved from Taiwan to to China. This is also my question.

My third question is that in terms of anthropology, Lanyu or Orchid Island is a very important transit point for indigenous peoples to enter Taiwan. Have you studied the language on Lanyu or Orchid Island? According to anthropologists, those indigenous peoples who live farther away from Lanyu Taitung were the earlier residents in Taiwan. Is this true? These are my questions for Dr. Blust. Thank you.

Robert Blust (Hawai’i): 
I’m afraid I don’t understand the first question at all. I’d like to have it rephrased if possible. And I’ll try to answer the second, too.

Chang Jing-Sheng (Taiwan):

In terms of the beginning of the language, like the Austronesian peoples, did it disperse in Taiwan?

Yen Jhih-Guang (Taiwan):

Do you want me to explain for you? 

I guess what he was trying to say was that generally when we talk about the origin of the language, is the origin of the language unilateral or bilateral? If Taiwan is the origin of the Austronesian languages, is the oldest Austronesian language only one language or a combination or merger of two or three languages?

Robert Blust (Hawai’i): 
Yes, I think so. This seems to be a slightly different question from that I think was asked at the first time. But let me try to answer this one. 
All things in nature change. The one thing we know with certainty is nothing remains the same, whether it’s a human being during one’s lifetime or whether it’s the natural environment. Because things change, we know that language is part of this process. Because languages change, over time they become different from one another. Now if a language community remained united and there was no separation, the members of that community would continue to communicate with one another. The only way you would know any change had taken place will be if you had any written record of an earlier period to compare with that of the later period. What gives us an opportunity in the absence of written records to see the changes taken place is that communities separate throughout history for various reasons. Maybe there are disputes and some people move out to go to another place; maybe there simply is over population for the area that is settled initially and people move out to other place. Because of that, one language becomes many languages over time. 
We can see this in the case of Latin developed into the Romance languages, for instance. We have written records of Latin going back to about 2,500 years ago and that language developed into the modern Romance languages: Portuguese, Spanish, French, Italian and so on. Now in the case of Austronesian, the same principle applies in order to account for the systematic similarities between the languages we find today. We have to assume that there was a common ancestor, which presumably was one language. Now it might have been dialectically complex; that’s something that really can’t be determined by the Comparative Method. The Comparative Method is a very powerful tool and that enables us to reach some general and in some cases fairly specific conclusions about languages as far back as 6,000 or 7,000 years ago for which we generally have no historical records. That’s a very powerful tool. It gives us a window into the past that we wouldn’t otherwise have. However, it does not answer all of our questions. It doesn’t give us complete information about languages spoken that far in the past. So you can’t expect it to be as accurate as , for example, to be able to go back with the time machine and actually be there, listening to people speak. 
To answer your second question, the reason that the argument that goes for the southern part of Taiwan from China rather than the other way around is quite simply that the archaeological evidence is for Neolithic culture, that is culture in which people were practicing agriculture, specifically rice and millet agriculture, making pottery, weaving with the loom, and domesticating animals, such as dog, pig, chicken and perhaps water buffalo. All that was earlier in Mainland China, and the pottery type is very similar to what we find a thousand years later in Taiwan. So it is really simpler to explain that in terms of movement from Mainland China to Taiwan. Furthermore, there’s no place in the world, if you think about it, where human beings originate on island and then spread to mainland, whether it’s the British Isle, the Channel Island in southern California or the islands of the Caribbean. They were all settled from mainland areas, which you expect. Human beings originate on continental landmasses and much later spread to island regions. 
Now your third question, I wasn’t taking notes here. But let’s see what was it. Oh, thank you, orchid Island and its significance. The Yami or the Tao people on Orchid Island or Lanyu speak a language, which is very closely related to the languages of the Batanes Islands in the northern Philippines. It’s very closely related to Ichbayaten and Ivatan, which are the two best languages in the Batanes Islands. These are the languages that, if you look at the map, are like stepping-stones from southern Taiwan going down to the northern Philippines. Between Luzon and southern Taiwan, you find the Batanes Islands there. Yami is closely related to Ivatan and Ichbayaten; it’s not closely related to any other language in Taiwan. It’s so closely related that, you know, it’s almost like Spanish and Portuguese. It’s very obvious, even to people without much linguistic training.

John Paki (New Zealand):
Thank you. Because of the very demanding questions that require very demanding answers, we’ve only got time for one more question.

Rikiaua Takeke (Kiribati):
Thank you Mr. Chairman. If you think it is not the question for the professors, please stop me. But I would be referring to a different kind of language. This is body language. We know last night, in this room, we watched and enjoyed and even participated in several dance items with great ease, fun and enjoyment as if everyone belongs to one family and identifies with dance whether it’s Palaun or Taiwanese. Some Kiribati dance seems to have been invented on the canoe, such as the sitting dance, which involves very simple, subtle and careful movements as if to avoid capsizing the moving canoe. Now my question is what is the place of this body language, maybe through dancing, in tracing our common roots as Austronesian? In other words, would it be useful to conduct studies along this line on the subject in the future? Thank you, Chair.
Robert Blust (Hawai’i): 
This is hard. What you are asking is whether there’s any kind of method, let’s say similar to the Comparative Method that’s used in linguistics, that could be applied to non-linguistic aspect of culture actually whether it’s body language, architecture, or visual art of various kind. You might ask the question in those terms. It’s not just language but all the culture, which is transmitted through the generations overtime, and we can see lots of non-linguistic evidence for Austronesian speakers being having a common heritage. If we compare with musical forms, for example, in the Pacific, there is a great similarity across the wide Pacific. I’m not ethno-musicologist, so I can’t comment in detail on that. Unfortunately, there’s no comparative method in ethnology that has generally been accepted. But perhaps it’s time that we develop one.

Apolonia Tamata (Fiji): 
Sorry, I’ll answer your question in the next conference probably.

John Paki (New Zealand): 
For Dr. Tamata and Dr. Blust, I, on behalf of this panel, thank you all, especially the audience for challenging our two very distinguished linguists in the Austronesian. Thank you.

MC (Taiwan):


Thank you, Mr. Paki as well as two distinguished professors. We thank all the speakers, moderators and audience who asked brilliant questions. 2008 Conference on Austronesian Forum is now officially concluded. Thank you. (End)
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摘要

本文主要說明台灣原住民族語言的分類，以及台灣政府近年來推動原住民族語言（以下簡稱族語）復振工作之概況，進而探討族語振興工作所面臨之種種困境，最後提出未來的發展方向。

全文

壹、前言

舉世知名的語言權威大衛‧克里斯托（David Crystal）在其名著《語言的死亡》（Language Death）一書曾說：「倘若發展多元文化是很重要的，那麼語言的角色就更具關鍵性了。因為文化的傳承，以話語和文字為主，所以語言的傳承一旦中斷，語言一死，人類的知識遺產，損失大矣！」而「當今的語言學，最急迫的事情，便是立即著手進行拯救瀕危語言的工作。」

台灣原住民族的族語發展處境，和大多數弱勢民族的經驗一樣，都曾遭到外來的移民人口壓力、政權實力和文化同化等等因素的壓迫，而逐漸瀕臨滅亡，或甚而死亡（如平埔族語言的滅亡）。近百年來，在歷經日治時期推行「皇民化政策」和台灣政府推行「國語（華話）政策」，迫使台灣原住民學習和使用異於本族語言的「國語」之後，族語使用的機會與族語生態，不斷地遭到排擠與破壞，同時，原住民使用族語的習慣和態度也趨於消極、弱化。

殆至近20年來，台灣政府由於受到多元文化主義思潮的影響，以及國內掀起教育改革的運動，開始重視並推動鄉土教育。而族語發展之契機，端露於86年政府進行第四次修憲，首次承認「原住民」為「原住民族」，並明文規定積極發展原住民族語言文化，且應依「民族意願」以法律訂定相關辦法保障之。此為原住民族語言文化權首次為台灣政府所承認，並明定於憲法宣示保障。

貳、台灣原住民族語言的分類

在語言學的分類上，台灣原住民族的語言屬南島語系。依據李壬癸教授的研究，可區分為九大語群，語群以下又劃分為不同的「支群」、支群之下又細分為「方言群」，共計31種（如附表一），其中雅美語屬巴丹語族，和台灣本島的族語距離較遠（李壬癸,1999）。

而台灣政府於2001年舉辦第1次「原住民族語言能力認證」時，將族語分為11族語言、38種方言別。至2002年辦理第2次「原住民族語言能力認證」時，增加大武魯凱語及四季泰雅語等2種方言別。嗣後台灣政府分別於2004年及2007年分別宣布太魯閣族與撒奇萊雅族正名，而在2007年辦理「原住民學生升學優待取得文化及語言族語言能力證明」考試時，將族語分為13族語言、43種方言別（如附表二）。

參、推展原住民族語言復振之工作概況

1996年12月10日，台灣政府正式成立行政院原住民族委員會（以下簡稱原民會），專責處理原住民族事務。為傳承、保存原住民族文化，原民會訂定「原住民族文化振興發展六年計畫」，並奉行政院核定自1999年度起實施，其中並將族語復振工作列為重要的計畫項目之一，此為政府計畫性地推行原住民族語言政策之開端。民國1998年公布施行「原住民族教育法」，明定「各級政府對學前教育及國民教育階段之原住民學生，應提供學習其族語、歷史及文化之機會。」（第21條），正式立法將族語納入教育學程。
2000年政黨輪替之後，族語復振工作進一步受到政府的重視，不僅在「國家語言發展法」（草案）中，明定原住民族各族語言為國家語言之一；在國民教育體系內，將鄉土語言（含族語）納入正式課程；結合原住民耆老與學術界之人力與智慧，有系統地編纂九年一貫族語教材；訂定「原住民族語言能力認證辦法」，並自2001年度起辦理原住民族語言能力認證之外，並且計畫性地具體落實以下相關措施：

一、在法制化方面：在憲法增修條文及原住民族教育法的基礎之下，於「原住民族基本法」（2005年公布施行）明定族語能力驗證制度及原住民族語言發展之法律依據（第9條）。另基於國際人權之平等原則，尊重語言之多樣性及平等發展，訂定「國家語言發展法」（草案），承認國內各族群使用之自然語言均為國家語言，並將原住民族各族語言定位為國家語言之一，以維護並促進族語之健全發展。另外為配合辦理原住民族語言能力認證，訂定「原住民族語言能力認證辦法」。

二、在組織推展方面：原民會於2004年設置「原住民族語言科」，負責辦理原住民族語言政策之規劃與原住民族語言振興之相關事項，並於2006年7月成立「原住民族語言發展會」，由29位委員組成「族語教學組」、「族語編纂組」及「族語研法組」等3個工作小組。

三、在計畫推展方面：自2003年起，逐年編列預算推動「原住民族語學習暨語言巢計畫」，結合中央與地方機關，透過部落（社區）之共識及團體之協助，擴大推展族語學習之機會；完成訂定「原住民族語言振興六年計畫」，確立循行政體系、民間組織二元化之方向，全面推動族語復振計畫，獎勵（助）家庭、部落與社區學習族語，並朝文字化、數位化記錄語料，期落實保存與傳承原住民族語言。

四、在族語文字化方面：於2005年12月公布「原住民族語言書寫系統」，使族語自「口說」語言，邁向「書寫」語言的世界，而編纂原住民族語言教材（原住民族語言九階教材）、編纂「基本詞彙、生活百句、模擬試題與練習題」及原住民族語字詞典以及獎勵族語著作出版（計16本）更是將族語文字化的具體表現。
五、在研究發展方面：蒐錄國內外相關語言研究資料、編輯「原住民族語言論叢」，並針對族語的復振與發展召開學術研討會議，廣徵學界、教育界與原住民社會之意見；編纂「台灣原住民族語言、歷史、文化大辭典」，建構原住民語言文化史料；辦理原住民教師及學生族語能力調查（高國中學生族語能力調查結果下表），並委託辦理族語使用狀況及使用態度調查。

	年度
	高國中

學生總人數
	具族語聽的能力

學生總人數/比例
	具族語說的能力

學生總人數/比例
	具族語讀的能力

學生總人數/比例
	具族語寫的能力

學生總人數/比例

	92
	35,022
	2,564/7.3%
	5,350/15.3%
	2,287/6.5%
	1,082/3.1%

	93
	37,877
	12,685/33.5%
	12,026/31.7%
	5,705/15.1%
	3,319/8.8%

	94
	39,972
	12,685/31.7%
	12.026/30.1%
	5,720/14.3%
	3,319/8.3


六、在族語能力認證方面：

（一）辦理族語能力認證：為提倡族語學習風氣，強化原住民使用族語之聽、說、讀、寫能力，並為培育族語研究人才與族語教學支援人員，訂定「原住民族語言能力認證辦法」，並自2001年度起至2007年度止，計辦理5次族語認證考試，各年度應考人數、合格人數及合格率詳如下表：

	年　度
	報考人數
	到考人數
	合格人數
	合格率(﹪)

	90
	2,956
	2,521
	2,157
	85.5

	91
	2,593
	2,214
	1,816
	82

	92
	1,617
	1,251
	991
	79.2

	93
	911
	706
	526
	74.5

	96
	2,440
	1,770
	923
	52

	合　計
	10,517
	8,462
	6,413
	75.7


（二）辦理原住民學生升學優待取得文化及語言能力證明考試：為保障原住民學生升學權益，並兼顧原住民族語言及文化之延續與保存，訂定「原住民學生升學優待及原住民公費留學辦法」，並分別於2007年3月10日及12月8日辦理2次考試，具體成果大要如次：

1、參加人數及成績統計：

	
	報考人數
	到考人數
	合格人數
	合格率(﹪)
	平均分數

	第1次考試
	10,102
	8,535
	6,596
	77.28%
	72.57

	第2次考試
	15,133
	12,739
	9,753
	76.6%
	72.02


2、相關配套措施：

為協助考生順利參加考試，本會提供多項配套措施，包括製發練習題紙本及光碟、製發考試流程說明單張及宣導短片、補助各縣（市）政府及原住民族地區鄉（鎮、市）公所辦理考前輔導及補助考生交通及住宿費等。
（三）規劃原住民族語言分級認證制度，將族語能力認證分為啟蒙級、初級、中級、高級、優級等五級考試外，並建置各級模擬試題之測驗題型與內容，作為充實題庫及未來實施分級認證之基礎。
七、在人才培育方面：為培育原住民族語言振興人員，強化族語教育推廣人員之人力素質，並挽救瀕臨滅絕之族語，辦理原住民族語言振興人員培訓，藉由族語教學觀摩活動，使各族群族語授課老師有互動、學習及相互觀摩、交流的機會，進而認識族語教學的特色與形式，作為研擬相關教材教法之參考，提昇族語教學效益與品質具體成果如次：

	年度
	參訓人數
	結業人數
	結業率（﹪）

	91
	1,676
	1,546
	92.24

	92
	1,154
	867
	75

	93
	781
	551
	70.5

	94
	321
	217
	67.6

	96
	806
	683
	84.7

	合計
	4,738
	3,864
	78


八、在數位化方面：

（一）委託製播電視節目（大家說族語）及族語廣播節目。
（二）建置台灣原住民族網路學苑（網址：http://iel.apc.gov.tw/），提供原住民線上學習族語及試題範例。
肆、推動族語發展法制化與計畫化

台灣政府推展族語保存、傳承與發展之政策，目前係由教育部、原民會及文化建設委員會（簡稱：文建會）分別辦理，其中教育部較偏重於「語言教學」與相關之配套措施，原民會則依據該會組織條例之規定，綜合辦理族語之研究、保存與傳承之相關事項，而文建會則負責國家語言之法制工作。以下僅就推動族語發展法制化與計畫化之現況簡單說明：
一、推動「國家語言發展法」之立法工作：為維護並促進族語之建全發展，原民會原先已參考各國、各民族語言發展之內涵與趨勢，並依據原住民族基本法之規定，訂定「原住民族語言發展法」（草案）計19條，然行政院基於國際人權之平等原則，尊重語言之多樣性及平等發展，指示納入「國家語言發展法」（草案）共同立法，其主要條文如下：

第2條：國內各族群或地方使用之自然語言，均列為國家語言。
第3條：為保障國民使用國家語言，並基於國際人權平等原則，規定國民使用國家語言，不應遭受歧視或限制。
第4條：規範政府規劃及推動國家語言發展，應包容及尊重語言之多樣性。
第5條：為促進多元文化成長，豐富國家之文化內涵，規定政府應辦理國家語言之保存、傳習、研究及對於面臨傳承危機之語言復振等事項。
第6條：為保障國民使用國家語言之傳播權，規定國民得使用各種國家語言進行各種形式之媒體傳播，獎勵廣播電視事業製播國家語言相關節目。
第7條：為避免各大學校院僅側重於某種國家語言之研究，規定政府應鼓勵其設立研究面臨傳承危機語言之系所，並規定各級學校及學前教育機構應提供學習機會及相關歷史文化教材，傳承國家語言。
第8條：政府機關（構）應提供國家語言之播音、諮詢、通譯、會議口譯、手語或其他必要之公共服務。
第9條：為使國家語言更為普及發展，規定政府應建置國家語言資料庫、語言認證機制，並培育師資、編纂教材，以利語言復育、傳承及發展。
二、推動原住民族語振興六年計畫：為突破長期以來族語弱化瀕危之窘境，原民會依據憲法增修條文、原住民族基本法及原住民族教育法之各項規定，參酌歷年度之施政成效與學者專家之研究建議，訂定「原住民族語言振興六年計畫」（此項計畫為政府首部整體性之族語政策），冀期結合行政體系、民間組織及學者專家之人力、物力，提倡族語學習風潮、厚實族語文字化之基礎、落實保障原住民族之語言權，並進而形成族語全面復振之運動，維繫台灣永續的多元文化。

以下謹就本計畫之主要工作項目，簡單說明如次：

（1） 健全族語法規：配合「國家語言發展法」（草案）之立法工作，並研擬相關子法。

（2） 成立族語振興組織：
1、成立「原住民族語言發展會」負責審議族語發展有關事項。
2、規劃成立「原住民族語言推展中心」、輔導各族群及各級地方政府成立族語推動組織。
（3） 編纂族語字詞典及族語教材：辦理「原住民族語言字詞典編纂計畫」及「原住民族語教材編纂計畫」，分族群、分年(期)編纂族語字詞典及教材。

（4） 推動族語研究與發展：

1、辦理「原住民族語言方言群的差異調查及語言分析」、「原住民族語言使用狀況及使用態度調查」。
2、補助大專校院相關系所開設族語學程，以增進族語研究的水準及培育族語支援教學人員。
3、獎勵族語研究、著作、出版計畫，並發行「原住民族語言發展論叢」。
（五）培育族語振興人員：

1、鼓勵大專校院開設族語文化學程(或相關系所)、族語訓練課程及族語教育專業課程，以培育正規族語教師。
2、舉辦族語教師在職研習及族語書寫系統種子教師培訓。
（6） 族語家庭化、部落化及社區化：補助地方政府族設置語言巢、部落語言教室、及族語文化成長班，活絡原住民部落及社區語言生機。

（7） 利用傳播媒體及數位科技實施族語教學：製播族語教學電視(廣播)節目、建置線上族語教學與測驗系統、製作族語教學輔助媒體(CD、VCD、DVD)。

（8） 辦理族語能力認證：逐年辦理族語認證考試（一般人）及族語能力考試（學生），並規劃設置「原住民族語言能力認證中心」，建立族語能力分級認證制度。

（9） 收集及編纂原住民族傳統及現代歌謠創作。
（十）翻譯重要之政策、法令，並培育族語翻譯人才。
「聯合國原住民族權利宣言」於2007年9月13日經聯合國大會表決通過，其中第13條明定「原住民族有權振興、使用、發展及傳授後代其歷史、語言、口述傳統、哲學、書寫系統及文學，並有權命名及保留其社區、地方及個人名稱。」本計畫之訂定與實施，堪稱符合國際之潮流，並已因應原住民族社會之發展現況。
伍、族語復振面臨之困境

一、族語能力流失的現象：在過去50年政府「獨尊國語、壓抑方言」的語言政策引導下，造成每個學校都積極推行國語運動，師生均被禁止使用習用的母語（如閩南語、客家話、和原住民語言等）。原住民在此一政策推行下，歷經50年的桎梏，30歲以下族人的族語使用能力已明顯的降低很多，甚而完全欠缺。

二、原住民族對族語的態度：隨者全球化的風潮，台灣社會不僅欠缺使用「非國語」語言之舞台，甚至於在「國際語言－英語」相對的趨於強勢的情況下，族人學習族語的意願不高。所以，如何強化語言的「認同」與「人格形塑」功能及「文化的本質」意涵，尤其，理解原住民族文化在大社會中微弱的權力關係上所牽引的語言力量的不足，是目前原住民族語言發展上不可忽視的「心理」提昇。否則原住民族語言終將難脫逃流失的厄運，「原住民族」將會變成一個不具實體的「專有名詞」。
三、語言書寫系統尚待推廣：原住民族語言雖然是沒有文字的「口說語言」，但是自1963年基督教會用羅馬字翻譯聖經並教導原住民學習以來，至今近50年，各族原住民大都可以閱讀羅馬字，並幾已視羅馬字為其文字書寫系統。然而官方遲至2005年12月始公布「原住民族語言書寫系統」，確立採用羅馬字為原住民族語言之書寫文字。所以，未來在兼顧族語「口說」與「書寫」同步發展的進程上，語言書寫系統的應用與推廣，是一個不容輕忽的課題。

四、普設「語言巢」（語言中心）之目標仍未達成：原民會自2006年之後，針對原住民族語言之復振政策，經匯集專家學者之建言及對歷年各項族語復振計畫之檢視，並參酌紐西蘭毛利族「語言巢」之成功經驗，開始鼓勵推動「語言巢」之設置，並朝向族語學習家庭化、部落化與社區化之目標邁進，惟因無法長期聘請具備族語教學之「專才」協助推動，各地方仍以零星之「族語學習營」及「族語研習活動」為主，並未達成普設「語言中心」之計畫目標。

五、適合各年齡層學習使用之原住民族語言教材尚待編輯：為達成原住民族語言之家庭化、部落化之目標，普及且適切之「原住民族語言教材」之編輯實為重要，惟檢視目前已完成編輯之「原住民族語言教材」，僅有「國民中小學九年一貫原住民族語言教材」及因應原住民學生升學優待取得文化及語言能力證明考試編輯之「基本詞彙、生活會話百句、模擬試題及練習題範例」兩種，且均屬學校教育體制內適用之教材，其他完整銜接前開教材並符合族語家庭化、部落化所需之「原住民族語言--字母篇」、「原住民族語言--生活會話篇」、「原住民族語言讀本」、「原住民族語言文化篇」等各套教材仍處於規劃辦理編纂事宜之階段。

陸、未來的展望

一、推動族語發展法制化工作：按「國家語言發展法」草案之立法目的，係為尊重及保障國民平等使用國家語言之權利，促進多元文化發展，豐富國家之文化內涵。未來在該項法案完成立法之後，原住民族語言在憲法、原住民族基本法及國家語言發展法等完備的法制架構下，語言之地位、保存、復振、傳習與研究等發展面向，將能獲得充分的保障，尤其在國家語言發展法授權機關訂定語言復振計畫，將更能落實保障原住民族語言之發展、傳承與保存。

二、落實執行「原住民族語言振興六年計畫」：語言權是民族的「自由權」、「社會權」與「集體權」，攸關民族文化命脈的存續與永續發展，未來在計畫性地結合機關、學界菁英與原住民社會各階層的力量推動原住民族語振興六年計畫，分年（期）完成編纂各族語言字詞典及各類教材、協助各族群及地方政府成立族語推動組織，建立社區（部落）的「語言薰陶中心」（語言巢）、辦理族語認證及族語人材培訓，培育族語研究人才及族語師資，將可逐步建立原住民族語言發展的基礎，進而形成原住民族語言復振之運動。

三、營造學習族語的生態環境：結合地方政府及民間團體、教會之人力資源，賡續推動族語部落化、家庭化與社區化─原住民族語學習學習暨語言巢計畫，並藉由選拔族語社區（部落）、族語模範家庭及鼓勵各族成立「族語振興組織」等相關配套措施，積極推動學習型家庭、部落與社區，營造學習族語的生態環境，並鼓勵原住民在生活上使用族語溝通和表達，使族語生生不息。
「在過去的一世紀裡，世界上平均一個月有二種語言死亡。昔日現聲於台灣的平埔族語言，亦擠身於世界已消失的語言之列。」(陳誼誠,2005)以往錯繆的語言政策與現今台灣社會都市化的變遷過程，業已重創原住民族語言的傳承與發展，「補償性」的施政作為，固然可稍稍減緩語言流失的窘境，但如何重塑原住民族的「族群意識」與「自我認同」，當是政府與原住民族所需共同面對的課題。
Language Policy for Indigenous Peoples in Taiwan
Calivat Gadu
Director of Department of Planning, Council of Indienous Peoples, Executive Yuan, Republic of China (Taiwan)
Abstract
The main purpose of this paper is to illustrate the classifications of languages of indigenous peoples in Taiwan and to summarize the situation of the Taiwanese government’s policies to revive their languages. It continues to explore all the predicaments regarding the tasks to revitalize the indigenous languages and finally presents the direction for future development. 

Text
1. Forewords
David Crystal, a world-renowned linguistic authority, says in his famous book, “Language Death” that languages play an even more pivotal role if one is to admit that the development of cultural diversity is important. The heritage of cultures centers on words and languages. Should the continuity of languages stops with the death of languages, it is a great loss to our knowledge heritage. Therefore, the most imperative tasks in the field of linguistics is to rescue dying languages.

As the majority of minority peoples, the indigenous peoples in Taiwan have also confronted with the pressure of immigrants, political powers and culture assimilation. Their languages are either dying or already dead (e.g. the decease of Pingpu language). Over the past hundred years, the The Kominka Movement during the Japanese Occupation Period and the Mandarin policy of the Taiwanese government forced the indigenous peoples in Taiwan to learn and use the “national language” different from their mother tongues. The opportunity to use their own languages and the ecosystem of their own languages have been constantly squeezed and destroyed. Meanwhile, the indigenous peoples in Taiwan have become more passive and weakened in their habit of and attitude toward the use of their native tongues.
Until twenty years ago, the Taiwanese government began to pay attention to and promote native education under the influence of multiculturalism and the educational reform in Taiwan. The catalyst for the development of the indigenous languages started in 1997 when the Government in the fourth amendment to the Constitution admitted for the first time, that “aboriginals” are “indigenous peoples”. Rules and regulations were set up to actively promote their languages and cultures, as well as to protect their “wishes as peoples” with the laws and stipulations. It was the first time that the Taiwanese government admits the cultural and language of the indigenous peoples and states such protection in the Constitution. 
2. Classification of the Languages of Aboriginal Peoples in Taiwan
In linguistics, the languages of the indigenous peoples in Taiwan are Austronesian language family. According to the study of Professor Paul Jen-Kui Li, Austronesian language family can be divided into 9 language groups. Language groups can be further divided into sub-groups, which can be divided into dialect groups. There are a total of 31 dialect groups (Figure 1).  The Yami Language belongs to Batanic group, further from the language groups in Taiwan（Paul Jen-Kui Li, 1999）. 
In 2001, the Taiwanese government held the first Indigenous Peoples Languages Skill Certification, it divided the indigenous peoples languages into 11 people and 38 dialects. In 2002, the second Indigenous Peoples Languages Skill Certification increased 2 dialects, i.e. 

Labuan Rukai and Sikikun Atayal. Later in 2004 and 2007, the Taiwanese government corrected the names for Truku People and Sakizaya. In 2007, in the examination of Cultural and Language Proficiency Required for Preferred Admission Status for Indigenous Students, the indigenous peoples languages are divided into 13 groups and 43 dialects （Figure 2）.
3. Status of the Promotion of Indigenous Peoples Languages
On December 10, 1996, the Council of Indigenous Peoples (CIP), Executive Yuan, was established to handle the affairs in association with indigenous peoples in Taiwan. In order to preserve and pass down the cultures of indigenous peoples, the CIP formulated Six Year Plan for Development and Revival of Indigenous Cultures, which became effective in 1999 with the approval from the Executive Yuan. The revival of their languages was listed on top of the agenda. This was the beginning of the systematic approach taken by the Government to promote the indigenous peoples language. In 1998, the Aboriginal Education Law was announced and implemented. The Law states in Article 21 that the government agencies of all levels to provide the opportunities to the students who are indigenous people during the pre-school and compulsory education stage so that they can learn their own languages, histories and cultures. Aboriginal Education Law formally included the indigenous language into the educational curricula.

In 2000 when the DPP became the ruling government, the Taiwanese government paid even more attention to the revival of the indigenous languages. The National Languages Development Law (draft) specifies that the languages of the indigenous peoples are also national languages. In the system of compulsory education, local languages (including the indigenous languages) are incorporated into the formal curricula. Grade 1-9 Curriculum for the Indigenous Languages is systematically compiled with the collective efforts and wisdom from veterans in the indigenous tribes and academic professionals. Indigenous Peoples Languages Skill Certification was established in 2001. In addition, there have been relevant measures to systematically implement the initiatives. 
1. Legal frameworks: On the foundation of the additions and amendments to the Constitution and the Aboriginal Education Law, the Aboriginal Basic Law (announced and effective in 2005) specifies the legal basics of the proficiency tests of indigenous languages and the development of the indigenous languages. In addition, the National Languages Development Law (draft) was formulated on the equal principles of international human rights, the respect of the diversity of languages and the equal development of languages. It admits that all the natural languages by all the peoples in Taiwan are national languages and the indigenous languages are also national languages, in order to maintain and promote the development of the indigenous languages. Also, the Regulations Governing the Indigenous Peoples Languages Skill Certification were defined for the implementations of the tests. 

2. Organization & Structure: The CIP established in 2004 the Section of Indigenous Languages to take charge of the planning of the indigenous language policies and the initiatives to promote indigenous language. In July 2006, Committee of Indigenous Languages Development was established. It is comprised of 29 members who form 3 working groups, i.e. Language Teaching, Language Compilation and Language Studies. 

3. Planning & Implementations: Since 2003, there have been budgets allocated to promote Indigenous Languages Learning Nest which expands the opportunities for the learning of indigenous languages with the consensus from tribes (communities), assistance from various groups and the support from both central and local governments. Also, Six Year Plan for Development and Revival of Indigenous Cultures was completed to establish the dual ladder system where the administrative system and private organizations work in concert to promote and revive indigenous languages. Subsidies are provided to families, tribes and communities in their learning of indigenous languages, as well as the creation of the writing system and digitalization of records, in order to ensure the perseverance and heritage of the indigenous languages. 
4. Writing System: In December 2005, Writing System of Indigenous Languages was released. This brings the indigenous languages from a mere oral existence to the world of written languages. The work of written indigenous languages includes the compilation of the teaching materials (9-Step Teaching Materials of Indigenous Languages）, the compilation of Basic Vocabulary, 100 Daily Life Sentences, Pop Quiz and Practice Questions, dictionaries of the indigenous languages and the incentives to the publications in indigenous languages (a total of 16 publications).
5. Research & Development: The linguistic research and date have been collated in order to compile Discussion on Indigenous Languages. Academic seminars and conferences have been held to address the revival and development of indigenous languages and gather opinions from the academics, education and the tribal societies. Dictionary of the Languages, Histories and Cultures of Indigenous Peoples in Taiwan was compiled in order to construct the culture, history and language background of the indigenous people. The survey of the proficiency of the indigenous teachers and students (the result of the survey of junior and senior high school students shown below) was performed, to investigate the use and attitude towards the indigenous languages. 

	Year
	No. of Junior & Senior High School Students
	Total number/% of the students who have listening abilities in indigenous languages
	Total number/% of the students who have speaking abilities in indigenous languages
	Total number/% of the students who have reading
abilities in indigenous languages
	Total number/% of the students who have writing abilities in  indigenous languages

	2003
	35,022
	2,564/7.3%
	5,350/15.3%
	2,287/6.5%
	1,082/3.1%

	2004
	37,877
	12,685/33.5%
	12,026/31.7%
	5,705/15.1%
	3,319/8.8%

	2005
	39,972
	12,685/31.7%
	12.026/30.1%
	5,720/14.3%
	3,319/8.3


6. Indigenous Peoples Language Proficiency Certificate: 
（1）Certification of Indigenous Peoples Language Proficiency: In order to promote the learning of indigenous languages, to enhance the listening, speaking, reading and writing abilities of the indigenous people in their native tongues, and to develop the talents in the research of the indigenous languages and teaching support staff, Certification of Indigenous Peoples Language Proficiency was established. From 2001 through 2007, a total of 5 proficiency tests have been held. The following table lists the numbers of examination attendees, the number of the attendees who passed the examination and the pass rates over the years. 
	Year
	No. of Applicants for Examination
	No. of Examination Attendees
	No. of Attendees Who Passed the Examination
	Pass Rate (﹪)

	2001
	2,956
	2,521
	2,157
	85.5

	2002
	2,593
	2,214
	1,816
	82

	2003
	1,617
	1,251
	991
	79.2

	2004
	911
	706
	526
	74.5

	2007
	2,440
	1,770
	923
	52

	Total
	10,517
	8,462
	6,413
	75.7


（2）Cultural and Language Proficiency Required for Preferred Admission Status for Indigenous Students:In order to protect the rights of indigenous students to continue education as well as to preserve the indigenous languages and cultures, Regulations Regarding Preferred Admission Status for Indigenous Students and Government Scholarships for Indigenous People to Study Overseas were formulated. Two examinations were held on March 10 and December 8 of 2007, respectively. The results are as follows: 
1. No. of Examination Takers and Scores: 

	
	No. of Applicants for Examination
	No. of Examination Attendees
	No. of Attendees Who Passed the Examination
	Pass Rate (﹪)
	Average Score

	1st Exam
	10,102
	8,535
	6,596
	77.28%
	72.57

	2nd Exam
	15,133
	12,739
	9,753
	76.6%
	72.02


2. Relevant Supporting: In order to assist the students to sit through the examinations smoothly, the CIP provides many supports, such as the handouts of practice questions and CD-ROMs, the production of the examination instructions and promo films, subsidies for the transportation and accommodation for students and subsidies to the local city/county governments and townships where there are indigenous tribes to provide pre-examination support teaching.   

（3）Planning of Certification for Different Indigenous Language Proficiency Levels:There will be five levels, i.e. preliminary, beginners, intermediary, fluent, and advanced. There will be a bank of mock examination questions for all levels. The question bank will be constantly beefed up in order to serve as the foundation for the certification system. 
7. Talent Development: In order to develop the talents in the revival of the indigenous languages, to improve the quality of human resources in the education and promotion of the indigenous languages, and to rescue the endangered indigenous languages, training programs have been conducted. With the demonstration of the teaching activities, the teachers of different indigenous languages have the opportunity to interact, learn and share with each other and gain an understanding of the characteristics and formats of teaching. All the take-way from the training programs will serve as a reference for their planning of teaching methods and materials. Below is a table that illustrates the teaching benefits and quality. 
	Year
	No. of Participants
	No. of Participates who Finished the Program
	Completion Rate（﹪）

	2002
	1,676
	1,546
	92.24

	2003
	1,154
	867
	75

	2004
	781
	551
	70.5

	2005
	321
	217
	67.6

	2007
	806
	683
	84.7

	Total
	4,738
	3,864
	78


8. Digitalization: 
（1）The commissioning of TV program productions (Everybody Speaking Indigenous Languages) and broadcasting programs. 
（2）The establishment of the Internet academy for indigenous peoples in Taiwan at http://iel.apc.gov.tw/ to provide the online learning mechanism and sample questions. 
4. Legalization and Planning of Development of Indienous Languages

The policies of the Taiwanese government to promote, preserve and develop indigenous languages are currently implemented by the Ministry of Education, the CIP and the Council for Cultural Affairs together. The Ministry of Education places its focus on the teaching and relevant measures. The CIP coordinates the issues in association with the research, preservation and heritage of indigenous languages in accordance with the organization charter of the CIP. The Council for Cultural Affairs is driving the legalization of national languages. Below is a brief summary of the legalization and planning currently underway in the development of indigenous languages. 

1. Legalization of the National Languages Development Law: In order to maintain and promote the healthy development of indigenous languages, the CIP drafted the 19 Articles of the Indigenous Languages Development Law by referring the contents and trends of different counties and the development of languages for different peoples around the world and adhering to the regulations of the Aboriginal Basic Law. However, the Executive Yuan instructed that it should be incorporated into the National Languages Development Law (draft) on the equal principle of international human rights, the respect of the diversity of languages and the promotion of equal development of languages. The main articles are as follows:
Article 2: 

All the natural languages used by all the peoples and localities within the country are national languages. 

Article 3

In order to protect the use of national languages by nationals and adhere to the equal principle of international human rights, the use of any national language by nationals should not be discriminated or restricted. 

Article 4

The planning of the government policies and the development of national languages should incorporate and respect the diversity of languages. 

Article 5

In order to promote the development of multiculturalism and enrich the cultural contents of the nation, the government should be engaged in the preservation, heritage and research of national languages so as to revive the endangered languages. 

Article 6

In order to protect the rights to broadcast national languages by nationals, all the nationals are allowed to be engaged in the media communications in any national language. The production and broadcasting of the programs in association with national languages for TV and radio should be encouraged. 

Article 7

In order to avoid the focus of research efforts of colleges and universities on certain national languages only, the government should encourage the establishment of the faculties and departments dedicated to the endangered languages and require schools of all levels and pre-school organizations to provide the opportunity to learn national languages as well as the teaching materials in the history and culture of national languages. 

Article 8

The government should provide broadcasting, consulting, translation, conference interpretation, sign language and other necessary public services in national languages. 

Article 9

In order to make national languages popular and prevalent, the government should establish a database of national languages, language proficiency certification mechanisms, develop teaching talents and compile teaching materials so as to facilitate the revitalization, transmission and development of these languages. 

2. Six Year Plan for Development and Revival of Indigenous Cultures:
In order to breakthrough from the predicament that has been weakening the indigenous languages over a long time, the CIP formulates Six Year Plan for Development and Revival of Indigenous Cultures (as the first integral policy governing indigenous languages) by referring to the additions/amendments to the Constitution, the Aboriginal Basic Law and Aboriginal Education Law, as well as the research and recommendations from experts and scholars and the past performances of relevant policies. It is envisioned that the combination of manpower and materials from the administrative system, private organizations, scholars and experts can promote the learning of indigenous languages, lay down a solid foundation for the written system and protect the language rights of indigenous peoples. The goal is to fully revitalize the indigenous languages and ensure the sustainable development of multiculturalism in Taiwan. 

Below is a brief summary of the key deliverables of this project: 

(1) Establishment of Comprehensive Regulations Governing Indigenous Languages: The legalization of the National Languages Development Law (draft) and formulation of relevant sub-laws. 
(2) Establishment of Organizations to Revitalize Indigenous Languages:

a. Establishment of Development Committee for Indigenous Languagesto review the issues in relation to the development of indigenous languages.
b. Establishment of Indigenous Languages Promotion Center to assist in the set-up of promotional organizations within indigenous peoples and at local governments. 
(3) Compilation of Dictionaries and Teaching Materials: Plan to Compile Dictionaries for Indigenous Languages and Plans to Compile Teaching Materials of Indigenous Languages for different tribes and age groups.
(4) Research & Development of Indigenous Languages
a. Survey of the Variances of Indigenous Languages and Dialects and Linguistic Analysis and Survey of Use of Indigenous Languages and Attitudes toward the Use of the Languages. 
b. Subsidies to colleges and universities to establish curricula in indigenous languages so as to enhance the standards of research and nurture the teaching personnel in indigenous languages. 
c. Encouragement of the research, authoring and publication in indigenous languages and issue Development Forum for Indigenous Languages.
(5) Development of Talents to Revitalize Indigenous Languages:
a. Encouragement of colleges and universities to establish curricula (or faculties/departments) dedicated to the learning of indigenous cultures and languages, to offering training programs and professional curricula for indigenous language education, and to develop regular teachings in indigenous languages.
b. On-the-job Training to Teachers of Indigenous Languages and Training of Seed Teachers for the Writing System
(6) Root Taking of Indigenous Languages at Families, Tribes and Communities: Subsidies to local governments for the establishment of language nests, classrooms for tribal languages, and the development forum for indigenous cultures and languages so as to revitalize the indigenous tribes and community languages. 
(7) Teaching with Assistance of Mass Media and Digital Technologies:Production and broadcasting of teaching TV and radio programs; deployment of online teaching and testing systems and production of teaching aids on CDs, VCDs and DVDs.
(8) Proficiency certification of indigenous languages: The proficiency certification of indigenous languages (non-students) and skill examinations should be organized on an annual basis. Indigenous Language Proficiency Certification Center should be established along with the relevant level 
(9) Collation and compilation of traditional and modern songs of indigenous peoples. 
(10) Translation of important policies and regulations. Development of translation talents for indigenous peoples. 
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples was passed by the General Assembly on September 13, 2007. Article 13 says, “Indigenous peoples have the right to revitalize, use, develop and transmit to future generations their histories, languages, oral traditions, philosophies, writing systems and literatures, and to designate and retain their own names for communities, places and persons”. The formulation and implementation of this plan is indeed in line with the international trends and reflective of the development status of the indigenous societies. 
5. Challenges in Revival of Indigenous Languages:

(1) The loss of language abilities: Under the government’s policy to suppress the use of dialects and only support Mandarin over the past 50 years, all the schools have been aggressively promoting the use of Mandarin and both teachers and students ere prohibited from the use of the mother tongues (such as Minnan, Hakka and indigenous languages). After the restriction over the past 5 decades, the language proficiency in their mother tongues of indigenous people below the age of 30 has declined significant. Some of them do not even have any proficiency in the indigenous languages. 
(2) Attitudes of indigenous peoples toward their own languages: Under the globalization trend, the Taiwanese society does not provide sufficient room for the use of non-Mandarin. Even the dominance of English as the international language weakens the interest of the indigenous people to study their own languages. Therefore, it is imperative to strengthen the “identify” of the languages, the functions of “personality shaping” and the implication of “cultural essence”. In particular, it is important to understand that the pull toward their own languages is insufficient when the power of the indigenous peoples and cultures is weak in the big picture of the society as a whole. The “psychological” upgrade is paramount to the development of indigenous languages at the present. Otherwise, the indigenous languages will eventually be lost. The term “indigenous peoples” will become an unrealistic “pronoun” at best. 
(3) Promotion Required for the Writing System: Although the indigenous languages are oral languages without the written texts, the Christian church has been teaching the indigenous peoples with the Bible written in Romanization since 1963. After nearly 50 years, the majority of the indigenous peoples can read Romanization and almost identify it as their written system. However, the official Systems for Indigenous Languages was released as late as in December 2005, to confirm Romanization as the written system. Therefore, the development of spoken and written indigenous languages should go hand in hand. The application and promotion of the written system cannot be ignored. 
(4) Target to Populate Language Nests (Language Centers) Yet to be Met:Since 2006, the CIP has been encouraging the establishment of “language nests” learning from the successful experience of the Maori in New Zealand, the recommendations of experts and scholars, and the review of the policies to revive indigenous languages. The purpose of “language nests” is to establish the learning of indigenous languages at families, tribes and communities. However, as it is not possible to hire “professional talents” in the teaching of indigenous languages on a long-term basis, the local activities of learning camps and seminars are still sporadic. The goal to make language centers popular and well-established is yet to be met. 
(5) Compilation of Teaching Materials for Different Age Groups Required: In order to root the indigenous languages in families and tribes, it is imperative to establish popular and appropriate teaching materials. However, the currently completed teaching materials are only Grade 1-9 Curriculum for the Indigenous Languages and of Basic Vocabulary, 100 Daily Life Sentences, Pop Quiz and Practice Questions for the examination of Cultural and Language Proficiency Required for Preferred Admission Status for Indigenous Students. Also, they are both the designed for the school education system. All the other teaching materials that link pre-school and family/tribe life of the indigenous peoples, such as Alphabet – Indigenous Languages, Daily Conversations of Indigenous Languages, Reading Texts of Indigenous Languages and Languages and Cultures of Indigenous Peoples are still under planning. 

6. Future Prospects: 

(1) Legalization for Development of Indigenous Languages: The National Languages Development Law (draft) aims to respect and protect the right of nationals to use national languages on an equal basis, to promote the development of diverse cultures, and to enrich the cultural contents of the nation. Once completed, the National Languages Development Law, along with the Constitution and the Aboriginal Basic Law will serve as a robust legal architecture upon which the status, preservation, revival, heritage and research of indigenous languages can be fully protected. In particular, the National Languages Development Law authorizes government agencies to formulate language revival plans in order to ensure the development, heritage and preservation of indigenous languages. 
(2) Implementation of Six-Year Plan for Development and Revival of Indigenous Cultures: Language rights are the right to freedom, the right as a society and the right as a group of any people. Languages are critical to the continuation and sustainable development of the culture of any people. Looking forward, it is planned to systematically combine the resources of government agencies, academic elites and the indigenous societies to implement Six Year Plan for Development and Revival of Indigenous Cultures. Compilation of dictionaries of all indigenous languages and teaching materials of all kinds will be completed in phases. Assistance will be provided to respective indigenous groups and local governments to establish promotional organizations in order to build up the language centers (language nests) of the communities (tribes), the certifications of indigenous languages and the nurturing of the language talents in teaching and researches. Gradually the foundation for the development of indigenous languages should be established and to drive the revival of the indigenous languages. 
(3) Creation of the Ecosystem for Learning of Indigenous Languages: Efforts should be made to integrate the resources of local governments, private-sector groups and churches to continue the promotion of indigenous languages in the tribes, families and communities. Learning of Indigenous Languages and Language Nest Program should be established in order to create the ecosystem for the learning of indigenous languages in families, tribes and communities by selecting the model communities (tribes) and families and encouraging the forming of various organizations by different peoples to revive their languages. Efforts should be made to promote the use of indigenous languages in daily life so as to keep the languages alive. 
“During the past century, on average two languages die each month in the world. Pingpu language, once spoken in Taiwan, is now also on the list of disappeared languages” (Chen, Yi-Ceng, 2005). The wrong language policies in the past and the process of urbanization in Taiwan of the present have seriously damaged the heritage and development of indigenous languages. The redress nature of political measures can indeed alleviate the current embarrassment of the loss of languages. However, how to redeem the conscious as indigenous peoples and re-establish their own identities is an issue for both the government and the indigenous peoples.
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毛利語的存續

W. 那塔

紐西蘭毛利語言委員會委員
摘要

He mana reo, he mana tangata, he kauhau ora

Māori language, Māori survival.（毛利語的存續）

上面這句話明白點出毛利語長久以來的困境，毛利人在過去，尤其是過去50年間，在母語存續、再生及復振等議題上持續努力，同時促使我們關心自己母語的處境，並進一步幫助其他民族了解母語的重要。
有人也許會問，母語為什麼這麼重要？

從毛利人的觀點來說，「毛利」所代表的意義一直存有爭議；怎樣才算是毛利人，以及毛利語扮演什麼角色，兩派人馬各持己見。一派認為不會說毛利語便不能算是真正的毛利人，另一派則認為毛利人之所以為毛利人，主要基於血源關係，會不會說毛利語無關緊要。至今雙方人馬仍各持己見，以堅定的態度與具體明確的行動，持續爭論不休。

本人則認為，應將母語視為作為毛利人的一大要件，因為有了自己的語言，個人才能保有自信和尊嚴，在團體中成長發展，種族得以延續下去。

此外，我在報告中也會簡述毛利人在生活中提倡的母語政策，以及在一個以英語為強勢語言的國家中，毛利人為母語復振所做的種種努力。毛利語的推動工作是一場長期奮戰，相關議題也會在報告中提及。

譯文

Tēnei ka mihi ake ki te mana whenua o tēnei motu, nā koutou te manaaki, nō koutou te marae hei wānanga kōrero mā tātau. Kāti e mihi atu ana ki ō koutou mate, ka whārikihia ko ō mātau kia tangihia ngātahitia rātau. Heoi, kei ngā pūkōrero o ngā tātai heke o Tangaroa, o Kiwa, o Ruamatua, o Uenuku, tēnā koutou i ō tātau tāhū tipuna, tāhū wānanga hoki, kia ora koutou katoa.
在此向帛琉人民和各位的祖先、語言、傳統致意，感謝原住民族委員會給我這個機會，在本屆論壇發表演說，希望有助於當前所討論的議題。

另外，也要向各位講者及Te Moananui a Kiwa的與會來賓致意，很高興有機會和大家共同參與kanohi ki te kanohi，面對面討論語言復振和文化復興。

He mana reo, he mana tangata, he kauhau ora

毛利語，毛利文化續延

我之所以選擇這個議題是希望著眼於毛利語的困境、挑戰，以及過去五十年間，推動語言存續、再生、復振產生了哪些影響，同時除使毛利人有機會瞭解自己語言的狀況外，也喚起其他人對自身語言議題的意識。

你或許會問為什麼

毛利人對毛利一詞的定義論斷不一，到底誰才是毛利人，毛利語又是什麼？有一派論點認為，不會說毛利語就稱不上是毛利人，另一派認為，毛利人的定義取決於血統，無關乎語言。兩派論點各有依據，至今仍爭論不休，有人以間接方式表達，也有人以直接明確的方式表達。

這次演說所採行的概念，支持會不會說毛利語決定了是否為毛利人的論點，毛利語與個人和集體發展的尊嚴和延續習習相關。

此外，演說也概述，在毛利社群及英語系國家促進語言延續的策略，這對毛利語運動各層面都是一大挑戰，以下會就若干相關議題提出討論。

毛利語，是毛利人的表徵

Tōku reo tōku ohooho

Tōku reo tōku mapihi maurea

Tōku reo toku whakakai mārihi

我的語言代表我的覺醒

是我的寶藏

是我的力量

是我存在的本質

我們的語言值得珍惜，需要細心呵護才能成為同胞的資源。大家或許會問，為什麼要保護毛利語？原因在於毛利人在紐西蘭的處境。

毛利人239年來受歐州帝國主義和專制主義殖民統治，過去168年則在條約中處於劣勢。
毛利人佔紐西蘭人口12%
80%的毛利人已搬離部落移居都市，並且有愈來愈多毛利人移民他國（例如澳洲）。
不懂或是不說毛利語的毛利人不到五成。

儘管愈來愈會說毛利語，還是有許多成年毛利人不說毛利語。

只有少數毛利人精通毛利語（27%可在日常生活以毛利語溝通，其中9%的人屬於流利，5%的人屬於佳，13%的人屬於尚可）。

僅有34%的毛利家庭中，至少有一名成員會說毛利語（也就是說，其餘66%的毛利家庭完全不說毛利語，不可能世代傳承毛利語）。

全球語言正在迅速消失，預計九成現有語言有將在二三十年內絕滅。

一般認為，一種語言只需要二三十年就會消失，但要復甦一種語言，卻要花上三倍的時間。
以上是毛利語在紐西蘭的現況，也說明了上述的論點的原因，以及為什麼毛利人將毛利語視為寶藏。

然而，更重要的是讓毛利語成為日常生活溝通的語言。

毛利語是毛利人的表徵

有人將這個論點視為理所當然，根本毋庸置疑，但其實毛利人大多不會說毛利語，或許也不願意使用毛利語。這樣還是毛利人嗎？

今天大家之所以齊聚在此，是因為我們都認為語言對民族非常重要，甚至認為語言攸關民族的延續，豐富的學術和社會語言學研究報告正支持了這個論點，更何況毛利人原住民社群的語言正在流失，毛利人的文化、社會、經濟、健康和教育直接受到衝擊。

語言傳達了我們的行為、社會責任、世界觀、義務、生活方式，簡言之，有了語言才能生存，但多數毛利人不願使用毛利語，反而以英語做為溝通工具，他們愈是不使用自己的語言，只用主流語言，就會與自己的文化漸行漸遠。

以aroha這個字為例，這五、六十年來它的定義逐漸轉變，過去aroha涵蓋許多不同的情緒，從憤怒到憐憫都有，但現在卻比較接近西方觀點所說的「愛」，大家常使用aroha這個字，但所使用的語言和背景卻多是英語。

問題在於該做到什麼程度，才能成為一個真正的毛利人。毛利人普遍認為在毛利家庭長大，大致瞭解毛利習俗和傳統便足以在西方社會以毛利人的身份生活。毛利人對毛利傳統的符號和圖像（其中可能包含文字，但並不多）十分自豪，但是一回到西方英語社會，就被拋開了。

毛利文化一向有人主張毛利語與毛利人密不可分，在不少方面屬於社會運動，在紐西蘭國內，成立了我所代表的委員會，在國際上，我們則與國際其他機構合作，這些機構致力於解決本身語言的議題，其中最重要的是國內的推動，因為這是延續語言命脈的基礎。

毛利語的過去與現在

毛利語追求認同的近代歷史如下：

1972  毛利語請願書  

1978 第一所雙語學校 

1982 幼稚園語言巢（Kōhanga Reo）

1985 全毛利語小學（Kura Kaupapa Māori）

1986 毛利語報告（Te Reo Māori Report）

1987 毛利語法案（Māori Language Act）
1991 毛利廣播電台聯盟（Federation of Māori Radio Stations）
1993 毛利廣播研究發展基金會（Māori Broadcasting Funding Agency）
2004 毛利電視台（Māori Television Service）
2008 Te Reo Māori （第二家完全使用毛利語的電視台）
以上說明了三十五年來毛利人的努力，讓毛利語獲得了尊重和重視。一個語言所受到的重視，代表著一個族群的地位，毛利人和其他族群對毛利語的看法，與毛利語復振運動息息相關。

何謂語言復振？

在紐西蘭，語言復振是個熱門話題，因為意見太多，有時會搞不清楚該怎麼做才能延續我們的語言。

過去三十年，用來形容拯救毛利語行動的詞彙很多，其中包括：

穩定語言（Stabilisation）

語言延續（Renewal）

語言振興（Reversal）

語言轉換（Transformation）

語言重生（Restoration）

語言復興（Revival）

挽救語言流失（Reversing shift）

語言再生（Regeneration）

語言復振（Revitalisation）

上述名詞均可用來表達面對主流語言，弱勢語言如何繼續延續及因應。

舉例而言，如果主流語言取代了其它語言，那就必須擬定策略，盡量讓兩種語言地位保持平等，此時會採用語言復振策略，盡量改變語言的使用情況，鼓勵使用弱勢語言。

下列為復興毛利語的策略：

語言復興（再造）復興不再使用的語言，讓某個語言社群重新開始使用該語言溝通。

語言復振 為使用機會有限的語言重新注入活力，擴大該語言的領域。

語言振興 扭轉語言的頹勢，特別是由政府負責語型規劃或是變更該語言的法律地位。

語言復振
採用語言復振策略時，可結合下列要素，更有效解決語言的議題。
原生─認同感和當地的語言，語言的所有權。

社區─發展語言社區，不一定是以家庭為中心。

積極行動主義─不能坐視主流文化因其他弱勢文化的默然而坐大，要挑戰這種態度和使用語言的模式。

深思熟慮─偶爾必須跳脫語言，而是著眼於影響語言的議題，才能做出明智的決定，做出正面且有意義的回應。

語言振興

有時候語言振興策略必需解決語言流失的議題，經由國家和政府政策和法律或政府機構（例如毛利語委員會）來推動，負責保護和提倡毛利語和其它原住民語言。

最近政府的聲明顯示，我們以民族的身份，影響了全國對毛利語的觀念，並提高了關鍵性覺醒。

毛利語是全紐西蘭人的國家寶藏（毛利語委員會）

到了2028年，毛利人會廣泛使用毛利語，毛利的大家族、家庭及社區將普遍使用毛利語。全紐西蘭人會體認毛利語對紐西蘭社會的價值（政府，毛利發展部）

到了2040年，紐西蘭成為完善的雙語國家，社區會採用其他語言（人權委員會）

在培養毛利語意識及解決毛利語相關議題上，政府身兼多個角色，其中包括：
法律

法律改革

立法反對歧視

國家

毛利的公共服務

毛利語言教育

廣播

政策、協調和監督毛利語言服務

社區語言計劃

文本規劃
建立毛利文學檔案

提供資訊

標準化/現代化

經濟

支持毛利藝術

大家族語言發展

支持語言專業發展

根據2006年的政府記錄，政府在毛利語投注的經費為二億二千八百萬美元，其中以教育和廣播為主。

這些努力有助於讓紐西蘭普遍使用毛利語。強化認同感（特別是部落身分和部落方言）、取得高品質的媒體、教育和社區服務、加強對毛利語採取主動態度和瞭解如何抵抗大眾文化，以及個人和集體經濟安全（最重要）等要素，可以確保我們維持「獨立作業」，無須過度依賴國家而持續進步。

我們社區的結構跟力量還有一個層面就是毛利人如何回應語言復振和復興策略。

全國毛利策略是由國家支持，其中包括：

全國毛利語策略

毛利廣播

毛利語立法

毛利教育活動

次部落和社區聚會所是毛利文化運作單位最好的例子，不僅本地化，而且主要在毛利關係緊密的社區服務，通常由三到五代的大家庭組成。這些單位有時可獲得當地和國家的支持，推行語言策略。

不少全國性和地方語言策略鼓勵在家講毛利語，這也是毛利語委員會推動的毛利語言策略重點，因為毛利語如果不能是家庭溝通的語言，則終究會消失。

聲望或地位

大家都知道，語言進化和競爭的方式很像植物和動物，凡是瀕臨絕種，社會地位一般都不高，根據語言的社會地位幾乎可以預測某種語言的存亡，因此提高瀕臨絕種語言的地位時，主動干預是必要的搶救手段。

1840年毛利與英國代表簽訂Waitangi條約，其中包括保證保護毛利珍寶，我們認為毛利語便是珍寶，當然也受該條約保護，也因此成為1987年毛利語法案的依據，毛利語得以和英語並列為紐西蘭官方語言。

紐西蘭人口為450萬人，毛利人有53萬，其中13萬人或多或少會講毛利語，8%左右的人毛利語稱得上流利。

上述事件促成了毛利人和政府合作支持毛利語，這段合作關係的基礎如下：

毛利語的決策由毛利人主導

毛利人會持續自行設計語言推動方案和解決方法

政府提供資金、忠告和資源

關鍵性覺醒
我們必需瞭解語言學習和復振的原因，目標才能明確。

語言策略的相關研究、討論解決方案的會議、測試理論的個案研究，以及傳遞這些訊息的演說者都是關鍵性覺醒的一部分。

文本
Corpus的字面意思是「字」，這裡則是指文本，語言需要文本，也就是讓學習和使用毛利語的人可以取得的文學。

長久以來毛利有各種形式的文學，英國人或紐西蘭白人來到紐西蘭後，帶來了另外一種表達方式，也就是以英語字母撰寫，於是我們有了大批毛利語文學，提供了學習和發展語言所需的材料和資源。這個文本會持續增加內容。

毛利語最近主要的里程碑包括，2005年出版第一本毛利語單語學生字典，今年即將出版第一本成人用毛利語單言線上字典。
習得

Acquisition是指「學習」或「教學」，發展和提倡毛利語教學和學習計劃後，才會有龐大的毛利語使用人口。

毛利語的學習方式過去五十年來有所改變，本來是學習毛利語，現在則是以毛利語學習。1982年建置的幼稚園語言巢象徵毛利社區希望自行掌控語言復振。對於設立了幼稚園語言巢的社區，毛利語成為幼稚園的日常使用語言，以毛利語教學法為基礎的全毛利語小學並隨之誕生，全毛利語中學也隨之成型。同時，毛利大學成立，雙語和社區毛利語方案也誕生了。

教育部是這些發展的關鍵角色，目前2008年至2012年成功管理－－毛利教育方案，則為我們帶來希望，它強調個人化學習，教育專家、父母和學生皆必須為支持毛利教育盡一己之力。

使用率
毛利人開始體認到使用毛利語的機會十分有限，毛利語有可能成為學術界或檔案語言之虞，所以只要適時適地，我們都應該盡量使用毛利語。

先前說過，語言若要存續，就必須盡可能在各種領域使用，越多人使用越好，但是二十世紀後半期，毛利語主要用於教育機構，最近家庭和社區才開始以毛利語學習和溝通。我們認為，跨世代傳輸語言是語言復振的要素，一旦被忽視，毛利語將成為學術界或檔案的專用語言。一種語言只需要二、三十年就會消失，但要復甦一種語言，卻至少要花上三倍的時間。家庭和社區應該以毛利語為溝通語言，為復振運動盡一己之力。

最後我想提供一個例子，這個社區參與了語言復振的各個層面，期望部落語言和文化可以繼續延續，作為他們發展的基礎，負責人是毛利語委員會成員Ruakere Hond，依據的基礎是「語言文化，跨世代」這份報告。

這就是我們奮鬥的目標。語言不僅是溝通的工具，也是毛利人傳達生活本質的方式，其它語言無法表達我們對土地、海洋、森林、鳥類和彼此的義務和責任，無法傳遞經年累月的智慧，例如航海、森林醫學、告別至親和歡迎新生兒的經驗。其他語言無法以歌頌和舞蹈的方式，表達人生的起伏、悲傷、興奮以及驕傲，其它語言更無法表達身為毛利人的感受。

Tōku reo tōku ohooho

Tōku reo tōku mapihi maurea

Tōku whakakai mārihi
再次感謝原住民族委員會給我這次機會，也要向帛琉人民和各位與會者及演講者致意，希望各位可以參考這次演說所提出的幾個觀點：

Mana – 你的語言很重要，努力提高它的地位

Mōhio – 針對語言流失及延續培養關鍵性覺醒

Ako – 建立並提供學習的選擇和策略

Kupu – 提供資源和文學

Kōrero – 以這個語言溝通、書寫和生活

He mana reo, he mana tangata, he kauhau ora
Maori Language, Maori Survival

Wayne Ngata,

Board Member of The Māori Language Commission, New Zealand
Abstract

He mana reo, he mana tangata, he kauhau ora

Māori language, Māori survival.

The above topic has been chosen as a means of highlighting the plight of the Māori language and the influence of efforts, particularly over the past 50 years, to address issues of language retention, revival, revitalization or reversal. This allows we as Māori to understand our own language situation firstly and may help others to develop a more critical awareness of their own specific language issues. 
One might ask, why?
From a Māori perspective there are competing arguments about what is Māori, hence what is it to be Māori and therefore what place does Māori language have in this equation. At one end of the argument is the belief that without Māori language one is not truly Māori; on the other hand it is argued that one is Māori not because of the language but rather because of genetic pedigree. Both arguments pose several rationale that continue to be debated today, in implicit behaviour as well as more explicit, deliberate activity.
This presentation supports the notion that language is the essence of being Māori and subsequently that predetermines that this leads to a relative level of pride or dignity as a basis for personal and collective development and survival as a people. 
Further to the above this presentation also outlines efforts of the Māori people to develop strategies around promotion of language survival amongst Māori, and around Māori language regeneration in a predominately English speaking nation. This continues to be a struggle on all fronts of the Māori language movement and some of the issues in this regard are discussed here. 

Text

 “Tēnei ka mihi ake ki te mana whenua o tēnei motu, nā koutou te manaaki, nō koutou te marae hei wānanga kōrero mā tātau. Kāti e mihi atu ana ki ō koutou mate, ka whārikihia ko ō mātau kia tangihia ngātahitia rātau. Heoi, kei ngā pūkōrero o ngā tātai heke o Tangaroa, o Kiwa, o Ruamatua, o Uenuku, tēnā koutou i ō tātau tāhū tipuna, tāhū wānanga hoki, kia ora koutou katoa.”
I would like to acknowledge the people of this land, Palau, your ancestors, your language, your customs. I thank the Council of Indigenous Peoples for the invitation to speak at this forum and hope that I can add value to the discussions taking place at present.
I would also like to acknowledge and greet all of the other speakers and participants from Te Moananui a Kiwa and its coastlines and I am pleased to be here to engage in ‘kanohi ki te kanohi’ – face to face discussions about language revitalization and consequently, cultural revitalization.
He mana reo, he mana tangata, he kauhau ora
Māori language, Māori survival. 
I have chosen this topic as a means of highlighting the plight and fight of the Māori language and the influence of efforts, particularly over the past 50 years, to address issues of language retention, revival, revitalisation or reversal. This allows we as Māori to understand our own language situation firstly and may help others to develop a more critical awareness of their own specific language issues. 
One might ask, why?
From a Māori perspective there are competing arguments about what is Māori, hence what is it to be Māori and therefore what place does Māori language have in this equation. At one end of the argument is the belief that without Māori language one is not truly Māori; on the other hand it is argued that one is Māori not because of the language but rather because of genetic pedigree. Both arguments pose several rationale that continue to be debated today, in implicit behaviour as well as more explicit, deliberate activity.
This presentation supports the notion that language is the essence of being Māori and subsequently this leads to an engagement with and in the Māori language and a relative level of pride or dignity as a basis for personal and collective development and survival as a people. 
Further to the above this presentation also outlines efforts of the Māori people to develop strategies around promotion of language survival amongst Māori, and around Māori language survival in a predominately English speaking nation. This continues to be a struggle on all fronts of the Māori language  movement and some of the issues in this regard are discussed here. 

To speak Māori is to be Māori

Tōku reo tōku ohooho

Tōku reo tōku mapihi maurea

Tōku reo toku whakakai mārihi

My language is my awakening

It is my treasure

It is my strength

It is the very essence of my being
We consider our language to be a treasure, something that is to be nurtured in order to provide sustenance for its people. One may ask why do we do this? The answer lies in our current situation as Māori in Aotearoa New Zealand.
Māori are essentially a colonised race, the subject of European imperialism and paternalism for the past 239 years and the junior partner in a treaty relationship for the past 168 years. 
We make up 12% of the population of Aotearoa/New Zealand.
80% of our people are urbanised and live away from traditional tribal areas, with increasing numbers emigrating to other countries(Australia). Just under 50% of Māori still do not understand or use the Māori language. Despite increased Māori language skills, there are still a number of Māori adults that do not use them.
Only a small percentage of the Māori population are proficient or highly proficient in the language (27% skillsable to speak Māori in day-to-day conversations, and of those (9%) speak very well; (5%) speak well; and (13%) speak fairly well).

Only 34% of Māori households have at least one Māori speaker (meaning that within the remaining 66% of households there is no possibility of Māori language use in normal household life, and therefore no possibility of intergenerational transmission of the language). 
It is acknowledged that languages throughout the world are currently disappearing at an alarming rate and 90% of existing languages are expected to be extinct within this generation.
We acknowledge that it takes one generation to lose a language, it will take 3 generations of active intervention to bring it back.
This is the reality of reo Māori in Aotearoa New Zealand. This is why we make the above statement and why we consider our language a treasure. 
However it is more important to progress the statement so that the language is not always regarded as a treasure but becomes in time, the normal language of communication. 
And so back to the point about being Māori through speaking Māori.
Some would argue of course that this is a given, there is actually no need to debate the issue. The reality is though that the vast majority of Māori do not speak Māori nor perhaps do they want to speak Māori. Do they therefore remain Māori?
The very reason we are here is to acknowledge the fact that we do consider firstly that our languages are important to our respective peoples. We go further to promote the notion that our languages are essential for the very survival of our people. This is underpinned by not only the wealth of academic and socio-linguistic research of which we are a subject of, and more recently initiators of, but also by the real language loss situations that have and are occurring in indigenous communities to which we certainly as Māori belong to, and the downstream effects of that loss on the cultural, social, economic, health and education of our people. 

Language underpins, reflects, expresses, and communicates our behaviour, our social responsibilities, our world view, our obligations, our ways of living, in short, our survival. Our current reality though is limited by the simple fact that the vast majority of Māori do not speak Māori as the language of choice hence their lives are lived as Māori in an English speaking environment. The more and more they disconnect with the language that is theirs, and communicate in the dominant language the more and more their world view is shaped and expressed in other ways.

Here is an example, lets take the word ‘aroha’. The word aroha has undergone a change of definition over the past 2 generations. Whereas in the past it encompassed a range of emotions from rage to sympathy, it is more readily associated now with notions of love in the western sense. The word itself is widely used but the language and context around it is very much an English speaking one.

The question could be about degrees of being Māori. Māori accept that a Māori upbringing and a general knowledge of Māori custom and tradition is enough to survive as Māori as they continue with everyday life in a western world. In fact, Māori are extremely proud to parade the symbols and icons of Māoridom, which may include words and phrases, but this is very limited, and of course it is put away when people get on with their normal, in the main, western English speaking lives.

There has been, and continues to be a movement within Māoridom that maintains that the language is the essence of the people it belongs to. This movement is political on a number of fronts; nationally in terms of the organization I represent at this conference, internationally in terms of the collaboration with other groups who are addressing their own language issues, and very importantly in the home, where we see the survival of our language being based.

So, what has, and what is happening with the Māori language?

Our recent history of Māori language recognition can be summarised as follows;

1972  Māori Language Petition  

1978 1st Bilingual School 

1982 Kōhanga Reo (Pre School Language Nests)

1985 Kura Kaupapa Māori (Primary Immersion Schools)

1986 Te Reo Māori Report 

1987 Māori Language Act

1991 Federation of Māori Radio Stations

1993 Māori Broadcasting Funding Agency

2004 Māori Television Service

2008 Te Reo Māori  (Second Māori Language only Television Channel)
What is shown here is a reflection of the process and relative progress Māori have undertaken over the past 35 years to gain mana, to gain status for the Māori language. The status of the language is a reflection of the status of its people. How we as Māori and how others view our language is an important consideration when one is engaged in language revitalisation initiatives.

What is language revitalisation?

In Aotearoa New Zealand there is much talk about language revitalisation; so much so, to the extent that we sometimes confuse ourselves about what we should focus on in order to ensure the survival of our language.

A whole host of terms have been used in the past 30 years to describe what we have been doing in addressing language loss. These include language:-

Stabilisation

Renewal

Reversal

Transformation

Restoration

Revival

Reversing shift

Regeneration

Revitalisation

These terms have all been used to make comment about language survival in the context of a pervading use of another dominant language and the corresponding response of the lesser language. 

For example if there is a displacement of a language by a more dominant one then strategies are required to work towards equality of status for relatively strong languages, in this case revitalisation strategies would be employed in an effort to change language use patterns to strengthen the threatened language. 

In terms of reo Māori the following strategies have been employed to address language issues.

Revival (restoration) reviving a language after discontinuance, making it the normal means of communication within a speech community
Revitalisation giving new vigor to a language in limited or restricted use especially through the expansion of language domains
Reversal turning around current trends of shift especially by the State involving corpus planning or changes to legal status

Revitilisation

In terms of Language Revitalisation we have been able to more effectively address language issues through a combination of the following factors, which include;

Indigenous – the sense of identity and local language. Ownership of the language.

Community – the development of speech communities that may or may not be family based.

Activism – the need to not be complacent because a dominant culture maintains its dominance through the apathy of those it dominates, hence the need to challenge attitudes and patterns of language use.

Informed – it is essential that we are able to step back at times from our language and be aware of the wider issues affecting it in order to make more informed decisions and provide positive constructive responses.

Reversal

There are times when Language Reversal strategies are required to address language loss issues. These tend to be aimed at influencing the state and government policy and law. As a government agency for instance we, The Māori Language Commission, are responsible for protecting and promoting Māori and other indigenous languages through influencing government policy and practice.

Recent government statements show how much we as a people have influenced the national conscience with regards to our language and raised the level of critical awareness.

Māori language is a living national treasure for all New

Zealanders (Māori Language Commission)

By 2028, the Māori language will be widely spoken by Māori.

In particular, the Māori language will be in common use within

Māori whānau(extended families), homes & communities.  All

New Zealanders will appreciate the value of the Māori

language to Aotearoa New Zealand Society

(Government, Ministry of Māori Development)

By 2040 New Zealand is well established as a bilingual nation,

& communities are supported in the use of other languages

(Human Rights Commission)

The government has a number of roles to play in developing an awareness of the Māori language and the issues surrounding Māori language. These include;

Legal

 
Law reform

 
Legislation against discrimination

State


Public Services in Māori 


Māori Language Education


Broadcasting


Policy, Coordination and Monitoring


Māori Language Services


Community Language Planning

Corpus Planning


Archiving of Māori literature


Information Provision
 Standardisation/Modernisation
Economy


Support for Māori art


Whānau (extended family) Language Development 

 Language professional development support

In fact according to the 2006 government record approximately $228 million was spent in some way on Māori language by the government, education and broadcasting accounting for the biggest share.

These all contribute to the support required for us to normalise the use of the Māori language in Aotearoa New Zealand. The fostering of identity, particularly tribal identity and tribal dialect; quality access to quality media, education, and community services; the fostering of proactive attitudes towards Māori language and understanding how to resist the mass culture; and personal and collective economic security – probably one of the most important factors in ensuring that we are relatively ‘independent’ and able to progress without relying heavily on the state.

The structure and the dynamics of our communities also have a bearing on how we as Māori respond to language revitalisation and reversal strategies.

National pan Māori strategies are supported by the state and can include;

National Māori Language Strategy 

Māori Broadcasting

Māori Language legislation

Māori education initiatives

Some tribal or regional strategies have been negotiated with the state so that there is a specific tribal approach towards providing language revitalisation solutions.

Sub tribal and marae(community meeting places) are probably the best example of a practical operating unit in Māoridom. They are localized and focussed on serving close-knit communities of Māori, usually extended family of 3 – 5 generations. These units attract local and national support sometimes to progress their specific language strategies.

Family and home is the target of a number of nationally and locally initiated strategies which encourage – ‘kōrero i te kāinga’  - speaking Māori language at home. This is very much the focus of the Māori language strategy of the Māori Language Commission, recognising that if the language is not used in the home as a normal means of communication between generations then it will die.

Mana or Status

We know that languages evolve and compete with each other much like plants and animals, but those driven to extinction are almost always of a low social status. Hence, the social status of a language is arguably one of the best ways of predicting whether it will survive. Active intervention therefore is required to boost the status of, and save endangered languages.

The Treaty of Waitangi signed between Māori and representatives of the English monarchy in 1840 guarantees amongst other things, the protection of ‘taonga’ or treasures of the Māori. The Māori language is interpreted by us as a treasure, hence is subject to consideration under that treaty. This formed the basis of The Māori Language Act of 1987, which made Māori an official language of Aotearoa New Zealand, with English.

Our population is 4.5 million of which 530,000 are Māori. Of this, approximately 130,000 speak Māori in varying degrees. Of these about 8% are fluent speakers of Māori.

The events shown previously have resulted in the development of partnerships between Māori and Government in supporting the Māori language.  Underpinning these partnerships are the understanding that;

Māori will make decisions for Māori about their language

Māori will, and continue to design and ‘own’ their language initiatives and solutions

Government provides funding, advice and resources

Mōhio or Critical Awareness

We need to understand and appreciate why we are involved in language learning and revitalisation to ensure that our focus is strong and targeted.

I have touched on some of these points earlier and need to stress that in essence if you aren’t aware then you are critical. 

Research to inform language strategies, conferences to discuss solutions, case studies to test the theories, speakers to promote the messages are all part of the ‘mōhio’ package.

Kupu or Corpus 
Kupu literally means ‘word’ and is used here to describe corpus. A language requires corpus, bodies of literature that are accessible to learners and speakers of Māori.

Māori have a history of literature expressed in various forms. The arrival of the English or Pākehā to Aotearoa New Zealand brought to us another form of expression, writing using the English alphabet.  Accordingly we have a body of Māori language literature that provides us with material and resources necessary for the learning and development of our language. This corpus is continually being accessed and added to.

Recent major milestones for the Māori language include the publication of the first Māori monolingual dictionary for students in 2005 and the upcoming online publication of the first Māori monolingual dictionary for adults this year.

Ako or Acquisition 
Ako means ‘learn’ or ‘teach’. The development and promotion of teaching and learning programmes for the Māori language and access to these, is necessary to build a critical mass of Māori language speakers.

The learning of Māori has developed over the past 50 years from learning Māori to learning in Māori. The advent of Te Kōhanga Reo or Māori Language Nests for pre-school children in 1982 signaled the desire of Māori communities to take control of their language revitalization.  Māori became the normal language of pre-school use for those communities who established Kōhanga Reo in their midst. This led to the emergence of Kura Kaupapa Māori or Māori Language Immersion Primary Schools based on a Māori pedagogy. Wharekura or Māori Language Immersion Secondary Schools grew out of these.  Parallel to these developments was the establishment of Wānanga Māori or Māori Universities, as well as bilingual and community Māori language initiatives.

The Ministry of Education has been a major player in these developments but not necessarily for the benefit of the Māori language.  Current developments though such as Ka Hikitia – Managing for Success -The draft Māori Education Strategy 2008-2012, give us hope for the future of our language. This strategy emphasises personalising learning. That is, that educational professionals, parents and students must all take responsibility for supporting the education of Māori students.

Kōrero - Usage 

What we as Māori are beginning to realise is that the usage of Māori by Māori is limited. Lest our language become a language of academia or archives we need to use Māori wherever, whenever and however we see fit.
As previously mentioned, in order for a language to live, it must be used, in as many domains, and by as many people as possible. We have focused heavily on learning and usage in educational institutions particularly in the latter half of the 20th century.  More recently the emphasis has shifted to more learning and usage in the home, in the family and hence in the community. This intergenerational transmission of language is perhaps what we see as the major factor in language revitalization.  If it is ignored then our language will become the language of academia and archives. It takes one generation to lose a language. It will take at least three generations to recover it. It is the responsibility of families and communities to lead this recovery by learning and using Māori language as the lingua franca of their particular group.

To finish I simply want to provide an example of one community who have and are engaging across the language revitalization spectrum in order to ensure their survival as a tribe secure in their language and consequently in their culture as the basis for their development. This development is led by a fellow Board member of The Māori Language Commission, Ruakere Hond and is based on the statement ‘Tuku Reo, Tuku Mouri’ – Language Culture, Crossing Generations. 

This is what the struggle is about. Language is not just a means of communication per se. It is how we as Māori convey our mouri or mauri – our very life essence. No other language can express our obligations and responsibilities to the earth, the sea, the forests, the birds, and to each other. No other language can communicate better the ages of accumulated wisdom and experience in navigation, in forest medicine, in farewelling loved ones, in welcoming newborn. No other language can better express through chant and dance the emotional highs and lows of life’s many occurrences, the sorrowful dirge, the adrenalin rush of the haka, the pride of the oriori – the genealogical/geographical chant. No other language can better express me as Māori but te reo Māori. 

Tōku reo tōku ohooho

Tōku reo tōku mapihi maurea

Tōku whakakai mārihi
I would like to again thank The Council of Indigenous Peoples for giving me this opportunity, the people of Palau and all participants and speakers from Te Moananui a Kiwa and beyond. I urge you to consider some of the points I have made in this presentation;

Mana - your language is important, make it so

Mōhio – develop a critical awareness of issues surrounding language loss and survival

Ako – develop and provide acquisition options and strategies

Kupu – provide the resources and literature

Kōrero – speak, write, be the language

He mana reo, he mana tangata, he kauhau ora
論文三／Paper III

阿波羅妮雅‧塔瑪塔
教育程度
2007 南太平洋大學 (USP)，語言學博士

論文：《Nasarowaga 斐濟語及其他大洋洲語言的聲門閉鎖音》

1994 夏威夷大學，語言學碩士
論文：《標準斐濟非正式語言在音系學上的改變》
1990 南太平洋大學，南太平洋語言研究證書

1988 南太平洋大學，文學語言暨地理學士學位
1981 南太平洋大學，教育文憑（英文與社會科學）
得獎紀錄
2006 斐濟信託基金獎學金：南太平洋大學

2004 羅茲（Rhodes）客座獎學金：澳洲國立大學亞太研究學院

2000-2002 南太平洋研究生獎學金：南太平洋大學

1992-1994 美國傅爾布萊（Fulbright）獎學金：夏威夷大學

1988 斐濟事務部獎學金：南太平洋大學

1978-1980 斐濟公共服務獎：南太平洋大學

學術及專業經歷
2007/8/6 – 迄今 語言學程主任，基礎研究學院，南太平洋大學。

2006/6月 - 2007/4月語言學兼任講師，暨斐濟語言研究召集人，語言、藝術與媒體學院，南太平洋大學。

2003 - 2006 
語言學講師，以及太平洋方言研究（斐濟）召集人，語言、藝術與媒體學院，南太平洋大學。

1996 – 1999
 太平洋語言研究講師，太平洋語言組，伊梅魯斯校區 - 萬那杜，南太平洋大學。

1999 客座研究員。語言研究與非洲及亞洲文化研究所，東京外國語大學，東京。

1998 客座副教授。語言研究與非洲及亞洲文化研究所，東京外國語大學，東京。

1997 「傳播與語言」講師。12月，暑期學校，南太平洋中心，吉里巴斯共合國。

1995 「學術應用英文」講師，文學與語言系所，羅卡拉校區 - 南太平洋大學。
公民服務資歷
1989 - 1992  研究員/ 詞典編纂者。斐濟語字典研究企劃。斐濟語言語文化研究所，斐濟事務部的斐濟生理學與醫學研究；詞典a - i。

1981 - 1987  高中教師。教育部，斐濟學科教授：於拿西努中學，拿西
努穆斯林學院，以及巴蘭汀衛理公會學校教授英文、斐濟語及社會科學。

Apolonia Namalumu Tamata
Personal Information

Citizenship:

Fiji Islands

Nationality:

Fijian

Ethnicity:

Indigenous Fijian

Educational Achievements

2007  Ph.D. in Linguistics, The University of the South Pacific (USP)

Thesis: ‘The glottal stop in Nasarowaqa Fijian and other Oceanic Languages’. 
1994  Master of Arts in Linguistics, University of Hawai’i

Thesis: ‘Phonological Changes in Standard Fijian Casual Speech’ 
Certificate in Pacific Language Studies, USP

1988
Bachelor of Arts in Literature & Language, and Geography, USP

1981
Diploma in Education (English and Social Science), USP

Awards

2006

Fijian Trust Fund Scholarship: USP

2004

Rhodes Visiting Scholar: RSPAS, ANU

2000-2002
USP Fellowship Award: USP

1992-1994
USA Fulbright Award: University of Hawai’i

1988

Fijian Affairs Board Scholarship: USP

1978-1980
Fiji Public Service Award: USP

Academic and Professional Experience

Aug. 6th ‘07- present  Subject Coordinator-Language, College of Foundation Studies, USP.
July ’06-April ’07  Part-time Lecturer in Linguistics & Coordinator, Fijian Language Studies, School of Language, Arts & Media, USP.

2003-2006  ‘Lecturer in Linguistics’ & ‘Coordinator for Pacific Vernacular

Studies (Fijian)’, School of Language, Arts & Media, USP.

1996-1999
‘Lecturer in Pacific Language Studies’, Pacific Languages Unit, Emalus Campus-Vanuatu, USP.

1999
Visiting Fellow. Institute for the Study of Languages and Cultures of Africa and Asia, Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, Tokyo.

1998
Visiting Associate Professor. Institute for the Study of Languages and Cultures of Africa and Asia, Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, Tokyo.

1997
Lecturer for ‘Communication and Language’. December, Summer School. USP Centre, Kiribati.

1995
Lecturer for ‘English for Academic Purposes’, Dept. of Literature & Language, Laucala Campus-USP.

Courses Taught (USP)

Foundation Studies: Communication and Language



Communication and Study Skills



Pre-Tertiary English

Undergraduate:
Introduction to Language Studies



The Languages of the Pacific

Introduction to Pacific Worlds

Orature, Literacy and Fijian Culture



Fijian Orature Studies



Fijian Language Studies



The Analysis of Language



Fijian as a foreign language

English for Academic Studies



Dictionary Writing



Translation



Applied Phonetics and Phonology

Postgraduate:
Sociolinguistics

Non Credit Course:
Elementary Fijian I



Elementary Fijian II

Language use
 Proficient in Standard Fijian - First language and Mother-tongue
Proficient in English - Official and International communication
Novice in Bislama - Foreign language
Civil Service Career

1989-1992
Researcher/Lexicographer. Fijian Monolingual Dictionary Project. Institute of Fijian language and Culture, Ministry of Fijian Affairs Research in Fijian physiology and medicine; lexicon a-i
High school teacher. Ministry of Education, Fiji

Courses taught: English, Fijian, and Social Science in Nasinu Secondary School, Nasinu Muslim College, and Ballantine Methodist School

Consultancies

2000, 2006  Translator. Institute of Justice and Applied Legal Studies,

USP. [English to Fijian]

2006  Translator, Bible Society of the South Pacific (English to Fijian)

2003-current  Examiner, International English Language Testing System 
 (IELTS)

Publications

The glottal stop in Nasarowaqa Fijian and other Oceanic

Languages. Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, USP, 2007

2003-
“The Fijian transitive ending -(C)aki/a in loan words.” Journal of Asian and African Studies. Tokyo: Research Institute for Asia and Africa. No.65 p.207-227

2000
“The story of the Fijian story-teller.” Journal of Educational Studies. Suva: Institute of Education, USP. p. 93-113

1999
(with Ritsuko Kikusawa) A Standard Fijian Learners' Dictionary (in Japanese). Tokyo: Institute for the Study of Languages and Cultures of Africa and Asia. pp. 250

1995
“Code-switching in Fiji schools.” In Pacific Languages in Education. France Mugler and John Lynch, (ed.). Suva: Institute of Education, USP. p. 92-101

Papers Presented

2006
‘Implications for your language when there is no policy for it.’ Paper presented at the Language Symposium of the 3rd Melanesian Festival Arts & Cultural Festival. Suva; 3rd October.

2006
‘What is Fijian literature?’ Paper presented at the Fijian writing workshop. Institute of Education, USP Laucala; 31st October.

2005
‘Strategies for writing in the vernacular languages.’ Paper presented at the Regional Conference on Continuing Education, Suva, USP Laucala; 30th August.

2005
‘Fijian as the National Language.’ Paper presented as the keynote address at the Consultation Forum on Fijian as the National Language. Southern Cross Hotel, Suva; June 24th
2004
‘taivosa: a case of deliberate language shift.’ Paper presented at the Sixth International Conference on Oceanic Linguistics. USP-Emalus Campus, Vanuatu.

‘Teaching Fijian as a Foreign Language.’ Panel discussion at the Seminar for Japanese Teachers, USP Suva.

‘A brief comparison between Japanese, Fijian, and English.’ Association of Teachers of Japanese, Suva.

2000
‘Researching Nasarowaqa Fijian.’ Fijian Writers Association, Suva

1999
‘The Fijian transitive ending -(C)aki/a in loan words.’ The 4th Meeting of Transitivity and Actancy Systems in Syntactic Typology. Tohoku University, Tokyo.

1998
‘Folklore in Fijian dictionary writing.’ Language Fieldworkers Workshop. National Cultural Center, Port Villa, Vanuatu.

1997
‘The story of the Fijian story-teller.’ Conference for the Society of Multi-Ethnic Literatures. Honolulu.

1995
‘Lenition in Standard Fijian.’ Second International Conference on Oceanic Linguistics, The University of the South Pacific (Suva, July 1995).

1993
‘Kinship in Fijian culture.’ Kapiolani Community College, Honolulu.

1992
‘Of men, wine and song: Problems in making the Fijian monolingual dictionary.’ Department of Linguistics, Research School for Pacific and Asian Studies, Australian National University, Canberra.

‘The Fijian Dictionary Project.’ Fijian Teachers’ Association (Kadavu Branh) Seminar. Kadavu Provincial School, Kadavu.

Selected translations

In press. Volatabu ni gone. ‘Children’s Bible Stories’. Bible Society of the South Pacific.

2007
Na imatai ni nodra ivolatabu na gone. ‘Children’s Handy Bible.’ Bible Society of the South Pacific.

2005
Tukutuku me rawa kina na vakatulewa e veitarovi ena vuvale voravora ena vanua o Sakramento. ‘Information for Obtaining Domestic Violence Restraining Orders in Sacramento County. Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento.

2005
Na veivakadonui me dikevi vakavuniwai. ‘Certificate of consent to a medical examination. (British Service Police). New Zealand Translation Service.

2005
Koya e beitaki. Sitivikiti me vakadonuya me vakarautaka na sabolo ni DNA. ‘Suspect Certificate of consent to provide DNA samples. (British Service Police). New Zealand Translation Service.

Nodra itukutuku na Turaga na Paraiminisita ena kena vakacurumi na Fiji Labour Party (FLP) me lewe ni Boseyaco mataisoqosoqo (Multi-Party Cabinet)

Statement on the inclusion of the Fiji Labour Party in a Multi-party Cabinet. Ministry of Information, Government Buildings, Suva.

2002
Na veika e tukuna na iliuliu ni matanitu ena bose ni kena navuci na Lawa vou ni Veivakaduavatataki. Minstry of Information, Government Buildings, Suva.

2001
Nodra dodonu na itabagone (Children's Rights). Community Legal Literacy Project, IJALS, USP

2001
Na lawa e baleta na basulawa (Criminal Law). Community Legal Literacy Project, IJALS, USP

2001
Na lawa ni cakacaka ena matanitu (Administrative Law). Community Legal Literacy Project, IJALS, USP

2001
Noda dodonu vakatamata (Human Rights). Community Legal Literacy Project, IJALS, USP

Further Training – Workshops attended

2008 Course Development Workshop
Distance & Flexible Learning Support Centre, USP, Suva

2000  Australian Linguistics Institute. Melbourne University, Melbourne

2000
Academic Women’s Writing Retreat. Centre for the Enhancement of Learning and Teaching, USP. Centra Resort, Deuba

1992
Dictionary Writing Workshop. Department of Linguistics, Research School for Pacific and Asian Studies, ANU, Canberra

Professional Affiliations

2005-present: Publications Committee, Methodist Church of Fiji, Suva

2005  Chairperson, Fijian Creative Writing group, USP

2003  Advisory Committee to the Fijian Trust Fund Committee on Language

& Culture, Suva

2003
Industrial Advisory Committee to Fiji Institute of Technology’s Intensive English Language Programme, Suva

2001
Fijian Monolingual Dictionary Committee, Ministry of Fijian Affairs, Suva
斐濟原住民族語言之推動與保存

斐濟太平洋大學A. 塔瑪塔 博士

摘要

斐濟原住民族語言試圖爭取與其他非原住民族語言相同的國家語言地位時面臨許多挑戰。要使斐濟原住民族語言成功地成為斐濟的國家語言，原住民族和決策者必須了解和倡導在各領域使用該語言的重要性，同時也包括非傳統領域。本文除對斐濟語言做一簡要描述外，亦對斐濟原住民族語言的發展以及它在多族並存的斐濟的地位有所著墨。

譯文

1. 引言
身為南太平洋大學代表及斐濟的原住民，我對帛琉的原住民、酋長及長老致上深摯的敬意，因為各位是貴國多產的土地與海岸的主人翁。我也要對台灣原住民族、酋長及長老表達深切的尊崇；我相信正是你們南島民族的血源脈絡，使得台灣政府樂於籌辦這場會議。對於中華民國（台灣政府）以及原住民族委員會不吝邀請本人與會報告，我亦深感榮幸。

各位南島民族同胞、伙伴及與會人員，我受邀與您分享斐濟語
的推動與保存。從另外一方面看，由於政變頻繁及政局不安，過去 20年間斐濟一直受到世人的矚目。短短 20年間，斐濟共發生 4 次政變。在一個飽受動亂、掙扎、經濟衰退、朝令夕改的國家中，語言及文化永遠是最不受重視的區塊。然而，在變局發生之前，相關人士就已投入許多努力，矢志保存斐濟語言。

2. 南島語系下之斐濟語屬說明

簡言之，斐濟語是中太平洋語系的分支，此語系分支亦包括羅圖曼語與所有的玻里尼西亞語。中太平洋語系又隸屬於更大的大洋洲語系，而大洋洲語系則是南島語系的一支。如下頁圖表所示，斐濟語和羅圖曼語、玻里尼西亞語並列於太平洋語系之下，因此這三種語言間有許多關連，例如，和其他南島語系相比，斐濟語和羅馬圖語及玻里尼西亞語的相似程度較高。下頁圖表說明南島語系主要的語系分支。一般認為帛琉語和菲律賓語、印度尼西亞語的關係十分密切。

古南島語系 





台灣的語言     菲律賓語         中印度尼西亞語     遠東印度尼西亞語      原始大洋州語

             馬來西亞語        東印度尼西亞語                         （如下）

             西印度尼西亞語

資料來源： Lynch, 2002:232
圖5：大洋洲語系分支


資料來源：Tamata, A. 2007, p. 132
3. 斐濟語方言多樣性說明

斐濟語涵蓋多種方言，依據彼此的地理位置相區隔；38 個方言群組（communalects）當中，共計有大約 300 種方言（Geraghty, 1983:24-38）。這些語言與方言群組，大致可歸類在東斐濟語和西斐濟語兩大語言分支下。各種方言各自有著盛行的區域，同時隨著使用者的移動散佈到其他地區。在鄉間，以村落或社群為基礎的口語溝通，都是以方言來完成。然而並沒有所謂的標準方言，方言本身只是不同地區的人所操持的不同語言。斐濟人喜歡在生活上使用自己的方言，不論是說故事、講笑話、罵人或是聊天，使用族群母語最能傳神。

所謂的標準斐濟語（以下簡稱「SF」）之所以成為標準，是因為它的應用較為廣泛，斐濟人除了自己的方言外，最流利的就是標準斐濟語。換句話說，標準斐濟語的認定並非以地區劃分。

斐濟約有 40 萬人使用斐濟語。根據紐西蘭政府 2001 年人口普查，紐國境內尚有 3,588 位斐濟移民使用此語（Lynch, 2002:206-208）；但其實有更多操持斐濟語的人士移民至美國就業，或者移民到英國從軍。少部份則於帛琉這裡執醫就業。

4. 斐濟標準方言的發展
標準斐濟語是由第一批到達斐濟的傳教士，為了傳達基督教義並翻譯聖經，而慢慢發展出來的。根據推測，標準斐濟語是以巴奧島上的方言為基礎，但也混雜傳教士為傳教自學的其他非標準方言，幾經整併之後，據此向斐濟居民宣教。傳教士故意把這種語言稱為巴奧語，因為巴奧酋長是當時的常勝將軍，在斐濟政壇頗具實力，因此標準斐濟語也被稱為巴奧語或「Vosa vakaBau」。

由於標準斐濟語旨在傳教，大量為宣教手冊及斐濟版聖經採用，幾乎每個斐濟人都有機會接觸這種語言，並據此學習閱讀、書寫。由於這種語文是用來傳遞神的旨意，斐濟人對它也多了一份額外的尊敬。而後，這項由傳教士發展的語文，也應用在宗教以外的領域，變成了今日的標準斐濟語。目前，斐濟人佔信眾多數的基督教教堂，無不以標準斐濟語作為牧道語言。

標準斐濟語成為許多學校的教學語言。之後殖民時期，英語固然成為新的官方教學語文，但仍保留了斐濟語作為小學頭三年的教學語文，此外當時的小學高年級與中學都設有斐濟語科目，迄今猶然。現在，斐濟大專院校也設有相關課程，例如南太平洋大學即設有斐濟方言研究的文憑或學位學程。值得注意的，前述學校是將斐濟語課程定位為方言科目，是以修課同學本身的母語就是斐濟語。其他族群的學生所修習的斐濟語言與文化相關科目，則歸為跨文化研究的課程範圍。

斐濟語教學深入各級學校，證明了斐濟本國相關課程的進步，也證明斐濟在語言學、文化學與人類學等方面顯著的學術進展。斐濟語的辭彙內容，隨著斐濟不斷引進國外的新觀念、語彙及產品也不斷的更新、增加。

標準斐濟語還應用在斐濟的媒體產業。斐濟有三個斐濟語廣播電台，與其他印度斯坦語及英語電台明顯區隔開來。在以英文為主流的電視頻道裡，也安排了兩個斐濟語節目，一個以斐濟語播報頭條新聞，另一個則探討斐濟文化和歷史的相關議題。此外還有斐濟語週報，但讀者略為有限，反映了大部分斐濟人較習慣閱讀英文報紙。
隨著標準斐濟語的普遍地位日益鞏固，非標準的各地方言卻無法完全發展，僅在固有的團體與地區內獲得使用。

斐濟語字典計畫，與斐濟語言暨文化研究院

斐濟語發展與保存的一項重要里程碑就是於1971年開始的「斐濟字典計畫」下編撰斐濟單語字典。此項單語字典完全蒐集斐濟語，因此可為斐濟語使用者所用。之前也有用英語表現的斐濟語字典，但這些字典的讀者僅限於懂英文的人。

這項名為「斐濟字典計畫」的專案由美國演員雷蒙‧布爾（Raymond Burr）率先倡議，藉此表達他對斐濟文化的關心。編纂委員會是由多位太平洋語言學者與斐濟籍顧問所組成，共同決定字典彙編的各項重要事宜。委員會先將字典定位為斐濟語使用者的參考用書，至於單語編纂的原則是依據太平洋語言學家布魯斯畢格（Bruce Biggs）教授提議（Geraghty, 1996:6）。此字典原本該是史上第一部單語編纂的太平洋語系字典，但在 2005發行的紐埃語字典卻率先搶下這份殊榮（Funaki, et al., 2005）。經過 30年以上群策群力的籌備，斐濟語字典終於在 2007年出版。「斐濟字典計劃」則在 1975年轉型成為今日的斐濟語言暨文化研究院，隸屬斐濟內政部。

字典編撰計畫及斐濟語言暨文化研究院的重要使命之一，就是研究斐濟的所有方言及風俗文化，是斐濟首度針對非標準方言地區展開的研究。藉由研究院開發的拼字方法，每一種斐濟方言都可以拼寫出來供人閱讀。雖然地區性非標準方言沒有既存的閱讀材料，但仍有人努力試圖以自己的方言進行文字書寫。無論如何，這套拼字方法的發明與修正，為斐濟人開創了新的可能性，讓斐濟人了解到母語可以藉著紀錄以及書寫加以保存，也協助非標準方言掙脫其多少承受的歧視。過去，各地的非標準方言被認定為上不了檯面，僅適合在村落裡使用，而今斐濟人則大方、公開地使用母語。

除了彙編字典，斐濟語言暨文化研究院也製播每週一集的廣播節目，針對其研究範圍內的特定題材加以介紹、宣導，吸引斐濟民眾的興趣。作為政府機關，斐濟語言暨文化研究院，已經成為本國學子與國際學者的研究資訊中心。

最近，研究院正在執行一項「描繪文化」（Cultural Mapping）的計畫，積極保存編輯斐濟語及斐濟文化。

翻譯
翻譯是另一項有助於斐濟語保存與發展的活動。翻譯對政府各個部門、不同宗教團體及南太平洋聖經協會所發表的各類重要文件，有益於廣大斐濟民眾，尤其是離島或偏遠地區、通常只會閱讀斐濟語的居民。

斐濟語教學

斐濟語及斐濟文化教學並不侷限在教育機構，也不以斐濟學生為唯一對象。不論是旅居斐濟就業、創業的外國人，或是其他來訪的外籍學生、志工或學者，都列為「斐濟人講斐濟話」的宣導對象。如此一來，斐濟語成為課堂上的「第二外國語」，而不再只是如上所述之本國生方言課程或跨文化課程。

5. 語言與文化專業發展上的障礙

斐濟境內合格的語言學與人類學專家屈指可數。斐濟於去年才產生歷來第一位語言學博士及兩位人類學碩士，這透露出我們對斐濟母語與文化的復振與推廣有著深切的渴望。

然而，南太平洋大學的斐濟母語研究計畫卻於去年面臨不幸的轉折，該計畫召集人的職位被裁撤。這不僅反映了南太平洋大學裡斐濟語學程招生不足的問題，也顯示校方編列財務預算的焦點放在其他領域，而非太平洋語言與文化領域。

斐濟母語與文化的師資培育取決於南太平洋大學斐濟母語研究計畫之存續。斐濟當局應對斐濟語言及文化的培訓展現強勢立場。

6. 斐濟種族與語言多樣化情況之說明

斐濟除了古來固有的種族與語言，也存有許多外來的種族和族語。斐濟印度語是斐濟最多人使用的語言。該語言隸屬混合語系，其使用者主要是因僱傭關係來到斐濟的印度移民後代。此外尚有印度人所使用的印度斯坦語，以及穆斯林使用的烏都語。印度裔人士中的少數族群，則以特拉古語、坦米爾語與古吉拉特語為母語。

華裔斐濟人的祖先主要務農，會說廣東話及其他中國方言。位於斐濟西部的羅圖曼島居民，其後裔使用羅圖曼語，屬於南島語系的原生語言。居住在斐濟維紐拉維拉（Vanualevu）東岸的羅比島居民使用的基里巴斯方言是另一支南島語系語言。位於維紐拉維拉（Vanualevu）北岸的吉爾貝特區，當地居民為吐瓦魯後裔，使用吐瓦魯語。
除了上述人數較少的原住民母語，還有許多種混雜語言。斐濟英語是斐濟居民所使用的英語，可視為英語的一種變體，內容同時包括原生與非原生語言。一般均將斐濟英語視為折衷性的共通語言，在斐濟是各族群最普遍應用的語言。

相較於其他非斐濟語的原生語言，在斐濟提倡、重視、加強對斐濟語的推動使用是再也恰當不過的，因為世界上沒有別的地方值得斐濟語受到如此的重視，也因為這塊土地是斐濟語使用者的原鄉。

7. 官方語言

英語是斐濟主要的官方語言，斐濟的憲法特別認定斐濟語和印度斯坦語同樣為官方語言。實際上，斐濟語鮮少用於官方文件或是議會議程裡，印度斯坦語更是罕用，倒是英語依舊扮演著強勢角色；考量到斐濟的殖民歷史與多元化的族群結構，這點並不令人意外。然而，在斐濟正式的傳統典禮及社交活動上，斐濟語的使用要比英語來得頻繁。
相信許多原住民朋友，都希望母語的位階能獲得官方百分之百的重視，而不只是「第二官方語言」。

然而，在大部分的機構、公司、商業銀行與非政府組織裡，根本沒有所謂的語言政策。這類的場合理所當然地使用英文，畢竟最多人使用的就是英文，即使是一般民眾未必懂得的商用英語亦然。

8.
國家語言

斐濟並不像某些國家有規定所謂的國家語言。2006 年最後一次政變發生前，曾有相關人士努力將斐濟語提升為國家語言，卻有諸多反對聲浪，其中印度裔民眾也希望印度斯坦語能獲得國家語言的地位，是以迄今相關法令未曾定義任何國家語言。

9.
結論：斐濟語在斐濟的地位

希望以上的介紹能清楚傳達斐濟原住民母語的現狀，包括各地方言在正式社區活動、家庭、甚至官方正式宣達的使用情形。斐濟人都會說斐濟語，雖然有些人講得並不流利。至於斐濟境內的其他非斐濟語族群，即便使用斐濟語，也多是南腔北調、土洋交錯。目前，斐濟語大多用於斐濟人彼此的交流，而其他非斐濟語族群還是以自身母語或英語來溝通。斐濟語既沒有獲得國家語言的地位，也缺乏推廣為官方語言的奧援。是以斐濟語的發展主要在社群的層級扮演主流的溝通工具故而茁壯，但卻沒有機會「更上層樓」。

我相信對於母語的保存與提倡，語言的使用者責無旁貸。對於斐濟人來說，身為母語傳承者的我們，必須站在最前線，為斐濟語爭取各個官方層級的正式認同。接著，國家的決策者與政策執行者必須履行責任，讓我們的母語獲得應有的社會地位與尊重。

我非常欣慰的是，還是有人有志於斐濟語言及文化的調查研究，即使為數並不多。若干的斐濟年輕人，對於大專時期從事斐濟母語的研究工作深感興趣，能夠吸引年輕人的興趣，實在是非常令人振奮。我們經常聽到的告誡與叮嚀，像是在生活上養成說母語的習慣，實踐各種傳統習俗等等，固然能防止語言的衰弱與消逝，然而，實際的情況卻顯示，母語在某些地方越來越式微，這主要是因為英語成為普遍使用的強勢溝通工具，以及其國際語言的重要地位。

所以，總結上述，過去曾經提升斐濟語言地位的主要活動如下：最先教導斐濟居民閱讀與書寫斐濟語文的傳教士以及教會、對斐濟語言研究與資料建檔貢獻良多的斐濟字典計畫與斐濟語言暨文化研究院，最後則是斐濟的教育機構，提供了斐濟語在母語研習、跨文化學科與第二外語等不同面向的推廣動力。
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1. Introduction

As a representative of the University of the South Pacific, and as an indigenous
person of Fiji, | would like to express my respects to the indigenous people of
Palau, to your chiefs and elders, for you are the owners and users of the land
and coastal areas that abound in your country. | would also like to express my
respects to the chiefs, elders and to the indigenous peoples of Taiwan for it is
through your being Austronesian that | believe your government has seen it
worthy to call for this auspicious occasion. To the Republic of China (Taiwanese
government) and to the Council of Indigenous Peoples, | am indeed grateful for

your generous invitation to present a paper in this conference

Fellow Austronesians, colleagues & participants, | have been invited to share
with you how the Fijian language has been promoted and preserved in Fiji. On a
different topic, Fiji has been in the limelight during the past twenty years because
of the coups and political upheaval that have been staged in my beloved country.
We have had four coups in a span of 20 years. In a country undergoing turmoil,
struggles, recessions and redirections, efforts that have anything to do with
language and culture will be the least in priority. However, before the coups, a lot

of work has been put into preserving the Fijian language

In this paper, ‘Fijian language” refers to the indigenous Fijian languages including the Fijian dialects, or
the Fijian vernacular languages. ‘Fijians" refers to the indigenous people of Fiji
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Briefly, the Fijian languages belong to the Central Pacific subgroup, a language
subgroup that also includes Rotuman and all the Polynesian languages. The
Central Pacific subgroup of languages is part of the bigger Oceanic subgroup
which is part of the Austronesian language family. The sub-grouping of Fijian
together with Rotuman and Polynesian languages shows, as reflected on the
diagram on the next page, that Fijian is linguistically related with Rotuman and
the Polynesian languages, i.e., Fijian has more similarities with Rotuman and the
Polynesian languages when compared with the other Austronesian languages.
The diagram below portrays the major language subgroups of the Austronesian
languages. The Palauan language is believed to be closely related to the

Philippine or the Indonesian languages.

Proto-Austronesian

Languages  Languagesofthe  Languages of Languages of Proto Oceanic
of Taiwan  Philippines, Central and extreme Eastern (see below)
Malagasy Eastern Indonesia
Western Indonesia
Indonesia

Source: Lynch, 2002:232
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Fijian is a language with many geographically defined dialects. These total about
300 and can be grouped under 38 communalects (Geraghty, 1983:24-38). These
dialects or communalects fall under two major language divisions which have
been referred to as Eastern Fijian and Western Fijian. Some linguists are of the
opinion that there are three languages with the Kadavu dialects spoken on
Kadavu Island on the south of Fiji being the third. These geographically defined
dialects are used or spoken in their geographically defined respective areas and,
in many cases, by their speakers when they move to other places. So in the
villages, in village or community based communication, dialects are spoken.
These dialects are however non-standard, i.e., they are only used by the people
from the geographically defined places. Nevertheless, the Fijian people love to
use their languages and dialects whether it is in discussions, ceremonies, telling
stories, jokes, swears and gossip. These genres are best expressed in our
mother-tongues. In total therefore, Fijian comprises two major language divisions
and about 300 non-standard dialects. There is one standard dialect which is

referred to as Standard Fijian

The Fijian standard language (hereinafter SF) is standard in the sense that it has
a wider usage and spoken by Fijians who would otherwise be speaking different

dialects. SF therefore is not geographically based.

There are about 400,000 speakers of Fijian in Fiji and a further 3,588 now live in
New Zealand according to the 2001 New Zealand census (Lynch, 2002:206-
208). Many of the Fijian speakers have emigrated in large numbers (by Fijian
standards) to the US in search of work, and also to England to serve in the

British army. A few are here in Palau working as medical professionals.

4. Development of the Fijian standard dialect
SF developed out of the language Fiji’s first missionaries used to teach about

Christianity and to translate the bible into Fijian. This language is supposedly




[image: image7.png]based on the dialect spoken by the people of Fiji's Bau island but was a mixture
of a few non-standard dialects that the missionaries had learnt and had put
together to try to use with the Fijian people for missionary purposes. The
missionaries purposely called it the Bau language at the time because the Bau
chief was victorious in war and was a major force in local Fijian politics. As a

result, SF has also been known as the Bauan language or Vosa vakaBau.

Since this so-called missionary language was used in Christian booklets and in
the Fijian bible, it became the language that every Fijian had access to and learnt
to read and write. Moreover, since it was the language in which the word of God
was written in, Fijians would accord a sense of reverence towards it. Later on,
the language the missionaries developed acquired more uses outside of religion
and became the standard language. To this day, Christian churches dominated

by Fijians use SF as the language of their church.

SF also became the language of education and the language of instruction when
schools were conducted in Fijian. Later during the era of British colonialism,
when the language of instruction was changed to English, Fijian remained the
language of instruction for students in their first three years of their primary
education. Fijian was and still is a subject taught to students in the upper primary
schools and in secondary schools. Today, Fijian is also taught at tertiary
institutions including the University of the South Pacific, where one can graduate
with a diploma or with a major in Fijian Vernacular Studies in a bachelor's
degree. It is important to note that Fijian is taught in these educational institutions
as a vernacular subject so the students that take this subject are Fijian speakers
themselves. For the other races that do take Fijian language and culture in
schools, they take Fijian as a subject in cross-culture studies.

The fact that Fijian is being taught in schools and at University is indication that

there has been development in the Fijian curriculum and that scholarly research




[image: image8.png]has been carried out to some degree in Fijian linguistics, culture and
anthropology. Consequently, Fijian lexicology has increased as new and foreign
ideas, terminology and products and services brought into the country needed

Fijian names.

The media industry in Fijian also uses SF. There are three radio stations that
broadcast in Fijian. This is of course apart from those stations that broadcast in
English and Hindustani languages. On television, there are two Fijian language
programmes conducted in an otherwise English dominated television. One
programme reports news headlines in Fijian and the other is a weekly
programme on Fijian cultural and historical events and issues. There is also a
weekly newspaper; however, the readership is not wide as the majority of the

Fijian reading public in would read the English newspaper.

As SF developed and acquired more domains of use, the non-standard dialects
however remained undeveloped but they continue to be used within their own

circles and localities.

Fijian Dictionary Project & Institute of Fijian Language and Culture

A major milestone in the development and preservation of Fijian was the
compilation of its own Fijian monolingual dictionary under what was called the
Fijian dictionary project which had its beginnings in 1971. The monolingual
dictionary describes Fijian words in Fijian and therefore could be used as well by
Fijian speakers. In dictionaries before this, Fijian words were described in English

and were therefore limited to those that were literate in English.

The Fijian Dictionary Project was the initiative of a Raymond Burr who was an
American actor. The dictionary initiative was his suggestion as a way of
expressing his interest in Fiji. A dictionary committee was set up made up of
Pacific linguists and selected Fijians to decide on matters of a Fijian dictionary.

This committee decided that the dictionary would be one that would be used by




[image: image9.png]the Fijian speakers themselves and a prominent scholar in Pacific linguistics,
Professor Bruce Biggs, came up with the idea of the monolingual dictionary
(Geraghty, 1996:8). It was going to be the first monolingual dictionary of a Pacific
language but the Niue monolingual dictionary beat us to it as it was published in
2005 (Funaki, et al., 2005). The Fijian monolingual dictionary was published
eventually in 2007 after more than 30 years of preparation. In 1975, the
Dictionary Project was transformed into what is now the Institute of Fijian
language and Culture and operated under the Ministry of Fijian Affairs.

One of the significant functions of the Fijian dictionary project and of the Institute
of Fijian Language & Culture is research in all dialects and in all Fijian customs.
For the first time, language and culture research was conducted in areas where
non-standard Fijian dialects were spoken. With a special orthography that was
devised by the Institute, every Fijian dialect could be written and reading was
possible in them. Reading materials in the non-standard dialects are non-existent
and attempts are being pursued for people to write in their own dialects. In any
case, the revised orthography has opened up new possibilities amongst the
Fijian people and the realisation that recordings and writings could actually be
carried out in their own dialects have somehow erased the stigma with which the
Fijian non-standard dialects have been afflicted with. Fijians are now using their
own dialects openly whereas in the past, there was a general feeling that the
dialects were sub-standard and should only be used in the villages and amongst

their own speakers.

Apart from the dictionary, the Institute of Fijian Language & Culture airs a weekly
radio programme in Fijian that publicises and promotes particular areas of its
work that the Fijians find interesting. The Institute, as a government entity,
became a research and information centre for students locally as well as for
international scholars and researchers.
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whereby information on aspects of Fijian language and culture are being

documented and archived

Translation

Translation is another activity that serves to preserve and promote the use of
Fijian. The translation of important documents published by the various sections
of government, by the different religious groups and the Bible Society of the
South Pacific have been both beneficial for the Fijian people especially those that

live in the islands and in the rural areas who in many cases read only in Fijian.

The Teaching of Fijian

The teaching of the Fijian language and culture is not only limited to educational
institutions and to students in Fiji. Fijian is also promoted as a language of the
Fijian people to foreigners that come to work or to live temporarily in Fiji and also
to other interested visitors like international students, volunteers and researchers.
In this way, Fijian is taught as a foreign language as opposed to it being taught

as a vernacular language and as a cross-culture study discussed above

5. Obstacles to professional development in language &
culture

Fiji lacks qualified officers in the field of linguistics and anthropology. Last year
saw the graduation of, yours truly, its first Fijian Doctorate in Linguistics. 2007
also witnessed Fiji's first two graduates in Masters in Anthropology. These are
but two indications of our own desire to promote indigenous researchers in Fijian

language and Culture.

However, the USP’s programme in Fijian Vernacular Studies has had to effect a
rather unfortunate ruling last year when the program’s Coordinator position was
made redundant. The decision was a reflection of the low enrolment in Fijian
studies at USP and also USP’s financial focus which is definitely on other

disciplines but Pacific languages and cultures.
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USP’s Fijian Vernacular Studies program. Fiji is yet to implement a strong

position regarding the training of its people in Fijian language and culture.

6. A description of multi-ethnic and multi-lingual Fiji

Apart from the indigenous people in Fiji and their vernacular languages, there
exist other races and the use of their own foreign mother tongues. Fiji Hindi as a
mother-tongue has the largest number of speakers in Fiji. As a creole language,
its speakers are the descendents of Indian migrants into Fiji who came initially as
indentured labourers. There are also Hindustani and Urdu which are spoken by
Hindus and Muslims respectively. A few minority groups of Indian migrants speak

Telegu, Tamil and Gujarati languages.

The Chinese Fijians, most of the initial migrants who came as farmers and
shopkeepers, speak Cantonese and other dialects of Chinese. There are also the
Rotuman islanders who originate from Rotuma, an island to the west of Fiji, and
they speak Rotuman which is another indigenous Austronesian language. The
people who inhabit Rabi Island off the eastern coast of Vanualevu in Fiji speak a
i-Kiribati dialect which is another Austronesian language. There is also Kioa, an
island off the northern Vanualevu coast, which is inhabited by people of Tuvalu

origin. They speak the Tuvalu language which is also an Austronesian language.

Apart from the minority indigenous languages above, there are also a number of
pidgins. Fiji-English is the type of English, or a dialect of English that is used by
people of Fiji, both indigenous and non-indigenous. As a lingua franca, English,

or a dialect of English, is used amongst all ethnic groups.

In the midst of all these other non-Fijian indigenous languages, it is quite
pertinent that Fijian has to be promoted, advocated, recognized and used more
in Fiji because no where else in the world would Fijian have this special attention,

but in the land where its speakers are originally from.
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The English language is the main official language in Fiji. Fiji's constitution
additionally states that Fijian and Hindustani can also be used as official
languages. In reality, Fijian, and less so Hindustani, is rarely used in official
documents or in parliament; English has the most recognition as an official
language and this is also understandable given Fiji's colonial history and
multiethnic composition. However, in traditional formal ceremonies and in formal
Fijian functions, the use of Fijian is more common and traditionally proper than
that of English.

| believe many indigenous peoples would love to see their indigenous languages

have full official status and not a secondary mention as an official language.

However, in other institutions, companies, commercial banks and non-
governmental organizations, a policy on language use is non-existent. It is
assumed that English is the language to be used and that everyone understands
English, even business English, which in many cases are the hardest for ordinary
citizens to understand.

8. National language

Fiji does not have a prescribed national language as may be found in some other
countries. There have been efforts to promote Fijian as the national language in
the years before the latest coup in 2006 but opposition was forthcoming from
various sections of the Indian community who also wanted to see Hindustani as
the other national language. Nothing has yet been made official in terms of a
national language in Fiji.

9. Conclusion: The place of Fijian in Fiji

| hope that | have relayed the picture that the indigenous Fijian languages
including the dialects are used in many Fijian social and formal functions that are
held in the community, at home and even by civil servants in some government

communication. All Fijians speak Fijian although one can count a few that do not




[image: image13.png]or that speak ‘broken-Fijian’. If the other ethnic groups in Fiji speak Fijian, it
would be in most cases some form of pidginised Fijian. So Fijian is spoken by
Fijians and the other ethnic groups speak either their own mother tongues or
English. What are missing in the case of Fiji are the recognition of Fijian as the
national language and the implementation of Fijian as an official language. Fijian
is therefore thriving to a large extent in community levels of Fijian communication

but not at the higher or national level

Itis my belief therefore that the preservation and the promotion of our indigenous
languages depends to a large extent on us the speakers. For us Fijians, we the
speakers need to be at the forefront in promoting the official recognition of Fijian
at all institutional levels. Secondly, our national policy makers and policy
implementers must be taken to task so that they are more instrumental in seeing

that our indigenous languages are given their due status at all levels of society.

| am happy to say that there has been some interest, although not much, into
researching and studying the Fijian language and culture. A small number of
young Fijians have been interested in pursuing tertiary studies in Fijian
vernacular and that alone is some form of encouragement, i.e., for the young
people to be interested. We frequently hear about the need to use our own
mother-tongues and to practice our customs so that we do not lose them or so
that our children will not forget them, but the actual practice is weakening in
some places due to the predominant use and the importance of English as the

language for wider communication and as an international language.

In conclusion therefore, the major activities that have promoted the Fijian
languages include the missionaries and the churches who were the first to
engage the Fijian people to read and write in Fijian, the Fijian Dictionary Project
and the Institute of Fijian Language and Culture which have been instrumental in

initiating research and the documentation of Fijian, and lastly the educational




[image: image14.png]institutions which have been involved in the teaching of Fijian as a vernacular, as

a cross-culture subject, and as a foreign language.
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南島起源

美國夏威夷大學 R. A. 白思樂教授

摘要

在過去4個世紀歐洲殖民擴張之前，南島語族是世界地理位置分部最廣的語族，由東經206度至北緯72度，東起馬達加斯加，西至復活節島，南起紐西蘭，北抵台灣。分布廣泛的語系，如印歐語、納得內語、尼日爾─剛果語、或是南亞語系，不約而同地引發了研究者的疑問：這一系列相關的語系起源自何處？就南亞語系而言，起源問題引起的猜測眾說紛紜，有些是較主流的，其餘則較冷門，答案包羅萬象，包括：東南亞大陸 (柯恩，1889)、南美洲 (海爾達，1950)、新幾內亞以及俾斯麥群島 (戴恩，1965)、東印尼 (歐本海默與李察斯，2001) 等。自1970年代起語言學與考古學證據皆清楚顯示台灣是南島的原鄉，這種說法也指出語言學者為何有此結論，而且歸納認為南島語族的遷徙歷史路線係由台灣出發。

譯文

南島起源

夏威夷大學語言學系

Robert A. Blust博士

1.背景：太平洋南島語系是全球第二大語系，西起馬達加斯加島，東到為復活島，共有超過1268種語言，跨越206度經度及72度緯度，北至台灣，南達紐西蘭，這類語系的淵源問題，對科學理論仍是挑戰，印歐語系（包含英語）與漢藏語系（包含中文）這類分佈廣的語系，也有類似的問題。不僅語言學家興趣濃厚，就連相關學科的學者，如考古學，文化人類學或是人口基因學，也都想尋求答案。

對於南島語系起源這個問題，荷蘭語言學家Hendrik Kern（1889）最早嘗試以科學方式尋找解答，依據的是南島諸國的植物及動物區系辭彙，也就是特定區域的植物與動物的術語，但僅止於此。他發現，普遍的同源詞組（也就是相關字彙詞組）能組成許多熱帶植物字彙，包括甘蔗，椰子，竹子，藤莖，小黃瓜，大蕁麻，魚藤根毒，芋頭，香蕉，露兜樹，及蕃薯（見講義，第一部分）。唯有使用這些植物名稱的語言組成單一語系，這些詞彙才會有關聯，因此Kern的第一個結論是，「馬來-波里尼西亞語」使用者的祖先必定住在熱帶地區。

Kern也將「米」這個詞彙列入研究，就南島語系而言，往往有三種不同意思，包括「稻米」或「稻田裡的米」、「去殼米（存放於穀倉）」，以及「飯」（講義，第二部份）。既然至少「稻米」及「去殼米」的同源字，在東南亞島國使用廣泛，Kern因此主張南島語族的原鄉應該就是亞洲大陸或鄰近地區，也就是首次以人工方式種植稻米的地方。

最後，Kern研究動物的名字，著重於在海中發現的物種名稱，其中包括鯊魚、章魚、蝦子或龍蝦、魟、海龜、鱷魚以及鰻魚這些字（講義，第三部份）。Kern證明了這些辭彙的同源詞組分佈廣泛，主張南島語系的原鄉一定靠海。總結上述三個結論，原鄉位於熱帶、靠近亞洲大陸並且靠海。Kern認為南島語系民族的分佈區域，是由越南及柬埔寨沿岸地區向外擴散。稍後我們會說明，這個結論目前已經證實並不正確，但是在進一步解釋之前，必須針對移民的方向說明幾個看法，有人認為在歐洲發現新大陸時代，移民造成南島語系擴及地球半數以上的熱帶區域。

1947年，挪威探險家Thor Heyerdahl證實，南太平洋的水流及風向偏東向西航道，而不是西向東航道，主張玻里尼西亞是從南美洲出發，前往其他地方定居。為了證實這個理論，他駕駛孔提基號竹筏，從祕魯海岸出發航行101天，抵達玻里尼西亞東岸的土阿莫圖島。雖然這項有趣的說明引起公眾矚目，卻無法說服學界。縱使示範從南美洲航行到玻里尼西亞是可行的，但不足以證明其真實性。更重要的是，Heyerdahl完全忽略語言的證據，而半世紀前Kern早已證實，指出東南亞島民與許多太平洋居民之間的歷史關聯性。

1965年，美國語言學者Isidore Dyen根據辭彙統計技術，發表了南島語言的辭彙統計分類，當時一般認為「家譜樹狀」型式便利又方便，可顯示同一個語系內語言相近的程度。根據辭彙統計分類結果，他主張南島語系最早是由新幾內亞以及俾士麥群島地區向外擴張。但1965年考古探勘尚未在西太平洋展開，因此戴恩辭彙統計分類的結論，無從與考古結果比較，稍後就會說明，考古證據已明確證明，南島語系的原鄉不是西馬來西亞。

2001年Oppenheimer與Richards指出，人口遺傳學證據顯示，南島語系的原鄉是東印尼，他們根據的是基因模式分佈，稱之為「玻里尼西亞母題」，認為這個證據排除更西或更北地區是南島語系原鄉的可能性。這個結論就和Heyerdahl的主張一樣，都忽略了重要的語言學證據，也忽略了考古記錄。過去數十年來，考古記錄已日漸豐富。

有些人也許會說，南島語系原鄉的觀點這麼多，根本無法知道哪個才正確，這只是每個人的「見解」不同而已，這類的問題將永遠是個迷思。但這樣的看法未免太悲觀；語言的證據不但前後一致，而且相當有說服力，指出南島語系民族的原鄉就是台灣島。此外，考古學的獨立證據也支持這項主張，顯示西元前3500年，台灣最早開始使用陶器，種稻，飼養家畜。一千年後，北菲律賓出現明確物質文明，很快該文明開花結果遍及整島後，向東南亞島嶼擴散，直抵太平洋。這套南島語系分佈的觀點，就是今天一般熟知的「福爾摩沙與原鄉假設」，得到多數東南亞及太平洋的比較語言學者支持，也受到東南亞及太平洋一帶的考古學者支持。

支持這個主張的語言學證據是什麼呢？因為時間有限，不太可能詳細說明，我先介紹幾個方法的原則，再解釋證明福爾摩沙原鄉的主要語言學資料。

至少在Sapir（1916）之後，一般就認為最可能的擴散中心或是語系的原鄉是動植物種類史差異最大的分佈區域；換句話說，可能的發源地，並非使用最多相關語言的地區，而是使用最多語系主要語支的地區，Dyen（1956）稱之為「最少遷徙的原則」，意思是在假設原鄉時，說明語系主要語支分佈所需的遷徙次數越少，會比遷徙次數越多的原鄉簡單。說明台灣原住民語言時，會再探討這項原則，但目前將這個相同的原則運用於植物，正好可以解釋這點。歐洲首次認識蕃薯時，其普遍分佈於南美西部及整個太平洋（顯然是由葡萄牙人及西班牙人引進島嶼東南亞地區）。由於分佈區域廣泛，不禁令人問道：「蕃薯的發源地是哪裡？」植物學研究指出，太平洋區的蕃薯比南美洲的基因變異少（Yen，1974:329），歸因為在原處的進化史長，可見蕃薯在南美洲的時間，比在太平洋區的歷史悠久。換句話說，與其找出更多南美洲與太平洋區種類的基因差異，以比較兩者之間的關連性，還不如假設是南美洲的單一祖型被引進太平洋區，長期下來進化為不同的型式，也就是歐洲首次認識的型式，因為蕃薯在太平洋區進化的時間，歷時比南美洲短，太平洋島嶼的蕃薯種類，基因變化也比南美洲的種類少。

將相同的邏輯運用於單一語言的方言，很容易就可以的瞭解，美語方言差異最大的地區，為什麼是密西西比河東岸，而不是密西西比河西岸，因為東岸使用英語的居民於十七世紀早期開始建立殖民地，而西岸的英語社群在十九世紀中葉前並不存在。再者，將此原則運用於更早時期，很容易就可以理解，為什麼那麼大不列顛島的英語方言差異，遠大於非歐洲地區的英語，如北美，南非，澳洲，或紐西蘭，這些國家在過去四百年中，都曾是英語系國家殖民地。

自然萬物皆會變化：只要時間夠久，即使山巒也會磨為平地。語言變化更快，任何語言的年輕人，都會發現自己的用字遣詞和父母親略有出入，與祖父母差異更大。人的一生不足以見到語言的重大變化，但存在的文字記錄，就可能顯現「同一語言」前後期的差異極大。莎士比亞的英語，他的戲劇與詩已經有四百年的歷史，現代人雖然覺得許多詞彙不尋常，但仍然能夠理解。喬塞的英語著作有六百年的歷史，深奧且難以理解。盎格魯撒克遜的英文史詩古文，已經有一千年歷史，對現代英語使用者而言，根本就是外語。這些時期受影響的英語在數量及種類的變化，從主禱文的第一句可略窺一二，請見講義第四部份，雖然顯示了拼字、拼音或文法的差異，但無法說明發音的變化。例如「name」這個字，莎士比亞時期的發音和今天的很像，但更早兩世紀的喬塞時期則極為不同。

如果有一兩千年前人類語言的文字記錄，就可以確信他們一定也歷經大幅變化的模式。只可惜，全球語言的文字記錄有限，幸好兩百年前，由於丹麥及德國語言學者的努力，帶給我們一絲希望。他們早就確認北歐語言（如德文），和希臘與羅馬的古典語言有體統化的相似性，甚至和梵文這種古印度宗教文字也是。為了進一步瞭解這種相似性如何形成，他們發展出一套程序，以有系統的方式比較語言，以「重建」史前母語，或今天所稱的「原始語」。重建出原始語之後，也可以用來書寫記錄，就和早期的語言一樣，這樣即可判斷不同之處就是現代衍生的語言。

語言學者用以瞭解沒有書寫記錄存在的語言歷史的程序，稱為「比較法」。語言學者運用比較法時，會遵循特定的步驟。首先，檢查字彙。一般公認最快也最容易辨認語言是否相關的方法，就是比較單字，因為聲音與字義的搭配通常是隨意的，而語言的字彙可提供大量獨立聲音－字義搭配的例子。第二點，如果發現兩種語言字彙中有相似性，必須考慮四種可能的解釋：1）相似性可能是機率的因素，例如德文單字nass「濕的」與新墨西哥州西部蘇尼印地安語的單字nas「濕的」極為相似，2）相似性可能是由於借用，例如世界上許多語言，「tea」這個字若非由「tea」變化而來，就是由「cha」演變而來，因為是借用中國南或北方的字彙，3）相似性也可能由於語言全球化，例如世界上許多語言都有「mother」及「father」這些字，聽起來都類似媽媽、爸爸的發音，4）相似性可能由於有共同的來源。由於時間有限，我無法詳細解釋所有比較法的觀念，但這些已足夠說明，語言學者並不只單單根據相似性，作為共同根源的證據，因為相似性可能以這四種方式出現。歷史語言學者一開始最感興趣的，是找出字彙的發音系統對應分類，初步檢驗顯示型式及字義的相似性，例如講義所提供的資料，這些稱為「聲音對應」。排除機率、借用，以及語言全球化，這些似乎可信的相似性原因之後，就沒有其他選擇，只能說相似的原因就是共同來源了。舉例而言，英語、德語、法語、希臘語、俄語以及印度語，曾經都是單一語言，因此稱為「原印歐語」的史前語言，可能於6000年前左右，普遍使用於黑海及裡海一帶。雖然一些史前語言，沒有流傳就消失了，仍有許多其他語言延續成為現代語系，語言族群分開、遷徙，語言的變化隨之在世代流傳。而最後一個步驟，就是用比較法「重建」這些「原語言」的發聲系統、字彙以及文法。重建的聲音及單字會註明星號，表示是從觀察證據所推斷出來的，而不是直接觀察的結果。

本次會議的焦點是南島語系，以及重建原始南島語，也就是今天認為造成南島語言多元性的假設語言。重建原始語言的聲音系統、字彙以及部份文法後，就可以進行兩件事情。其一，比較這些後裔語言或「姊妹語言」後，即可判斷已經改變或是「創新」的個別語言，但並非語言間相比較，而是與其重建的史前祖語作比較，說明現代語言的歷史改變。第二，如果兩種或多種語言都有同樣特殊的創新，不太像獨立改變的結果，這些「獨有的共同創新」的證據，說明這群語言有著相同的祖先，這個語言不是同語系其他語言的祖先。這些概念在講義中都有說明，請參見第五部份，這裡以家庭樹狀表圖示，介紹今天廣為接受的南島語系的子群組。

樹狀組織表的重點是1. 每個交叉點代表一個原語言，或是一群現代語言的史前祖語，2. 位置越高，時間線就越往前追溯3. 這樣的圖表意味著語言「乾淨」的分裂，沒有進一步的接觸，但這是理想的假設。這份圖表要注意的重點是，首先，沒有南島語系福爾摩沙語子群組的證據，雖然台灣南島語種類不多，卻相當不同，在大多顯示彼此相關性不高。第二，有證據顯示，台灣本島以外的所有南島語系（包括雅美族，該族生活在另外較小的島嶼上，隸屬台灣管轄），都是龐大子群組的成員，也就是今天通稱的「馬來- 玻里尼西亞語系」，源自於整個語系的先前稱法。馬來-玻里尼西亞語系或南島語系非福爾摩沙語子群組的證據是什麼呢？

提到馬來- 玻里尼亞語系子群組織前，我先說明子群組和大洋洲語言，所共用的獨有創新。語言學創新常見的類型，就是兩個或多個原本截然不同的聲音，失去差異性，稱為「音位合併」。多數太平洋南島語系屬於大洋洲的子群組，兩個著名的例外是帕勞語和查摩洛語，兩者並非大洋洲語，沒有證據顯示彼此有相近的關連。大洋洲子群組的主要證據就是合併b和p的發音，非大洋洲語言這兩個音截然不同，但全大洋洲族群則合併這兩音，講義第六段有相關資料。雖然證據是從一小組的語言中得出，一定不夠全面，但是既然許多字已經被其他不相關的字所取代，所有語言最原始的p和b都是一樣的結果，從新愛爾蘭北部穆騷島，到玻里尼西亞用法都相同；在穆騷島，p和b已經遺失，在恩蓋拉及斐濟語，兩音已經變成v的音，而薩摩牙語則發成f的音，但這只適用於大洋洲群組。

既然唯有太平洋區的南島語言將b及p的發音合併，因此太平洋超過400種語言合併這兩個音，是這些語言形成語言子群組的有力證據，也就是說他們都傳承自單一史前語言，這個史前語言是他們專有的祖先語言。另一個假設就是，大洋洲子群組不存在，而p與b之所以合併，是無數次歷史性獨立變化的結果，這樣一來就無法解釋，這個創新不存在於南島語系其他地方的原因。

福爾摩沙語的資料顯示，大多數福爾摩沙語言都有若干聲韻差別，或是顯著聲音的對比，但僅限台灣本島的語言才有。換句話說，所有非福爾摩沙語言都有若干聲韻創新，其中三個的圖示請參見講義第七部份。既然台灣以外的南島語言都有這三種改變，最簡單的假設就是，非福爾摩沙南島語言的共同祖語（也就是馬來- 玻里尼西亞語）發生過這些改變，而且有相關證據。針對福爾摩沙語言找出專有的共同創新，只能找出台灣的若干子群組，諸如泰雅族語、鄒語、西部平原區或東福爾摩沙語，並未包含所有台灣原住民語言的福爾摩沙族群。因此留下的是各種截然不同的台灣語言，這些語言所保存的古式特徵，早已從馬來-玻里尼西亞語言消失。

接著再來討論最少移動的原則，這個原則運用於植物學以及語言學，推測可能的起源中心：差異最大的地區可能就是定居最久的地方。差異的定義與比較的單元並不相關，而是與彼此之間差異的程度有關。使用最少移動的原則時，需要假設南島語言使用者於定居台灣的時間，比其他仍使用南島語言的地區還久，也就是南島語系的「原鄉」。雖然這個主張完全根據語言學證據，但過去一二十年這個主張出現時，的確與考古學記錄相符，值得注意。

「新石器時代」普遍用於考古學文獻資料，意指由狩獵及採集的文明，進化到經濟型態的調整，包括農業或園藝、馴養動物、使用陶器、改變住宅結構等。西元前3500年前或更早之前，台灣的考古記錄顯示，島上沒有新石器時代文明的證據，雖然幾項考古研究發現指出，至少三萬年前島上有授獵者-採集者族群明顯的跡象。西元前3500年，種稻及小米、陶器製造及使用、馴養動物等新石器時代文明突然在台灣出現。陶器的細節，以及其他物質文明的特徵，都與同時期中國大陸南部的前中國文明極為相似。因此台灣的殖民者乃來自南中國海岸地區，而南島語言使用者尚未抵達台灣之前，則是定居中國大陸。至於他們如何橫越台灣海峽來到台灣，仍然沒有清楚的答案，可以確定的是，福爾摩沙原住民沒有浮架獨木舟的記錄。顯然過了很長一段時間（至少一千年），台灣的南島語使用者才開始南遷。西元前2500年左右，菲律賓尚未出現新石器時代文明，但北呂宋島的Cagayan谷突然出現與同期台灣陶器相似的陶器種類、稻米、動物馴養等。從考古記錄結合語言學證據，即可推斷出南島語言使用者成功從台灣移居北菲律賓。這個語言社群就是我所稱的「原始-馬來-玻里尼亞語」。

現在可以看看，為什麼Kern擁有大量語言學證據，但是他的南島語系原鄉結論卻不正確。Kern的論點是根據自然環境同源詞組的分佈，以及當地的植物及動物。原則上，這是有效的方式，但Kern並沒有將子群組列入考量，而是參考更多同源詞組的地理分佈，作為證明其歷史的證據。講義說明了Kern用來推測南島語系原鄉的語言學比較，僅限於非福爾摩沙語言。講義第五部份說明，這意味著最古老的語言就是原始-馬來-玻里尼亞語。東南亞大陸的南島語言不多，幾乎都屬於占語諸語，這和馬來語及其他西印尼語言相關，簡言之，東南亞大陸的南島語言語言的語言學差異極小，但台灣的南島語言多元性則極為顯著。

南島民族定居北菲律賓後，事情發展相當快速。人種學、語言學證據皆顯示，原始-馬來-玻里尼亞語的使用者擁有浮架獨木舟，這項發明讓人口得以快速遷移至新的地區，海洋並非阻礙，反而加速今日南島語言民族祖先遷移。雖然還有許多疑問有待解決，但接下來我會概述南島語系語言擴展的主要活動。

首先，既然菲律賓是南島語言使用者，也是第二個最早定居的地區，一般會預期菲律賓的語言多元性應該僅次於台灣，但事實不然。證據明確顯示，有一個包含所有菲律賓語言的語言子群組，但不包含薩瑪- 巴兆「海洋吉普賽人」的語言。這個菲律賓子群組同時包含印尼蘇拉威西島北部的語言，以及台灣西南岸離島蘭嶼的雅美族語。定居時間與語言多元性程度之所以不一致，最簡單解釋就是史前語言統一，一種語言擴展之後，菲律賓其他所有語言因此消失，而南島語言菲律賓子群組的所有現代語言，就是這個成功「征服」語言的後裔。原始菲律賓語的擴張後，菲律賓其他早期南島語言因而滅跡，而且查莫洛語群移民到馬利安納群島。一系列的碳-14年代測定證實，馬利安納群島至少在西元前1500年就有人定居。查莫洛語群並不屬於菲律賓子群組，卻從中部或是北菲律賓出發，抵達馬利安納群島，加上在早期菲律賓歷史語言統一的證據，可見這兩項事件有關，也就是說，查莫洛語群逃離了菲律賓，當時原始菲律賓語言族群正在當地併吞其他南島語言族群，並向東航行，抵達馬利安納群島。這是南島語言進入太平洋最早的歷史。

第二，南島語移民向南遷移通過菲律賓時，在往蘇拉威西島北部或摩路加群島北部時分裂，形成西馬來玻里尼亞語以及中東馬來玻里尼亞語。西馬來玻里尼亞語更進一步的擴張，當時馬拉加西族從東南亞移民到非洲東岸。1951年，挪威傳道士以及語言學家Otto Christian Dahl證明，馬拉加西人是從婆羅洲東南部巴里多河流域向外移民。Dahl和K.A. Adelaar進一步討論後，我們得以更瞭解這次移民，現在一般認為，馬拉加西人在第七到十三世紀之間，可能曾定居馬達加斯加島，而且可能獲得蘇門答臘南部的室利佛士Indianized王朝協助，由通曉馬來語的商人陪伴完成。同一時期，船居的薩瑪-巴兆「海洋吉普賽人」顯然是由婆羅洲同一區域出發，與通曉馬來語的商人關係緊密，這群商人控制交易貨量，尤其是香料，從東印尼運到麻六甲海峽，再運送到中國、印度、中東甚至更遠。

第三，中東部馬來玻里尼亞族移民潮，分開後形成分支，南遷至印尼的摩路加群島以及小巽他群島，組成中央馬來玻里尼西亞族；另一支往北，移至新幾內亞的鳥首半島，組成東馬來玻里尼西亞族。東馬來玻里尼西亞族之後又分裂成原始-南哈馬赫拉島-西新內亞，以及原始-大洋洲語。西元前1350年，原始大洋洲語言使用者或是其一支更早的支脈，開始製造Lapita陶器，並沿著紐西蘭北邊聖馬提亞斯群島的潟湖群居，這是Lapita文化，是碳-14年代測定所得最早的時間，通常跟大洋洲語言有關。太平洋考古學者所建立的碳-14年代測定表顯示，一或兩個世紀內，南島語使用者已經抵達斐濟及西玻里尼西亞。這意味著大洋洲南島語民族擴展到太平洋，其中兩項特徵為：其一，人口急遽增加；其二，內陸交通便利。然而，這項迅速的擴展在東玻西尼亞開始殖民前2000年左右，在西玻西尼亞停止了。神祕的「長時間中斷」可能與航行技術有關，雙筏發明之前，航行到東玻里尼西亞狹小、空曠、偏僻的地點，幾乎是不可能的。

最後，帛琉的移民又是如何呢？碳-14年代測定所得的最早時間約兩千年前，在考古學者研究後，可能有不同的答案。帛琉語很明顯是南島語系，與其他歸為「西方馬來玻里尼亞語」相似，但是和其他語言並沒有緊密的關聯，意思是說，這個語言有很長一段時間與其他南島語言分開發展。各位的祖先肯定是從島嶼東南亞遷移至帛琉，目前沒有進一步的資料，南島民族擴展到帛琉的歷史至今仍然成謎。
The Austronesian Diaspora
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ABSTRACT. Prior to the European colonial expansions of the past four centuries the
Austronesian language family had the greatest geographical extent of any language
family on earth. Widely distributed language families such as Indo-European, Nadene,
Niger-Congo or Austronesian inevitably present researchers with the question ‘Where did
this collection of related languages originate?” For the Austronesian languages the
question of origin has triggered a variety of answers, some more mainstream and others
more marginal, including the following: mainland Southeast Asia (Kern 1889), South
America (Heyerdahl 1950), New Guinea and the Bismarck archipelago (Dyen 1965), and
eastern Indonesia (Oppenheimer and Richards 2001). Since the 1970’s an accumulation
of both linguistic and archacological evidence has clearly pointed to Taiwan as the
Austronesian ‘homeland”. My talk will describe some of the reasons why linguists have
reached this conclusion, and will sketch the main outlines of the migration history of
Austronesian-speaking peoples after they left their Formosan homeland.

1. Background. The Austronesian language family is the second largest on earth,
with some 1,268 languages reaching from Madagascar in the west to Rapanui, or Easter
Island in the east, a mind-boggling 206 degrees of longitude, and 72 degrees of latitude
from northern Taiwan to southern New Zealand (Aotearoa). Like other widely dispersed
language families, including the Indo-European family to which English belongs, and the
Sino-Tibetan family to which Chinese belongs, the question of where these languages
originated is a scientifically challenging one that is of more than ordinary interest, not
only to linguists, but also to scholars in sister disciplines such as archacology, cultural
anthropology. or population genetics

The earliest scientifically-grounded attempt to answer this question for the
Austronesian language family was that of the Dutch linguist Hendrik Kern (1889). Kern
approached the question of the Austronesian homeland through a consideration of floral
and faunal terms ~-- that is. terms for plants and animals that are characteristic of certain
regions but not others. He noted that widespread cognate sets (that is, sets of related
words) could be assembled for a number of tropical plants, including sugarcane, coconut,
bamboo, rattan, cucumber, stinging nettle, derris root fish poison, taro, banana, pandanus,
and yam, as shown in Table 1:*

Kern's original tables have been modified slightly by the inclusion of data from a few additional
languages, and Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (PMP) reconstructions have been supplied.
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sugarcane  coconut bamboo rattan cucumber
PMP *tebuh *niuR *buluq *quay *timun
Tagalog fubo biiho? uwhy Katimon
Toba Batak  tobu bulu (hotang) ~ ansimun
Malay tebu nyiur buluh (rotan) Ketimun
Nias towu ba/nio (hao) ue —
Old Javanese tebu nyuh wuluh - Katimun
Chamorro  tupu niyok (pitac) - (pipinu)
Palauan deb lius (chesél) - (kitri)
Fijian dovu niu (bitw) timo
Samoan (tolo) niu 20fe) (kukama)
derris root taro banana pandanus yam  stinging nettle
PMP *tuba *tales *punti *pagudan  *qubi *laten
Tagalog tiba (gdbi) (séging)  pandén Wi (lipd)
Toba Batak  tuba (bira) (gaol) pandan wbi  latong
Malay tuba talas  (pisang) pandan ubi  jelatang
Nias tuwa ) lato
Old Javanese tuba tales  punti panDan uwi  lateng
Chamorro - (piga?) (chotda) (akaton)  (dagu) —--
Palauan dub (ttw) (ongér) (belldi) (biddbd)
Fijian duva dalo  vudi vadra wi  salato
Samoan - talo  (fabi) fala ufi  salato

Since the names for these plants could only be related if the languages which have
them had once formed a single speech community, Kern’s first conclusion was that the
ancestral language of what was then called the ‘Malayo-Polynesian® family must have
been spoken within the tropics.

Kern then considered terms for ‘rice’, which in Austronesian languages often
encode a three-way distinction between ‘riceplant® or ‘rice in the field”, ‘husked rice (in
storage)” and “cooked rice’, as shown in Table 2. Note that Cebuano Bisayan humdy
“riceplantand Toba Batak ome ‘cooked rice’ are cognate, but are put in different columns
since they represent different meanings. In effect, then, humdy is placed within
parentheses because it is not cognate with other words in its column, most of which have
developed from PMP *pajay ‘riceplant, rice in the field”
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riceplant husked rice cooked rice
PMP *pajay *beRas *hemay
Tagalog palay bigas (kénin)
Cebuano (huméy) bugs (kan?on)
Toba Batak palge boras ome
Malay padi beras (nasi)
Nias fache -

0Old Javanese pari weas —
Chamorro fadi pugas (hineksa?)
Palauan (berés --- borrowed from Malay)

Fijian (raisi - borrowed from English)

Samoan (alaisa - borrowed from English?)

Since cognate words for at least ‘riceplant” and ‘husked rice” are widespread in
insular Southeast Asia, Ken concluded that the Austronesian homeland was on or near
the Asian mainland, where rice was first domesticated.

Finally, Kern considered names for animals. paying special attention to terms for
those species that are found in the sea. Among these he considered words for shark,
octopus, shrimp or lobster, stingray, see turtle, crocodile and ecl, as shown in Table 3
(non-cognate words are enclosed within parentheses. and (L) marks loanwords):

TABLE 3: Cognate sets for marine animals (after Kern 1889)

shark octopus shrimp stingra

Tagalog (pati i ulang i

Toba Batak - udang pari (L)

Malay hiu udang pari

Nias hiu foi

0Old Javanese I — hurang pe

Chamorro (haluZu) (gamson)  ubang (hafula?)

Palauan (chedéng)  bokitang (L) (cherchir) (ksbus)

Fijian (qio) kuita ura vai

Samoan (malie) (fe?e) ula fai
seaturtle  crocodile el

Tagalog (pawikan)  buaya zat)

Toba Batak pomu(L)  buaya tuna

Malay penyu buaya tuna

Nias fonu buaya -

0ld Javanese penyu wuhaya (welut)

Chamorro (haggan)  (kaimén) (L) (asuli)

Palauan uél (its) (kitelé)

Fijian vom e duna
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After showing that cognate sets are widespread for all of these terms Kern
concluded that the Austronesian homeland must also have been near the sea. Putting
these three conclusions together --- that the homeland was tropical. near the Asian
mainland and near the sea, Kern concluded that the expansions of the Austronesian-
speaking peoples had begun from the region of coastal Vietnam and Cambodia. As will
be seen shortly, we now know that this conclusion was wrong. Before explaining why it
was wrong, however, it is necessary to mention a few other ideas that have been offered
regarding the migrations which led to Austronesian languages being spread over more
than half of the earth’s tropical region at the time of European discovery.

In 1947 the Norwegian adventurer Thor Heyerdahl set out to demonstrate that the
currents and winds in the South Pacific Ocean favor an east-to-west sailing route, and he
therefore argued that Polynesia had been seftled from South America. He showed this in
concrete terms by sailing a balsa raft, named the ‘Kon-Tiki’, from the coast of Peru to the
Tuamotu islands of eastern Polynesia, a voyage that took 101 days. Heyerdahl’s colorful
demonstration captured public attention, but hardly convinced well-informed academics.
The demonstration that it was possible to sail from South America to Polynesia was not
evidence in itself that this had actually happened. More seriously. Heyerdahl completely
ignored the evidence of language, which, as Kem had already demonstrated more than
half a century earlier, shows a clear historical connection between the peoples of insular
Southeast Asia and many of those in the Pacific.

In 1965 the American linguist Isidore Dyen published a massive classification of
the Austronesian languages based on a technique called ‘lexicostatistics, which was
believed at that time to hold great promise in providing a quick and convenient means of
showing the varying degrees of closeness of languages within the same language family
in the form of a “family tree”. Based on the results of his lexicostatistical classification he
concluded that the Austronesian languages had first spread out from the region of New
Guinea and the Bismarck Archipelago. In 1965 archacological investigations had hardly
begun in the western Pacific, and the conclusions of Dyen’s lexicostatistical classification
could not, therefore, be compared with the independent results of archacology. As will
be seen shortly, it has since become clear that the archacological evidence provides no
support for an Austronesian homeland in western Melanesia.

More recently Oppenheimer and Richards (2001, 2002) have placed the origin of
the Polynesians (but not necessarily the Austronesian homeland) in eastern Indonesia.
The basis for their conclusion is the distribution of a genetic pattern that they call the
“Polynesian motif', and interpret as evidence ruling out areas further to the west or north
as possible homelands for the Austronesian language family. As with Heyerdahl's theory
of Pacific colonization, however, this conclusion conflicts with crucial linguistic
evidence. Moreover, it ignores the archacological record, which has been growing
steadily richer over the past several decades.




[image: image19.png]Some readers may be thinking that since so many different views have been
expressed about the Austronesian homeland we can never be sure which is correct
all just a matter of ‘opinion’, and certainty about such types of questions will forever
elude us. But this would be too pessimistic an assessment. The evidence of language is
consistent and persuasive in pointing to a homeland for the Austronesian-speaking
peoples on the island of Taiwan. Moreover, the same conclusion is strongly supported by
the completely independent evidence of archacology. which shows that cultures which
used pottery, grew rice and raised domesticated animals first appeared in Taiwan by at
Least 3,500 BC. Roughly a millennium later people with a clearly related material culture
appeared in the northern Philippines, and then very rapidly, bearers of this culture spread
throughout island Southeast Asia and out into the Pacific. This interpretation of the
distribution of Austronesian languages is generally known today as the ‘Formosan
homeland hypothesis,” and it is accepted by the majority of comparative linguists
working in island Southeast Asia and the Pacific, as well as by the leading Southeast
Asian and Pacific archacologists.

itis

What is the linguistic evidence that supports this scenario? In the space allotted to
me it is impossible to give a detailed demonstration, but let me start with a few principles
of method, and then present at least some of the major pieces of linguistic data that point
to a Formosan homeland.

It has been recognized at least since Sapir (1916) that the most likely center of
dispersal, or homeland of a family of languages is the region of greatest phylogenetic
diversity. In other words, the probable place of origin is not the region in which the
largest number of related languages are spoken, but rather the area in which the largest
number of primary branches of the language family is represented. Dyen (1956) has
called this “the principle of least moves”, and by this he means that it is simpler to assume
a homeland which requires fewer moves to account for the observed distribution of
primary branches of a language family than one which requires more moves. We will
return to this principle again in relation to the aboriginal languages of Taiwan, but for
now a comparison with the use of the same principle in botany may serve to clarify this
point. A the time of first European contact the sweet potato was widely distributed both
in western South America and across the Pacific (it appears to have been introduced by
the Portuguese and Spanish into island Southeast Asia). Given this wide distribution it
was natural to ask ‘Where did the sweet potato originate?’. Botanical studies have shown
that the sweet potato in the Pacific exhibits less genetic variation than the sweet potato in
South America (Yen 1974:329-330). Other things being equal, greater genetic variation
is most simply attributed to longer evolutionary history #n situ, and from this it follows
that the sweet potato has been in South America for a considerably longer period of time
than it has been in the Pacific. In other words, rather than trying to derive the greater
genetic diversity of forms in South America from Pacific forms that appear to be more
closely related to one another. it is simpler to assume that a single ancestral form from
South America was introduced into the Pacific. Over time this one form evolved into the
variety of forms that was found at the time of first European contact, and since there was
Less time for evolutionary change to take place for the sweet potato in the Pacific than for




[image: image20.png]the sweet potato in South America, the genetic differences among the numerous Pacific
island varieties are smaller than those found in South American relatives of this plant.

Applying the same logic to dialects of a single language, we can easily understand
why the greatest dialect diversity in American English is found east of the Mississippi
river, where English speaking settlers began to establish colonies by the early seventeenth
century, rather than west of the Mississippi river, where English speaking communities
did not exist in any numbers until close to the middle of the nineteenth century. And, fo
extend this principle one step further back in time, it is easy to see why much more
profound dialect differences are found within the English of the British Isles than within
non-European regions such as North America, South Africa, Australia, or New Zealand,
all of which were colonized by speakers of English within the past four hundred years.

All things in Nature change: given enough time even the mountains erode down
to the level of the sea. Languages change much more rapidly than this. Many younger
speakers of any language will recognize that their speech is not quite the same as that of
their parents, and may show definite differences from that of their grandparents. Human
beings do not live long enough to see major changes in language. but where written
records exist it is possible to sce great differences between earlier and later stages of what
is commonly called “the same language®. The English of Shakespeare, who wrote his
plays and poems around 400 years ago, may appear quaint to modern speakers, but it is
still understandable, The English of Chaucer, who wrote somewhat over 600 years ago is
often very difficult or impossible to understand, and the Anglo-Saxon, or Old English of
the poem Beowulf, which was written over 1,000 years ago, is really a foreign language
to modern English speakers. A rough idea of the amount and type of change that has
affected English over this time period can be gleaned from the first line of the Lord’s
Prayer. which appears here:

Contemporary (2000) : Our Father, who is in heaven, may your name be kept holy.
Early modern (1611) Our father which are in heaven, hallowed by thy Name.
Middle English (1400) Oure fadir that art in heuenes halowid be thi name.

0Old English (1100): Faeder ure 6u 6e cart on heofonum, si 8 in nama gehalgod.

This representation gives an idea of differences in the spelling of words, and in
‘grammar, but it does not show differences in pronunciation. While the word ‘name” in
the time of Shakespeare was pronounced much as it is today, for example, it was
pronounced quite differently just two centuries earlier in the time of Chaucer,

If we had written records for all human languages going back one or two thousand
years we have every reason to believe that they would show similar patterns of dramatic
change. Unfortunately, we have written records going back this far for very few of the
world's languages. That might be the end of the story, except that just under 200 years
ago linguists working in Denmark and Germany began to see a way out of this impasse.
They had recognized to their astonishment that northern European languages such as
German show systematic similarities to the classical languages of Greece and Rome, and
even to Sanskrit, the language of the ancient Indian religious texts. In order to better
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for systematically comparing languages, and for ‘reconstructing’ their prehistoric parent
languages, or “proto-languages” as they are called today. A reconstructed proto-language
can then be used like an earlier written record of a language, to determine changes that
have taken place in any of is modern descendants.

The set of procedures that linguists use to understand the history of languages for
which no written records exist is called the ‘Comparative Method®. In applying the
Comparative Method linguists follow certain steps. First, vocabulary is examined, since
itis generally agreed that the quickest and easiest way to recognize whether languages
are related is through a comparison of words. This is because the matching of sound and
meaning is generally arbitrary, and the vocabulary of a language offers thousands of
examples of independent sound-meaning pairings. Second. if similarities in vocabulary
are noted between languages we must consider four possible explanations: 1) the
similarities could be due to chance, as where the German word nass “wet” is strikingly
similar to the word nas ‘wet® in the language of the Zuni Indians of western New Mexico
(Hockett 1958:486). 2) the similarities could be due to borrowing, as where the word for
“tea’ in many of the world's languages s either some form of “tea’ or some form of ‘cha’,
due to borrowing from either southern or northern forms of Chinese, 3) the similarities
could be due to universals, as where many languages around the world have words for
“mother and “father” that sound like mama and papa or baba (Jakobson 1960). or 4) the
similarities could be due to common origin. Space does not allow me to explain all
aspects of the Comparative Method, but suffice it to say that linguists do not rely on
similarity alone as evidence for common origin, since similarity can arise in any of these
four ways. What historical linguists are most interested in finding initially are systematic
correspondences in the sounds of words that preliminary inspection shows to be similar
in form and in meaning, such as the data in Tables 1-3. These are called ‘sound
correspondences’. Once chance, borrowing, and universals have been eliminated as
plausible causes of similarity, there is no other alternative but to conclude that similarity
s due to common origin. In other words, languages such as English, German, French,
Greek, Russian and Hindi, to name just a few, were once a single language, in this case a
prehistoric language called *Proto-Indo-European’, which probably was spoken
Somewhere between the Black and Caspian seas around 6,000 years ago. Although some
prehistoric languages no doubt disappeared without leaving descendants, many others
gave rise to modern language families, as language communities split up and moved
apart, and changes to the language took place from generation to generation. As the final
step, the Comparative Method is used to ‘reconstruct” the sound system, vocabulary and
as much of the grammar as possible, of these ‘proto-languages”. Sounds and words that
are reconstructed are preceded by an asterisk to show that they are inferred from
observational evidence rather than being directly observed themselves.

Our interest here is in the Austronesian language family, and hence with the
reconstruction of Proto-Austronesian, the hypothetical language which gave rise to the
great diversity of Austronesian languages that we find today. Once the sound system,
much of the vocabulary and parts of the grammar of a proto-language have been
reconstructed two things become possible. First, it becomes possible to determine
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these descendant languages. or “daughter languages not with one anothér, but rather with
their reconstructed prehistoric ancestor. This provides us with an account of historical
changes in the moder languages. Second, if two or more languages share innovations
that are highly distinctive, and hence not likely to be the result of independent changes,
these ‘exclusively shared innovations® provide evidence that this group of languages had
a common ancestor that was not ancestral to other languages in the same family. These
concepts are illustrated in Table 4, where a subgrouping of the Austronesian languages
that is widely accepted today is presented in the form of a family tree diagram.

TABLE 4: The structure of the Austronesian language family:

AN
T~
F MP
_—
WMP CEMP
T
CcMP EMP
e T
SHWNG oc

AN Austronesian
F At least nine primary branches of the language family among the 14

surviving Formosan languages
MP= Malayo-Polynesian (all AN languages outside Taiwan, including Yami of

Lan Yu (Orchid island/Botel Tobago island)
WMP = Western Malayo-Polynesian (the languages of the Philippines, westermn

Indonesia, mainland Southeast Asia, Madagascar, and Palauan and
Chamorro in western Micronesia; this may not be a valid linguistic
subgroup, but rather several primary branches of MP)

CEMP = Central-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian (the CMP and EMP subgroups: see below)

Vi3 Central Malayo-Polynesian (the languages of the Lesser Sunda islands and
southern and central Moluceas of eastern Indonesia)

EMP Eastern Malayo-Polynesian (the SHWNG and OC subgroups: see below)

SHWNG South Halmahera-West New Guinea (the AN languages of southern

Halmahera and the Bird's Head peninsula of west New Guinea)

oc= Oceanic (a subgroup with about 460 languages, including Polynesian, the
languages of Micronesia except Palauan and Chamorro, and the AN
languages of Melanesia from the Mamberamo river in Indonesian New
Guinea through New Caledonia and the Loyalty Islands)




[image: image23.png]General points about tree diagrams to keep in mind are 1. each node represents a
proto-language. or prehistoric ancestor of a group of modern languages. 2. the higher up
the tree you move the further back in time you go. 3. such diagrams imply that languages
split apart “cleanly” without further contact, but this is an idealization of the facts. Key
points to note in this diagram are, first, that there is no evidence for a Formosan subgroup
of Austronesian languages. Rather, the Austronesian languages of Taiwan, although not
numerous, are highly diverse. appearing in most cases to be only distantly related to one
another. Second, there s evidence that all Austronesian languages outside the mainland
of Taiwan, including Yami, which is spoken on a separate and much smaller island
within the political jurisdiction of Taiwan, are members of an enormous subgroup that s
now generally called ‘Malayo-Polynesian’, from the former name of the entire language
family. What is the evidence for a Malayo-Polynesian, or non-Formosan subgroup of
Austronesian languages?

Before addressing the evidence for a Malayo-Polynesian subgroup I will illustrate
the use of exclusively shared innovations for subgrouping in relation to the Oceanic
languages. One common type of linguistic innovation is the loss of contrast between two
or more sounds that were formerly distinguished. This is called a ‘phonemic merger’
Most Austronesian languages of the Pacific belong to the Oceanic subgroup. The two
notable exceptions are Palauan and Chamorro, which are not Oceanic, and show no
evidence of a close relationship to one another. A major picce of evidence for the
Oceanic subgroup is the merger of PAN *b and *p: while non-Oceanic languages clearly
distinguish these two sounds they have merged in all members of the Oceanic group. This
is shown with sample data in Table 5:

TABLE 5: The merger of PAN *b and *p in Oceanic languages

PMP *batu ‘stone” *qabu ‘ash’ *qubi ‘yam® *pitu ‘seven’ *hapuy “fire’
Tagalog bato abo Gibi pitd hépoy
Malay batu (Wabu ubi api
Palavan bad chab ewid ngau
Chamorro - apu fitu guafi
POC *patu *qapu *qupi *pitu *api
Mussau atu au - itu -
Negela vatu wi vitu

Fijian vatu wi vitu

Samoan - ufi fitu afi

Although the evidence from such a small set of languages is unavoidably
fragmentary. since many words have been replaced by others that are unrelated to them,
the original *p and *b have the same outcome in all languages from Mussau, spoken
north of New Ireland, to Polynesia: in Mussau both *p and *b have been lost, in Nggela
and Fijian both have become v, and in Samoan both have become f. This is not true of
any language outside the Oceanic group.




[image: image24.png]Since no Austronesian language outside the Pacific has merged *b and *p, the fact
that over 400 languages in the Pacific show this merger is powerful evidence that they
form a linguistic subgroup - that is, that they descend from a single prehistoric language
that was ancestral to them but to no other Austronesian languages. The alternative
hypothesis - that there is no Oceanic subgroup, and that the merger of *p and *b has
therefore come about through numerous historically independent changes --- fails to
answer why this innovation is unknown elsewhere in the Austronesian language family.

A consideration of Formosan data shows that some phonological distinctions, or
contrasts of significant sounds, are found in most Formosan languages, but are absent
outside Taiwan. In other words, all non-Formosan languages show certain phonological
innovations. Three of these are illustrated in Tables 6, 7 and

TABLE 6: Evidence for merger of PAN *C and *t in PMP

PAN *“maCa ‘eye pitu © *Caqj ‘feces’

Saisiyat masa? - sali?

Thao maca pita caqi

Paiwan matsa pitju tsaqi

Puyuma maTa pitu Taqi

PMP *mata *pitu *taqi *telu
Tagalog mata pité tate ta-tlo
Javanese mata pitu tai telu
Tetun mata hitu - tolu
Palauan mad e-uid dach e-déi
Chamorro  mata fitu take? tulu
Samoan mata fitu tae tolu

TABLE 7: Evidence for merger of PAN *N and *n in PMP

PAN *t-ina ‘mother’ *aNak ‘child” *zalan road” *quzaN ‘rain’
Pazeh ina — daran udal

Thao ina az-azak saran qusaz
Paiwan ina aLak djalan qudjal
PMP *t-ina *anak *zalan *quzan
Tagalog ind anék da%n ulén

Malay - anak jalan hujan

Tetun ina - dalan udan
Palauan che-dil ngélek thel chull
Chamorro - chalan uchan

TABLE 8: Evidence for PAN *S > PMP *h > zero in MP languages

PAN “Sapuy fire’ “Sepat ‘four’ *CaliS ‘rope’
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[image: image25.png]Pazeh hapuy sepat saris

Tsou puzu sapta teesi
Paiwan sapuy sepatj tsalis
PMP “hapuy “epat

Ivatan hapuy apat

Malay api empat

Tetun ahi haat

Palauan ngau e-warng

Chamorro  gwafi patpat tali

Since cach of these changes is found in every Austronesian language outside
Taiwan for which evidence is available, the simplest hypothesis s that they happened
once in the common ancestor of the non-Formosan Austronesian languages, hence in
Proto-Malayo-Polynesian. Attempts to find exclusively shared innovations among the
Formosan languages has led only to the recognition of small subgroups, as Atayalic.
Tsouic, Western Plains, or East Formosan. It has not, however. led to the recognition of
a Formosan group that encompasses all aboriginal languages of Taiwan (Blust 1999).
We are left, then. with a collection of rather diverse languages in Taiwan - languages
that preserve archaic features which have been lost in all Malayo-Polynesian languages.

Recall now the principle of least moves that is used both in botany and in
linguistics to determine likely centers of origin: areas of greatest diversity are the regions
that probably have been settled longest, and diversity is defined not in terms of the
number of units being compared, but rather in terms of the degree of difference between
them. The principle of least moves requires us to assume that Taiwan has been settled by
speakers of Austronesian languages longer than any other area in which Austronesian
languages are still spoken -— that it s, in effect, the Austronesian ‘homeland”. Although
this conclusion is based entirely on linguistic evidence. it is noteworthy that it agrees
closely with the archacological record as this has emerged over the past decade or two
(Bellwood 1997, Bellwood and Sanchez-Mazas 2005, Tsang 2005).

The term “Neolithic” is commonly used in the archacological literature to refer to
cultures that have moved from hunting and gathering to an economic adaptation based on
agriculture or horticulture, animal domestication, the use of pottery and fixed residential
structures. Prior to about 3,500 BC or perhaps a bit earlier the archacological record for
Taiwan shows no Neolithic cultures on the island, although several archacological finds
have shown that a population of hunter-gatherers apparently was there for at least 20,000
years. Very suddenly, around 3,500 BC Neolithic cultures associated with the planting of
tice and millet, the manufacture and use of pottery and the domestication of animals
appear in Taiwan. Details of pottery and other features of material culture show strong
resemblance to contemporaneous pre-Chinese cultures on the mainland of Southern
China. It thus appears that Taiwan was settled from coastal regions of southern China,
and that Austronesian speakers were on the Chinese mainland before reaching Taiwan
(Chang 1995). The details of how they crossed the Taiwan Strait to Taiwan remain
unclear, as -~ with one minor exception that need not concern us here - there is no
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[image: image26.png]record of the outrigger canoe among the Formosan aborigines. What is clear is that there
was a pause of at least a millennium before part of this Austronesian-speaking population
on Taiwan moved southward. Until perhaps 2,500 BC no Neolithic cultures were present
in the Philippines. Then. again very suddenly, pottery types similar to contemporancous
pottery in Taiwan, rice agriculture, and animal domestication appear in the Cagayan
Valley of northern Luzon (Bellwood 1997:219-224). The obvious inference to draw
from the archacological record, particularly in conjunction with the linguistic evidence. is
that one group of Austronesian speakers succeeded in colonizing the northern Philippines
from Taiwan. This is the language community I have called *Proto-Malayo-Polynesian’

We can now see why Kern, despite his resourceful use of the linguistic evidence
available to him, reached an erroncous conclusion about the Austronesian homeland.
Kern’s argument was based on the distribution of cognate sets relating to the natural
environment and its plant and animal products. In principle this is a valid way to
proceed. But Kern did not take subgrouping into account, relying more on the
geographical spread of cognate sefs as evidence of their antiquity. Tables 1-3 show that
the linguistic comparisons which Kern used to draw conclusions about the location of the
Austronesian homeland were restricted to non-Formosan languages, and as seen in Table
4, this means that the earliest language to which these can be attributed is Proto-Malayo-
Polynesian. There are few Austronesian languages in mainland Southeast Asia, and
nearly all of these belong to the Chamic group, which is closely related to Malay and
some other languages of western Indonesia. There is, in short, very little linguistic
diversity among the Austronesian languages of mainland Southeast Asia, but a high order
of diversity among those of Taiwan.

After the Austronesian settlement of the northern Philippines things happened
rather quickly. There is both ethnological and linguistic evidence that speakers of Proto-
Malayo-Polynesian possessed the outrigger canoe, and this important invention enabled
popuiations to move quickly into new territories. Rather than being a barrier, the sea was
a highway to these early ancestors of the Austronesian-speaking peoples of today. There
are still many puzzles remaining to be solved, but in the rest of this paper I will fry to
outline a few of the major events in the history of the Austronesian linguistic expansion.

First. since the Philippines was the second earliest area to be settled by
Austronesian speakers we would expect it to show an order of linguistic diversity second
only to that of Taiwan. However. it does not. Rather. there is strong evidence for a
linguistic subgroup that includes all languages of the Philippines except the languages of
the Sama-Bajaw ‘sea gypsies”. This Philippine subgroup also includes the languages of
northern Sulawesi in Indonesia, and Yami, spoken on Lan Yu, or Orchid Island, off the
southeast coast of Taiwan. The simplest way to explain this disagreement between
settlement time and degree of linguistic diversity is that there was a prehistoric episode of
language leveling in which one language expanded at the expense of all others in the
Philippines, and all modern members of the Philippine subgroup of Austronesian
languages are descendants of this successful ‘conquering’ language. One consequence of
the expansion of Proto-Philippines was the extinction of other carly Austronesian
languages in the Philippines. Another apparent consequence was the migration of the
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[image: image27.png]ancestral Chamorros to the Mariana Islands. A series of radiocarbon dates has now
established firmly that the Marianas were settled by 1,420-1,600 BC. and perhaps several
centuries earlier (Carson to appear). Chamorro does not belong to the Philippine
subgroup, but almost certainly reached the Marianas from the central or northern
Philippines, and given the evidence for language leveling in the early history of the
Philippines it appears likely that these two events were connected -—- that is. the ancestral
Chamorros were a fugitive population that left the Philippines at the time the Proto-
Philippine language community was engulfing other Austronesian language groups in the
region, and sailed castward to the Marianas. This appears to be the carliest Austronesian
penetration of the Pacific, antedating the first Lapita sites in western Melanesia by at least
two centuries.

Second, in moving southward through the Philippines the stream of Austronesian-
speaking migrants evidently split somewhere in northern Sulawesi or the northern
Moluceas, giving rise to the division between Western Malayo-Polynesian and Central-
Eastern Malayo-Polynesian languages. One major episode in the further expansion of
Western Malayo-Polynesian languages was the migration of the Malagasy from
Southeast Asia to the east coast of Africa. In 1951 the Norwegian missionary and
linguist Otto Christian Dahl convincingly demonstrated that the Malagasy had migrated
from the Barito river basin in southeast Borneo. Further discussion and debate, primarily
between Dahl and K.A. Adelaar has refined our understanding of this major migration so
that now it is thought that the Malagasy probably settled Madagascar sometime between
the 7% and 13™ centuries, and in all likelihood were assisted or accompanied by Malay-
speaking traders from the Indianized kingdom of Sriwijaya in southern Sumatra (Adelaar
1989, Dahl 1991). At about the same time the boat-dwelling Sama-Bajaw ‘sea gypsies’

apparently departed from the same region of Bomeo, and established a close association
with Malay-speaking traders who controlled the flow of trade goods, and in particular
spices, out of castern Indonesia to the Straits of Malacca, from whence they were
transported to China. India, the Middle East and beyond (Blust 2005).

Third, the Central-Eastern Malayo-Polynesian stream split into a branch that
moved southward info the Moluccas and Lesser Sunda islands of Indonesia, giving rise to
Central Malayo-Polynesian, and another that moved over the north coast of the Bird's
Head of New Guinea, giving rise to Eastern Malayo-Polynesian. Eastern Malayo-
Polynesian then split into Proto-South Halmahera-West New Guinea and Proto-Oceanic,
and by at least 1.350 BC speakers of Proto-Oceanic or an early offshoot of it were
making Lapita pottery and living in pile dwellings along the lagoons of the St. Mathias
archipelago north of New Ireland (Kirch 2000). These are the earliest radiocarbon dates
for the Lapita cultural complex, which is generally associated with speakers of Oceanic
languages. The radiocarbon chronology established by Pacific archacologists shows that
within a century or two Austronesian speakers had already reached Fiji and western
Polynesia. This implies two characteristics of the Oceanic Austronesian expansion into
the Pacific: first, that population growth was rapid, and second, that interisland travel was
casy. However, this rapid expansion stopped in western Polynesia for close to 2,000
years before the settlement of eastern Polynesia took place, a mysterious ‘long pause” that

may have been related to sailing technology, since the voyage to the tiny, widely-spaced
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[image: image28.png]and distant targets of eastern Polynesia was arguably not a practical possibility until the
invention of the double-hulled catamaran (Blust 1999)

Finally, since we are holding this forum here in your beautiful country, how about
the settlement of Palau? To date the carliest radiocarbon dates are not much more than
2,000 years old, but this is likely to change with further archacological investigation. The
Palauan language is clearly Austronesian, and has characteristics similar to others that
have been classified as ‘Western Malayo-Polynesian’. However, it is not closely related
to any other language, implying that it has been separated from all other Austronesian
languages for a considerable period of time. Your ancestors surely reached Palau from
somewhere in island Southeast Asia, but for the present it is impossible to be more
specific, and the details of the history of the Austronesian expansion into Palau must
remain at least for the present, a mystery.

APPENDIX 1: KEY TERMS IN HISTORICAL LINGUISTICS

1. cognate set: a group of words that have the same origin (were once one word in a
single prehistoric language). Cognate sets are established by demonstrating that
the words compared show recurrent sound correspondences.

sound correspondence: A matching of the sounds of apparent cognates in
different languages not just in one set of words, but in multiple sets of words. An
example is Tagalog afdy, Malay hati, Palauan chad ‘liver’, Tagalog baté. Malay
batu, Palauan bad *stone’, Tagalog matd, Malay mata, Palauan mad “eye’, and
Tagalog matdy, Malay mati, Palaan mad “die, dead’. Note that where the
Palauan words differ from those in Tagalog and Malay they have /d/ ([D])
corresponding to /t/, and zero corresponding to a final vowel or diphthong.

3. reconstruction: A process of inference whereby a feature (sound, word) is posited
in a proto-language which allows the simplest and most plausible derivation of the
daughter languages from the reconstructed ancesfor.

proto-language: A reconstructed language.

daughter language: The descendant of a proto-language. Most daughter
languages exist today, although some could be intermediate proto-languages
ancestral to particular linguistic subgroups within a larger language family.

6. Comparative Method: The method used to reconstruct proto-languages and
determine changes in daughter languages.

subgroup: A collection of related languages which is disti

S

a

guished from other

languages in the same family by exclusively shared innovations that are ot likely
to be products of independent development or borrowing. Subgroups can safely
be established only on the basis of exclusively shared innovations, never on the
basis of retentions.

8. family tree: A diagram representing the internal subgrouping, or structure of a
language family in terms of relative degrees of closeness of relationship.

9. innovation: A feature of linguistic structure that has changed in relation to an
earlier state of affairs. The change *t > k in Hawaiian words such as in PMP
*mata > maka “eye’ is a phonological innovation (innovation in sound structure)
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[image: image29.png]10. exclusively shared innovation (ESD): An innovation that is shared by some
related languages, but not by others. Exclusively shared innovations may be the
result of single changes in a prehistoric language, or of parallel changes (drift). If
drift can effectively be ruled out, ESI provide evidence for linguistic subgroups.
cach of which is represented by a node in a family tree diagram.

11. drift: Parallel change among related languages. This may sometimes cause
confusion with problems of subgrouping.

12. retention: A feature of linguistic structure that has been preserved in relation to
an earlier state of affairs (lack of change).

13. homeland (German: Urheimar’): The area from which a group of related
languages originated and spread through migration over many generations
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� 本報告所稱「斐濟語」，指的是斐濟人的母語，包括斐濟方言，或斐濟的在地語言。「斐濟人」指的是斐濟地區的原住民或原生族群。
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