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SOME HISTORICAL LINGUISTIC CONTRIBUTIONS TO SOCIOLINGUISTICS

R. David Zoxc

0. INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS®

Historical linguists can have some pretty strange and varied bedfellows.
puring the past 16 years of work in the comparative linguistic area, I've needed
recourse to such diverse fields as oceanography, botany, entomology, geography,
anthropology, and sociology. Forays into distinctly non-Austronesian camps,
such as Sanskrit, Chinese, Spanish, and Dutch, have also been necessary, as well
as the other 'camps' of theoretical and socio-linguistics. The latter has been
particularly helpful and productive, since the way people of different sex, age,
and social standing speak profoundly affects the course of language change. Li
(1980, 1982a, 1982b), for example, has made Atayalic forms more comparable to
Austronesian etyma by unravelling female conservatism from what may be termed
'male speech disguise'.

When it comes to paying long-accumulated debts, most benefactors have to
accept simple gratitude. But historical linguists can repay sociolinguists with
some insights into determining the exact linguistic situation of multilingual
countries and areas like the Philippines, Indonesia, Melanesia, and Oceania.
Although I will be discussing the Philippines in particular, what I have to say
should apply (certainly in principle) to a wide range of language families where
the number and the relationships of speech varieties are in dispute. The 100-
meaning list presented below is intended to offer a tool for 'fine-tuning' on
linguistically discrete communalects*. It is anticipated that a far larger number
of such speech varieties will surface than anyone has previously surmised.

1. LANGUAGES, DIALECTS, OR COMMUNALECTS?

In contrast with some popular (non-technical) points of view,2 a linguist
determines a LANGUAGE on the basis of mutual intelligibility, whether total
(L-simplex) or chained (L-complex) (see Hockett 1958:327f) . Thus, every speech
variety is a DIALECT, and the combination of all dialects that can communicate
directly or indirectly with one another makes up a single LANGUAGE. Further
refinements have been made, recognising the speech of a single individual as an
IDIOLECT, and that of a reasonably homogeneous social group as a COMMUNALECT (oxr
ISOLECT (Hudson 1967)).

In the Philippines alone, there are probably 50 million idiolects (based
on a 1984 population estimate) broken up into approximately 5000 communalects
(based on the number of barrios, sitios, or barangays in non-metropolitan areas) ,
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i.e. where people talk in much the same way. While these numbers are very high
(and hence not entirely informative), they are a matter of fact. Anyone who has
journeyed from town to town within a purportedly common linguistic area (be it
Bikol, Panay, Ilocos, or Mountain Province) can attest to the multiple differ-
ences in pronunciation, intonation, vocabulary, and grammar prevailing. The
situation is certainly the same in Sabah, Java, Sumatra, and other Austronesian
locales. 1In all fairness to the speakers who so choose to identify themselves

on the basis of even minor language variations, linguists and laymen alike should
accept the communalect as the bottom line. We therefore recognise, as do the
speakers, a Marindugue vs Batangas Tagalog, an Oas vs Polangui Bikol, a Kalibonhon
vs Libakawnon Aklanon, an Ilianen vs Livunganen Manobo, a Tina vs Botolan Sambal,
an Amganad vs Kiangan Ifugao, and so on. Language labels such as 'Bisaya’',
'Ifugao', 'Manobo' in this context are uninformative and confusing.3 Some have
been downright wrong, such as 'Sinauna Tagalog' (which is a distinct Southern
Luzon language) or 'Datagnon Mangyan' (which is a West Bisayan dialect with no
special genetic affiliation to any Mangyan language) .

2. THE DETERMINATION OF COMMUNALECTS - A TOOL

The precise number of communalects can be determined by a survey of 100
(or even 50) words that in statistical terxrms have a high probability of replace-
ment, or, conversely, a low probability of retention (see Dyen, James and Cole
1967) . Table 1 is derived from principles discussed a decade ago (Zorc 1974)
and virtually separates the Philippines into several thousand linguistic com-
munities. For a positive score (+) in this kind of comparison, it is essential
that forms be identical in sound, accent, form, and grammar - any difference
whatsoever is crucial in establishing a communalect, and hence should be counted
as minus. While historical linguists and lexicostatisticians are concerned with
cognates (forms descended from a single ancestral word or etymon), sociolinguists
take notice of differences separating speakers.

In scoring this list, for example, Tagalog lard? differs from Sinauna lald?
play (r vs 1), and each differs from Alangan ladd?, even if all three descend
from an etymon *ladd?. Tagalog (um)akydt, Kapampangan mukyat, Aborlan-Tagbanwa
apyat, and Ivatan k(um)ayat climb again differ from one another, even though
they are ultimately cognate. Phonological differences (Kinaray-a bddlay
Hiligaynon bddlay difficult; Bklanon ?indi? :: Tagalog hind{? not; Romblon huydt
:: Aklanon hutit wait), accent dissimilarities (Bontok ?4tot :: Pangasinan ?otdt
rat) , and semantic mismatches (Tagalog do?én there-far :: Northern-Samar du?(n
there~near) need to be regarded as separators of communalects.
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When gathering data for a survey of this sort, it is imperative that exact

semantic matches be obtained. While the list is designed to exaggerate differ-
ences amongst even close dialects, any cause(s) for such separation should be
real and not the result of inexact comparison. The following notes are included
to guide researchers as to the semantics intended.

00

02
03

04

05

06

08

09

10
11

12
13
15

16

17

19

20
21

All forms elicited should follow the matching of English and Tagalog.

I have not been able to double-check the data with informants, but I have
noted some errors in the main sources (McFarland 1977 for Tag, Ceb, Naga,
Ilk; Reid 1971 for WBM and Iln) when compared to other published data
(Elkins 1968 for WBM; Vanoverbergh 1956 for Ilk; Wolff 1972 for Ceb; Mintz
1971 for Naga). Akl is from Zorc 1969, and CMM from Elkins 1954.

The most general term for anger; avoid: peeved, upset, crabby.

Here and throughout the list, verb affixes have not been included. If
affixes are included, a single paradigm should be obtained, e.g. I was
embarrassed (simple past); affixes could be used to show differences beyond
the root word or stem.

The most common term for bad often coincides with the word for evil. A
sense such as Tag masamd? an panahdn the weather is bad or masamd? ap
pakiramddm ko I feel bad is intended.

Often the same as the form for gkin (which is omitted from the list). Avoid
specialised terms for second layer of bark (CMM luwit) or bark/skin of banana
trunk (Akl ?dpas).

Usually the opposite of ugly (#90); good looking as applied to a woman,
especially if handsome (male) is differentiated in the language.

As in blowing at/on a fire to increase its heat; avoid: blowing out (as a
match) or exhaling.

The actual boiling of water (intransitive verb); avoid: to boil (vegetables/
eggs) (Tag 14ga?) or imeeption of boiling when first bubbles are formed,
etc.

Generic; avoid: brightness of sun or moon, glare.

The most general form for carrying or bringing something from one place to

another regardless of means of transport or carriage. Avoid: earry on back
(Tag babd), carry in the hand (Tag bitb{t), carry on shoulder (Tag pasén),

earry on head (Tag sinon), etc.

The upper torso, not just breast or ribs.
Distinguish from jaw (Tag sf{hap, pand).

As in cold weather (Tag magindw, Ilk lam?ék); distinguish from cold (to
touch) (Tag malam{g, Ilk lamf{?is); either could be used in the comparison,
so long as the sense is the same.

As a house from age or a ship from a storm.

As from a person in authority; not just send on an errand, nor deathbed
command = final will and testament (Tag bflin).

As a baby on all fours; distinguish from crawl on one's belly or crawl as
a snake (WBM dula).

Crush between the fingernails.

As in amputating a limb.
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23

25
27
30
31
32

36

40

41
43

44
45

49

52
53

54

56

60

65

66

69

70
71

72

73

74

R. DAVID ZORC

Several languages distinguish between another - of the same type (Akl
?ibdh) vs another - of a different kind (akl +a?in); the latter sense is
intended here.

Avoid special senses such as dirty laundry (Bkl ?umlg) , muddy, etc.
Not: earth/world (Tag da7igdfg) or special kinds of soil, e.qg. elay.
A little bit, in small amount.

Not: hit, box, come to blows; more in the sense to fall out.

Generic for digit (often the same as for toe); avoid: thumb, index finger,
middle finger, etc.

Generic; avoid senses such as good at (Tag magalfq) or clever (Tag
mardnon) .

As in: hold this for me; avoid specifics such as hold in the palm of one's
hand or hold under the arm (see note #11).

As a good or giving person; avoid loving, generous.

As in telling a deliberate untruth; avoid senses such as Tag magbuli?an
fib, exaggerate, 'bullshit’.

Different from sad (#64); sense of isolation or melancholy felt.

Note that only verb affixes differentiate this from none (#52) in Tag and
some other CPh languages; differentiate from lose one's way (Bkl td}ap).

As a narrow entrance or road; Tag masik(p tight, crowded is perhaps too
specialised.

There is none.

The future negative, as in I will not go. Note the various negators in
McFarland 1977:20; only one of five possibilities is sought here.

In the sequence: one - two - three .... Note that numerous forms with
classifiers occur (e.g. Akl sanka-, sambdto, sambilog).

Generic; not specialised meanings (e.g. WBM degupi be pushed along or
aside by a strong force, dokuzas push something back and forth over a
surface, pesal push something with the thumb or finger, etc.).

As.distinguished from other types of cloud.

Avoid quotative particles (e.g. Tag daw, Akl kundh).

To look for something that has been lost (#45).
Generic; avoid temrms for older and younger sibling.
Generic; avoid terms for squat, 8it on the ground, etc.

Not just cut; avoid specifics like to slice thin or to slice into big
chunks.

Generic adjective; avoid verbs like to cook slowly (WBM nanoy to proceed
slowly may be too specific here and is wrongly included).

Distinguish from small amount = few (#30); note that Ilokano (and perhaps
other communalects) do not draw such a distinction.

74a-c are included here to illustrate the various senses that can exist
within a given meaning and the dangers of semantic mismatch. The most
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neutral noun for smell is intended (with no implications as to the pleasant-—
ness, or otherwise, of the aroma), not verbs (74a) or adjectives (74b,c).

75 - The opposite of hard (#38); not that of loud, coarse, etc.

77 - May not be differentiated in some communalects from say (#65) (e.q.
Aklanon) .

79 - As a stone or wood may split open; distinguish from senses such as Tag
bisdk to split wood, Tag hdti? to split in half (= akl pihak).

80 - As cloth or paper.

85 ~ Keep separate from senses such as throw stone(s), throw overhand, throw
underhand, throw-away (#86); generic to throw [x] at, cast.

88 - Generic; avoid verbs like turn right, turn left, turn one's head.
89 - Intransitive verb, like a coin or top turns around.

95 ~ As in "What will you wear?', avoiding specific garment terms.

96 -~ Sometimes not distinguished from sunset-place or west-wind.

98 -~ As in "When will he arrive?”; some languages have when (past)?.
99 - Opposite of narrow (#49).

100 - In error, incorrect; not intended as a negator (Akl bukdn not s0).

This list may be used in toto, or those 50 items marked with an asterisk
may form an abbreviated survey. If the criteria outlined above are strictly
applied, only those speech varieties that score 90% (in excess of 45/50 or 90/100)
with one another can be regarded as belonging to the same communalect - and if
the speakers consider themselves as such. In this way, there is a sociological
and linguistic confirmation of a given (Philippine or Austronesian) language
scene. Because of borrowing, common inheritance, and -convergence (e.g. dispar-
ate shift of *p > f, *d > r, *r > 1, % > u, etc.), scores will rarely be 0.
Ilokano, for example, scores 4% with Akl and Ceb, up to 8% with Tag. However,
the list has been constructed on the basis of abundant data (Reid 1971, Yap 1977,
McFarland 1977), so that it can be stated with confidence that scores will be
very low, even between reasonably close genetic relatives.

The languages chosen in Table 1 demonstrate this last point. Tag, Ceb,
Akl, and Naga are genetically related Central Philippine languages. Akl and
Ceb, which are Bisayan, score no higher than 42%; Tag-Bik, no higher than 21%
with each other. Central Mindanao Manobo stands in a dialect relationship with
Ilianen and Western Bukidnon, yet the CMM~Iln score is 88% and CMM-WBM is 76%,
while Tln-WBM is 63%. Even if cognates, rather than identities, are counted,
the Manocbo scores are: CMM-Iln 91%, CMM-WBM 88%, and Iln-WBM 76% based on the
data available (numerous lacunae for CMM and Iln make these rough computations) .
Thus, Central Mindanao Manobo (or Kiriyenteken Manobo; Elkins, personal com-
munication 9 August 1983) is a communalect in its own right.

Of just the 50 items marked with an asterisk, Ilokano has 31 unique forms,
Tagalog 23, and Cebuano 1l (the latter is due to Ceb's strong influence in the
central and southern Philippines resulting in numerous loans into or from Ceb) .
These uniques dictate that no other communalect could share a score higher than
19/50 with Ilk, 27/50 with Tag, or 39/50 with Ceb, except a communalect that was
indeed 11k, Tag, or Ceb respectively. In fact, Tagalog scores 8/50 with Sinauna,
7 with Kapampangan, 4 with Botolan, and 3 with Bikol. Cebuano scores 25/50 with
Hiligaynon (due to loans), 18 with Samar-Leyte, 12 with Surigao, and 10 with
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Aklanon. Ilokano scores 11/50 with Itneg, 8 with Kankanay, and 7 with Luba.
The overall effects of convergence are thus negligible in this kind of survey,
which is sociolinguistic and not historical in intent.

3. THE DETERMINATION OF LANGUAGES

Although we may eventually know how many communalects exist in the
Philippines or other Austronesian areas (since adequate data are available in
the files of the Summer Institute of Linguistics and several researchers), if
we address the question of how many languages there are, numerous problems beset
us. Since a language is defined in terms of mutual intelligibility, both the
degree and the kind of intelligibility would need to be determined (see Zorc
1977:165-170) . Some linguists would accept genetic intelligibility: if a Malay
says "Mata ku sakit" (my eye hurts), and if a Filipino understands him (as most
would be likely to), then obviously some communication is taking place. But
the Malay may rattle on and virtually all of the rest of the speech act could
well be lost on the Filipino. This is not practical intelligibility - the Malay
is not likely to get much joy from a Filipino doctor if each sticks to his own
language. The Summer Institute of Linguistics needs to know the degree to which
a translation of the Bible can be understood by speakers/readers in other areas.
They have conducted extensive tests of intelligibility throughout the Philippines;
if too many barriers to understanding exist, a different translation is necessary.
Each speech variety is accorded its own dignity; linguistic imperialism is
avoided - Warays may understand Cebuano or Aklanons Hiligaynon, but each deserves
their own intimate version.

If linguists could agree on a criterion for determining mutual intelligi-
bility (the SIL tests and scores are accurate and sound in this regaxrd), and
factors such as bilingualism and sesquilingualism" (when someone understands but
cannot speak another language) could be controlled, then we would be well on our
way to knowing how many dialects and languages there are in the Philippines.

The exact answer could be known within this decade, depending on research inter-
ests of M.A. or Ph.D. scholars and access to SII, files. While SIL has always
been most generous and open with its data, it would be most appropriate (given
the years of labour and research involved) if an SIL member drew up a compre-
hensive Philippine matrix of intelligibility test scores, possibly as part of
his/her studies for a degree. Kroeger's paper on "Intelligibility patterns in
Sabah" in this volume is a welcome step in this direction.

In the meantime, genetic linguistics can provide a working solution. The
number of languages in the Philippines alone has been debated and estimated by
linguists and laymen. Blumentritt (1901) recognised 194 native groups mentioned
in the literature of his time. But he well knew that many of these were repeti-
tious or inaccurate in several ways. Conklin (1952), being more concerned with
linguistic criteria, outlined 75 main groups broken up into a total of 156 mem-
bers. Historical/comparative linguists are generally in agreement that there
are, at most, 28 major linguistic groups that can be described as 'Philippine'
on the basis of geographic or genetic criteria (see Table 2). One subgroup,
Sama (Il), is clearly intrusive to the Philippines within the last millenium,
and is genetically of an 'Indonesian type', possibly related to the South
Sulawesi group (including Makassarese and Buginese (Roger F. Mills, personal
communication, 4 October 1983)).
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Table 2: Probable and possible Philippine subgroups

N1

N2

N3
N4

N5

N6

N7

N8

N9

N10

North Cordilleran

1 South (Gaddang-Yogad)

2 North (Atta-Ibanag)

3 Central (Malaweg, Isneg)
4 Agta .

Dumagat = East Cordilleran
1 Negrito

2 Paranan

3 Central (Casiguran)

4 South (Umirey)

Ilokano

Central Cordilleran
1 South (Isinai)

2 North (Itneg)

3 East (Kalinga)

4 Nuclear (Balangaw)
5 Ifugao

6 Bontok-Kankanay

Ilongot

South Cordillerxan
1 Pangasinan

2 Inibaloi-Karaw
3 Kallahan

Bashiic = Ivatanic
1 Yami

2 Itbayaten

3 Ivatanen-Babuyan

Southern Luzon
1 Sambalic
2 Sinauna .
3 Kapampangan

North Mangyan
1 Iraya

2 Alangan

3 Tadyawan

Inati of Panay

S1 South Mangyan
1 Buhid~Taubuid
2 Hanunoo

S2 Palawanic
1 North (Aborlan-Batak)
2 South {Molbog-Brookes)

S3 Kalamianic

S4 Central Philippine
1 Tagalog
2 Bikol
-Inland
~-Coastal
-Pandan

3 Bisayan
~West
-Banton
-Central
-Cebuan
-South

4 Mansakan
-Mamanwa
~North
~East
~West

S5 Subanon
1 siocon-Kalibugan

2 Sindangan-Salug-Lapuyan

S6 Manobo
1 North
2 Inland
3 South

S7 Danao
S8 Bilic
1 Giangan/Bagobo
2 Tiruray
3 Tboli
4 Inner Blaan

89 Sangiric
1 North (Sangil-
Sangir-Talaud)
2 South (Bantik-~Ratahan)

Cl Minahasan
1 south (Tonsawang)
2 North (Tontemboan)
3 North-east (Tondano-
Tonsea-Tombulu)

C2 Mongondow-Ponosakan

C3 Gorontalic
1 pDila (Buol-Suwawa)
2 East (Bulanga)
3 West (Gorontalo)

Il Sama-Bajaw
1 Indonesian Bajaw
2 North Borneo/
Sabah Land Bajaw
Jama-Mapun
Southern Sulu
Central Sulu
Western Sulu
Northern Sulu
Yakan
Zamboanga Sama
10 Abaknun

(2o IR B o) I ) [ NI %)

©0

Ul Chamorro

U2 palau

U3 Yapese

Bl Kadazan-Dusunic

B2 Murutic

Code:

Maps showing the locales

McFarland 1980.

B = Borneo

C = Celebes

N = Northern Philippines
S = Southern Philippines
U = Ungrouped

of these languages can be found in
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Within the geopolitical boundaries of the Philippines, there are at most
19 language groups (N1-10 + S1-9) which could share an immediate genetic ancestor,
which have in all likelihood developed in situ over at least 3,000 years, and
which can not be attributed to multiple migrations from overseas as popular
history suggests. Note, however, that three groups are represented in northern
Celebes (Sulawesi, Cl-3) which can be proven to be immediately related to Southern
Philippine languages. There are two families in Borneo (Bl-2) which share fea-
tures of Philippine and the distinct Sabahan languages. Blust (1974) has pro-
posed that these are more intimately related to the North Sarawak subgroup, based
on the sharing of the innovation involving strengthened reflexes of PAN *b, *d,
*j, *g. Their similarities to the Ph-type may be due to loans or convergence,
and require further study. Another three (Ul-3) are spoken in the Pacific and
await definitive classification. As linguistic research progresses, these groups
will probably be collapsed, but the current state of knowledge and debate dic-
tates some prudence, so that the maximum number (19 Philippine + 1 Indonesian
intrusive) represents a core of agreement amongst Philippinologists, anidst
otherwise widespread disagreement as to the collapsibility of these to ten (Ruhlen
(in progress)), or two, or even one. (See my paper on "The genetic relationships
of Philippine languages", where I argue for the latter alternative, i.e. a common
Proto-Philippine ancestor from which all Ph languages except Sama descend.)

While we can be sure that there are no more than 20 major linguistic groups
(N1-10, S1-9, Il) within the Philippines, speakers would take little consolation
in such broad criteria. Cebuanos identify themselves as Bisaya (not Central
Philippine) ; the same holds true for Bikolanos or Tagalogs; and, more widely, for
Ibanags, Pampangeflos, etc. Hence, Table 2 delineates 50 Northern and Southern
Philippine subgroups with which speakers may more readily identify.

The verification of these as languages (based on the bounds of mutual
intelligibility) and their fragmentation into communalects (recognising dialectal
idiosyncrasies) must await further study. '

What was it that I was saying earlier about gratitude? I have just outlined a
massive task - for Philippinologists and for Austronesianists! I have presented
a 'fine-tuning tool' for isolating communalects and given some suggestions from
the genetic evidence for what ultimate language groups we may arrive at. The
hard work ahead may not be appreciated, but hopefully the hints will be helpful.

NOTES

Ahs Some of the ideas discussed in this paper, including the original 50 items
from Table 1, have appeared in Zorc 1984. The present paper and its FOCAL
companion (Zorc 1986) split the topics covered therein, and treat them in
much greater detail. I am grateful to Otto Dahl for a list of five Malagasy
dialects which confirms the value of Table 1 in differentiating communalects,
and to Paul Black for many helpful comments on the original draft.

25 Many Filipinos regard a language as a widespread and prestigious vehicle of
communication (such as English, Chinese, Russian, or Pilipino), while any
other kind of speech is 'a dialect'. This view is compatible in many regards
with the concept of communalect discussed below. 1In practice, Filipinos
are aware of even the most minute linguistic variations and label them
accordingly (even if not always complimentarily, e.g. "They talk like birds").
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3. Because they refer to genetic subgroups (if a linguist is talking), or
geopolitical isolates (if a layman is talking).

4. I once met some Tadyawan~Mangyans who claimed they could understand Ilokano!
The genetic gap (by any measure) between Ilokano and Tadyawan is so great
that the only cause for such a statement was their frequent dealings with
an Ilokano merchant (who bought bundles of rattan from them). Intelligi-
bility must be tested by rather precise (rather than impressionistic)
measures, if it is going to be validly established. It is for this reason
that I expressed reservations (Zorc 1977:170 and footnote 59) about links
between Sorsogon :: Bikol and Naturalis :: Kamayo. The lexical and gram-
matical differences between these speech varieties must create a consider-
able amount of code noise (Hockett 1958:331f) and render intelligibility
far from perfect and mutual. I rather suspect sesquilingualism (ox passive
language ability) has led to such statements. If, however, all members of
both communities are sesquilingual, then a link genuinely exists. But in
a certain area of Davao City, all the people on a block understand Tagalog,
Hiligaynon, and Ilokano. An Iloko will speak Ilokano to an Ilonggo, who
will respond in Ilonggo. Would this mean that Ilokano is now part of the
Bisayan complex? One would (hopefully) not seriously propose this!

*EDITORIAL NOTE: Zorc (1984 and elsewhere) uses the spelling communilect,
and not the more usual communalect, as used by Pacific Linguistics here.
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