ON SHUTLER AND MARCK 1975*

Jeff Marck

LOVE AT FIRSTSITE archaeologists and students as the person who conducted a
. ] trenchant interdisciplinary investigationiile Springs, a
| first saw Richard Shutler.Jn the summer of 1973 from  gjte which had been claimed, by people Dick referred to as
the bottom of a ravine in the Loess Hills of southwesl«hg southern California lunatic fringe”, to have extremely
lowa. Dick was about 200 or 300 feet overhead in a huggncient remains of human activitpick's group, which
transport helicopteHe and other newer and older friends jncjuded geologists, subsequently found no evidence of
were waving vigorouslyl waved backThey continued  yman activity in the horizons concerned.
waving. | continued wavindrhis went on for some time
until the helicopter manoeuvred a few hundred fee | was finishing up a bachelors degree in anthropology
beyond the crest of the ravine and landed. at the University of lowa Department Ahthropology in
) R . 1973 and Dick was our new department head. New the
. ]thought it was a bit thrllllng.... the thunder of the big year before, | think. But | never thought to go in and
bird’s engines... the roar of the wind down upon me. BUjntroduce myself to such a lofty individual. My BAad
| stayed meekly out_ of the way for the rest of Dsckisit _ mainly been concerned withAfrican economic
when | found out minutes later that they were not wavinganihropology and economic development. | had shifted to
in greetingThey had been trying to wave me away so theypific prehistory that spring semester
could throw down gigantic nets they had carried from 25(

miles away Nets with which they would haul out the | forget how it came to pass that | would have shifted
samples the geologist had been accumulating over ttto Pacific prehistory and determined to study under him
summer in 50 or 100 pound burlap bags down at thwithout having actually introduced myself to Dick. But
bottom of the ravineThe StateArchaeologist had somehow that was the case and the image of him in his
persuaded the National Guard to help out our project aseternal fishing hat smiling and waving out of the
training exercise and Dick had been invited along for th¢helicopter is certainly the first time | ever saw his face.

show ) )
If the reason | had not introduced myself to Dick had

Actually I didn't have to stay out of his way at &lhe  anything to do with timidity towards elevated individuals,
other students and myself were immediately his comrade:that waned during the next two years as | worked closely
in-arms, Dick kind of trooping around the place, asking uswith him. All the graduate and undergraduate students had
constant questions, engaging us, finding out about olunusual access to him, as | look back on it.
backgrounds, our interests and the progress of th
immediate projectWhen the call came a few weeks later
to help with an emegency Paleolndian dig led by Dick,
we all volunteered without a second thought.

Dick’'s standards for making time available for
students set some of us up for a bit of disappointment with
other professors over tird cant recall him ever being
too busy or tied up with anything to speak to any of us for

The lowans weret’necessarily much aware of or as long as it took to work through whatever idea or
interested in Dicls Pacific Island or Early Man in East question we had on our mindnd then there were the
Asia work. He was mainly known to the other endless social events at his and Mac Marshaibmes.

1.1 am grateful that the editors invited me to write on this topic. | apologise for the paucity of references but | have been in the field
through the writing of this paper and few sources but memory have been available to me. But | reckdrbeingsasked to write
a standard academic paper and am especially glad to see Dick reach his 80th birthday in such good shape and to participate in this
volume in his honour

2.Such experiences apparently being the norm.V&eeG. Bowen and Neil L. Rudenstine. 1992.Pursuit of the PhDPrinceton
University Press.
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Mac, who was similarly generous with his tirdend they  we’d all be better dfif we did so as well. But on we go,
were the two most prolific publishers in the department oslugging through that drowsy part of the early afternoon
close to it. I'd also like to mention Ed Koslowski from when whole continents have the good sense to snooze.
those years. My patient anthropological-linguist professot

who, more than Dick and Mac, had to deal with me wheiTHE STORY OF THE 1975 RPER

my enthusiasm was fokomewhere, way ahead of my

organisation or training. During the 1973-1974 academic yehrtook linguistics

It would be nice to pepper this section with anecdote COUrses because | had to but soon realised that | would be
reflecting on Dicks “personality” because, of course, doing language and prehistory for the rest of my life.
some archaeologists have rather a lot of it... more than w Towards the middle of 1974 Dick mentioned that he would
would like, sometimes. But | have few such memoriesP€e going to théwustralia and New Zealarssociation for
from those years or those that have transpired sinctheAdvancement of Science meetings in January of 1975.

Rather there is the memory of a steadfast, faithful mentoHe asked if I would care to join him in writing a paper in
A great motivator who drew us into a swirling world of the archaeology-and-language idiom of Pawley and Green
unfolding discoveries and helped us lay our individualfrom New ZealandWe did so, Dick presented the paper
courses according to our talents and interektere is and it was published some months later (Shutler and
however one very special anecdote for which | have mixe Marck 1975) inArchaeology and Physic#inthropology
memories. In 1977 when my father lay dying at thein Oceanid

University of lowa Hospitals, and my mother was too . . . :
horrified to visit as much as she might, and my parents Dick and | were avid readers of the literature gy

first grandchild was 10,000 miles away with us on Saipalfl__:Om Andrng g’awley Roger.(.Sreen ar;]d t,he'r cr?llealgues.
and as yet unseen by them... it was Dick and Jamie wt oger andAndrew were writing synthetic archaeology-

were taking him magazines and chocolates every day ar2nd-language works in what sometimes seemed to me
.defensive tones, laboriously laying out why it was possible

pumping him up and keeping him going and painting ¢ ) : :
picture of what we were doing on Saipan that he otherwis!© d0 Synthetic work isomeinstancesThey may not have
thought of it that way but the context was, and often

never would have hadhe gravity of Dads situation was , ,

concealed from us by all concerned, especially Daf€Mains, a broad distrust on the part of general
because he wanted us to finish up on Saipan in an order@nthropologists at least, of such synthesis due to the
mannerHe died about twenty days after we got back. Fey€lusiveness of convincing correlations in IndoEuropean
people close to the family understood how he lasted sand some other language families or parts of language
long. They didnt know Dick and Jamie. families.

Dick has wide interests in historghe arts and Neithgr apologising for anything nor belgbouring a
sciences and was constantly introducing us to wonderfilPresumptive connection between the dispersal of
people from other departments and disciplines. H¢Austronesian languages and yet-to-be linked Insular
remains intellectually gregarious and a great promoter cSoutheastAsian archaeological traditions, Dick and |
our disciplines and the universities again the sense of Wrote theANZAAS paper Dick keeping the idiom “true”
his ability to bring pleasant, thoughtful, motivated peoplet0 the framework of archaeology and myself doing so for
together from across normally unrelated sections of thlinguistics.
university and work on a vision of research and educatio
which is stimulating to the people doing the work and X . . .
relevant to the students and societies they sés/enany Austronesian languages and the particular relationship of

of his friends from all over the world have mentioned tooﬁlea(‘jn'i iangua:gebs ;[_O nprt\-ofceg?ustrotpeaar:.We tt
me for many years, he is surely the most faithfulC4''€d Statements by linguists for information relevant 1o

the original geographical source Afistronesian speech

and the geographical source of what became Oceanic
Something I've always remembered from the lowaAustronesian speech in later millennia. It included general

years was Dicls afterlunch nap. He had a lge ofice and  speculation as to the nature of the egesce of

I don't recall if it was a couch or camp-cot in there butAustronesian speaking peoples ouffaiwan into Insular

Dick normally had a nap on it after lunch. He was abou Southeas@sia and on to the Pacifi#he question of time

the age | am nowfifty, fifty-one or somethingWe  depth was reviewed. Speculation watdd as to what

students wrote his napd ¢d his advanced age but as more the relevant archaeological horizons and linkages might

becomes known about the science of sleep it turns oibe.This was framed both in terms of what was known at

The paper concerned the general dispersal of

correspondent any of us know

3. Which later becamArchaeology in Oceania
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the time and what might be expected and searched odecades of work by the linguists might reveahd
given the linguistic relations. especially one that would make use of a known proto
language whose immediate external relations were the

| told Dick flatly thatAustronesian speech originated gypject of much interest and were being discovered in an
in Taiwan and that Benedist'suggestion of external njial sort of way by other methods.

relations having to do witffai-Kadai languages seemed,
at least, popular amongkti-Kadai specialists. The statistical method we employed said, more or
less, that if you are going to do lexicostatistics or lexical

Dick was concerned about the level (antiquity) of statistics for languages related so anciemtiyuldnt it be

Austronesian diversity in western Melanesia due to Byen’ more interesting to eliminate chance losses and retentions

lexicostatistical study (Dyen 1965) and Dyenontinuing  for the main taget of studyOceanic languages, by taking

comments in print and correspondence about thproto Oceanic itself as the point of reference and compare

pOSSlblllty of the earlieshustronesian centre haVing been its agreement amongst various non-OceAngtronesian?

in Melanesia. | explained that linguists had been aware

since Milkes (e.g., 1961) work and before (esp. Our method turned out to be no more accurate than

Dempwolf, cf. Dempwolf 1929), that Proto Oceanic waslexicostatistics and the results are at variance with the

ancestral to alhustronesian in Oceartiand that it post- external relationships now understood for Oceawe.

dated ProtoAustronesian by some substantial butproceeded with the sections comparing Proto Oceanic
unknown period of time. vocabulary to groups of Minahasawest Indonesian,

Philippine, Formosan and Moluccan languages with the

And it was clearlinguistically, that the corridor of knowledge that it was only slightly more likely to identify
entry into Oceania by earlfustronesian speakers was real subgroups than lexicostatistics itselfthe purpose
across the islands north of New Guinea and thence onwawas to call attention to the @fing kinds of results
into the further reaches of what are now called central anobtained when the general assumptions of lexicostatistics
southern Near Oceania and on to Remote Oceanare transposed to a fdifent method which, theoretically
(Micronesia, East Polynesia and, in some seMestern  would have a lesser chance of being wrong.
Polynesia and Fiji). Howells (1973) was the only recen
work that continued to examine the Micronesian corridoi  The result of the method was:
at about that time. Still, Dyes'lexicostatistical study left
some non-specialists wondering if there remainec
linguistic reasons for considering scenarios other than th
Melanesian corridor or even for doubting that Proto
Oceanic was younger than Prétestronesian. « to fail to suggest any special relationship with certain
Moluccan languages which are now classified as
Central-EasterAustronesian as is Oceanic.

« to find the highest agreement of Proto Oceanic with
some Minahasa languages which are now known to
have no special relationship with Oceanic and

Our study in vocabulary statistics was a bit of a veilec
invitation to Dyen to quit speaking of “diversity in
Melanesia” as if it involved greater antiquity than This was a dferent result than that of standard
anywhere else. More generallit was an attempt to |exicostatistics and Iwould say that it worked to
deconstruct the lexicostatistical approach for non-discourage interest in vocabulary agreement studies. |
specialists by providing an alternate method of statisticewould say this in the sense that citations of and personal
comparisons of vocabulary agreemewis.chose one that communication about Dyen (1965 and elsewhere) by
would be more likelygiven the time depth involved, to archaeologist became less common and less troubled in
discover vocabulary agreements consistent with the truthe coming years. But then no one subsequently referred to
genetic relations of the languages involved. One morour paper at all, at least not any time soon. So if the loss of
likely to be consistent with the diagno8t@mparative interest in lexicostatistics on the part of Southdasan
linguistic evidence of genetic relations that wasand Oceanic archaeologists was, in part, due to our,paper
developing at the time and those which the comincthat is not obvious in the literature.

4. Other than th&Vestern Micronesian languages of the Marianas (Chamorro) and Belau.

5.“Diagnostic” is not a term all comparative linguists would claim as their own. Not as one with much history of use, in any event.
Here | use it in the sense that detailed, broad comparisons of well described languages can sometimes produce findings of such
specific and multiple sharings imihovationsn phonology morphology and other primitive or basic aspects of the languages to allow
absolute certainty about the status of some, marost or all of the languages in a genetic tree as such trees are commonly
understood by non-specialists.

6.But see Gray and Jordan (2000) for an example of mass comparisons (based on Blust (n.d.) that discerned, for instance, the link
between Oceanic and other Central-Eastern Polynesian languages (but lumped Niuean with Rennellese and S&ommsm with
when the actual groupings are Niuean Witmgan and Rennellese with Samoan).
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Our most important linguistic observations occurred  The first was probably not general but specific to
on page 85 where we referred to unpublished work by PaiDick and myself. It involved a unilineal bias where we did
GeraghtyAndrew Pawley and Robert Blust reported to usnot imagine that people who once had rice would abandon
in personal communication the year befcfeat work, it. Thus the title of the paper: “On the dispersal of the
reported to us by Pawlginvolved the discovery by those Austronesianhorticulturalists’. We could only imagine
researchers of little wisps and threads of things dioat that rice was adopted in the areas, roughtyere it was
identify uniquely shared histories in a diagnostic mannefound in historical timesafter the initial dispersal of
where lexicostatistics or other statistics of lexemes, oAustronesian speedieyondhose areas. | am not familiar

most anything else linguistic, do noAs we related, with current' thought on whyAustronesian speakers
beginning on that page, it was becoming clear that Protabandoned rice cultivation as they breachedWadlace

Line areaWhether the abandonment of rice culture, as we
now understand it, had more to do with the particular kinds
of landscapes in which they sited their settlements,
abandonment due to the general procurement strategy of
At that time, the general work of archaeologists ancpeoples at the forefront encroachment into Oceania or
|inguists’ especia”y Paw|e>Green and their growing other factors is not a matter with which | am familiar
cadre of colleagues writing in the language-and-
archaeology or archaeology-and-language idiom, wa
seeing the northern Melanesia corridor become the centr
focus of research on the origins of Oceahirstronesian
(Lapita) society

Oceanic was most immediately related to certair
languages of Eastern Indonesia and that the place whe
ProtoAustronesian was spoken seemed tddie/an.

The secondmemory is a little more flattering to Dick
and myself where we simply fgped ahead without
apologising for doing language-and-archaeology didd
language-and-archaeologyhe work proceeded with the
individual constraints of the two disciplines and was not
“wrong”, in the main, even after most of three decades of
further archaeological, linguistic, and, ultimatefgnetic
work on “the” problem.

There was rather less enthusiasm for Tadwan
homeland hypothesis amongst archaeologists. It was n
until Bellwood'’s (1978) work that a second reference ta

the probability of alaiwan origin forAustronesian speech Gibbons (2001) is one bioscientist who, along with
emepged in the archaeological literature, the growingsome colleagues that she quotes, seems to think the
confidence of linguists in that theory and commonlinguists and, apparentlarchaeologists have often been
publication of relevant findings notwithstandinghese  “wrong”. But linguists and, especiallyarchaeologists
remained rather timid and tentative citations for about teigenerally have at least minimal exposure to concepts of
years and people coming into the work today often gecultural process and, as | will relate beldle vehicles of

only as far back as Bellwood (1985) (e.g., Gibbons 2001linguistic dispersal, material culture dispersal, social
when looking for an earlyvigorous statement about systems dispersal and the dispersal of human genes are
Taiwan origins for Austronesian speech by an humancultures When the geneticists say the linguists or
archaeologistThey rarely seem to have any familiarity archaeologists are “wrong” they seem, in Gibbgager

with the literature of the linguists from those decades zand her examples from other geneticists, to be talking
all, Bellwoods (1978) position or ours. about one thing (human genetics) when linguists are

talking about another (languages) and archaeologists yet
This amuses, bewilders or fehds the linguists another (archaeological material cultures and the human
working on the problem as we have always been talkinsocieties which were their vehicles).
about the origins dhustronesiarspeectand have focused
for three decades or more on the possibility that it wa
Taiwan.

My third memory is our general concept of the time
frame of theAustronesian dispersal... the total absence of
data or precedent for imagining that tAestronesian
REFLECTIONS ONTHE PAPER dispersal in general or certain parts of the Oceanic
dispersal in particular could have happened as quickly as

) ) ) subsequent research has demonstrated.
Here | review the general intellectual climate of 1975 a:

reflected in our paper: our general understanding o~ We now understand the dispersal Adstronesian
misunderstanding of who the eafystronesian speakers Speech beyon@laiwan as a rapid complex of events, even
were, what they were doing and u|t|mate|y came tcin its initial Stages. Dick and | had imagined a |Umbering,

accomplish and how long it took for them to do it. incremental dispersal driven from the rear by population
growth and the slowly accumulating need for more coastal

There are three aspects of the work | recall quiteland or land in generaht this point in time it is generally
vividly at this point in time. understood that it was, instead, the pull of optimal, Lapita-
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like, environments that was drawingustronesian them (e.g.the Marshalls, Kiribati) that we might have been
speaking peoples further and further frémiwan. So far  looking. It would only later be apparent how slowly the
as | recall, other writers on the subject by about 1975 wetrearly populations diVestern Polynesian grew to “fill” the
similarly disinclined to assume that the dispersal coulcenvironment and Dick and | were still working with an
have been so rapid. implicit model that had the islands reaching substantial

] . ] population densities relatively soon after their settlement.
Working backwards, we posited that the arrival of 5, 5t |east we did not imagine that ratios of

Austronesian speakers to the northern Philippines pmbabvisiting/migrating people to sedentary people around
didn’t occur later than 5,500 B.C.. Some of that was due t\yestern Polynesia would be high enough to sustain a
radiocarbon dates that were later corrected or dismissed Egjngle |Janguage through the area for such a long period of
in the main neither Dick nor | nor anyone else understooCjme (Marck, 2000:Chapter 9; Pawley 1996).

in print at least, that the dispersal fromaiwan to the

Philippines and eventually to Fiji antfestern Polynesia CcHANGES IN RRADIGMS SINCE 1975

was so quick. Or that it was, or became along the way

result of the pull of optimal micro-environments rather ) )

than the push of populations that had either to abandon t©OUr article ended with the statement that:

coasts and live inland or seek new islands. By this late
formula and giving some thought to the total coastlines
available along the dispersal route, we wondered if thi
initial movement ofAustronesian speech out of Formosa
might not have occurred as early as 7,000 B.C..

Hopefully, as the nature of the Oceanic
dispersal in the Pacific becomes cleatiee value
of the Pacific for culture change studies will be
enhanced. With the definition of genetic
connections, intrusive influences, and time depths
of differentiation, the cultures of the Pacific will
take on a new dimension in their utility for the
study of culture change.

For the Fiji-Tonga-Samoa area there was the
inclination of the linguists to assume that Proto Centra
Pacific and Proto Polynesian developed in geographicall
compact areas... Proto Central Pacific in Fiji and Protc Shutler and Marck 1975:106-107.
Polynesian irffonga.The archaeology at the time seemed
to support a staged progression into the area: first th  That has now happened in many ways. By far the most
settlement of Fiji (and the development of Proto Centrasignificant developments, to me personatigive been the
Pacific), then the settlement ofonga (and the understanding of demographics, geography and language
development of Proto Polynesian), then the settlement cdifferentiation around Fiji andVestern Polynesia in the
Samoa (and the divgence of Protdrongic from Proto  first millennium B.C. The genetics are relatively
Nuclear Polynesiah) undeveloped but of some use.

How innocent we all weréMe now know that the Both archaeologists and historical (comparative)
entire area was settled very rapidly from about 1,000 B.Clinguists have an inclination towards what the geologists
(Anderson and Clark 1999; Burley 1998; Burley al call “uniformitarianism”. In geologythis is the idea that,
1999; Clark and\nderson 2001). Proto Central Pacific (a in the main, the processes that occurred in prehistory are to
possible immediate common ancestor of Fijian ancbe observed in geological processes which are ongoing or
Polynesian) was thought to have developed during a pau.can be inferred from processes to be observed in recorded
in Fiji before people moved on Western Polynesia. Now history. In archaeology and historical (comparative)
the Central Pacific hypothesis is weaker as more detailinguistics it has been the idea that, in the main,
are analysed, and it seems certainly to have been spoksociolinguistic and other cultural processes impacting
through Fiji andWestern Polynesia as a whole, if languages can normally be understood in terms of such
innovations ever spread over such vast distances, rathprocesses as they have been/are observed in historic
than to have been due to any pause and containment on ‘cultures. Christy (1983) has worked towards formalising
Fijis. However we now understand that Proto Polynesianlinguistic notions of the term and Labov (e.g.
developed throughiVestern Polynesia as a whole (Pawley 1994:\6lume 1:21-25) has noted the need for such a term
1996) where in 1975 we had not imagined that a singland some of the history of its use in historical
language could be maintained over such vast distances. (comparative) linguistics.

Few historically known Island societies maintained a In geology there are exceptions to the notion that most
single language over such agararea but it was towards ancient geological processes remain current in our own

7. Gibbons’(2001) reflects this dated point of view and she was not apparently in touch with the archaeology and linguistics of the
1980s and 1990s when she wrote here (2001) paper
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era: catastrophic events such as the Earth being hit Iprocesses of ethnicity (rather clan-based in 1,000 B.C. but

meteors the size of small moons, breaching of great lakimore island-based by B.C.-A.D.) and linguistic identity
or seas and the pouring of their contents into thesustaining each other:

Mississippi River or the Black Sea or whatevBut
eventually the evidence becomes overwhelming and th
events concerned are not sofefiént than less dramatic
historic examples.

But in the instance of how we now understand the firs
millennium of settlement in Fiji anWestern Polynesia,
the linguists and archaeologists have the wonderful excus
that no historic colonisation of continents or islands really
gave us analogies for what, precisehe general outline
of early Central Pacific prehistory how seems to be.

In the first instance, the archaeological evidence it
now clear: the area was settled lightly and as a whole soc
after 1,000 B.C. (Anderson and Clark 1999; Buréyal
1999; Clark and\nderson 2001)Then a number of things
happened that were quite remarkable and not subject
uniformitarianism analogy in either the archaeological ol
linguistic instances.As mentioned above, totally
remarkable to the linguists is the notion that the massiv
innovations of Proto Polynesian occurred oVégstern
Polynesia as a whole (Pawley 1996). Cleayroto
Polynesian was a language that evolved ardedtern

Polynesia as a whole and disintegrated first into northerBantu studies in recent years and there | have found the

(Samoan centred) and southeror{@an centred) dialects

This is of moment as the motives of
consanguineous kin for accepting linguistic
innovations are ontologically ddrent than
accepting those of fafial kin or other social
groups. In the latter instances one accepts
innovations to dfrm the equivalence of groups.

In the former one accepts innovations tériaf
membership in ons’own. | suggest that we must
posit substantial circular or stream migration
internal toWestern Polynesia during the Pause
which would have been ganised around
consanguineous fifations. Differences in
speech that arose over time and space would have
been adoptedvithin those groupscrossvarious
islands andbetweenthose groupsupon any
particular islandWe might also imagine fifial or
more general social motives for internal migration
as these are readily apparent from ethnographic
analogy but the consanguineous motives are not.

Marck 2000:Chapter 9.

Work on kin terms in prehistory has taken me into

) e most remarkable parallel development in theory and
and then into distinct languages (Pawley 1996) as the rat ethods of archaeological and linguistic synthesis in

of visiting/migrating people between north and south tcprehistory To become instantly familiar with the
total population north and south declined below soM¢agearchers and their framework, one can most
critical level (Marck 2000:Chapter 9). conveniently start with the combined 1994-1995 volume
of Azania: Journal of the British Institute in Eastern
Africa. None of our work in the Pacific is quoted, so far as

I have noticed, and, so far as | have noticed, those of us in
Austronesian and Pacific studies have never quoted any or
much of theirsYet they are so clearly operating with the
same constraints as the archaeology-and-linguistics
researchers in the Pacifithis | might phrase something
like:

Notable inWestern Polynesia was the very long time
population took to grow (Kirch 1984) to a density
approaching what was observed at the time of Europee
contact. It was not until the end of the first millennium
B.C. that local populations became sa@éathat the ratio
of migrants to residents finally declined ficiently to fail
to sustain a single languagéhe earliest settlement of
Western Polynesia was clearly accomplished by a sms
number of people whose population grew natutadither
than through continuing immigration. Either the early
Polynesians purposely kept out anything but a trickle o
new immigrants or immigration from the west was
insubstantial due to the immediate neighbours (Fiji,
Vanuatu and the others) being in a similar state of earl
population growth (and low population density) (Marck
2000:Chapter 9).

Let the archaeologists do good archaeology
and let the linguists do good linguistics. If certain
parallels in paths of evidence and inference
become too striking to ignore and are clearly the
result of prehistoric archaeological cultures and
speakers of prehistoric languages being, to greater
or lesser degrees, one in the same, tdigmore
the obvious because yointhro 101 teacher said

. . . you're supposed to.
I would never have imagined, in 1975, that our

knowledge of the situation would be so detailed by now  Kirch and Green (2001:Chapters 1 and 2) consider the
that | could conclude, about eakllyestern Polynesia, that history of such ideas in some details. In that work they
we should give some thought to the particular feed-bacname and discuss the ‘triangulation method'. It should

8. Ademographic term referring to growth (or loss) before factoring feetefof immigration or emigration.
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make our intedisciplinary methods clearer to some And now from Gibbons:

people and provide the catch-phrase that has always be . .
Although this [“the Polynesians”... “out of

lacking. )

Taiwan” model - JCM] model was often touted as
“THE PROBLEM’” AS IT IS UNDERSTOOD AND an interdisciplinary synthesis, in fact it is no
MISUNDERSTOOD TODAY favorite of archaeologists, many of whom have

for years preferred a more “integrated” model,
with at least some mixing between Melanesians
Oppenheimer and Richards (2001) have recentl  gngaustronesian speaker% from Southdesa. ..
published a trenchant overview of language-and
archaeology theories about the dispersahustronesian Gibbons 2001:1735
speaking peoples, reflecting upon the significance o . , ,
recent developments in human genetics in light of thos  OPPenheimerRichards and Gibbons all assume a
ideas. In a more cursory piece, Gibbons (2001) ham|xed idiom on the part of linguists or even linguists and

reflected on the “origins” of the “Polynesians” from that ?rchaetolc;]glst where tlhgre éstr?nd has bec:n n76t_1e.
same general perspective. However in certain instance INQuISIS ‘have never claime ere was ronesian

where Gibbons found the linguists and archaeologists t people’, other than in the sense of people speaking Proto

be "wiong" it would appear rather o be a case of a lacy (ATEEER B CERENAT EIAOTRE 0
of understanding of what they/we were talking about in the 9 P P

first place.The more disciplined work of Oppenheimer was madc_a by any harrow racial” - groupThe
. archaeologists have been convinced for some decades, as
and Richards also has a few related sorts of errors.

have the linguists, that Lapita sites are more or less

Oppenheimer and Richards is a mainly We|(~,0me(perfectlly associaFed with the entry and diqursal of
review of archaeological and linguistic models of OceanicAustronesian speech. But the “race” question was
Austronesian dispersal but finds a straw man among:dormant for decades, due to lack of relevant science, and

those models and, | must s&@od save the Bantuists from Not normally addressed.
the geneticists if Gibbons (2001) discussion of “the” Linguists have “failed” to note any mixing of Proto

Austrongsia.\n p.uzzle and her quotes. from (?ther ger‘EtiCiSOceanic with the older Melanesian languages (because we
are any indication of what the geneticists, in general, ®3can find none). But | have been doing this kind of work for
into our linguistic and archaeological work. Gibbons ancqyyer 25 years and our “failure” to specify that we have

some of her colleagues that she quotes tdseem 10 5avs assumed a fluid, dynamic situation with respect to
undergtand that linguists, when speaking as linguists, e population genetics situation is a result of:
speaking of language and not archaeological cultures ¢

genetics. Or that archaeologists, when speaking ¢ 1.Not setting out to study such things in the first
archaeologists, are speaking of archaeological cultures al place.

not linguistics or genetics. ) ] o
2. Not, until recentlybeing able to ask the geneticists

Oppenheimer Richards and Gibbons and some of whattheywere finding (as they were not capable of
Gibbons’ colleagues seem to believe that such analysis until recently).
Pacific/Austronesian linguists and archaeologists assurr
no mixing of Austronesian speakersir the Lapita
complex makers'genes with “aboriginal” Melanesians

3.Not wanting to mix idioms in the absence of
relevant data.

unless they/we say so specificafyeferably vociferously It is not a result of the kinds of assumptions
and there Gibbons thinks she has found a champion in ttoppenheimer Richards and Gibbons believe we have
archaeologist Johferrell. made, their conclusions about our assumptions are

,unwarranted and they are fighting straw men, often with
the help of their liberal references to Jdarmrell who has
made a bit of a career fighting the same straw manalt’

This model... proposes a common origin for false polemic created bVerrell for unknown purposes.
all Austronesian-speaking populations... from  But OppenheimerRichards and Gibbons have seized

I shall first quote from Oppenheimer and Richards
article’s abstract:

However it is becoming clear that there is, in fact, disciplines.They would all be better bignoring Terrell
little supporting evidence in favour of this view who, as one linguist said, “Doesnnderstand and doesn’

want to understand”, and going to the (commonly
Oppenheimer and Richards 2001:157 unspecified) sourceJerrell claims to be so gallantly
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fighting. Actually he is fighting windmills but many type of vocabulary with which we are concernEarough
people besides the geneticists hat/gohe far enough into  that and similar works (e.g., Blust 1995; Ressl 1998)
the literature to notice this. it becomes apparent that the basics of MalayoPolynesian
] life and economics as we have observed them amongst
Generally | would say that the archaeologists andgjayoPolynesian speakers in historic times had their
linguists involved worked with the notion that the early heginnings and much more in the socio-economic systems

Austronesian speakers in Oceania who participated in trof the Proto MalayoPolynesian and Proto Oceanic
Lapita material/procurement complex were similar togpegkers themselves.

Pacific Islanders today with respect to their systems fo
and frequency of incorporating “outsiders” in matrimony Then the archaeologists tell a similar story in the
or other liaisons involving &gpring. massive similarities of the general material culture and
loci of siting in environments by early “Lapita” people
Those systems are fluid and dynamic today and woul {hrough Melanesia and inWestern Polynesia. Similasly
presumably have been so in the past. It is obvious tiocal variants of sites with red-slipped pottery and a
anyone who has read linguistic and archaeological workcommonly associated non-pottery material complex are

on Pacific and Insular Southeasian prehistory or now becoming better understood in Insular Southeast
conversed casually or specifically with the researcherasja, the Mariana Islands afdiwan.

involved that this fluidity haslwaysbeen their model.
OppenheimerRichards and Gibbons, for reasons that arc ~ The main criticisms of our (the archaeology-and-
never made clear (other than referenc&eteell), assume language) model tended to be unpublished and come from
that linguists and archaeologists have had certain opiniorbotanists who kept pointing out to us that many of our
about the human genetic situation that we, in fact, hav“Proto MalayoPolynesigh plants and animals originated
not. If they are aware of any of these purportddrmfing in New Guinea rather than the purported Proto
opinions in print, they gave no exampldhey simply MalayoPolynesian homeland... which we take to be the
plainly, unfortunately spend a great deal of time wrestlin¢Philippines. My private comments to the botanists through
Terrell’s straw man. the 1970s and 1980s were to théeetf that people were
obviously getting arountiVallacea prior to the arrival of
We are not working with a single problem but a Austronesian (speaking) seafarers, so perhaps the plants
complex of interrelated probleniBhere is the complex of and animals concerned were already up to the Philippines
linguistic problems: subgrouping and its implications, due to the agencies of earlier but ledeative seafaring
reconstruction of cultural vocabularies and thosesystems. Now | would add that tAestronesians seem to
implications, borrowings and their implications, and so onhave dispersed so rapidly through the Philippines and
There is the complex of archaeological problems Eastern Indonesia thiteymay have brought some of the
continuities and discontinuities in material cultures, datin¢plants and animals up from the New Guinea area and into
and its refinements, the siting of the settlements irthe Proto MalayoPolynesian speech community heartland
environments, the sourcing of traded materials and thbefore the language disintegrated into highly distinct local
continuously emging area of “archaeological science”, and regional varieties.

and so on. _ _ S _
Neither the archaeologists nor linguists have ever said

In addition to solving subgrouping problems, the much about “race” or human genetidhe abundance of
linguists have made enormous contributions in showinphenotypic variety was observed with a shrdde
the general socio-economic complex of seafaring, sociaobservation in conversation amongst mentors and
material and procurement cultures apparent at the Procolleagues was commonly that Islanders tend to-mtary
Austronesian or more commonly the Proto rather freely and that such a fluid genetic situation probably
MalayoPolynesian level. existed from the beginning of theAustronesian
dispersal/expansion. Genetics wasmir area of expertise

It is indisputable that speakers of daughters of Prot 5 \ve simply awaited further developments in that science.

Austronesian spread to the far places where we fin
Austronesian languages todaye languages were spread Now that the “race” question can be examined in some
by peopleand that much is indisputable. detail scientifically many of the kinds of things

) _ OppenheimerRichards and Gibbons relate are immensely
But this does not, by itself, tell us whether there was,a|come and informative.

also a great deal of procurement, social and materii
continuity through these speech communities througl  With respect to those genetic characteristics inherited
time. Zorc (1994) sets out our general knowledge of thionly from women, Gibbons relates “When geneticists first

9. The language ancestral to Alistronesian languages of today other than tho3aiafan.
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studied the maternally inherited DNArom the This profoundly misunderstands “the” problefirhe
mitochondria... in Polynesian, Melanesians and Southea Austronesiafanguagesame fronmlraiwan.Their vehicles
Asians... Researchers found that about 90% to 95% cwere humancultures and their seafaring and other
Polynesians have inherited a deletion seen in Southectechnologies. Language and material culture transformed
Asians, includingraiwanese, but rarely in Melanesians.” over time because thativhat they always d@he genetics
transformed over time because that is the nature of (most)
With respect to those genetic characteristics inherite hyman communities, especially those that migtate
only amongst men, th¥ chromosome, Gibbons relates
that some genetic markers in Polynesido seem to Shutler and Marck (1975) stood the test of time in a
originate in or nearTaiwan. In what | take to be a reasonable manner because it did not mix disciplinary idioms
continuation of aY-chromosome discussion, certain and remained true to the two (archaeology and linguistics)
common (male) Polynesian markers are said to be knowthat it employedWhatever that paper did or did not add to
most Commomy from Near Oceania, to a lesser extent ithe science of the situation, the geneticists shed less |Ight
SoutheastAsia and hard|y at all in China oraiwan. than they mlght imagine on “the” so-called “debate” with the
Others which are found in over half the Polynesian meilevel of (misjunderstanding of archaeology-and-linguistics
studied are found only in Melanesian and easterioccasionally apparent in Oppneheimer and Richards (2001)
Indonesian men.Various studies were involved in @nd replete in Gibbons (2001).
Gibbon’s report and one also found a particular mutatior
known mainly from “the southern Chinese and other Eas
Asians, includingraiwanese”.

So. God speed, Dick. Happy "8Birthday and many
happy returns!!!
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