
Music, Lapita, and 

the Problem of 

Polynesian Origins 

by Mervyn McLean 
 

 



2 

 

 

 

 

To Bruce Biggs (1921 - 2000) whose Pollex files  

revolutionised linguistic research in Polynesia 

 

 

Title page illustration: Tattooed Marquesan warrior with Cassis shell conch. 

Ref.: Andersen 1934:opp.70, from Dumont d'Urville, 1846, Atlas pittoresque, 

Voyage au Pole Sud, vol.1, Plate 58    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

©  Mervyn McLean 2014 

 

This e-book may be freely downloaded for personal use but is otherwise 

subject to all the provisions and restraints of applicable copyright law. 

 

ISBN # PENDING   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Auckland 

The author 



3 

 

Contents 

 

Chapter 1. Introduction .....................................................................................  5 

Chapter 2. Early ideas of origin  .......................................................................  9 

Chapter 3. The ethnographic divisions ...........................................................  15 

Chapter 4. Archaeology and the Lapita cultural complex  .............................  19 

Chapter 5. Linguistics  ....................................................................................  25 

Chapter 6. Music  ............................................................................................  30 

Chapter 7. Physical anthropology and genetics  .............................................  79 

Chapter 8. Canoes  ..........................................................................................  84 

Chapter 9. Voyaging  ......................................................................................  92 

Chapter 10. Ethnography  ...............................................................................  95 

Chapter 11. Food plants  ...............................................................................  105 

Chapter 12. Domestic animals  .....................................................................  146 

Chapter 13. Betel, kava, and toddy  ..............................................................  156 

Chapter 14. Sea levels  ..................................................................................  165 

Chapter 15. Discussion and conclusions  ......................................................  176 

References  ..................................................................................................... 199 

Appendix 1 Chronology of scholarly events  ................................................ 222 

Appendix 2 Pollex area codes  ....................................................................... 226 

Appendix 3 Glossary of name changes .......................................................... 228 

Appendix 4 Abbreviations for linguistic subgroups ...................................... 229 

Acknowledgements ........................................................................................ 230 

About the author  ............................................................................................ 231 

 

Illustrations  

 

Map Oceania  ..................................................................................................... 4 

Map Diffusion in Island Melanesia  ................................................................. 34 

Linguistic subgroups referred to in the text  .................................................... 41 

Bismarck Archipelago showing language map codes  .................................... 42 

NZ Maori conch  .............................................................................................. 74 

Hawai'i drum  ................................................................................................... 74 

Mangaia drum  ................................................................................................. 75 

Tahiti nose flute ............................................................................................... 75 

Tonga nose flute ............................................................................................... 76 

Bahinemo, PNG slit gong  ............................................................................... 76 

Tonga slit gong ................................................................................................. 77 

Atiu slit gong  ................................................................................................... 77 

Samoa dance  ................................................................................................... 78 

Tonga dance with stamping tubes  ................................................................... 78 

 

 

 

 

 



4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map of Oceania showing conventional culture areas 



5 

 

Chapter 1  Introduction 

 

 

When the present writer began field work on traditional Maori music in 1958, 

the diverse fields of Music and Anthropology were only just beginning to 

converge. Unknown to me as I made my very first recordings in the Bay of 

Plenty area of New Zealand, the ethnomusicologist Alan P. Merriam was 

working on his epoch-making book, The Anthropology of Music (1964) in the 

United States. This book later became my bible as I undertook more research 

and worked on a PhD, only the third, I was told to be awarded on the subject of 

Music in New Zealand. These were pioneer days for the discipline of 

Ethnomusicology, and everything about it at the time was new, especially as it 

related to Anthropology. But it soon became apparent to me that it could make 

a significant contribution on issues that had occupied Pacific scholars for at 

least a hundred years, including the vexed question of "The Coming of the 

Maori" as articulated at this time by the ethnologist Sir Peter Buck (Te Rangi 

Hiroa), and further back still the origins of the peoples of Polynesia, whose 

remarkable history was equally the subject of debate.  

 

European discovery of the Pacific did not begin until at least half a millennium  

after Polynesians had conquered the last frontier of this vast ocean expanse by 

reaching New Zealand. More impressive still is an even greater time depth of at 

least three thousand years since pre-Polynesians are believed to have ventured 

out of SE Asia to begin their journeys into what is now known as Remote 

Oceania. Their story has been the subject of numerous books and articles, and 

theories about where they came from have proliferated since the first 

encounters with Polynesians by European navigators in the eighteenth century. 

Some of the theories are mere flights of fancy and can readily be dismissed; 

some which once seemed credible have now been disproved; some can best be 

regarded as half true; and others are still the subject of debate. Prominent 

among them is a deeply embedded current view, which has gained currency 

over the past thirty or so years and is now subscribed to by most 

anthropologists. According to this view, Polynesians evolved from a group of 

pre-Polynesian settlers known as Lapita people whose characteristically dentate 

stamped pottery has been found in numerous archaeological sites stretching 

from the Bismarck Archipelago on the eastern fringe of Papua New Guinea 

south-eastwards through Island Melanesia to Fiji, and from there to nearby 

Tonga and Samoa in Western Polynesia.  

 

Why another book? 

 

The literature on Polynesian origins and information bearing upon it is so vast 

it may well be asked why burden the reader with yet another book about it, and, 

from the author's point of view, why bother to write one? The answer quite 

simply is that among the numerous attempts to solve the problem there are 

many loose ends, and it is time for review. The current orthodoxy, while 
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standing the test of time in most respects, is now in need of adjustment; 

musical evidence has not so far been taken into account; and some past ideas 

are worth re-visiting. The present book takes an historical view of the issues, 

summarising and evaluating theories of Polynesian origin from the eighteenth 

century onwards, providing some account of methodologies used by scholarly 

disciplines which have been brought to bear on the subject, and data so gained, 

including evidence from music and dance, which forms the core of the book. 

The results, as will be seen, call to question the orthodox theory of Polynesian 

origin from Lapita potters.  

 

Setting the scene 

 

Two main considerations underlie the discussions to follow. The first is that the 

peoples spoken of were maritime members of the Austronesian language 

family, dependent for all but local communication upon sea-going canoes. As a 

result they were constrained by barriers such as sea gaps, and cultural 

complexes of a regional nature emerged in consequence. For subsistence they 

were dependant primarily on the produce of the sea, upon near and off-shore 

fishing, and upon shell fish and other coastal resources. Horticulture and 

domestic animals were fully exploitable only on high islands, and were meagre 

or in some cases absent altogether in atolls which were the predominant 

environment in Micronesia and in the Polynesian Outliers. Second to be 

considered is exactly what happened when people ventured beyond the 

boundaries of their own local regions. It is inaccurate to label these excursions 

as migrations except cumulatively over a period of time. Captain Cook saw 

flotillas of canoes in Tahiti, on one occasion in 1778 of war canoes (Bellwood 

1978a:298), and on another bearing 'Arioi entertainers to adjacent nearby 

islands, and Maori oral tradition speaks of a "Fleet" of seven canoes that were 

once thought to have brought the Maori people to New Zealand. But the 

flotillas seen by Cook were a local development of the Society Islands with no 

precedents in Western Polynesia, and the idea of a Maori Fleet has long since 

been discredited. The reality is that only one or two canoes at most would have 

gone on voyages of exploration or discovery at any one time, and generations 

could elapse before another might follow. Finally one must consider the most 

likely result when such a canoe reached landfall. Much would depend upon 

whether or not the arrival place was already occupied and whether the 

inhabitants were willing to accept newcomers. Some idea of ensuing 

interactions can be gained from the reception given to European explorers 

when first contact was made with Polynesians. Bougainville spoke of willing 

women in Tahiti who were "quick to caress"; Tasman was attacked at what is 

now called Golden Bay in New Zealand and sailed away in disgust after 

naming it Murderers' Bay. Polynesian visitors to far shores would have 

experienced a similar range of reaction, repeated over and over again through 

thousands of years of encounters in many places. The end result, which 

scholars have tried to unravel, is a vast mosaic of criss-crossing lines of 

influence and communication, some old and some new, which together have 
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led to current distributions of peoples and items of cultural inventory. As the 

following chapters will show, to solve the problem of Polynesian origins, some 

account needs to be taken of them all. 

 

A note on place names 

 

Since the Pacific islands were first visited by Europeans there have been many 

changes of name. Some of the earlier names are so long obsolete as to be barely 

remembered. No one, for example, refers any more to Hawai'i as the Sandwich 

Islands or to Samoa as the Navigators Islands. The most recent changes, 

however, are more problematic for readers. Some affecting the more familiar 

tourist destinations are better known than others. Among these are Vanuatu, 

which used to be called the New Hebrides, and Tuvalu, formerly known as the 

Ellis Islands. Name changes in Micronesia, however, have had less publicity 

and will be unfamiliar as yet to many readers. This poses a problem for the 

book because most of the literature refers to these places by their old names. It 

would be confusing to keep changing from one to the other, so I have 

reluctantly decided to keep to the former names in most of the writing. Older 

province names in Papua New guinea have also been retained, again to avoid 

conflict with older literature. There have been a number of recent changes to 

the name for the large Indonesian-administered western half of New Guinea. 

Formerly Dutch New Guinea, then Irian Jaya, it is now most often referred to 

as West Papua, and I have adopted this usage. It should be noted, however, that 

the term Papuan does not refer exclusively to the inhabitants of West Papua but 

applies also to speakers of non-Austronesian languages in Papua New Guinea 

and some areas of Island Melanesia.   

 

A glossary of island name changes has been provided as Appendix 3. 

 

Other naming conventions 

 

The terms 'Melanesian' and 'Papuan', which appear in the literature in numerous 

contexts, are especially problematic. 'Papuan' is the term commonly used for 

the longest-established occupants of New Guinea who speak non-Austronesian 

languages. It is enshrined within the names for both western and eastern halves 

of New Guinea, the Indonesian-administered area of West Papua, and the 

independent nation of Papua New Guinea. The term 'Melanesian' is sometimes 

loosely used to distinguish Austronesian speakers from Papuans, but in its 

original sense of 'black-skinned peoples' it is an umbrella term for both groups 

of languages. But it is the Austronesian-speaking occupants of Island 

Melanesia who became Lapita potters, and it is they who receive most attention 

in the book.  
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Dating of events 

 

Difficulties of dating and problems arising from them are discussed later in the 

book. At the outset, however, it needs to be noted that no date estimate, 

however derived, can be regarded as absolute, and radiocarbon dates, in 

particular, are constantly under review. The dates cited throughout most of the 

book are those most generally accepted in literature published up to about 

2003. A then standard benchmark date of about 2000 BP has in consequence 

been retained for first settlement of Eastern Polynesia, but with no expectation 

that this will endure. In early January 2011, a flurry of media announcements 

appeared about newly calculated radiocarbon dates which called the old date to 

question and set the colonisation of Eastern Polynesia a thousand or more years 

later than previous estimates. The paper concerned (Wilmshursta et al. 2011) 

has obvious relevance for the present book, and discussion of it has accordingly 

been introduced at appropriate points.  
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Chapter 2  Early ideas of origin 

 

 

When the co-founder of the Polynesian Society, S. Percy Smith (1840 - 1922), 

was young, bibles familiar to him would have been the old-fashioned kind. In 

the centre of each page was a column containing dates, beginning in the Book 

of Genesis with the creation of the world. Smith may not have believed the date 

worked out for this event by Archbishop Ussher of Ireland who was 

responsible for the chronology, but the method Smith himself used to calculate 

the dates for Maori migration canoes was similar. Ussher, who was a 

considerable scholar of his time would have been constrained by belief in the 

literal truth of the bible. Smith placed too much reliance on the accuracy of oral 

tradition. Ussher set the creation of the world at precisely 4004 BC, calculating 

back from a date for the Temple of Solomon. Smith, who worked from Maori 

and Rarotongan, genealogies, had the legendary navigator Kupe arrive in New 

Zealand in AD 925, Toi in 1150, and the Great Fleet of seven settlement 

canoes: Tainui, Te Arawa, Matatua, Kurahaupo, Tokomaru, Aotea, and 

Takitimu in 1350. It was a list generations of New Zealand schoolchildren 

committed to memory, like the books of the bible at Sunday School, and it 

remained standard for a surprisingly long time. It was still given credence as 

late as 1950 by Sir Peter Buck (Te Rangi Hiroa) in the second edition of his 

influential book The Coming of the Maori (Buck 1950), and finally lost ground 

only with the publication of Simmons The Great New Zealand Myth in 1976.  

 

After 1950, infant sciences of archaeology and anthropological linguistics in 

Oceania began to emerge, and their predecessors held sway until about this 

time, with considerable overlap between the two.  

 

The present chapter will sketch in some of the more critical early events, with 

no attempt at a complete history, drawing principally on Howard (1967) and 

Sorrenson (1977, 1979). For further details of these and other developments, 

the reader is referred to Howard, who provides a comprehensive survey with 

copious excerpts from key publications, and Sorrenson, who focuses on Pakeha 

misconceptions of Maori origins which, as Sorrenson demonstrates, were by no 

means limited to the ideas of Percy Smith. But first it is necessary to give some 

account of voyages of discovery which first raised the problems of Polynesian 

origin the theorists later sought to solve. 

 

Some readers may recall the following:  

 

In fourteen hundred and ninety-two 

Columbus sailed the ocean blue 

 

So ran a schooldays rhyme we were taught as a reminder about the European 

discovery of America. It seems incongruous that at this time nothing was 

known of the Pacific until Balboa saw it from Darien in 1513, though Marco 
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Polo had gone overland as far as China and returned with tales of his 

adventures as early as 1295. In 1565, the Spanish opened up Micronesia by 

establishing the galleon route from Mexico to the Philippines through Guam, 

but Polynesia did not become known to Europeans until the exploring 

expeditions by Cook, Bougainville and others late in the eighteenth century. 

World view by then had expanded sufficiently for much to be known about 

Hindus, Malays, and others, but the peoples of Polynesia were new on the 

horizon. Cook's voyages had been commissioned as scientific expeditions, with 

botanists and others on board who would gather information about the places 

visited. Invaluable first impressions were meticulously recorded, including 

observations about Polynesians, comparing them with already known peoples, 

and plants and objects were collected for study. The plants were deposited in 

herbaria, and the objects became prized exhibits in museums of ethnology 

when these were established throughout Europe from about half way through 

the following century. Cook's officer, Johann Forster, who spoke from personal 

experience, allied New Zealanders with Malays (Sorrenson 1977:451). Later 

theorists, driven in the first instance by religious conviction, less credibly, 

thought differently.  

 

Designated as the "Semitic Maori" and the "Aryan Maori" respectively, two 

early ideas of Maori origin discussed by Sorrenson are relevant also for 

Polynesians at large. 

 

The Semitic Maori 

 

A fundamental thrust of Sorrenson's book, together with the journal article and 

a series of Macmillan Brown lectures which gave it birth, is the manner in 

which early theorists on the subject of Maori origins were blinded by their own 

deeply rooted preconceptions and cultural beliefs. As Sorrenson expresses it: 

 

More often than not the European theorists read into Maori origins and 

culture what they wanted and expected to find, on the basis of theories 

derived from their own cultural and philosophical traditions (Sorrenson 

1979:7). 

 

Nowhere is this more clearly demonstrated than with the concept Sorrenson 

calls the Semitic Maori, promulgated by missionaries whose belief system was 

rooted in Old Testament scripture. For them the bible was more than the 

collected oral tradition of a tribal desert people. As an article of faith they were 

committed to what they believed to be the inspired word of God, revealed for 

the instruction of all mankind. So if the bible said Adam was the first man, then 

everyone was descended from him, including Polynesians. Thus, the 

missionary Samuel Marsden (1765 - 1838) classified Maori as descended from 

the biblical sons of Shem and therefore of Semitic origin (Sorrenson 1977:454), 

and the later missionary Richard Taylor (1805 - 1873) saw Maori as a lost tribe 

of Israel, living in a degenerated state after casting aside the word of the true 



11 

 

God, and migrating from the biblical homeland ultimately to New Zealand 

(Sorrenson 1977:457).  

 

The Aryan Maori 

 

The term Aryan is now irrevocably associated with Nazi atrocities and 

delusions of a pure race, but in the nineteenth century was the name of a group 

of cattle-herders thought by philologists to have lived about 3-4000 years ago 

between the Hindu-Kush mountains and the Caspian Sea, who gave their name 

to a branch of the Indo-European language family.  

 

Richard Taylor's book Te Ika a Maui, in which he published his views of a 

Semitic origin for Maori, was published in 1855. Thirty years were to elapse 

before the appearance of another book by a New Zealander that addressed the 

problem. Considerable developments had meantime taken place in scholarship, 

not least, the publication in 1859 of Charles Darwin's revolutionary book, 

Origin of Species, which for educated people finally put paid to the biblical 

account of creation and the rationale for a Semitic origin of the Maori. 

Essential also for the next stage of theorising were advances in comparative 

philology, built upon work on Indo-European languages by the famed British 

orientalist Sir William Jones, and continued by scholars such as the brothers 

Grimm in Germany (Sorrenson 1979:18).  

 

Edward Tregear (1846 - 1931) was an ardent proponent of the method who 

viewed comparative philology and comparative mythology as "the two 

youngest and fairest daughters of Knowledge" (cited by Sorrenson 1979:19). 

There was nothing wrong with the concept, or even Tregear's enthusiasm for it, 

but in Tregear's hands it lacked the rigour which was to revolutionise 

linguistics in the twentieth century. Tregear relied on mere superficial 

resemblances of words, coupled with fanciful connections from mythology, 

and these led him astray. His Maori-Polynesian Comparative Dictionary 

(1891) remains useful even today, but it is his less fortunate earlier book The 

Aryan Maori (1885) for which he is principally remembered. 

 

In this Tregear claimed to have proved that the Maori was descended 

from the warlike, pastoral Aryans; that the Maori language preserved 'in 

an almost inconceivable purity' the speech of his Aryan forefathers and 

had even 'embalmed' the memory of animals and implements, the sight 

of which had been lost for centuries. Tregear assumed that parallel 

words, or paronyms, had a common ancestor, usually a Sanscrit root. 

His book lists some eighty samples. But he also claimed to find a 

resemblance between Maori and Sanscrit grammars; he ignored the fact 

that the missionaries had applied rules of grammar from the English 

language to Maori. Strangest of all, was Tregear's claim to have found in 

Maori an embalmed memory of Aryan animals and customs. Take, for 

instance, the embalmed knowledge of the cow, for the Aryans but not 
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the Maoris were cattle-keepers. The Sanscrit word for cow was gau; 

Tregear found it surviving in the Maori kahui, herds, flocks; kahurangi, 

unsettled (in the sense of 'sky-cow or moving clouds'); kauruki, smoke 

(the Aryans burnt dung); and so on. Nor was Tregear content to rely on 

Sanscrit; Greek and Latin were equally suitable for providing paronyms. 

Thus he takes from the Latin taurus, bull, the Maori taro, courage. He 

then concluded that the Maori had once known the cow and the bull 

(Sorrenson 1979:19-20). 

 

According to the Dictionary of New Zealand Biography (DNZB vol.2) 

Tregear's book was in general favourably received overseas. Tregear was 

admitted to fellowships of the Royal Geographical Society and Royal 

Historical Society, corresponded with luminaries of the scholarly world, and 

continued to write about the Aryan origin of the Maori in numerous 

publications over the next twenty years. At home, however, the reception of 

Tregear's idea was not as favourable and, if notice had been taken of a review 

by Atkinson in the following year it would have been rejected at once. 

Atkinson's review (Atkinson 1886) took the form of a parody of Tregear's 

method, cleverly piling up seeming coincidences of animal and other terms 

until concluding that they amounted to a 'cock and bull' story. But Tregear's 

notion of the Aryan Maori did not go away. Other prominent advocates 

included J. Macmillan-Brown (1845 - 1935), a professor at Canterbury 

University College whose contribution ranged far beyond linguistic argument. 

In his book, Maori and Polynesian (1907) and subsequent publications he not 

only espoused an Aryan origin for Maori but allowed his enthusiasms to run 

away with him to the point of rejection even by other advocates such as 

Tregear and Smith (Sorrenson 1979:26), whose own ideas were far from 

acceptable for other reasons. Of the three, however, it was Smith who was 

eventually to prevail as a result of his book Hawaiki (1910) in which he traced 

the origin of Polynesians to an alleged homeland in India, and began the long 

reign of his Fleet chronology. Meanwhile, in the scholarly world at large, views 

of Polynesian origins continued to be coloured at any given time by the 

prevailing orthodoxies of the day. Foremost among these for a long time were 

ideas emerging from attempts to classify the various peoples of the earth, and 

an entire field of anthropology which grew out of Charles Darwin's theory of 

evolution by natural selection, and especially his second book on the subject, 

Descent of Man (1871). 

 

Classification of race 

 

The very idea of race is now so unpopular as to be commonly avoided in 

scholarly writing, with the term 'phenotype', referring to outward appearance, 

generally substituted, and another term, 'genotype', coined to include less 

visible inherited traits such as blood groups. The older and more direct 

approach was to distinguish peoples of different cultural and linguistic 

affiliation according to their shared characteristics, usually once again on the 
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basis of physical appearance. Just as botanists have devised ways of classifying 

plants, so too, ways were sought of classifying people. The starting point was 

the observations of travellers and mariners as unfamiliar parts of the world 

were opened up by exploration and discovery.   

 

Linnaeus, in 1740, recognized four variants of man: European, 

American Indian, Asiatic and African. The first detailed scientific study 

of human races, however, was made by J. F. Blumenbach in 1775 (Cole 

1963:10). 

 

In the 1775 first edition of his Natural Varieties of Mankind, Blumenbach 

divided humans into four races: Caucasian, Asiatic, American, and Ethiopian, 

adding Malays and Polynesians to successive editions at the behest of Joseph 

Banks after Cook's circumnavigations of the world (Sorrenson 1979:13).   

 

Anthropologists were later to simplify these into three primary divisions of 

Caucasoid, Mongoloid, and Negroid (Cole 1963:9), with numerous not always 

coherent secondary divisions, creating problems when anthropologists tried to 

explain these in terms of various mixtures of the primary groups. Some 

consequences of this will become apparent in chapters to follow.   

 

Evolution 

 

One outcome of Darwin's second book, Descent of Man (1872), was the 

impetus it gave to archaeology, and attempts to find fossil remains that would 

demonstrate the various stages of human evolution. Another was a  

movement that bore Darwin's name, but for which he himself was not, in fact, 

responsible. Known as "social Darwinism", it was a development of ideas first 

promoted by Darwin's contemporary, Herbert Spenser (1820 - 1903), who 

coined the phrase "survival of the fittest" and whose own ideas were in turn 

pushed to extremes by others. It was a movement that eventually fell into deep 

disrepute, along with a sister development known as "diffusionism", whose 

ramifications were at least as far-reaching.  

 

Fundamental to social Darwinism or evolutionism was a belief in cultural 

strata, progressing from simple to complex from savagery to civilisation 

through barbarism, with tribal cultures of today representative of higher 

cultures as they once were. To this already highly flawed set of concepts, 

diffusionism or kulturkreis (cultural circles) as it was also known, added an 

implication that humans were essentially uninventive, and clusters of traits, or 

even single traits, moved from a few only centres to areas of less complexity, 

with migration assumed as the sole means of doing so (Suggs 1960:54). As will 

be seen in later chapters, no such assumption is justified, and other processes, 

especially borrowing from culture to culture, must also be taken into account.  
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Wave theories 

 

In this category are numerous rival theories involving various combinations of 

racial or cultural strata which emanated from a variety of disciplines, especially 

in the first decades of the twentieth century. Dependent, as most of these were, 

on now discredited evolutionary or diffusionist ideas, there is no need to 

provide details here. A good account of them can be found in chapter 11 of 

Bellwood's book, Man's Conquest of the Pacific (Bellwood 1978a).  

 

Remaining events relevant to origins, including all those after about 1950, will 

be discussed in chapters to follow, and are listed in date order in Appendix 1.  
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Chapter 3  The Ethnographic Divisions 

 

 

Jules Sebastian Cesar Dumont d'Urville (1790 - 1842) was a French navigator 

with extensive experience of the South Seas, first on an exploratory voyage 

with Louis Duperrey from 1822-25, when he was second in command, 

followed by two expeditions of his own in the ship Astrolabe, all under the 

orders of the king of France. His brief from the king was to " explore the 

principal groups of islands in the Grand Ocean" to augment information 

gathered by previous expeditions. On the first of these voyages from 1826-29 

he visited New Zealand, Tonga, Fiji, New Britain, New Guinea, Australia, the 

Santa Cruz Islands, Guam, and the Ile de France or Mauritius in the Indian 

Ocean as well as calling in at Amboyna and Batavia in Indonesia. From 1837-

40 he was back in the Pacific with his second expedition, this time visiting 

Mangareva, the Marquesas Islands, Tahiti and most of the other islands of the 

Societies group, as well as Samoa, Tonga, Fiji, Guam, Palau, the Philippines 

and Indonesia (Buck 1953; 83-84, 87-88).    

 

It was on the basis of observations during his earlier voyages, however, that he 

felt able to classify the peoples he had observed into broad regional groups, 

namely, as set out in numerous geography books and world atlases ever since, 

into Polynesians, Melanesians, and Micronesians or inhabitants of the many, 

small, and black islands respectively, with Malaysia, incorporating the modern 

nations of the Philippines and Indonesia as a further category (Dumont 

d'Urville 1832).  

 

D'Urville was well qualified to make such a judgement, not only on the basis of 

his personal experience of the peoples concerned, but also as a highly educated 

man with knowledge of languages and sciences, and undoubtedly familiar with 

the journals of all of his predecessors into the Pacific. Significantly, too, he was 

a member of the Linnean Society (DNZB Vol.1), so would have had 

knowledge of current conventions for classifying race, and doubtless took 

account of them. 

 

The importance of d'Urvilles divisions of the Pacific into Polynesia, Melanesia, 

and Micronesia can hardly be over-estimated. They formed the basis of 

museum catalogues of Pacific artefacts when these began to be compiled, and 

they later underpinned an entire science of Pacific ethnology when study began 

of the collections. As such the system he devised has endured until the present 

day, coming under scrutiny only after the lapse of well over a century. When 

criticism was finally voiced, it was not on the basis of the geographical 

boundaries, which after all can be readily adjusted, but because of d'Urville's 

race-based division of Oceania into two peoples, the one black and occupying 

Melanesia, and the other of lighter-skinned peoples who lived everywhere else.   
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One of the earliest to voice dissatisfaction was Douglas Oliver in his 1961 book 

The Pacific Islands (Oliver 1961:23-5). As a result of the most recent research 

at the time, Oliver concluded that the regions of Polynesia, Melanesia, and 

Micronesia should now be regarded as no more than geographical, mainly, it 

would seem, on evidence from linguistics which has replaced the three former 

areas with a larger number of smaller ones which are inter-related, with Eastern 

Micronesia, parts of Island Melanesia, Fiji, and Polynesia all of common 

origin. Oliver noted also that although most Melanesians are darker than non-

Melanesians, there is a range of phenotype in all areas.  

 

In mitigation of Oliver's last point, which refers to Melanesians of the present 

day, it could well be that there is more intermixing now than there was when 

Dumont d'Urville made his observations over 180 years ago. Though noting 
some degree of  variation  within the broad  racial categories , the early 

European navigators did not report a mix of racial types in their various ports 

of call, and had no theoretical axe to grind, so it seems reasonable to conclude 

that they reported exactly what they saw, and their first-hand observations 

should be taken at face value.  

 

In fairness to earlier scholars, as well, it needs to be recognised that a range of 

phenotype was always assumed in the various racial categories, so these were 

never regarded as rigid, and absence of absolute uniformity did not invalidate 

the concept. Thus, in a textbook on the subject of race, written at about the 

same time as Oliver published his book, it is noted 

 

Everywhere we find that human races and sub-races grade into one 

another, that there are 'clines' between neighbouring populations. The 

tremendous variations in members of any race or sub-race must also be 

stressed. So, although we may define the characteristics of a race as a 

whole, there will always be individuals of that race who do not conform 

to the general pattern (Cole1963:10). 

    

In other words, all that matters in terms of classification is that members of any 

one group should be more like each other than members of another group, and 

despite the diversity of Melanesia compared with the other divisions, it 

contrasts sufficiently on ethnographic and other grounds to qualify as a region 

in its own right. As a demonstration of traits found predominantly in Melanesia 

but only seldom or not at all in other areas one need only cite Papuan 

complexes such as men's houses, men's cults and graded societies, moieties, pig 

husbandry and ceremonial killing of pigs, initiation, ancestral ghosts, spirit 

voices to frighten women and uninitiated boys, masks and other ritual 

paraphernalia, sorcery, trading and purchase of song and dance complexes etc., 

along with associated traits of many kinds. There is a gradient of these traits 

from a Papuan core with attenuation west to east into Island Melanesia, with 

bullroarers, for example, losing their significance as esoteric voices and 

eventually becoming no more than toys for children. All of this is far too 
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significant for the area to be dismissed as a category error, or regarded as 

gaining such traits recently enough to be considered irrelevant. This, 

nevertheless, has been the fate of Melanesia because of an alliance between 

archaeology and linguistics which has seen the three traditional areas of 

Melanesia, Polynesia, and Micronesia replaced by only two, which have been 

adopted in recent decades by most scholars and are known as Near and Remote 

Oceania.    

 

 Disestablishing Melanesia?  

 

The new terms were first proposed in a paper jointly written by the linguist 

Andrew Pawley and the archaeologist Roger Green in 1973 (Pawley and Green 

1973), and were reafirmed by Green in 1991 in a paper entitled "Near and 

Remote Oceania: Disestablishing 'Melanesia' in Culture History." (Green 

1991a). In the first of these papers the areas were essentially as foreshadowed 

by Oliver, with the boundary between them defined as a stretch of 350km of 

open sea between San Cristobal at the end of the Solomons chain and the Santa 

Cruz group to the east, with Vanuatu and New Caledonia further to the south , 

separated by still further water gaps of 200km and 250km respectively, with 

another 850km separating Vanuatu from Fiji. These water gaps were later to 

prove crucial for Lapita studies, as natural barriers to both plants and people, 

and forming the boundaries of both stylistic areas for Lapita pottery and 

associated linguistic subgroups.   

 

From the 1960s onwards, Pacific archaeology was dominated by exciting new 

finds of Lapita pottery, on an astonishing number of sites, with Roger Green 

taking a prominent part in ensuing discussion, so it is not surprising that his 

preferred terminology caught on. Soon few scholars were even referring to 

Polynesia, Melanesia, and Micronesia as units for discussion but fell into Near 

and Remote Oceania as less troublesome alternatives. Even a seeming  

possibility that Micronesia was peopled from Vanuatu (Grace 1955 & 1964; 

Marck 1975) was accepted as if proven, and allowed Micronesia to be sidelined 

as a member of the Remote community that required no further attention in 

terms of peopling Polynesia.  

 

Green's 1991 assault on the concept of Melanesia takes the form of a 

comprehensive survey of the area named as Near Oceania, with attention to its 

bio-geographical boundaries and population movements through time. Only 

towards the end of the article, however, does he turn to Remote Oceania, doing 

so only briefly, and offering no arguments beyond statements that Near 

Oceania does not tie in with Remote Oceania, and Melanesia as an area is 

unnecessary for an understanding of Lapita expansion. Elsewhere, Green made 

it clear that his objection to Melanesia was not only archaeological and 

historical but also biological on grounds of phenotype, and linguistic on the 

basis that there is no Melanesian subgroup, but only subgroups within Oceanic 

(Comments by Green in Terrell et al. 2001). The linguistic argument is 
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conclusive, however, only if the areas so identified are truly lineal homelands. 

But, as will be seen in Chapter 5, linguists themselves do not agree on 

subgroups, so it would be fair to say that in this respect the jury is still out. 

Moreover, regardless of the outcome of any future debate there may be on this 

matter, it makes no difference to the arguments central to the present book 

which puts the case for a Micronesian as well as Melanesian connection to 

Polynesia. If Micronesians turn out to be more closely involved with 

Polynesians than currently thought, linguists will doubtless make appropriate 

adjustments to subgroups. Meanwhile, if there is to be any debate at all on the 

paths taken by pre-Polynesians, all three of Dumont d'Urville's regions of 

Polynesia, Melanesia, and Micronesia remain essential, and will feature in all 

chapters of the present book.  
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Chapter 4  Archaeology and the Lapita culture complex 

 

 

In these days of radio, television, and urban archaeology, which has recently 

come to the fore, most people's image of archaeologists is probably of 

dedicated professionals patiently working their way layer by layer at marked-

off sites known as "digs", labouring for hour upon hour with trowels and little 

brushes, and making meticulous records of everything they find, with little 

expectation, if the site is pre-European, of discovering anything much more 

than fish bones, pottery shards, and postholes. In earlier decades, the image 

might have been of expeditions to discover the contents of ancient tombs such 

as that of King Tutankhamen in Egypt, or the ruins of lost cities. The 

transformation came after the end of World War II, when modern techniques of 

stratigraphic archaeology replaced former emphasis on surface finds, and work 

began on formerly neglected islands of the Pacific. The yield from such digs 

may seem unexciting to the non-professional, but the results have been nothing 

short of spectacular.  

 

The post-war period of archaeology 

 

Archaeology in the Pacific was initially the province of museums, where the 

subject essentially developed as a handmaiden of ethnology, most notably at 

the B.P. Bishop Museum in Honolulu, Hawai'i. Later, with the cessation of 

hostilities at the end of World War II, they were joined by departments of 

anthropology and archaeology at universities.  

 

When the war ended, the present writer was a 15-year old schoolboy. The first 

week of every year both before and after this event was devoted to "barracks 

week", when much of the time was spent trudging around the school grounds 

bearing a .303 rifle and learning how to slope, order, or present arms on 

command. These events were orchestrated by ex-army members of the teaching 

staff. The return of soldiers from overseas, however, had at least two powerful 

impacts on universities. The first was recruitment of staff whose wartime 

activities included on-the-spot experience of Pacific islands that could be 

brought to bear on academic studies. Another was a post-war "birth bulge" that 

required resources to be ploughed into education, initially at pre-school level, 

then progressively through the education system until reaching the universities 

in the 1960s. Archaeology was one of the disciplines that benefited, not least, 

as well, by undisturbed access to sites in former war zones.      

 

Besides careful attention to stratigraphy and site discipline, twin hallmarks of 

the new post-war archaeology were use of radiocarbon dating, first 

demonstrated By L.F. Libby in 1950, and objectives that included the 

establishment of chronological sequences of artefacts and identification of 

cultural periods (Suggs 1960:56).  
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In New Zealand, the first major archaeological event of the 1950s was 

publication by Roger Duff of the Canterbury Museum of his book The Moa- 

Hunter Period of Maori Culture (Duff 1950). Based on work undertaken in the 

1940s and too early to take advantage of the new radiocarbon dating technique, 

it nevertheless established kinship of the first New Zealanders with Eastern 

Polynesia on the basis of adze types (Duff 1956:139), negating earlier ideas 

that moa-hunters belonged to a non-Maori stratum from Melanesia (Sorrenson 

1979:40).  

 

Meanwhile, in the very year that Duff's book was first published, a Department 

of Anthropology was in process of being set up at the University of Auckland 

under the leadership of Cambridge-trained Ralph Piddington (1906 - 1974 ), its 

first professor. Another Cambridge graduate, Jack Golson (1926 - ), was 

appointed to a lectureship in archaeology in 1954, and was succeeded in 1961 

by American-trained Roger C. Green (1932 - 2009) after Golson moved to 

Australia. Both men were on the vanguard of the new archaeology, with Green, 

especially, as already indicated in the last chapter, taking a leading role.
1
  

 

The Lapita complex 

 

A perennial problem for archaeologists has been the perishable nature of most 

of the items they would like to study, forcing recourse to linguistics when 

supplementary information is required, and frustrating efforts to document the 

full range of artefacts that might have been in use at any one time. The 

outstanding exception is pottery, which lasts in the ground indefinitely, and can 

be radiocarbon dated from associated organic materials such as charcoal, bone, 

or food residues. During the whole of the early period of archaeological studies 

in Oceania, the only such finds were in Melanesia and in Western Micronesia, 

distinguishing these areas from Polynesia, which was believed to be aceramic. 

Two notable finds were to challenge this belief. One was the discovery by 

Sinoto in 1968 of potsherds with Fijian tempers and dated to about AD 300-

600 in the Marquesas Islands, confirming an earlier find by Suggs in the same 

area (Bellwood 1978a:321, 323), still the only such finds in Eastern Polynesia. 

The other was discovery by Gifford and Shutler in 1952 of the famous Lapita 

form of pottery. Taking its name from its area of discovery in New Caledonia, 

it was subsequently found in over 200 sites stretching from the Bismarck 

Archipelago all the way through Island Melanesia as far as Tonga and Samoa 

in Western Polynesia, providing apparent continuity between the two areas and 

giving rise to the Lapita hypothesis of Polynesian origin. 

 

The pottery and the people 

 

The characteristic and highly conspicuous feature that distinguished Lapita 

pottery from all others when it was first found was a type of decoration called 

                                              
1
 See Davidson 2009 for an obituary outlining Green's contribution. 
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dentate stamping, made up of tooth-like patterns pricked into the clay. It is 

important to understand, however, that not all of the pottery on Lapita sites was 

so decorated, and in all of the areas where dentate-stamped pottery has been 

found it fell out of use after a time and was replaced by plainware of similar 

form which has also been designated as Lapita.  

 

Besides earthenware jars, bowls, and dishes, with and without decoration, a 

range of artefacts from Lapita sites include stone and shell adzes, flaked tools 

of obsidian and chert, shell food scrapers, shell arm rings and necklaces, drilled 

shark teeth, and sling stones (Green 1974:7); occupation sites are typically 

found on small offshore islands or close to reefs or beaches on larger islands 

that would provide good launching sites for canoes; middens are full of reef 

fish and turtle bones, and houses were frequently built on stilts across tidal reef 

flats (Pawley 2007:19), all collectively attesting to exploitation of marine 

resources and dependence on the marine environment, as might be expected of 

sea-going people. Who they were and where they came from will be touched 

upon in the next chapter. What they did and what they brought with them 

however, is the province of archaeology.  

 

Regional differentiation of Lapita 

 

Comparison of radiocarbon dates for the sites in which the characteristic 

dentate-stamped Lapita form of pottery has been found reveals a west to east  

progression from 3500-3400 BP in the Bismarck Archipelago to 3000-2500 BP 

in Samoa, with a pause in the home area of the Bismarcks before breaching the 

first of the large sea gaps to the south of the Solomons around 3200 BP (Kirch 

2000:93).   

 

In archaeological terms this time span of only a few centuries from first to last 

is remarkably short, testifying to a rapid expansion of the pottery bearers along 

the Island Melanesia chain, and possibly occupying not more than a dozen or 

so generations. During this time, however, as contact with the home area was 

progressively lost, changes inevitably took place in both pottery forms and 

styles of decoration. Green distinguishes two zones, designated as West and 

East Lapita, though with succeeding styles in the several areas evidently 

included as Lapita.   

 

. . . the western Lapita ceramics retain their array of shoulder jars, 

bowls, and flat-bottomed dishes, with their highly complex decorative 

designs throughout the sequence. In the New Hebrides [Vanuatu] there 

are fewer vessel forms, and incising becomes the main decorative 

technique. By contrast, in the eastern Lapita sequences of Fiji, Tonga, 

and Samoa, the more elaborate and highly decorated vessel forms 

disappear during the second half of the sequence (Green 1979:73-4). 

 

 



22 

 

The Lapita hypothesis 

 

None of the above would be controversial were it not for the interpretation that 

has been placed upon it. As will be seen in the next chapter, dialects spoken by 

the Lapita potters during the greater part of their voyaging belonged to a group 

of languages known collectively until recently as Eastern Oceanic which is 

shared by all of the inhabitants of the area now called Remote Oceania, which 

includes both Polynesians and Eastern Micronesians as well as Melanesians in 

the areas closest to Polynesia. From this it has been inferred that all of these 

peoples were of common stock, and Lapita potters were the sole ancestors of 

Polynesians.  

 

Having reached as far as Fiji, the Lapita colonists moved on to Tonga, Samoa, 

and adjacent areas, where they are believed to have remained in relative 

isolation for a period, known as "the pause", of perhaps a thousand or more 

years, during which voyages beyond the immediate area ceased, and the 

characteristic features of Polynesian language and culture are thought to have 

emerged. After this, during the first centuries AD, voyaging over longer 

distances resumed, Polynesian Outliers in Melanesia were settled, and a final 

push occurred into Eastern Polynesia as a result of which the whole of this area 

was ultimately occupied. Referred to henceforth in this book as the Lapita 

hypothesis, the credibility of this scenario will be tested.     

 

Duration of The Pause 

 

The most recent work on radiocarbon dating in Eastern Polynesia (Wilmshursta 

et al., 2011) has relevance for the present book primarily in terms of the so-

called "Pause" when, according to the Lapita model of Polynesian origins, both 

Fijians and Polynesians evolved from a shared ancestry with Lapita potters.   

 

The length of the Pause has long been a bone of contention among 

anthropologists. The linguist Andrew Pawley argued very early that at least a 

thousand years is required for the Proto Polynesian subgroup to have developed 

from Proto Central Pacific (Pawley 1981:283), clashing in this respect with the 

archaeologist Geoffrey Irwin who favoured a model of continuous settlement 

and a correspondingly earlier date for Eastern Polynesia (Irwin 1992, Pawley 

1996). 

 

The difference between the two points of view was of the order of 800 years, 

with Irwin (1992:73) suggesting a date of 500 BC as a not outlandish 

possibility for the settlement of Eastern Polynesia, and Pawley pointing to 

arcaeological dates not earlier than the 4th century AD (Pawley 1996:403).  

 

Subsequent debate has split into two camps, labelled as "long chronology" and 

"short chronology" respectively, with both Irwin and Pawley's assessments of 

twenty years ago now on the long side of the ledger.  
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Allen and Kahn (2010:49) report as follows:  

 

Since the inception of a scientific archaeology in the 1950s, the 

timing and origins of East Polynesian settlement have been 

dominant research themes. Current debates trace to Kirch's 

(1986) paper, "Rethinking East Polynesian Prehistory", where he 

identified crucial geographic gaps, problems related to 

radiocarbon dating, and key questions about material culture 

relationships. Spriggs and Anderson (1993) followed with a call 

for critical assessment of the regional radiocarbon database, and 

provided protocols for evaluating the accuracy of individual 

determinations. From these seminal papers and related research, 

two distinct views emerged as to what constitutes valid evidence 

of human presence in Pacific Island settings. "Long chronology" 

models were built largely on palaeoenvironmental evidence 

(proxy measures of human activities), arguments about the 

quality and intensity of sampling, and ideas about initial 

population sizes and rates of dispersal. In contrast, "short 

chronology" models relied more strictly on radiocarbon dates that 

were directly associated with cultural activities and met a 

rigorous set of criteria.  

 

Initially, long chronology advocates placed human arrival 

between 2400 and 1500 BP, while short chronology supporters 

posited arrival between 1350 and 1000 BP (e.g. Kirch and Ellison 

1994; Spriggs and Anderson 1993). In recent years the gap 

between these two positions has narrowed . . . There is now near-

consensus that settlement took place within the last 1500 years or 

less, but those using the most restrictive protocols place human 

arrival no earlier than the 11th to 13th centuries AD . . . Overall, 

the distance between the two positions on regional settlement has 

been reduced to only a few centuries, with nearly all agreeing that 

regional settlement was much later than envisioned two decades 

ago.  

 

The paper referred to at the beginning of this section (Wilmshursta et al., 2011) 

is very much at the extreme end of the short chronology spectrum. The method 

used is a radical statistically-based  reinterpretation of already published 

radiocarbon dates for Eastern Polynesia, coupled with a body of  recently 

determined results contributed by the authors. 

 

The authors first grouped the dated materials into six categories: short-lived 

plants, long-lived plants, unidentified charcoal, terrestrial bird eggshell, bone, 

and marine shell. These were then found to fall into three reliability classes. In 

Class 1 were short-lived materials such as twigs, leaves, and seeds, 

characterised by dates that clustered tightly together. The other two classes had 
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dates that spread further apart and contained materials rated unreliable on a 

variety of grounds including in-built age for carbon content which 

compromised the true age of the samples. The conclusion reached, though not 

so baldly stated, was that only dates from short-lived materials could be trusted 

in contexts such as Eastern Polynesia, and all other carbon dates must be 

discarded.  

 

No judgements are made concerning dates for Western Polynesia which are of 

equal relevance for issues such as determining the length of the Western 

Polynesian Pause. The rationale is presumably that in the Lapita and pre-Lapita 

context of thousands of years, small sampling errors can be tolerated, but 

become crucial when the object is to plot sequences of events that occupy only 

hundreds of years as in Eastern Polynesia. The authors have retained a date of 

800 BC for first settlement of Samoa, but now place first settlement of Eastern 

Polynesia at AD 1025 - 1120 in the Society Islands, and all the remainder of 

Eastern Polynesia in a single pulse occupying little more than a century 

between AD 1190 and 1293. It can be expected that these figures will be 

disputed by the proponents of the long chronology view, but meanwhile they 

make little difference to the arguments advanced in the present book. Some 

further comment will be offered in later pages.    

 

Modern models of origin 

 

Before moving on to the language affiliations of the potters themselves, some 

mention is needed of rival theories of Lapita origin which have received 

publicity in recent years. The most influential of these are named Entangled 

Bank (Terrell 1988), Express or Fast Train (Diamond 1988), Slow Boat 

(Kayser et al. 2000), and Triple I (Green 1991b, 2000).  

 

The Fast Train model brings together theories of an origin in Taiwan, followed 

by transit through the Philippines or Indonesia, then, as indicated above, a swift 

expansion of Lapita colonists into Remote Oceania from the Bismarck 

Archipelago through Island Melanesia. Terrell's Entangled Bank, which has 

had little support, proposes an origin exclusively within Melanesia. The Slow 

Boat emerged as a result of genetic research on Y chromosomes which 

identified components of male DNA requiring a more protracted transit than 

previously thought. Finally, the Triple I model amalgamates elements of the 

others in a process of intrusion, innovation, and integration.  
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Chapter 5  Linguistics 

 

 

During the past several decades, linguists have worked closely with 

archaeologists in Oceania to provide context for the dating of Lapita sites, the 

probable origin of Lapita peoples, and for working out the nature of Lapita 

society. 

 

Dempwolff and the comparative method 

 

The comparative method is a technique used by linguists to examine systematic 

sound changes in languages in order to infer relationships among them. Thus, 

to provide a simple example, the Tahitian song type pehe, is "reflected" as pe'e 

in Rarotonga but pese in Samoa. This is shown not to be a chance resemblance 

when it is found that other words containing an "h" in Tahitian, also have and 

"s" in Samoan, and a glottal in Rarotongan. But to trace the origin of the term it 

is not sufficient to judge from only three examples of it. In this case, the word 

is found in numerous other Polynesian languages as well, but not in Tonga or 

Niue, possibly excluding them from the ancestral language common to most of 

Polynesia, and suggesting an origin a step closer to the present.    

 

The Austronesian subgroups 

 

The comparative technique was used most famously in the 1920s and 30s by 

the German linguist Otto Dempwolff whose contribution to Oceanic linguistic 

was profound.  

   

Already known when Dempwolff began his work was the over-arching 

existence of a vast language family, now known as Austronesian, containing 

nearly all the languages of Island Melanesia, Eastern Micronesia, and 

Polynesia, together with others in SE Asia and as far afield as Madagascar. 

Dempwolff's great achievement was to prove the existence within Austronesian 

of a large subgroup of languages now called Oceanic, made up of all of Near 

and Remote Oceania, and subject to investigation and refinement by linguists 

ever since it was first proposed by Dempwolff. 

  

Successive subgroups from oldest to youngest within the larger Austronesian 

family with which the present book is mostly concerned are:  

 

Proto Austronesian 

Proto Malayo Polynesian  

Proto Oceanic  

Proto Eastern Oceanic   

Proto Central Pacific 

Proto Polynesian 
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Within Oceanic, a minimum of three subgroups, Admiralties, Western Oceanic, 

and Eastern Oceanic has until recently been recognised for purposes of 

reconstructing proto Oceanic terms.  

 

Eastern Oceanic Subgroup  

 

For the best part of 40 years since a detailed discussion of the Eastern Oceanic 

subgroup by Pawley (1972), this term has been standard in linguistic tree 

diagrams as a label for all of the languages spoken in what is now known as 

Remote Oceania. Although evidently still in use as late as 2004 by the 

Australian National University Oceanic Lexicon Project (ANU 2004), it has 

since been discarded, and is now replaced by separate high order subgroups for 

most of its former components (Pawley 2007, Fig. 3). This leaves no steps at 

all relevant to Polynesian between Oceanic at the beginning of the tree and the 

Central Pacific subgroup at the end of it which contains Fijian, Rotuman, and 

Polynesian. As Lapita potters demonstrably did not traverse this distance in a 

single hop, and would have spoken related dialects on their way, it seems 

justifiable to retain the older designation of Eastern Oceanic as an umbrella 

term in the present book, especially as it cannot be avoided when quoting from 

earlier literature, but with the proviso that it may have been no more than a 

transitory dialect chain in most of the areas where it was once spoken.  

 

Western Oceanic is a complex of loosely related dialects that developed after 

initial Lapita colonists had left the area (Bowden 1993); and Admiralties is of 

special importance because of indications that it shared a period of 

development with St Matthias (ANU 2004), and the presence in these places of 

Lapita sites of Manus and Mussau (Specht 2007:Table 2). 

 

Also of obvious importance is the later history of the rump group of the 

Western Oceanic dialect chain as this extended its range beyond the Bismarck 

Archipelago. This broke up into three subgroups named Meso Melanesian, 

reaching as far as the NW Solomons; Northern New Guinea, along the north 

coast of New Guinea; and Papuan Tip, in the Northern, Milne Bay, and Central 

provinces of Papua New Guinea (Pawley 2007:22). These are frequently 

referred to in cognate sets cited in later chapters of the present book, 

abbreviated MM, NNG, and PT respectively. Other abbreviations in the 

cognate sets refer to subgroups of Eastern Oceanic occupying the remainder of 

the Solomon Islands, Vanuatu, New Caledonia and the Loyalty Islands, and 

Fiji. For a full list of subgroup abbreiviations see Appendix 4.   

 

The languages of Micronesia fall into three groups. On the southern fringe 

there are two Polynesian Outliers: Nukuoro and Kapingamarangi which, in 

common with other Outliers, have languages that are Samoic in origin and 

were settled by back-migration out of Western Polynesia. In Western 

Micronesia, the Mariana Islands, Yap, and Palau have language affinities with  
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Malayo Polynesian languages of the Philippines and Indonesia, and are thought 

to have been settled directly from these places. All of the other languages of 

both Western and Eastern Micronesia form a single large language family 

called Nuclear Micronesian.  

 

It is probably true to say that no one really knows where Eastern Micronesians 

came from, with both the Solomon Islands and Vanuatu nominated in the past, 

and no consensus reached on either, despite the revision of subgroups referred 

to above. One may speculate that this issue will not be resolved until 

difficulties with the Lapita hypothesis have been settled and the exact 

relationship of Micronesia with Polynesia has been determined.  

 

Although speakers of Austronesian languages form a majority in Oceania they 

are not quite exclusive to it. In New Guinea they are outnumbered by non-

Austronesians, with speakers collectively known as Papuan occupying most of 

the western half of New Guinea as well as the Highlands of Papua New 

Guinea, and are present in enclaves as far east as the Solomon Islands. They 

have been in New Guinea for millennia longer than the Austronesian peoples 

and have interacted with them in important ways.   

 

Quantitative Methods  

 

Lexicostatistics is a method of language comparison devised in the 1950s by 

the linguist Morris Swadesh. It makes use of a list of 200 word meanings, such 

as father, mother, ear, eye, sit, stand etc., for which terms are believed to exist 

in all languages. For each pair of languages under scrutiny, a count is made of 

the number of words for which terms of similar form are found, such as father 

in English and vater in German. The percentage of such hits provides a 

measure of cognacy between the two languages. Glottochronology is a later 

application of Swadesh lists which has the more ambitious objective of 

calculating the time lapse between pairs of related languages. Both methods 

have been controversial since their inception because of assumptions that do 

not always hold true, and results that may be at odds with other approaches. For 

such reasons the method has now largely been abandoned in favour of more 

rigorous dates that are now available from radiocarbon dating of archaeological 

sites.   

 

Reconstructing the past 

 

The current state of knowledge has been reached by linguists essentially 

through a process of moving from the known to the unknown, both 

geographically and through time, working back from the most familiar and 

best-studied languages, which by and large were Polynesian, and adding others 

as knowledge of interrelationships increased. Emphasis to begin with was 

mostly on Proto Polynesian, with a homeland somewhere in Western 

Polynesia, with interest shifting progressively back through the tree of 
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language affiliations and linguistic subgroups, first to Proto Oceanic, where the 

homeland was probably in the Bismarck Archipelago, and most recently to 

Proto Austronesian and an origin most likely in Taiwan. In all of this effort it 

has been reconstruction of proto terms that has proved crucial, as will be seen, 

especially, in chapters 6, 11, 12, and 13.   

 

At each stage in the process, the object has been to find shared innovations 

whose origin could be pinpointed to particular levels of the family tree. Thus, 

in the domain of music, did the speakers of Proto Polynesian possess the 

Eastern Polynesian word for skin drum, and if so did it mean the same thing, or 

was it a general term that meant something different to which the new meaning 

was later assigned? As will be seen, the last possibility has turned out to be the 

case, and similar transformations have occurred for other terms, illustrating just 

one of the pitfalls of the reconstruction process.   

 

A step further back still the difficulties multiply when an effort is made to 

determine the cultural inventory of the Lapita potters. Thanks to a mammoth 

Oceanic Lexicon Project at the Australian National University we now know a 

great deal about the material culture of the potters as well as their food plants 

and much else, with more to come. But the musical and other evidence in the 

present book again suggests unresolved problems with some of the subgroups 

that are crucial to the Lapita hypothesis.  

 

Limitations of subgrouping 

 

It has to be accepted that all of the languages of the Austronesian language 

family spoken throughout Island Melanesia, Polynesia, and Eastern Micronesia 

belong ultimately to the single subgroup of Oceanic, whose initial location was 

somewhere in the region of the Bismarck Archipelago. The internal 

relationships of the Oceanic languages, however, are another matter. The huge 

number and diversity of Melanesian languages and cultures compared with the 

smaller number and equally striking homogeneity of Polynesian languages and 

cultures has been the subject of much debate and speculation since Otto 

Dempwolff first advanced his famous Oceanic linguistic hypothesis in the 

1930s (see Pawley 1981 for a discussion). It is a debate that has become closely 

associated with the problem of Polynesian origins insofar as this relates to 

members of the hypothetical Eastern Oceanic subgroup which emerged from 

the breakup of Oceanic. Multiple interactions undoubtedly occurred, both 

between Papuan prior occupants of the area and Austronesian languages, and 

among Austronesian languages themselves, all contributing to the present 

diversity. Representing all of these languages as members of a single branching 

"tree", however, has probably unduly contributed to acceptance of the standard 

Lapita hypothesis, by providing a false sense of progressive stops or stations 

along the path taken by the putative "fast train" or even "slow boat" proposed 

for the Lapita dispersal.  
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Pawley (1981:274) has suggested that the linguistic homogeneity now 

characteristic of Polynesia represents a situation that must once have been the 

case in the homeland of the Oceanic subgroup. As will be seen, the same is true 

of music. Pawley and other linguists, however, have repeatedly warned that the 

branching tree diagrams conventionally used for the representation of 

subgroups are not necessarily representative of migrations of peoples, a matter 

known to linguists for more than 40 years , when a prescient warning was 

issued by the linguist Bruce Biggs: 

 

It should be emphasized that linguistic subgrouping is concerned with 

internal relationships of languages in a language family. Inferences as to 

migrations, first settlements, homelands, cultural affiliation and so on 

should be drawn from such data with caution, and a full awareness of 

the limited application of linguistic conclusions to such problems (Biggs 

1972:143-4).     

 

Biggs (1972:146) was of the opinion that such inferences "would be justified 

only if we had prior knowledge of the homeland of each linguistic subgroup in 

advance, and knew for sure that each island had been settled only once." But no 

such certainty exists.  

 

It is unfortunate that the tree diagrams commonly used by linguists to represent 

linguistic subgroups invariably carry implications of the kind warned against 

by Biggs. The matter is put into perspective by Lynch et al. (2002:92-4) who 

eschew tree diagrams and represent subgroups in prose for this very reason. 

 

Although the tree format implies successive splits and breakups of proto 

languages from a common ancestor, this is necessarily true only of trees 

compiled using subgrouping data now referred to as "innovation defined". An 

alternative, called "innovation linked", which refers to dialect chains, carries no 

such implication, and all but SE Solomonic of the Central Eastern Oceanic 

subgroups leading to Proto Polynesian are innovation linked (Lynch et al. 

2002:119), complicating interpretation of the internal subgroups. This explains  

why no homeland can be identified for the Eastern Oceanic and Central Pacific 

subgroups from which Proto Polynesian is shown in the linguistic tree to 

derive. Importantly also, it explains conflicts which have emerged between the 

linguistic subgroups and attempts to match them with archaeological and other 

evidence.  
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Chapter 6  Music 

 

 

Sources of information on this topic include three earlier McLean publications 

(McLean 1979, 1994, 1999), and two later ones (McLean 2008, 2010). Also 

drawn upon as required are extensive data files of music structure traits in New 

Guinea and Island Melanesia, compiled from sources listed in McLean 1995, 

and from listening to and analysis of available audio recordings from these 

areas.  

 

Music areas 

 

The first of the above studies successfully distinguished music areas in Oceania 

using a statistical clustering method to identify co-occurring traits on a matrix 

of about 40 geographical areas and 40 selected musical traits including both 

musical instruments and structural elements of vocal music. Western and 

Eastern Polynesia emerged as strongly differentiated musically, confirming 

results reached on a variety of ethnographic grounds, including some musical 

ones, by Edwin Burrows (1938).  

 

Specifically, with exceptions in some areas, these differences included the 

following (McLean 1999:453): 

 

Western Instruments Eastern Instruments 

  

Large canoe-shaped slit gongs Small bamboo-derived slit gongs 

Nose flutes with both ends closed  Nose flutes with one end closed 

Struck tubes  

Rolled mats  

Sounding boards  

  

Western Structure Eastern Structure 

  

Litany Engmelodik and quavering cadences 

Isometre Heterometre 

Polyplane and drone polyphony Unison 

 

Also of relevance to the present topic are pan-Polynesian traits characteristic 

both of the initial migrants into Eastern Polynesia and those left behind in the 

home area of Western Polynesia. In the musical instruments category or in lieu 

of them are body percussion, handclapping, jews harps, shell trumpets, leaf 

oboes, and sticks. Structural elements include spoken recitation (parlando), 

one-note melody (recto tono), responsorial and strophic forms, and spoken, 

shouted, and trailing cadences. 
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The differences between the two areas of Western and Eastern Polynesia, and 

uniformities within each could only have happened as a result of isolation and 

separate development of the two after the initial settlement of Eastern 

Polynesia from Western Polynesia about 2,000 years ago. Longevity of music 

traits and corresponding usefulness for analysis is proven by still extant shared 

music systems in the Marginal Eastern Polynesian cultures of Hawai'i, the 

Marquesas Islands, Mangareva, and NZ Maori that on archaeological and 

linguistic evidence have been separated for at least a thousand years. The 

uniformities of music in Marginal Eastern Polynesia, differing as they do from 

the kinds of music in central Eastern Polynesia, are a perfect illustration of the 

"stone in the pond" model of diffusion, with ripples spreading from the centre 

of origin to far-flung communities on the edge of the pond, which retain traits 

once characteristic of the centre. The package of marginal Polynesian musical 

traits is evidence of the kind of music practised by the original settlers of 

Eastern Polynesia. Also of relevance is a cluster of traits identified as Core 

Melanesian which can be shown to have influenced the music styles of Western 

Polynesia subsequent to the departure of the Eastern Polynesian settlers.  

 

Finally, when the instrumental and structural associations in the 1979 paper 

were amalgamated, patterns of combined associations emerged, with some 

unexpected results. New Caledonia, for example, is almost universally regarded 

as part of Melanesia. The clustering study, however, showed its strongest 

musical links ï especially for music structure ï to be with Fiji and, through Fiji, 

ultimately with Western Polynesia. Thus, for music, New Caledonia and Fiji 

belong with Polynesia rather than with Melanesia, in evident conformity with 

the Central Pacific linguistic subgroup, and most probably reflecting known 

late historical associations within the area.   

 

Chained associations involving several areas also emerged, including the 

following: 

 

E. Futuna ð E. Uvea ð Tonga ð Samoa ð Society Is. ð Marquesas Is.   

   

The direction of influence is not indicated, but it will be noticed that in the 

centre of this distribution is Samoa which almost certainly ranks as the area of 

origin for the entire chain. In one direction the chain extends through Tonga as  

far as E. Futuna, where it probably reflects late Tongan occupation of Uvea,   

and in the other Samoa becomes the probable homeland and fabled "Hawaiki" 

for all of Eastern Polynesia.  

 

The above chain illustrates an important distinction between borrowing 

relationships and longer-term ones resulting from migrations, which are as 

significant for music as they are for language. The leap from Samoa to the 

Society Islands is self-evidently an example of migration, and the E. Uvea  

connection with Tonga of borrowing. As might be expected, there is extensive 

evidence of long-term and protracted borrowing relationships between all 
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islands and island groups that are adjacent to each other. Tonga and Samoa 

provide a prime example, with numerous song and dance forms known to have 

been borrowed each from the other (q.v. McLean 1999 Ch.28).   

 

McLean 1994 is a monograph entitled Diffusion of Musical Instruments and 

Their Relation to Language Migrations in New Guinea. On the basis of the 

earlier study, it was expected when work on the monograph began that most of 

the associations to be found would be of the borrowing kind. It was a surprise 

to discover that not all of the relationships could be explained in this way and 

there was extraordinarily close fit with language migrations worked out by 

linguists (reported by Wurm et al. 1975).  

 

Musical instruments in 518 tribal areas of New Guinea, were plotted and 

compared, and six distributional areas of associated instruments were identified 

as follows: 

 

Distribution A: Hourglass drums. 

Distribution B: Jews harps, mouth bows, zithers, rattles, panpipes, 

tubular flutes, and wooden trumpets. 

Distribution C: Bullroarers, ocarinas, bamboo trumpets, bamboo 

megaphones, and sacred or paired flutes. 

Distribution D: Shell trumpets, leaf oboes, stamping tubes, and struck 

tubes. 

Distribution E: Slit gongs.  

Distribution F: Instruments of local distribution: Rubbing blocks, 

water drums, gourd trumpets, piston flutes, and struck and rubbed lime 

pots. 

Distribution G: Rare instruments: Concussion sticks, nose flutes, and 

leaf whizzers.  

 

Few of these have much to do with Polynesia. Distribution F is wholly unique 

to New Guinea. Distribution G has reached New Guinea from adjacent areas of 

Micronesia, where nose flutes take a different form from those of Polynesia. 

Distribution C is a coast-to-coast area centred on the Highlands of Papua New 

Guinea, and adjacent to Australia whence bullroarers would have come, as 

shown also by the presence in the area of Australian loan words (Wurm et al. 

1975:921), and by recent discovery of genetic markers shared with Australia 

(Friedlaender et al. 2007:65). 

 

The remaining music areas, however, extend beyond New Guinea, throwing 

light, as will be seen, on otherwise insoluble problems of distribution:  

 

¶   Distribution A, consisting entirely of hourglass-shaped drums, is almost 

universal in New Guinea except for areas of absence most prominently in 

interior regions of southern Gulf province in Papua New Guinea and in 

southern West Papua. These drums are hand-held instruments used for 
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dance accompaniment, and have no resemblance to Polynesian instruments, 

which take a different cylindrical form and are not carried. From New 

Guinea, however, they have diffused throughout Eastern Micronesia, where 

they provide material proof of linguistic subgrouping into Nuclear 

Micronesian, and perhaps offer some clue as to where the linguistic 

uniformities came from.  

 

¶   Distribution B contains a full range of instruments for every purpose and is 

unquestionably Papuan rather than Austronesian in origin, with 

Austronesian speakers gaining it only late in the distributional sequence.  

 

¶ The full Distribution D complex of shell trumpets, leaf oboes, stamping 

tubes, and struck tubes has a coastal distribution in sporadic pockets on both 

northern and southern coasts of New Guinea. The component instruments, 

however, do not always belong together. Shell trumpets occur world-wide 

in coastal regions, and in Oceania have no areas of conspicuous absence 

except far from the sea in the interiors of the largest landmasses. The leaf 

oboe occurs not only in Papua New Guinea but extensively in Island 

Melanesia and throughout both Polynesia and central and western 

Micronesia. In the Indonesian-administered area of West Papua it is rare. In 

the same area, Marind is the sole reported example of struck tubes. 

Stamping tubes are not reported in West Papua at all, and they are absent as 

well in most of the Highlands of Papua New Guinea. By and large the 

instruments of Distribution D are characteristic less of New Guinea than of 

Island Melanesia and Western Polynesia. Struck tubes, for example, are 

instruments of Western but not Eastern Polynesia, and stamping tubes are 

reported in Eastern Polynesia only for the Society Islands and Hawai'i, 

where they may have been independently invented. When work on the 

present enquiry began, it was tempting to attribute the origins of the 

Polynesians to the Distribution D people, who at first sight appear to qualify 

on account of a proposed migration of Eastern Oceanic speakers into the 

south coast of Papua New Guinea around 4000 BP (Wurm et al. 1975:955, 

956) -- now identifiable as a much later subgroup called Papuan Tip --, and 

the presence there of the Distribution D complex. But this prospect soon 

evaporated. The areas concerned all have music systems exhibiting core 

Melanesian traits, and stamping tubes are almost everywhere associated 

with polyphony, which is another Melanesian trait, absent in Eastern 

Polynesia except as a missionary introduction (McLean 1999:33ff) and 

evidently introduced into Western Polynesia only as a late borrowing from 

Melanesians. On balance, therefore, Distribution D has to be regarded as 

Melanesian. 

 

¶    Distribution E is made up exclusively of wooden slit gongs. 

Characteristically, the instruments are large and hollowed out in the shape 

of a canoe. They occupy a broad northern coastal belt extending from the 

Lapita homeland of the Bismarck Archipelago westwards to the Indonesian 
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side of the Sepik border of Papua New Guinea through the Madang and 

Sepik regions, where the instruments are found predominantly among 

maritime and riverine speakers of Austronesian languages. In the opposite 

direction from the Bismarcks, distribution extends southwards through 

Island Melanesia to Western Polynesia and Fiji. In Micronesia, slit gongs 

are mostly absent and they are conspicuously absent as well in most of 

mainland New Guinea except for the north coast.    

 

Diffusion beyond New Guinea 

 

 
Diffusion in Island Melanesia 
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An important finding from the New Guinea study concerns instruments typical 

of New Guinea which diffused in successive waves southwards into Island 

Melanesia following the path of slit gongs. Some, along with elements of music 

structure belonging to the core Melanesian complex, reached as far as Western 

Polynesia but are not present in Eastern Polynesia, showing that they were 

acquired by Western Polynesians from Melanesians subsequent to the 

departure of Eastern Polynesian settlers around 2000 BP, and accounting for 

most of the musical differences now distinguishing Western Polynesia. Distinct 

boundaries mark the limits of each successive wave of diffusion. 

 

The Distribution D and E instruments have penetrated furthest with some 

Distribution B instruments hard on their heels. Of the latter, mouth bows 

and rattles have gone furthest unless independently invented in Eastern 

Polynesia. Panpipes managed to reach only as far as Samoa and Tonga 

where they are now long obsolete. Of the remaining Distribution B 

instruments, end-blown flutes and the typical New Guinea idioglot jews 

harp have reached only as far as New Caledonia and Rotuma. Non-

meaningful song texts which are associated with both Distribution B 

instruments and borrowing in New Guinea remain associated in Island 

Melanesia. None of the Distribution C instruments (bullroarers, bamboo 

trumpets and ocarinas) has gone further than central Vanuatu (McLean 

1994:98).  

 

The hourglass drum (Distribution A) does not extend beyond Buka and 

Bougainville in northern Island Melanesia, where it is present with wooden  

trumpets (Distribution B). As already indicated, this typically New Guinea 

form of drum has also diffused throughout Eastern Micronesia where one 

would expect it to have been introduced from the Bismarck Archipelago.  

Except for drums (Distribution A) and some elements of Distribution D (shell 

trumpets and leaf oboes), Micronesian instruments are essentially 

complementary to those of New Guinea. Bullroarers (Distribution C) have 

penetrated only the southern fringes of Micronesia, where they co-occur with 

leaf oboes (Distribution D) and leaf whizzers (Distribution F).   

 

Jews harps in Micronesia are in complementary distribution to drums, 

occurring in the west but not in the east. They are different in shape 

from the idioglot jews harps of New Guinea and it is questionable 

whether the two belong together. The most likely explanation for the 

Micronesian distribution is that Micronesian jews harps entered the area 

from the Philippines, independently of New Guinea jews harps.  

 

The remaining Micronesian instruments are sticks and nose flutes, both 

of which are rare in New Guinea (Distribution F). It has already been 

suggested that these instruments entered New Guinea from Micronesia. 

Nose flutes co-occur in Micronesia with jews harps. Again it seems 

likely that they reached the area from the Philippines. Sticks are shared 
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with Polynesia but are universal in Micronesia, qualifying on this 

account as Micronesia's most characteristic instrument (McLean 

1994:loc.cit.).  

 

Vocal music areas 

 

Of particular use for present purposes are contrasting packages of traits referred 

to above as Marginal Eastern Polynesian and Core Melanesian. A feature of 

Marginal Polynesia is vocal styles of small melodic range, with few notes 

(Engmelodik), in contrast with Core Melanesia which is characterised by music 

of large melodic range and a five-note scale without semitones (anhemitonic 

pentatonic). Also prevalent in Island Melanesia is singing in parts (polyphony), 

shared with Western Polynesia, but contrasting with lack of polyphony 

(unison) in Marginal Eastern Polynesia. Within Island Melanesia, Vanuatu 

stands alone in this respect with absence of polyphony there except in 

Malekula. It is possible that the lack of polyphony in Vanuatu results from a 

greater degree of Papuan admixture there than in other areas, which has also 

been suggested genetically (Hill et al. 1985:572-3), but would need to have 

taken place before the rise of polyphony among ancestral populations further 

north.  

 

Fiji and New Caledonia possess polyphony but In this and other respects, as 

earlier indicated, they are closer to Polynesia than to other areas of Melanesia. 

 

The Core Melanesian traits of wide range and anhemitonic pentatonic scales, 

are characteristic throughout the Bismarck Archipelago, the Solomon Islands 

and Vanuatu, but again are rare further south.  

 

Additionally, in a sample of 104 tribal areas of mainland New Guinea, whether 

Austronesian or non-Austronesian speaking, where information on scales is 

available in McLean files, anhemitonic pentatonic scales and/or segments of 

them are present in 95.2  percent, together with a similar 93.9 percent in 33 

further areas from the Bismarck Archipelago. Higher and lower order scales 

commonly co-occur, with tetratonic scales perhaps most prevalent, and fully 

pentatonic scales present in about half of all areas, with ranges extending to an 

octave or higher, bringing the Core Melanesian complex to the whole of New 

Guinea.  

 

Three forms of Engmelodik can be distinguished, with separate areas of 

distribution. Those of Marginal Eastern Polynesia have 2-4 notes within the 

interval range of a perfect 4th, with or without semitones. A second type occurs 

in the Core Melanesian areas described above, in this case as subsets of the 

anhemitonic pentatonic scale (anhimitonic ditonic, tritonic and tetratonic). 

Again there are 2-4 notes but there are no semitones, and ranges can extend to 

an octave or more, qualifying as Engmelodik when they are within a fourth or 

fifth. Finally, among available music notations from New Caledonia, the 
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Loyalty Islands, Fiji, and Rotuma, a handful of anhemitonic scales like those of 

the Bismarck Archipelago are found. Most scales in the area, however, are of 3 

to 5 notes with semitones and a melodic range most commonly of a perfect 5th, 

identical, as a rule with the first few notes of the European major or minor scale 

which, to judge from notations published by Wilkes (1845(3)189-90, 245-6), 

were already exerting influence in Fiji by the early nineteenth century. This, on 

the other hand would need to have taken place remarkably quickly, and the 

explanation may rather be development of small range scales brought by 

Tongans in the period immediately preceding European contact. Thus it may be 

that the Anhemitonic scales are the oldest and representative of the first Lapita 

settlers with the others a nore recent overlay.      

 

In Micronesia there is convincing evidence of a Polynesian connection in work 

reported by the pioneer American ethnomusicologist, George Herzog (1901 - 

1983) in a study of wax cylinder recordings made during a German South Sea 

Expedition of 1908ï10.  

 

Herzog transcribed into musical notation and analysed recordings from Palau, 

Yap, Satawal, Tobi, Pur, Sorol, Mogemog, Faraulip, Ifaluk, Elato, and  

Puluwat in the Central and Western Carolines, and from Truk in the Eastern 

Carolines (Herzog 1932, 1936). Two styles emerged from the analysis: a 

Central/Western style, and a contrasting Eastern one as follows: 

 

 Central/Western Eastern 

   

Melody and scales Limited tonal material 

including 2-note 

melodies, and recited or 

parlando styles 

Built on extended 

tetrachords 

Song-like legato 

More tuneful 

No wholly recited songs 

Rhythm Often follows text 

Dotted rhythms 

Few durational values 

Often without strong 

metre  

Frequent paired rhythms 

Flowing regular rhythm 

Portamento slurs  

Triple metres preferred 

Tempo Change of tempo 

unusual 

 

Form Repetition of short 

motifs 

Introductions 

Binary forms usual, 

Codas 

Polyphony Bordun 

Parallel seconds and 

thirds 

Litt le or no polyphony 

 

Manner of performance Uncertain intonation 

Gliding notes 

Tendency to constant 

intonation 
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Transitional notes  

Grace notes  

Terminal glissando 

Shouted endings 

 

 

Today, more than a hundred years after the recordings analysed by Herzog 

were made, most of the styles exemplified in them have long since yielded to 

the influence of western hymnody and popular music, and are now either 

modified or extinct. Enough work has been done, however, to confirm some of 

Herzog's observations, and to add one further area to his Central and Western 

Carolines style zone.  

 

Thus, music of Ifaluk is described as having only a very small range of notes, 

often only two or three, together with a narrow range of a second or at most a 

third, and polyphony is mostly in parallel movement usually at the interval of a 

fourth, but with parallel seconds still in evidence in some genres (Smith 1980, 

Burrows 1958).      

 

Similarly, in Ponape songs in traditional style have a limited number of notes, 

often only two or three, and are characterized by conjunct melodic movement.  

Part singing is usualy in two parts with polyphonic intervals approximating to 

the seconds and thirds familiar from European music (Kennedy 1980).     

 

The salient traits here are few notes and small range (Engmelodik) on the one 

hand and parallel polyphony with intervals of a second on the other, both 

critical to an understanding of where such traits may have originated.  

 

Obvious to anyone familiar with Oceanic music, as to Herzog himself, is a 

clear-cut affinity with Polynesia for the Central/Western Micronesian style, and 

more in common with Melanesia for the Eastern one. The Central/Western area 

could readily have received influence from the geographically adjacent 

Bismarck Archipelago, and the Eastern Micronesian area either from the 

Bismarcks or from further afield within Island Melanesia. 

 

In almost every respect except one, the traits noted for the Central/Western 

Carolines are either found in Marginal Eastern Polynesia, or are present in both 

Marginal and Western Polynesia. But the entries in the above table for 

polyphony seem at first to be the wrong way round. Polyphony, as already 

noted, is prevalent throughout Island Melanesia except in most of Vanuatu, and 

drone-based polyphony is one of the core features of Western Polynesia, 

where, like other traits not present in Marginal Polynesia, it is assumed to have 

been gained from Melanesians after the departure of East Polynesians. Parallel 

seconds have no association with Polynesia, and most frequently occur as a 

result of simultaneous performance of adjacent degrees of the anhemitonic 

pentatonic scale which again is Melanesian and appears in Western Polynesia 

only as a likely result of borrowing from Melanesia. 
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A possible explanation for polyphony, if not parallel seconds, in Herzog's 

samples might seem to be influence either from Tuvalu or from one or both of 

the Polynesian Outliers, Kapingamarangi and Nukuoro. The latter two cannot 

be directly ruled out because not enough is known of their music,  

but polyphony reached the Carolines as a package which included parallel 

seconds. Tuvalu does not have the latter, and if the Outliers had them they 

would be unique in Polynesia. On this account, therefore, this form of 

polyphony could not have reached the Carolines from any of these places, and 

alternatives must be sought from elsewhere.  

 

In the Solomon Islands there are elaborate polyphonic panpipe ensembles as 

well as multi-part vocal music. Polyphony could have diffused to other areas 

from there: southwards into Western Polynesia; westwards into the south coast 

of Papua New Guinea; and northwards into western and central 

 Micronesia, as a late development from the Admiralty Islands, where two-part 

dissonant polyphony is famously present (Messner 1981), and intermittent 

drones are not unknown. Nor is this form of polyphony limited to the 

Admiralties. At the opposite end of the Melanesian island chain, a common  

form of Fijian meke has a harmonic structure of note clusters consisting of 

major or minor seconds doubled at the fifth and octave (Saumaiwai 1980: 84); 

and in the Solomons sporadic parallel seconds appear in transcriptions of 

polyphonic music from Santa Cruz (e.g. Haase 1977:293, 296, 299).  

 

In Micronesia, the  entire package of traits would have been spread and 

maintained as a result of the well known sawei tribute system of the Yap 

empire and similar systems of exchange that continued to operate until modern 

times.  

 

Finally, lack of polyphony in the eastern Carolines could be a remnant of pre-

Polynesian practice before the introduction of polyphony from the Admiralties. 

In every respect, therefore, Herzog's results are consistent with an early group 

of Oceanic speakers who spent some time in Micronesia before venturing 

further into Remote Oceania, with Marginal Polynesian traits including 

Engmelodik first to arrive into the Carolines, and polyphony later after the 

departure of Polynesian ancestors.   

 

Reconstruction of music terms 

 

A ground-breaking effort on the part of Pacific linguists over the past few 

decades has been the reconstruction of lexical items in languages ancestral to 

present-day Polynesians. Best known among them is the Pollex or Proto 

Polynesian Lexicon pioneered by the late Professor Bruce Biggs at the 

University of Auckland (Biggs & Clark 1996-98), and another, already alluded 

to briefly in the last chapter, is an Oceanic Lexicon project, dedicated to the 

reconstruction of Proto Oceanic (POc) and initiated by Professors Malcolm 

Ross and Andrew Pawley at the Australian National University (Ross et al. 
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1998 and subsequent volumes), providing opportunity for the comparison of 

reconstructions to Proto Polynesian (PPn) with those from its predecessor Proto 

Oceanic (POc). Some resulting subgroups are set out in the accompanying 

figure, and cognate sets from the two projects are incorporated into 35 tables of 

musical terms abstracted in following pages, and published in full in 2010 

(McLean 2010). For present purposes, the table information from this 

publication is compressed under uniform area codes with remaining 

information mostly omitted. Standard three-letter Pollex codes have been used 

for Polynesia (for a list see Appendix 2), and the following similar codes have 

been adopted for Melanesia and Micronesia: NGM (New Guinea mainland 

inclusive of the Lexicon categories NNG and PT), BIS (Bismarck Archipelago 

inclusive of Lexicon categories Adm and most of MM), SOL (Solomon 

Islands), VAN (Vanuatu), NCal (New Caledonia and Loyalty Islands), FIJ 

(Fiji), and MIC (Micronesia), with the number of languages in each added in 

brackets. Complete information including language names, vernacular names, 

glosses, and references can be obtained free on line in Mclean 2010 from 

http://www.library.auckland.ac.nz/ampm/ethnomusicology.htm 

 

Even to the layman, it is apparent that the further one moves back in time 

through a tree of linguistic subgroups the less chance there is of finding terms 

that are still in use. No one expects to find many terms surviving from Proto 

Austronesian (PAn) to Proto Malayo Polynesian (PMP) or from Proto Malayo 

Polynesian to Proto Oceanic (POc). Nearer to the present in the tree, however, 

the odds increase, and it is at these levels that distributional evidence will be 

found, if any exists, of relationships of music and dance terms among the 

languages spoken by Lapita potters and/or the Polynesian ancestors who gave 

rise to the subgroup of Proto Polynesian (PPn). It is apparent also that to 

determine the status of a particular term, it is necessary to find out at what level 

in the tree the term was coined or borrowed as the case may be. In the 

published tables, therefore, strict distributional criteria were applied, with the 

object of pinpointing the exact areas within which the various terms are found. 

POc should be less important in this respect than the next subgroup, Proto 

Eastern Oceanic (PEOc), where one can expect a reasonable spread of daughter 

languages through Island Melanesia, some terms from which could potentially 

end up also in PPn. Consistent with the doubtful status of the Eastern Oceanic  

subgroup, however, this expectation has mostly not been met, and comparisons 

between POc and PPn must therefore suffice. It is important also to distinguish 

between genuine POc terms in the area of POc origin before differentiation into 

PEOc, and terms which belong rather to the more recent subgroup of Proto 

Western Oceanic (PWOc), which developed in the area after the departure of 

Lapita potters. Attention is drawn to such distinctions in the notes to the tables. 
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Linguistic subgroups referred to in the text 

 

 

I have assumed that if a reconstruction is made from only a few terms it may or 

may not represent the term as actually spoken in the proto language, but only as 

it might have been spoken if the term were actually present. Such terms have 

accordingly been excluded as a basis for analysis.  

 

Among the benefits of this approach is identification of the probable area of 

origin of Lapita potters who are believed to have been ancestral to Polynesians, 

as well as inventories of music and dance terms they may or may not have 

introduced. 

 

The tables from which the following is abstracted compare items from 

published POc and PPn cognate sets (Pollex and Lexicon) with entries from 

McLean area files (McLean MS. n.d.), together with entries from published 

dictionaries of Oceanic languages. Of these, only the former have been 

formally tested for linguistic cognacy, so to distinguish any that are not 

corroborated from Pollex or Lexicon, these are marked (McL) as subject to 
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further scrutiny in case some are borrowings or unacceptable for other reasons. 

It can be assumed, however, that most are indicative of a connection of some 

kind.    

 

The tables are arranged in alphabetical order of commonly occurring 
musical instruments (conch, drum, flute, jews harp, and slit gong), 
followed by tables relating to dance and song.  
  

Map codes in comments on the tables and elsewhere in the book refer to New 

Guinea maps published with McLean 1994. Most of those relating to the tables 

are in the Bismarck Archipelago (see accompanying map portion).    

 

For background on musical instruments of Oceania see McLean entries in 

Sadie 1984 where there is extensive information including references. Further 

information about the spread of music and dance in Polynesia can be found in 

Chapter 28 of the writer's book Weavers of Song (McLean 1999). 

 

Cognate sets 

 

  

 

Bismarck Archipelago  showing language map codes 
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Conch (Tables 1-3)  

 

TABLE 1 

 

PMP *tambuRi(q) 'conch shell trumpet' and 

POc *tapuRi(q) 'triton shell: Charonia tritonis, used as trumpet' (Lexicon) 

 

NGM (3), NGM (9 (McL)), BIS (3), BIS (12 (McL)), SOL (2), SOL (5 (McL)), 

VAN (2), VAN (4 (McL)), FIJ (2), FIJ (1 (McL)), MIC (2), MIC (3 (McL))  

 

The conch trumpet is of very early distribution, possibly preceding all others. 

In McLean 1994 and McLean 2008 it is referred to as part of Distribution D 

and is found there to be associated with leaf oboes, together with stamping 

tubes and struck tubes in areas where bamboo is grown. Placing available map 

codes for New Guinea into sequence yields the following from west to east: 

West Papua 055; North coast PNG 152, 153, 167, 265, 266, 267; South coast 

PNG 367; Papuan tip 378; Massim 382, 386; New Britain North coast 396, 

399, 401, 417, 419, 421; New Ireland 428; Admiralty Is 452. The core area is 

the New Britain north coast Lapita homeland, with excursions northwards into 

Micronesia, and southward through the Solomon Islands and Vanuatu as far as 

Fiji, except for New Caledonia, where the name for the conch is different. 

There can be little doubt that a term similar to this would have been the one 

used by Lapita potters. It is highly significant, however, that the Polynesian 

name for shell trumpet (see next table) differs from the POc one which appears 

everywhere else. Why, then, did Polynesians not retain the earlier term? This 

question will be taken up later. 

 

TABLE 2 

 

PNPn Pu(ó)u :Trumpet (Pollex) 

 

NGM (3 (McL)), BIS (1 (McL)), VAN (2 (McL)), ANI (McL), AUS (McL), 

EAS, ECE, HAW, KAP, MAO (McL), MFA, MKI (McL), MQA, MVA, NIU, 

NKO, OJA, PEN, PUK (McL), RAR, REN (McL), SAM, SIK, TAH, TAK, 

TIK, TOK, TUA, WFU 

 

The word pu or puu is generally accepted to be an onomatopoeic imitation of 

the sound made by a trumpet and, except for a scattering of similar and related 

terms, is overwhelmingly Polynesian (except for absence most notably in 

Tonga, where the term is different), qualifying puu on this account as at least 

PNPn. Co-occurrence in most areas, with the obviously related term puhi or 

pusi 'to blow' (see next table) confirms the term as almost exclusively 

Polynesian. Elsewhere it is probably either a borrowing from Polynesia or 

results from an independent use of onomatopoeia.    
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TABLE 3 

 

PMP *pusi :To blow air from the mouth (Pollex)   

 

BIS (2 (McL)), SOL (2 (McL)), VAN (1 (McL)), FIJ (1), MIC (2 (McL)), 

ANU (McL), EAS, EFU, EUV, HAW, KAP, MAE, MAO, MFA, MQA, MVA, 

NIU, NKR, PUK, RAR, REN, TAH, TIK, TOK, TON, TUA, WFU (McL)  

 

A comparison of Tables 2 and 3 shows that the term pusi 'to blow' co-occurs 

throughout most of Polynesia with the term pu for 'shell trumpet'. The few 

appearances of the word elsewhere, though including some within Polynesia 

itself, mostly lack this association and carry the different though related 

meaning 'to spurt, explode, or burst out', suggesting that this was its original or 

general meaning. Presence of the meaning 'to squirt' in far-away Saipan and of 

the meaning 'to blow' in both New Britain and in Truk in Micronesia, where the 

term is truncated to pu, suggests presence in POc, with the Caroline Islands as a 

possible vector for introduction into Polynesia.     

 

Drum (Tables 4-5) 

 

TABLE 4 

 

POc *kude 'hourglass drum' 

 

BIS (7), all from Lexicon vol.1 

 

Kudu/kunndu in this table is the Pidgin English term for the New Guinea 

hourglass drum. Besides the Bismarck references provided above, scores more, 

including examples from the New Guinea mainland, could probably be added 

from McLean files, but there would be no point in doing so. The instrument is 

almost universal in Papua New Guinea and the pidgin English name for it is 

similarly ubiquitous. There is no reason to suppose, however, that this term or 

one resembling it was in general use in proto times. At best it would have been 

just one of a multitude of local names for the instrument, adopted most likely 

from one of the languages used by traders and missionaries as a lingua franca at 

the time of first European contact, and disseminated only from this time 

onwards. The seven Lexicon terms in the table are in adjacent areas within the 

PWOc language area as follows: 394, 395, 398, 400, 401, 419, 429. 

 

TABLE 5 

 

PNPn *pasu :Drum n; PNPn *pasu :To pound, thump v. (Pollex) 

PCP *(v,b)asu 'a drum; to drum, thump' (Lexicon) 

 

FIJ (1), MIC (2 (McL)), EAS (McL), EUV (McL), HAW, MAN (McL), MAO, 

MQA, MVA, NIU, PEN, RAR, TAH, TOK (McL), TON, TUA,  
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For both PNPn and PCP, 'thump' can be accepted as a gloss but not 'drum'. The 

pahu is a drum in Eastern Polynesia, where the term plainly derives from 

'thump', because this is the kind of sound these drums produce. Western 

Polynesia, however, does not have the drum as an instrument, except as a late 

European borrowing. It follows that if the term was present in proto times it 

meant simply 'thump' and not 'drum'. This raises an important point of 

principle. There are numerous examples throughout Oceania of terms from 

general vocabulary applied either metaphorically or otherwise to an aspect of 

music, usually ï unlike pahu ï with little or no indication of when the new use 

may have arisen. It is obviously inadmissible to assign such terms to an earlier 

period than the one in which they originated. The reconstruction method clearly 

works only if there are a number of instances in daughter languages with no 

possibility of borrowing among them, and disregard of this principle may lead 

to error.  

 

Except for the New Guinea kundu (see Table 4), drums are absent in 

Melanesia. Cognates of the pahu term do, however, occur in Mokil and Ponape 

(Pohnpei) in Micronesia, albeit applied to drums of PNG hourglass design, 

different from the cylindrical drums characteristic of Eastern Polynesia. A 

relationship of some kind must exist, and will be taken up in discussion later in 

the book. 

 

Flute (Tables 6-12) 

 

TABLE 6 

 

POc *kopi 'bamboo; bamboo flute' (Lexicon) 

PPn *kofe :bamboo sp (Pollex) 

 

NGM (1), AIT (1 (McL)), EUV (McL), HAW (McL), MIA (McL), NIU, RAR 

(McL), REN (McL), SAM (McL), TIK (McL), TOK (McL), TUA (McL) 

 

See also Pollex for numerous further entries grouped under Kofe.A bamboo sp. 

and Kofe.B bamboo knife. Only those relating to musical instruments are 

included in the present table.  

 

Apart from a single New Guinea entry in Lexicon vol.1 there is no evidence 

here for a reconstruction to POc, much less either the term as reconstructed or 

its gloss as 'flute' at the proto level. If the New Guinea entry is ignored the 

Pollex reconstruction of the remaining entries to PPn kofe and limitation of 

meaning to bamboo is seen to be entirely realistic. The application of the term 

to 'flute' or 'nose flute' in Polynesia is another example of a general term 

extended to a specific use. Other objects made from bamboo such as stamping 

tubes in some areas and the small slit gong of Mangaia, which would have been 
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made from bamboo in the first instance, are examples of the same process at 

work. 

 

TABLE 7 

 

PAn *qauR 'bamboo sp'  

POc *kauR 'bamboo; bamboo wind instrument' (Lexicon) 

 

NGM (2), BIS (1), BIS (7 (McL)), SOL (3), SOL (5 (McL)), VAN (3)  

 

On the above evidence, this term for bamboo is prevalent only in the Bismarck 

Archipelago, Solomon Islands, and Vanuatu. In Fijian the term is bitu, which 

appears to be related to neither POc nor PPn. If kaur is POc, then, as in the case 

of shell trumpets, here is yet another prevalent item for which the term is 

completely different in POc and PPn. It is doubtful whether the term can be 

glossed as 'musical instrument' in POc as well as 'bamboo'. Again 'bamboo' is 

the general meaning but the extension of meaning to objects made of bamboo 

is not universal and is not limited to musical instruments. The best known 

application of the word to musical instruments is by the 'Are'are of Malaita in 

the Solomon Islands whose bamboo panpipe ensembles are extensively 

reported by Hugo Zemp (See McLean entry on Panpipes in Sadie 1984 for a 

summary).  

 

TABLE 8 

 

POc *upi/*ipu 'blow; native flute' (Lexicon) 

PPn *ifi 'Blow' (Pollex) 

 

NGM (2), NGM (2 (McL)), BIS (2 (McL)), SOL (4), SOL (13 (McL)), VAN (1 

(McL)), NCal (2 (McL)), FIJ (2 (McL)), MIC (1 (McL)), EFU, EUV, KAP 

(McL), MAO, NIU, SAM, TON, WFU 

 

This is another example of specific use of a general term, in this case the term 

'to blow' transferring to blown musical instruments, including flutes, trumpets, 

and panpipes, in a number of areas, but not flutes in general as suggested in the 

Lexicon gloss, though this is plausible in terms of contrast with pusi (Table 3), 

if this was the term for to blow as a trumpet. The distribution seems 

convincingly POc, but the preponderance of terms in the Solomons suggests an 

origin there, with diffusion into Western Polynesia south to Fiji and New 

Caledonia through the Outliers rather than via Vanuatu. If, as seems likely, 

Maori ihi 'Blow, of wind' is unrelated, the term cannot be PPn.   
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TABLE 9 

 

*?? *fag(o,u) :blow nose, snort (Pollex) 

 

MIC (2 (McL)), ANI (McL), EAS, ECE, EFU (McL), EUV (McL), HAW, 

MAE, MAO (McL), MFA, MVA, NIU (McL), PEN, ROT, SAM, TIK (McL), 

TOK (McL), TON, WFU 

 

In its primary sense of 'blow with the nose', albeit diluted to 'nasal sound' by the 

time it reached New Zealand, this term is PPn, and provenience much further 

back to POc or even PAn is conferred by the associated term fafagu in Table 10 

(next). In reduplicated form as fangofango or fangufangu it becomes a nose 

flute. The distribution is markedly similar to that of the complementary term 

pusi 'to blow from the mouth' in Table 3, with the two terms appearing together 

in no fewer than 14 places, stretching from Western Micronesia through the 

Polynesian Outliers, deep into the remainder of Western Polynesia.  

 

The Rotuma entry has been identified as a borrowing by Andrew Pawley as 

follows: 

 

ROT fag-fagu 'nose flute' must be a borrowing from Polynesian. The 

directly inherited Rotuman form would be hag-hagu, with h. Compare 

Rotuman hagu 'waken' in Table 10, which is a regular reflex (AP). 

 

TABLE 10 

 

PAn *bangun (Dpf) 

POc *pang(ou)(n) (Gce.) 

PPn *fafago ñawaken someoneò (Pollex) 

 

MIC (3 (McL)), ECE, EFU, EUV, KAP, MFA, MOT, NIU, NKR, ROT, SAM, 

SIK, TIK, TOK, TON 

 

Except for occurrence in Saipan, Truk, and Woleai in Micronesia, this 

distribution is exclusively Western Polynesian. The table, however, is probably 

far from complete, and should be considered in association with the primary 

term fango in the previous table which has a broader distribution. When the 

two tables are merged it is found that the fango terms for nose flute and the 

fafango one for 'to awaken' occur together in numerous places, just as also 

happens with pu 'conch' and pusi 'to blow with the mouth', in the fangu case 

with duplication of the first syllable of the base word conferring the separate 

meaning. The connection between the two becomes explicit in Tonga, where 

the nose flute (fangufangu) is used traditionally to gently awaken royalty and 

nobility (Moyle 1987:83). It may be that fangu 'to blow with the nose' is the 

original general term, with fafangu 'to awaken' and fangufangu 'nose flute' 

deriving from it. On the other hand, this status may belong also with the 
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'awaken' term which, if Dempwolff's reconstruction of PAn *bangun 'arouse' is 

correct (Dempwolff 1971:(3)20), suggests association with nose flute terms 

reported for Puluwat and Truk in the Caroline Islands as follows: 

 

Puluwat yangin 'nose flute' 

Puluwat yangin 'nose flute' (Elbert 1972:332) 

Truk aangyn, angin, anin, angun 'nose flute'  

Truk aangun 'nose flute' (Goodenough & Sugita 1990:255) 

 

TABLE 11 

 

PAn *tulani 'bamboo flute' (Blust 1995:496) 

PMP *tulali 'nose flute' (Blust 1995:496)  

 

These reconstructions are of particular importance because of their implications 

for Lapita, and for this reason the following information relevant to them, 

which features entries that are in neither Pollex nor Lexicon, is cited here in 

full. 

 

Papua New Guinea Western Province 

 

Gogodala Map code 314 tutuli conch shell trumpet 

 

Papua New Guinea Milne Bay province 

 

Dobu Map code 384 yoguli conch shell 

 

Bismarck Archipelago 

 

Duke of York Is Map code 421 talal 'music' (Lanyon-Orgill 1960:576)   

Londip, New Britain, Map code 417 dulall long flute  

Matupit, New Britain, map code 420 dulall motched mouth flute 

Mengen Map code 412 tulala 'notched mouth flute', 'raft panpipe', and also 'the 

Maenge name for all bamboo' (Laade 1999:152-4) 

Mioko, Duke of York Is, Map code 421 ntulall long flute 

Pala, New Ireland, Map code 431 tulal bamboo mouth flute 

Raluana Map code 419 tulal 'music, musical pipe, to make music' (Lanyon-

Orgill 1960:424) 

Siar, New Ireland, Map code 425 tulall long flute 

Siar, New Ireland, Map code 425 tull triton horn 

Unidentified. Between Muliama (map code 427) and King/Lamasa (422) tullal 

bamboo mouth flute 

 

Solomon Islands 

 



49 

 

Ysabel duduli 'a bass drum of bamboo; to drum'; duulali 'to sound, resound, a 

sound' (Ivens 1940:9) 

 

FIJI 

 

dulali 'the Fijian nose-flute' (Capell 1983:63) 

 

Micronesia 

 

Marshall Islands jilel 'conch, conch trumpet' (Abo et al. 1976:329) 

  

Reconstruction of the tulali term to PAn and PMP, coupled with subsequent 

appearance in the Bismarck Archipelago, together with extensions north to 

Micronesia and south to the Solomons and Fiji, is evidence also of inheritance 

in POc.  

 

Putting map codes from the table into consecutive order yields the following: 

314, 384, 412, 417, 419, 420, 421, 422, 425, 427, 431. Most of these are 

concentrated along the north coast of New Britain, inclusive of known Lapita 

sites. This is a highly local distribution, suggesting on the one hand that it may 

be relatively recent, but on the other, because of the proximity of so many 

Lapita sites and a probable origin in POc, that the prevalence of the term here 

may be a survival from Lapita times.  

 

Questions must be raised, however, about Blust's gloss of 'nose flute' for his 

reconstructions to PMP and PAn.  

 

In 1995 Blust provided a reconstruction of PAN *tulani, PMP *tulali "flute" (F, 

P, WIN, OC) which he said "almost certainly referred to a bamboo nose flute, 

as it still does in several descendant communities" (Blust 1995:496), and a 

decade and a half later he more positively glossed the term to 'bamboo nose 

flute', "based on Fijian /dulali/ and cognates in Taiwan, the Philippines and 

Indonesia." (Blust 2000:187) In neither paper, however, did he offer evidence 

in support of the claim. The present writer has no information for Taiwan but 

the following cognates have been found from elsewhere, with mouth and nose-

blowing about equally represented, suggesting that 'flute' rather than 'nose flute' 

would be a more appropriate gloss for the PMP and PAn terms:  

 

Central Asia tulak 'duct flute' (Sadie 1984:(3)674) 

Dusun, Borneo turali 'nose flute' (Marcuse 1964:551)  

Sabah, Malaysia turali 'transverse nose flute' (Sadie 1984:(3)681) 

Celebes [Sualawesi], Indonesia tulali, tujali 'exterior duct ring flute' 

(Marcuse 1964:549) 

Kalinga, northern Philippines tongali 'nose flute' (Sadie 1984:(3)606)  

Ilonggot, Philippines, tulani or tulale 'external duct fipple mouth flute' 

(Roger Blench (pers.comm.)   
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Sulod, Panay Island, Philippines, tulali 'external duct fipple mouth flute' 

(Roger Blench (pers.comm.) 

 

Also probably related is Javanese tulup 'to shoot with a blow-pipe' (Dempwolff 

1971:(3)168) 

 

Next to be considered is the question of the Fijian dulali, which Blust took into 

account in his gloss of 'nose flute' for the tulali. 

 

A recent paper by Ammann (2007) has disproved the existence of nose flutes in 

New Caledonia and, with the exception of Fiji, has thrown doubt on their 

presence anywhere else in Island Melanesia except possibly Manus. The term 

dulali and its cognates is applied to nose flute only in Fiji and is a mouth flute 

in its presumed area of origin in New Britain, with no credible presence, 

following Ammann, of nose flutes anywhere along the migration path from the 

Bismarcks to Fiji. This requires explanation and will be referred to again later. 

 

Finally, it will be noticed that the tulali term is not exclusive to flutes. Among 

the Dobu and in the Marshall Islands it is applied to the conch, and the same is 

true of one of the New Britain areas where the term is used for both flute and 

conch.  

 

TABLE 12 

 

CEPn *wiwo :Flute (Pollex) 

 

AUS (McL), EAS (McL), MAO (McL), MQA, MVA (McL), PEN, RAR, 

TAH, TUA  

 

As indicated in the Pollex reconstruction, this term for flute is exclusive to 

Eastern Polynesia. Andrew Pawley notes as problematic the inclusion of Maori 

whio 'whistle' and Easter Islands hio 'bamboo flute': "These two forms would 

have to come from PEPn *fio, not *wiwo" (AP).  

 

Tables 13-14 Jews harp 

 

TABLE 13 

 

No published Lexicon or Pollex reconstructions are available for this table, so 

the McLean entries are again cited in full. On distributional grounds it is 

suggested that the terms found may be reconstructable to PWOc.  

 

Bismarck Archipelago 

 

Gazelle Pen. Map code 415 gap, nap jews harp 

Gazelle Pen. Map code 415 ngap jews harp 
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King Map code 422 ngab jews harp 

Kuanua Map code 419 aqapa jews harp 

Kuanua Map code 419 gap 'jews harp' (Mannering n.d.:49) 

Lamassa Map code 423 ngab jews harp 

Londip Map code 417 ngab, ngap jews harp 

Namatanai, Pala Map code 431 ngap jews harp 

New Britain mangap jews harp 

New Britain ngap jews harp 

New Ireland ngab jews harp 

Raluana Map code 419 gap, guap 'jews harp' (Lanyon-Orgill 1960:565) 

 

Polynesian Outliers 

 

REN hapa metal jews harp believed to be from the Solomon Islands. (Elbert 

1975:(2)48) 

 

Placing known area codes in order yields the following: 415, 417, 419, 421, 

422, 423, 431. These are all consecutive, indicative of a highly local 

distribution in the same general area as dulali flute cognates in Table 11, with 

five of the specific languages coinciding. Merging the two together yields a 

string with hardly any gaps and nothing else on either side of it: 314, 384, 412, 

415, 417, 419, 420, 421 422, 423, 425, 427, 431, stretching from the Gazelle 

Peninsula in New Britain north eastwards in a string of coastal locations around 

the easternmost tip of New Ireland. The overlap between the two tables is not 

absolute, however, as the jews harp terms are limited to the Bismarcks portion 

of the distribution, consistent with attribution of Table 11 to POc, with 

forerunners even as far back as Taiwan, and attribution of the jews harp terms 

to the post-Lapita subgroup now known as Proto Western Oceanic (PWOc). 

Search of the McLean files has revealed only a handful of cognates outside of 

the Bismarcks, suggesting that the Table 13 terms may indeed belong to 

PWOc. There are plenty of jews harps south of this area, all the way to Fiji, but 

they have different names with no noticeable uniformities. Note, however, the 

Rennell borrowing of hapa from the Solomon Islands which, if the term is 

cognate with gap, suggests that the latter is a transliteration of the English word 

'harp'.  

 

TABLE 14 

 

This table is very short so has again been cited in full. 

 

PPn *Tete :Shiver, tremble 

 

See Pollex for numerous entries with this general meaning to which the jews 

harp and mouth bow term seems to be related. 

 

Information from McLean files 
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EFU utete coconut leaflet midrib jews harp 

EUV utete coconut leaf jews harp 

HAW ukeke mouth bow (23 refs) 

MQA utete mouth bow (6 refs) 

SAM utete coconut leaflet midrib jews harp (4 refs)  

TOK utete jews harp  

TON utete coconut leaf jews harp (5 refs) 

 

With two different applications in Eastern and Western Polynesia respectively 

this term does not qualify for reconstruction to PPn as a musical instrument. It 

would seem that the primary term for 'to shiver' was applied independently to 

the jews harp in Western Polynesia and to the musical bow, which operates on 

a similar principle, in Hawai'i and the Marquesas Islands. The table 13 and 14 

sets for jews harp are nevertheless another clear case of an instrument the terms 

for which are complementary within POc and PPn respectively.   

 

Slit gong Tables 15-19 

 

TABLE 15 

 

POc *garamut 'slit gong' (Lexicon) 

 

The table entries are exclusively from Lexicon, but are again short and cited in 

full with map codes added where relevant. 

 

Northern New Guinea and Bismarck Archipelago 

 

Adm Emira galamutu 'slit gong' Map code 452 

MM Nakanai galamo 'slit gong' Map code 401  

MM Tolai garamut 'native log drum' Map code 419 

NNG Bing giram 'garamut, log drum' Map code 398 

NNG Kairiru giram 'slit gong' 

NNG Kove yilamo 'slit gong' 

NNG Manam giramo 'slit gong' Map code 152 

 

Solomon Islands 

 

MM Halia (Haku) garamuc 'slit gong' 

MM Tinputz kamus 'drum/slit drum' 

 

Garamut is the Pidgin English term for slit gong in New Guinea and adjacent 

areas. Like the Pidgin term kundu for hourglass drum (Table 4), its origin is 

unknown but all or most of the examples of it are self-evidently post-European. 

Again, like kundu, the term may have been adopted from one of the areas 

where European contact was first made, but there is little point in trying to find 
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out where this might have been. Marcuse (1964:200) lists 13 variants of the 

name ('angremut, dangamut, galamutu, garamudu, geramo, gerom, karamut, 

kolamut, naramut, ngaramut, ngilamo, qaramut, terremut'), any one or none of 

which could have been the originator of the Pidgin term, and there are more in 

McLean files, mostly in the Bismarck Archipelago, suggesting that this 

diversity may have taken place at PWOc level. If there was a proto term, 

however, it is unlikely to have taken the same form as the word in Pidgin 

English.  

 

TABLE 16 

 

POc *dali 'slit gong' (Blust 1995:496) 

POc *rali 'slit gong' (Blust 2000:187)  

PCP *lali 'slit gong' (Lexicon) 

 

In this table the Admiralty region of the Bismarck Archipelago is of special 

significance and is therefore detached from the rest of the Bismarcks, with 

Admiralty terms from Blust (2000) added to those from elsewhere. 

 

Adm (6), Adm (4 (McL)), FIJ (2), FIJ (3 (McL)), ECE, EFU, EUV, MAE, 

MFA (McL), REN, SAM, TON 

 

There is an apparent connection here between the Admiralty Islands and Fiji, 

albeit with no evidence of the term in the rest of Melanesia, and appearances 

elsewhere limited to Western Polynesia. Presence of the lali  in areas adjacent 

to Fiji does not imply PCP status for these areas as all are known to have 

borrowed both the instrument and the name for it from Fiji. As will be 

explained in a later chapter this type of slit gong would have been adopted from 

the use of paired lali  as time-keepers for scullers in Fijian trading canoes, 

resulting in the addition of the lali  to existing types of slit gong in the areas 

where trading took place. Andrew Pawley comments: 

 

The McLean entries include forms that appear to belong to at least two 

different cognate sets: the lali, dral, dran set and the drami set. The latter 

sets seems to be confined to the Manus region (AP). 

 

TABLE 17 

 

PPn *nafa :A wooden drum (Pollex) 

PPn *nafa 'a wooden drum' (Lexicon) 

 

ECE, EUV, MQA, MVA, NIU, PUK, SAM, TAH, TIK, TON 

 

The nafa is the Tongan form of slit gong, and is commonly recognised as 

indigenous to Tonga. As a slit gong or sounding board the term is limited to 

Western Polynesia so cannot be PPn, and must have meant something different 
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at the PPn level. It would seem probable that as a general term the meaning was 

the same as the one still existing in Tahiti, the Marquesas Islands, and 

Mangareva, where it meant hollow or a hollow receptacle for liquids, and was 

applied to the slit gong in Tonga only after the departure of Eastern Polynesian 

colonists from the west. 

 

TABLE 18 

 

CEPn *tookere :Percussion instrument of wood (Pollex) 

 

AIT, HAW, MAO, MVA, PUK (McL), TAH, TUA  

 

As indicated in the Pollex reconstruction, this term is limited to Eastern 

Polynesia. The one apparent exception is Pukapuka which shares both Western 

and Eastern Polynesian traits and probably gained the term only recently. The 

general meaning was probably 'to tap'. In Tahiti it was historically applied to a 

specific size of skin drum and in New Zealand to castanets. Elsewhere it is 

mostly a term for a small slit gong.  

 

TABLE 19 

 

PNPn *paatee :Wooden gong (Pollex) 

 

AUS (McL), ECE (McL), MAN (McL), PEN (McL), PUK, RAR, SAM, TOK, 

WUV 

 

Reconstruction to PNP is wrong, based as it must be on the presence of the 

instrument in Western Polynesia, where it is, in fact, a borrowing from 

Rarotonga at the hands of LMS missionaries who took the pate first to Samoa 

for use as a church bell and then elsewhere within Western Polynesia. They 

also introduced Cook Islands style hymn singing into Papua New Guinea, 

where these hymns are known as 'prophet songs' and are still sung.  

 

Dance Tables 20-25 

 

TABLE 20 

 

PNPn *kapa :Dance (Pollex) 

 

MAN (McL), MAO, MOR (McL), MQA, MVA, NIU (McL), PEN, PUK 

(McL), RAR, REN, TAH, TUA 

 

The term is predominantly Eastern Polynesian, with appearances in Western 

Polynesia only in Rennell and Niue. In Niue the term is kapakapa and means 

'to flutter'. Elsewhere, as kapa, it is either a dance or dance related except in 

Mangareva, the Marquesas Islands, and Pukapuka, where it is a chant. In New 
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Zealand it means to stand in a row, and in Rarotonga refers to dancers seated in 

a row.     

 

TABLE 21 

 

PMP *dangkah 'stride, hop' (Dempwolff 1938) 

PNPn *saka :Dance (Pollex) 

 

In view of multiple word forms and meanings of the term, the table entries are 

cited in full. Unless otherwise stated they are from Pollex.  

 

ECE haka 'Actions of dance' 

EFU saka 'Dance with hand and foot action' 

EUV haka 'Dance' 

EUV haka gestures or movements of a dancer (McL)  

FIJ caka 'Work, do' 

HAW ha'a 'a dance with bent knees; dancing. Called hula after mid 1800s (PPN 

saka)' (Pukui & Elbert 1986:44) 

KAP haka 'Stride along vigorously' 

MAO haka 'dance' (Williams 1975:31) 

MAO haka dance type (64 refs (McL)) 

MQA haka 'Danse, danser'  

MQA haka sexual dance (McL) 

MVA 'aka 'To dance in traditional fashion; dance accompanied by chant, 

usually of a warlike nature'  

NIU haka o me 'the man standing on the left of the leader in the traditional 

dance called me fa'' (McEwen 1970:69) 

NKM haka mourning songs (McL) 

NKO saga 'Glide in air' 

OJA sa'a mourning song (McL) 

OJA sa'a 'Song sung when someone is dying' 

PEN saka dance type (McL) 

PEN saka 'Kind of dance'  

PUK yaka 'A style of dancing'  

PUK yaka old form of dancing accompanied by singing and drumming (McL)    

RAR aka 'ancient form of tribal dance' (Savage 1962:13) 

RAR 'aka tribal dance (McL)    

RAR 'Aka 'Dance' 

REN 'saka 'Song without instruments or clapping'  

REN saka tattooing songs (McL) 

ROT saka 'To display vigour'  

SAM sa'a 'Dance' 

SAM sa'asa'a to dance (McL) 

SIK saka disparaging/praise song (McL) 

TIK saka 'perform rites in trad. religious system; invoke (spirits of dead 

ancestors)'  (Firth 1985:417) 
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TOK haka 'Dance' 

TOK haka dance (McL) 

TON haka 'Hand action while singing' 

TUA haka 'Dance' 

TUA haka mixed standing dance (McL)  

 

In view of only marginally related meanings in Tonga and Niue, the Pollex 

reconstruction to PNPn 'dance' seems reasonable. Dempwolff's PMP 

reconstruction (Dempwolff 1971: (3)47) is on the basis of Malay and Javanese 

with no terms elsewhere except Western Polynesia. It is glossed as 'stride, hop 

or skip', which could have given rise to dance terms, but a migration path for it 

is not clear, despite the presence of the very same meaning of 'stride' in 

Kapingamarangi, which takes the term to Micronesia. But it does not appear to 

be present anywhere in Melanesia, except in Fiji, where it is not associated 

with dance. Also to be noted is that hopping and striding are not characteristic 

of any Polynesian dances except in Easter Island where there was a so-called 

'hopping dance', called upaupa (McLean 1999:283), a term which could be a 

variant of hula and in this case applied to a dance of possible phallic display. If 

the PMP connection to haka is accepted, it would seem there are distributional 

gaps to be filled before the term can be admitted to POc, and its meaning must 

have undergone radical change during its transit through Polynesia.  

 

Andrew Pawley comments: 

 

Table 21 *saka. If I understand you correctly you consider the genuine 

cognates to be confined to Polynesian, possibly to Nuclear Polynesian. I 

agree. Rotuman saka is clearly marked as a loan from Polynesian. A 

genuine cognate would have the form sa'a. Fijian caka and the 

reconstruction proposed by Dempwolff can be discounted (AP). 

 

TABLE 22 

 

PNPn *(f, s)ula :Dance (Pollex) 

 

Because of questions raised over this reconstruction, table entries are again 

cited in full. 

 

MIC Kiribati, ura = hula borrowed from Hawai'i (McL) 

 

EAS hura modern Tahitian dance (McL) 

HAW hula dance (37 refs (McL)) 

HAW hula 'Dance, throb, twitch' 

MAO hura 'Twitch' 

MFA fura 'Run' 

NIU hula 'to dance about, jump about' (McEwen 1970:97) 

OJA hula 'Dance' 
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PEN hura 'Dance' 

RAR 'the act of dancing; to dance, to move with measured steps to music or to 

the accompaniment of the drum and wooden gongs' (Savage 1962:437) 

RAR 'ura Act of dancing (McL) 

SAM ula dance; poula 'night dance', aoula 'day dance' (McL) 

SIK hula modern couple dance in European style (McL) 

TAH hura dance (7 refs (McL))  

TAH hura 'Dance' 

TAK hula '1. n. a women's dance with guitar or ukulele accompaniment 

reputedly introduced from Nukumanu in the 1950s; 2. vi Dance in this style' 

(RMTD)   

TON hula Hawaiian dancing (McL) 

TON hula modern dance accompanied by European instruments; women's 

dance, modern, introduced from Hawai'i (McL)  

TON ula women's dance (8 refs (McL)) 

 

Great care needs to be taken with this term to avoid false attributions as a result 

of modern borrowing from Hawai'i, where this dance genre is indigenous. 

Presence as a traditional dance genre in Tonga and Samoa would seem 

sufficient, along with presence also in Niuean, to qualify the term as PPn, but 

appearances in this case are deceptive. Pawley provides the following 

corrective which includes justification for reconstruction to PNPn: 

 

Table 22. You cite the PNPn reconstruction *(f,s)ula 'dance' from 

POLLEX. I'd say the form should be *fula, because *f is unambiguously 

reflected in Mele-Fila, Takuu and Ontong Java. The sole problem lies in 

Niuean hula but as Niuean is known to have borrowed from EPn I 

would discount the Niuean comparison. 

 

TABLE 23 

 

PPn *siwa :Dance and sing (Pollex) 

 

NCal (McL), ECE (McL), EFU, EUV, HAW, MAE, MAO, MIA (McL), MQA 

(McL), PEN (McL), PUK, RAR (McL), SAM, SIK0 (McL), TAH (McL), TIK, 

TOK, TON, TUA (McL), WFU, WUV 

 

Presence of numerous cognates for hiva in both Western and Eastern Polynesia, 

and testimony from the earliest European observers from Cook's voyages 

onwards, confirms this term as PPn. In view of multiple seeming terms for 

dance in PPn, however, it seems likely that the original meaning of this 

particular term is the one still preserved in Eastern Polynesia, namely 

'entertainment' which generally includes dance. At a later time, especially in 

Western Polynesia, it would have lost its general meaning after application to 

specific forms of dance. In New Caledonia it is probably a borrowing from a 

Polynesian neighbour.  
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TABLE 24 

  

Pn *mako :Dance (Pollex) 

 

VAN (1), ANU, ECE (McL), EFU, EUV, NKM (McL), PUK, REN, ROT 

(McL), SIK, TAK (McL), TIK, TOK (McL), TON, WFU, WUV 

 

Except for an appearance in Tanna, which is probably a borrowing, this dance 

term is exclusively Western Polynesian. Its absence in Eastern Polynesia, as 

well as Samoa and Niue, throws doubt on the reconstruction to PPn. It seems 

more likely to have originated somewhere within Western Polynesia in post-

PPn times. It is commonly attributed in the area to Uvea. 

 

The Rotuma entry is identified by Pawley as a borrowing as follows: 

 

Table 24. Rotuman maka 'sing, chant, etc' is marked as a borrowing by 

having k for expected glottal stop (AP).  

 

TABLE 25 

 

PCPa *se(q)a :A kind of dance (Pollex) 

 

The table is short and is therefore cited in full. 

 

FIJ Lau Islands seasea women's dance (McL) 

FIJ Vanua Levu seasea women's dance (McL) 

FIJ Viti Levu seasea 'a kind of meke danced with fans by the women' (Capell 

1983:189) 

NKM hea young men's dance (McL) 

OJA sea young men's dance (5 refs (McL)) 

ROT sea 'Native song'  

SIK sea 'A kind of dance'  

TIK sea 'a type of dance and associated song' (Firth 1985:430) 

TON he'a entertainment, obsolete dance (McL) 

 

With distribution limited to Fiji, near neighbours to Fiji, and a few Polynesian 

Outliers, the Pollex reconstruction of the term to PCPa may be appropriate. The 

seasea, however, is pre-eminently a dance of Fiji, and it could be that it has 

been borrowed directly or indirectly from there into all of the other areas in 

which cognates for it are now found.  

 

Song Tables 26-35 
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TABLE 26 

 

PNPn *pese :Sing, song (Pollex) 

 

ECE, MAN (McL), MAO, MOR (McL), MQA, MVA, NKO, PEN, RAR, 

REN, ROT, SAM, SIK, TAH, TAK (McL), TIK, TOK, TUA 

 

The distribution of this term, which excludes Tonga and Niue, but extends from 

Samoa into the Polynesian Outliers in Western Polynesia, and from Tahiti as 

far as the Maori and Moriori of New Zealand, unquestionably confirms 

reconstruction to PNPn and to a common homeland which, on this evidence, is 

likely to have been Samoa. 

 

Pawley adds: 

 

Table 26. PNPn *pese 'sing, song'. I doubt if Rotuman fak/peje 'make a 

short ceremonial speech' is related to this. And I doubt if Maori pihe 

'dirge, etc.' is related.  

 

TABLE 27 

 

PPn *langi :Sing (Pollex) 

 

SOL (1 (McL)), FIJ (1), FIJ (1 (McL)), MIC (1 (McL)), EAS, ECE, EFU, 

KAP, MAO, NKO, OJA, SAM, TAH, TAK, TIK, TOK, TON 

 

The gloss 'sing' in PPn is based on just five examples (Fiji, Tuvalu, Samoa, 

Tonga, and Tokelau); in six areas it is a song or dance type (Ysabel, Takuu, 

Ontong Java, Tonga, Futuna, Tahiti); in three areas it means to start a song(Fiji, 

Kapingamarangi and Nukuoro): and in four areas it means an air or tune 

(Saipan, Tikopia, and NZ Maori) or to pitch a tune (Fiji, where there is the 

greatest diversity of meaning). It is not possible to determine with any certainty 

which of these meanings, if any, is the primary one, but in view of the distance 

apart of Saipan, Tikopia and New Zealand, 'air or tune' seems most likely with 

change to a different term for 'tune' becoming current later in Western 

Polynesia (see Table 30). It is a surprise to find an apparent cognate in Saipan. 

If this passes linguistic tests for cognacy, it could be that the term will 

eventually be found in an earlier subgroup than PPn.    

 

Pawley has doubts about the inclusion of Fiji: 

 

Table 27. PPn *langi 'sing'. Inclusion of Fijian langa here is problematic. 

It has the wrong final vowel (AP). 
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TABLE 28 

 

POc *dongo to hear, listen, obey (Jackson & Marck 1991:146) [In current 

orthography *rongo (AP)] 

PPn *rongo :to hear (Pollex)  

 

Because of the complex associations surrounding this term, the table, though 

lengthy, is cited in full. 

 

See Pollex for numerous Western and Eastern Polynesian entries of 

longo/rongo and similar terms with the primary meaning 'hear, listen, or news', 

with reconstruction to PPn. 

 

Solomon Islands 

 

Malaita Lau ro 'hear' (Ivens 1939:293)  

Malaita Lau rongo 'to hear, listen' (Fox 1974:163) 

Malaita Lau rongo 'to listen to, to perceive' (Ivens 1934:90) 

Malaita Sa'a rongo, rorongo, rongorongo 'to hear, to listen, to hear tidings of, to 

understand' (Ivens 1939:293) 

San Cristobal Arosi rongo dances (McL) 
San Cristobal Arosi rongo 'to hear, listen, obey'; rongogoro 'sweet, musical of 

sound' (Fox 1970:380) 

Ysabel rorongo 'to hear, receive a report; news, tidings' (Ivens 1940:53) 

Ysabel rororo 'sing in opening or closing many ballads' (White 1988:168) 

 

Vanuatu 

 

Banks Islands Mota rono; 'to feel, hear, smell, taste, apprehend by senses' 

(Codrington & Palmer 1896:(1)147) 

 

New Caledonia 

 

Nengone dredreng 'to listen to, hear, understand' (Tryon & Dubois 1969-

71:(1)111)  

 

Micronesia 

 

Mariana Islands Saipan roong, rongo 'knowledge, specialty, medicine, lore, 

learning' (Jackson & Marck 1991:146) 

Marshall Islands ron 'to hear' (Abo et al. 1976:252) 

Marshall Islands roro hauling songs (McL) 
Mokil rong 'to hear, to understand (what is said)'; rongda 'to find out by 

hearing'; rongdi 'to learn by hearing' (Harrison & Salich, 1977:79)  

Puluwat rongorongo 'to hear' (Elbert 1972:159) 

Truk rong 'to hear, obey, listen etc.' (Goodenough & Sugita 1980:311) 
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Truk ronga 'any endeavour that requires special knowledge and instruction to 

perform' (Goodenough & Sugita 1980:311)  

Woleai rong (rongo) 'n. tradition knowledge that passes down from father to 

son, heritage in terms of wisdom'; rongorongo (rongo-rongo) 'v.i. to hear, listen 

to'; rongiiy (rongii-a) 'v.t. sing it, recite it, relate it, verbalize it'; rongirongi 

(rongi-rongi) 'v.n. to sing, recite, relate, verbalize' (Sohn & Tawerilmang 

1976:124) 

 

Polynesian Outliers 

 

Rennell gogongo song of praise or thanks to a god (McL) 
Rennell gongo 'to hear, listen, feel, taste'; gongogongo 'to listen carefully' 

(Elbert 1975: (1)62) 

 

Western Polynesia 

 

E. Futuna lolongo chorus grouped around rolled mats (McL) 
E. Uvea lolongo chorus grouped around rolled mats (McL) 
Niue lologo chanted songs (McL) 
Niue lolongo ancient songs (McL) 
Niue lolongo v. to sing; n. song, hymn' (McEwen 1970:164)  

Niue longo 'n. bell; drum hollowed out of wood' (McEwen 1970:165) 

Samoa logo 'large slit gong used for announcing church services' (Moyle 

1988:35) 

Samoa logo 'perceive (by hearing or some other sense, other than sight); large 

wooden gong (used for calling people to church); bell or other device used for 

the same purpose'. fa'alogo 'hear; listen, pay attention, obey, feel' (Milner 

1993:110) 

Samoa logo 'sound or noise' (Moyle 1988:36) 

Tuvalu longo 'perceive, feel (the stress of work etc.)'; 'learn some specialist 

skill' (Noricks 1981:(1)88) 

 

Eastern Polynesia 

 

Easter Island rongorongo class of chanters (McL) 
Mangareva rogorogo class of experts (McL) 
Mangareva rongorongo priestly caste charged with religious chants and stories 

(McL) 
Marquesas Islands tuhuna o'ono tribal bards and professional chanters 

(Métraux 1957:187ï8) 

NZ Maori rongo 'apprehend by the senses, except sight; tidings, report, fame'; 

rarango 'repeat the commencement of a song'; rongoa 'preserve, take care of' 

(Williams 1975:346) 

Society Islands rongorongo used for chanting of prayers (McL)  
Tokelau logo 'bell, large wooden gong' (Office 1986:142) 
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Tuamotu Islands rongo formal chants about exploits of a hero; mourning 
chant for a deceased hero (McL) 
Tuamotu Islands rorogo to sing in war (McL) 
 

Represented in both POc and PPn, here is an almost full range of cognates, 

present in its primary sense of 'hear, listen, obey' in Micronesia, the Solomon 

Islands, Vanuatu, the Polynesian Outliers, the remainder of Western Polynesia, 

and extending from there to Eastern Polynesia, including the famous 

rongorongo men of Easter Island, and, even as far afield as New Zealand. It 

may be significant, however, that, except in the Solomon Islands, musical 

associations of the term do not appear in the Melanesian areas traversed by 

Lapita potters on their way to Fiji. Such associations become prominent only in 

Micronesia and the Outliers, doing so by duplication and reduplication of the 

primary term to add meanings relating to acquisition of knowledge. The 

significance for music lies in the use of song as a vehicle for the transmission 

of knowledge from generation to generation in societies whose only means of 

doing so was through oral tradition. By and large this seems to have been a 

Polynesian and perhaps Micronesian trait rather than a Melanesian one, 

accounting for the regional differences in the above table, and again suggesting 

a Micronesian rather than Melanesian connection to Polynesia.  

 

TABLE 29 

 

PAn *tangi 'weep'  

POc *tangi 'weep, cry'  

PPn *tangi :Cry, weep (Pollex) 

 

BIS (2 (McL)), SOL (1), SOL (5 (McL)), VAN (2 (McL)), FIJ (2), MIC (3 

(McL))  

ECE (McL), EFU, HAW, KAP, MAE, MAO, MFA, MQA, MVA, NGU, NIU, 

NKO, OJA, PEN, PUK, RAR, REN, ROT, SAM, SIK (McL), TAH, TAK, 

TIK, TOK, TON, TUA, WFU, WUV 

 

This is a huge category and in its primary meaning 'to cry' there is not the least 

doubt of its provenience all the way back to PAn. In its application to song, 

meaning 'dirge' or 'lament', performed as a rule in association with mourning or 

funeral ceremonies, examples are many fewer. They are limited largely to 

Eastern and Western Polynesia, in the latter case with extension of meaning to 

encompass songs within a story. 

 

TABLE 30 

 

The table is cited in full. 

 

EFU fatsi tune (McL) 

EUV fasi tune or air of a song (McL) 
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FIJ Lau Islands fasi one who starts the singing (McL) 

MAN fatifati improvisation (McL) 

NIU fati lolongo 'to compose songs, a poet' (McEwen 1970:35)  

SAM fati a tune (McL) 

TAK hati '1. n. Chorus, refrain of a song; 2. vi. Sing the chorus or refrain of a 

song' (RMTD) 

TOK fati 'tune, melody' (Office 1986:497) 

TON fasi 'melody or song leader' (Moyle 1987:253)  

TON fasi melody, voice part in tenor range (McL) 

 

No published reconstruction has been found of this term. It serves principally 

as a Western Polynesian equivalent of the probably older term rangi (Table 27) 

as a word for 'melody or tune'.    

 

TABLE 31 

 

PPn *Pulotu :Composer of songs (Pollex) 

 

Again the table is cited in full.  

 

EFU pulotu 'Maitre de danse, de chant; prā tendu demeure des dieux, ciel des 

ancient Futuniens' 

EUV pulotu dance leader (McL) 

EUV Pulotu 'Demeure des anciens dieux Polyn siens; celui qui dirige les chants 

et danses' 

EUV pulotu song and dance leader (McL) 

FIJ Lau Islands pulotu chorus (McL) 

MVA porutu lauditory song (McL) 

NKM puloto leading dancer (McL) 

REN pugotu 'Song composer; to sing, as to practice, or while working'  

REN hakapugotu 'song composer' (Elbert 1975:(1)237) 

SAM pulotu sounding board (6 refs (McL)) 

SAM pulotu 'The native drum; residence of the gods'  

SIK pulotu 'Dance drum; beat dance drum' 

TAH purotu = hura dance (McL) 

TAK purotu 'Hymn-leader' 

TAK purotu, 'n. Hereditary performing arts specialist. (A male expert in 

performing and teaching a clan's entire song and dance repertoire, and also 

beating the slit drum on the ritual arena to accompany them' (RMTD)  

TIK porutu expert, song and dance leader, composer (McL) 

TIK purotu 'Expert, especially in song and dance, but also general' 

TOK pulotu 'Song composer' 

TON pulotu 'Composer of songs and dances' 

 

Although the term reconstructs to PPn, the gloss of 'composer of songs' is far 

from uniform and is confined to Western Polynesia. 
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TABLE 32 

 

PPn *sua :Commence a chant or song (Pollex) 

 

Because of the range of meanings, the table has been cited in full. 

 

EFU sua leader solo, introduction to a song (McL) 

EFU sua 'Sing'  

EUV hua 'Entonner; chanter' 

EUV hua leader solo, introduction to a song (McL) 

HAW hua 'Word, letter, figure, watchword, speak' 

KAP hua 'to sing, to chant' (Lieber 1974:104) 

MAO whaka/hua 'Pronounce, recite' 

MQA hua 'Le meme, renvenir, recommencer, refrain d'un cantique'  

MVA hua 'Begin a story, an account, a prayer, and continue with assistants' 

NIU huanga 'entry, entrance' (McEwen 1970:95) 

NKO hua 'sing a song' (Carroll 1973:245) 

RAR ua 'the second supporting part of a song' (Savage 1962:427) 

REN hua historical songs (McL) 

REN huaa 'to begin'; hakahu'a song, to sing a song' (Elbert 1975:(1)97) 

ROT sua 'Start, lead a song'  

SAM afua 'begin' (Milner 1993:6) 

SAM sua 'denotes a gentle movement, but suali a sudden or violent movement' 

(Milner 1993:217) 

SIK sua/mele 'Type of song' 

TAK hua 'vtr. Sing (a song); npl. Songs in general' (RMTD) 

TAK sua/mere 'A type of dance'  

TON hua 'Begin song' 

TUA hua leader solo, introduction to a song (McL) 

TUA Hua/a 'Commence to chant' 

 

This term is unquestionably PPn with a gloss, as suggested in Pollex, of 

'commence a chant or song' at the proto level and change of meaning in 

Western Polynesia after the separation of Eastern Polynesia. 

 

TABLE 33 

 

PNPn *oli-oli :A chant (Pollex) 

 

The table is cited in full. 

 

NGM Mailu Map code 367 oriori wife marrying spell (McL) 

ECE oli game song (McL) 

ECE olioli 'Prayer for good fishing catch' 

HAW oli(oli) 'A chant that was not danced to' 
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KAP oriori 'Prayer' (obs.) 

KAP oriori spells, prayers (McL) 

MAO oriori song type in the form of a lullaby (McL)  

NIU olioli 'Rejoice'  

NIU olioli 'the movement of the legs in swimming' (McEwen 1970:253) 

NKO olioli 'Put to sleep by singing lullaby' 

OJA olioli 'A type of singing and song' 

OJA olioli victory songs for winners of canoe races, mixed chorus songs 

devoted to the sea (McL) 

REN ogiogi 'Worship, comfort (a child)' (Ebt) 

SIK olioli 'A type of chant' 

TAK oriori '1. n. Song type, introduced from Nukumanu in the 20th century; 2. 

A song type performed while striking lengths of hollow bamboo tubing on the 

ground for accompaniment; 3. vi. Perform an oriori song; sing songs beside a 

corpse; 4. vi. Comprise funerary rites' (RMTD) 

TIK oriori 'recite formula of thanks; funeral dance' (Firth 1985:320) 

TUA ori 'Revive by incantation' 

 

The apparent association between Mailu and Kapingamarangi is surprising, and 

no explanation can be offered. Elsewhere the term has several meanings of 

which those relating to types of chanting are the most common and are 

reconstructed in Pollex to PNPn. It will be noted that although the term oli 

relates to dance in some areas, in Hawai'i it designates absence of dance. In its 

reduplicated form of olioli  in Hawaiian it refers to a quavering or shaking of 

the voice at the ends of song phrases, known also as i'i . In New Zealand, the 

cognate, oriori , of the Hawaiian term, besides referring to a song type generally 

glossed as 'lullaby' has a not widely known second meaning descriptive of 

vowel alternation at the ends of song lines in the Waikato region, the effect of 

which is similar to the Hawaiian olioli . There may be a relationship between 

'shaking' in this sense and applications of the term to dance.  

 

TABLE 34 

 

PMP *batur 'to plait, weave (as mats, baskets)'  

POc *patu(R), *patuR-i- 'tie, plait, weave (mats, baskets)' (Lexicon) 

PPn *fatu 'to fold, bend, lash' (Elbert 1975: (1)86) 

PPn *fatu :Weave, compose (e.g. a song) (Pollex) 

 

NGM (3), BIS (2), SOL (3), VAN (2), FIJ (1), MIC (1 (McL)), ECE (McL), 

EFU, HAW, MAO, MQA, NIU, PUK, RAR, REN, SAM, TAH, TAK, TIK, 

TOK, TON, TUA 

 

This is the term that provides the title for the McLean book Weavers of Song 

(1999). It is one of the most consistent and striking of the musical terms present 

in both Western and Eastern Polynesia, and there is not the least doubt that it is 

of PPn provenience. Equally striking is that although the term reconstructs in 
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its primary sense of 'to weave' as far back as PMP, it does not pick up its 

connotation of 'to compose' until it reaches Polynesia, becoming a prime 

example of use of a general term in specialised context. There are no clues 

here, however, to indicate the direction taken by pre-Polynesians after leaving 

their POc area of origin. For a discussion of the weaving image as applied to 

composition see McLean 1999:384-5. 

 

TABLE 35 

 

CEPn *karioi : Idle, devoted to sensual amusement; such a person (Pollex) 

 

MAO, MIA, MQA, MVA, RAR, TAH, TUA  

 

For accounts of the famous Arioi society of entertainers of Tahiti and Ka'ioi of 

the Marquesas Islands see McLean 1999:21ff, 260. As indicated by the 

reconstruction the term is exclusive to Eastern Polynesia.  

 

CONCLUSIONS FROM RECONSTRUCTIONS 

 

Use of general terms 

 

As pointed out in the notes for Table 5, where the term pahu 'drum' in Eastern 

Polynesia is found to have derived from the PPn term pasu 'to thump', a notable 

tendency throughout Oceania is the application of general terms to specific 

uses in some but not all of the areas in which the word occurs. Two well -

known examples of this in Oceania, described by ethnomusicologists Hugo 

Zemp and Steven Feld, are the use of bamboo terms for musical instruments by 

the 'Are'are of Malaita in the Solomon Islands, and the use of waterfall terms to 

designate music structure by the Kaluli people of the Papua New Guinea 

Highlands (McLean 2006:306-7 where further examples are also given). When, 

as is usually the case, such extensions of term are area specific, it is 

inappropriate to include them in the gloss at the proto level. Some further 

examples from the PPn reconstructions of musical instruments in the first few 

tables above are:  

 

Table 6 kofe bamboo but not 'flute'; Table 9 fangufangu 'blow through nose' but 

not 'nose flute'; and Table 14 tete 'to shiver' but not 'jews harp' or 'musical bow', 

which are independent applications of the general term. In the domain of song, 

an outstanding example of extended use is PPn 'to weave' (Table 34), with the 

metaphorical meaning also of 'compose a song', in this case at the PPn level 

along with the primary term.  

 

Distributional evidence for reconstructions  

 

In the tables, three principles underlie the assessments made there of putative 

POc and PPn reconstructions. First, an effort is made to determine the exact 
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geographical locations of language groups and their relation to each other. 

Second, before a reconstruction to POc can be accepted as significant it is 

considered essential for a reasonable spread of daughter languages to be 

present. And third, before accepting a reconstruction to PPn, it is regarded as 

necessary for cognates to be present in both Western and Eastern Polynesia. 

Absence in both Tonga and Niue relegates the reconstruction to PNPn.  

 

Reconstruction to PNPn 

 

Four terms have been found unequivocally in this category, two related to 

dance, and two to singing. The implication for these terms is that they 

originated in an area that became Samoic.  

 

PNPn *kapa :Dance (Table 20)  

PNPn *saka :Dance (Table 21)  

PNPn *pese :Sing, song (Table 26)  

PNPn *oli-oli :A chant (Table 33)  

 

Other terms which have been reconstructed to PNPn fall on either side of a 

divide, belonging in some cases to Eastern Polynesia alone, or in others 

qualifying as fully PPn.  

 

PNPn Puu :Trumpet (Table 2) could be PPn 

PNPn *pasu :Drum (Table 5) should be CEPn  

PNPn *paatee :Wooden gong (Table 19) should be CEPn 

PNPn *(f, s)ula :Dance (Table 22) could be PPn 

 

Song and dance 

 

The indigenous music and dance terms in the tables are a fraction only of those 

known for Oceania at large. In Polynesia alone it is not unusual to find 30 or 

more named song and dance types associated with a particular culture. The 

McLean files include terms for numerous song use categories inclusive, as may 

be expected, of incantations, laments, and love songs, but ranging from birth 

and boasting songs through to war songs and work songs as follows: 

 

Birth songs, boasting songs, children's songs, courting songs, divinatory 

songs, entertainment songs, enumeration songs, erotic songs, farewell 

songs, fighting songs, food-bearing songs, funeral songs, game songs, 

greeting songs, hauling songs, incantations, initiation songs, insulting 

songs, juggling songs, laments, love songs, marriage songs, narrative 

songs, obscene songs, paddling songs, praise songs, satirical songs, 

spirit songs, tattooing songs, taunting songs, teasing songs, toddy songs, 

top-spinning songs, topical songs, war songs, welcome songs, and work 

songs. 
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Most are local, spreading further, if at all, only to adjacent island groups as a 

result of borrowing relationships, and are accordingly mostly unrepresented in 

the present study.    

 

Terms for singing 

 

In Polynesia there are two forms of singing, designated in musicological terms 

as sung and recited respectively, and represented in the tables by PNPn *pese 

:Sing, song (Table 26) for the recited form, and PPn *langi :Sing (Table 27) as 

its sung counterpart when referring to songs that are melodically as well as 

rhythmically organised.  

 

Additionally, three tables include entries with glosses 'to sing' which result 

from extension of different but related general terms. They are hiva/siva (Table 

23) which involve singing and dancing but initially probably meant 

'entertainment'; pulot/purotu 'composer or leader: (Table 31), in this sense 

specific to Western Polynesia; and hua/sua 'to lead a song' (Table 32).  

 

Although linguistic techniques have been worked out to identify proto terms, 

uncertainties can surround the gloss if the term has more than one meaning in 

daughter languages, and again it is distributional evidence that can provide a 

solution. A case in point is the rangi term for 'to sing' which in three widely 

separated areas means 'air or tune', suggesting that this may be the original 

meaning (Table 27). In this sense it has been overtaken in Western Polynesia 

by an alternative term fasi or fati (Table 30). Comments on other cases can be 

found in the table notes.   

 

Terms for dance 

 

As noted for song types, there are a huge number of terms for types of dance in 

Oceania, including scores for Micronesia alone, but with no obvious cognates 

elsewhere except for adjacent areas. Some exceptions for Polynesia at large are 

PPn *kapa (Table 20), PPn *saka (Table 21), PNPn *hula (Table 22), PPn 

*siwa (Table 23), and PPn *mako (Table 24). All are PPn or PNPn and, with 

the possible exception of Table 21 (see Table note), have no apparent 

affiliations with POc.  

 

Contrast between POc and PPn 

 

A major finding of the present study, turning up, in fact in the very first tables, 

is that music terms in POc and PPn tend to be mutually exclusive. Table 1 

features a set of over 30 related terms for shell trumpet, reconstructed to both 

PMP and POc, beginning in West Papua and along the north coast of Papua 

New Guinea and stretching from there through the Bismarck Archipelago, into 

Micronesia, and through Island Melanesia to Fiji. There, however, it stops, to 

be supplanted by a complementary distribution for the same instrument. 
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Beyond Fiji, throughout both Western and Eastern Polynesia, the conch is 

known by the different name pu, (Table 2) and reconstructs not to POc but to 

PPn. This could perhaps be dismissed as an oddity were it not that similar 

distributions occur also for other items of cultural inventory as follows:  

 

Table 7 POc *kaur 'bamboo' but not 'musical instruments'. Contrasts 

with PPn *kofe 'bamboo' Table 6. 

Table 13 gab, bap 'jews harp'. Contrasts with ukeke, utete and PPn *Tete 

'Shiver, tremble' Table 14 for Polynesia. 

Table 16 POc *dali 'slit gong' incl. Fiji lali . Contrasts with Polynesian 

terms (Tables 17-19). 

 

A dichotomy also exists between Melanesia and Polynesia with regard to 

flutes, though not in this case marked by reconstructions in POc and PPn. 

Melanesia is characterised by mouth flutes and Polynesia by nose flutes, with 

Micronesia standing between as a kind of halfway house, with both forms of 

instrument present, and a variety of names are applied to flutes in all areas. 

 

Terms for 'to blow' 

 

There are three terms with the meaning 'to blow' as applied to musical 

instruments. Two are of primary significance in Polynesia and one in 

Melanesia; the first is associated with conch trumpets, the second with nose 

flutes, and the third with both trumpets and mouth flutes; and all have 

affiliations at POc level or earlier. They are pusi (Table 3), fango (Table 9), and 

ifi/ufi  (Table 8), as follows: 

 

¶ Pusi co-occurs in Polynesia with the term pu for shell trumpet or conch 

(Table 2) and because of this contrasts with the Melanesian term for the 

same instrument (Table 1). It reconstructs at the earliest level to PMP *pusi 

:To blow air from the mouth, but except in most of Polynesia has the 

different though related meaning of 'to squirt', suggesting that this may have 

been its original meaning at the proto level.   

 

¶ As observed in the table notes, the distribution of Fango or fangu 'blow 

nose' is similar to that of the complementary term pusi 'to blow from the 

mouth', appearing in the reduplicated form of fangofango or fangufangu in 

Polynesia as 'nose flute', just as 'pusi' appears in cut-down form of pu as 

shell trumpet. The distribution of the term also correlates with the related 

term fafagu 'to awaken' (Table 10), tracking back in this incarnation to POc 

and PAn.  

 

¶ Although entering into Polynesia like the other two terms, the ifi/ufi  term 

for 'to blow' is fundamentally Melanesian, appearing extensively in the 

Solomon Islands as a term for blowing mouth flutes, trumpets, and 

panpipes, and migrating from there into the Polynesian Outliers and thence 
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further into Western Polynesia, most likely long after Lapita times if 

panpipe diffusion can be taken as a guide. 

 

Post 2000 BP distributions 

 

After about 2000 BP, when Eastern Polynesia was colonised from a Western 

Polynesian homeland, each of the now separate areas continued to develop, 

both internally and in terms of interactions with other areas. In Micronesia, 

even the settlement of the eastern Nuclear Micronesian language area is 

believed to have taken place largely after this date, and both Western and 

Eastern Polynesia went their own separate ways. The inventory of terms in the 

respective areas reflect the process. Innovations which took place in Eastern 

Polynesia subsequent to settlement from Western Polynesia include 

development of the pahu form of cylindrical drum, already referred to (Table 

5), the pate (Table 19) and tokere (Table 18) forms of slit gong, the name vivo 

applied to the nose flute (Table 12), and the rise of the famous 'Arioi society of 

Tahiti in the Society Islands (Table 35).      

 

In its song and dance terminology, Western Polynesia is much more 

homogeneous than Eastern Polynesia, and some terms are exclusive or near 

exclusive to it. Examples include the term fangufangu as applied to nose flutes 

(Table 9); the nafa form of slit gong or sounding board (Table 17); mako 

'dance, or dance type' (Table 24); the term pulotu/purotu as 'composer of songs' 

(Table 31); and numerous others not in the tables, reflecting ongoing 

intercommunication and exchange of items following separation of the two 

areas (see McLean 1999 for further examples). 

 

Implications for Polynesian origins 

 

Conch 

 

As an example of areal differentiation, the two radically different and mutually 

exclusive terms for shell trumpet in Tables 1 and 2, representing POc and PPn 

respectively, is almost enough on its own to invalidate the conventional theory 

of Polynesian origin from Lapita potters. These early settlers must have 

belonged to the cognate family of Table 1, present both in Fiji and antecedent 

areas as far back as Proto Malayo-Polynesian. So if Polynesians originated in 

this group why did they not use the POc term, with which they would have 

been familiar, and which is without trace anywhere in Polynesia? If even some 

of the pre-Polynesians came from this group surely they would have retained 

the term used by everyone else at this time. Instead they adopted the term puu 

(Table 2), which occurs almost universally throughout both Western and 

Eastern Polynesia, but is all but absent elsewhere. Nor, as will be seen, is this 

the only apparent loss of terms from POc.  
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The explanation most commonly advanced for apparent attrition and 

replacement of lexical terms is that this results from "bottlenecking" or 

"founder effect" after a small group of speakers becomes separated from the 

parent group and subsequently develops in isolation. This self-evidently took 

place in Eastern Polynesia after this area was colonised by one or more canoe 

loads of settlers who made a one-way voyage from Western Polynesia. As a 

process it is more problematic as an explanation for extinction of terms in the 

Proto Polynesian homeland, where water gaps were not as daunting, and 

opportunities for intercommunication were present. The necessary isolation 

would more readily have occurred either if separation from Proto Oceanic took 

place earlier than supposed, or did so out of Micronesia rather than Island 

Melanesia, and also to be taken into account is the possibility that some of the 

terms currently attributed to POc in fact emerged after Proto Polynesian had 

already begun to develop and were absent from PPn at the outset.  

 

Flute 

 

In addition to the conch, three other complexes of instruments are mutually 

exclusive in POc or PWOc and PPn. They are the flute, the jews harp, and the 

slit gong, all present in the Lapita area of New Britain and, except for the jews 

harp, extending as far as Fiji, but taking a different form with different 

terminology in Polynesia. Of these instruments, the flute is the most 

contentious. As already indicated, Polynesia is characterised by nose flutes and 

Melanesia by flutes that are mouth blown. There is, however, a notable 

exception in Fiji where a nose flute, termed dulali, is present. Table 11 lists 

dulali cognates which are found to occur in the area of Lapita origin in New 

Britain, and the term has been reconstructed with antecedents as far back as 

Taiwan to PAn *tulani 'bamboo nose flute'. Moreover, the Fijian dulali turns 

out to be almost identical in structure, playing method and even scale of notes 

to the Tongan nose flute (Crowe 1984). At first sight this seems supportive of 

the Lapita hypothesis of Polynesian origins, with derivation of the Polynesian 

nose flute from the Fijian dulali. With closer scrutiny, however, the argument 

begins to unravel. First, the gloss of nose flute at the proto level turns out to be 

probably mistaken (see note for Table 11). Second, if nose flutes were indeed 

introduced into Polynesia through Fiji, one would expect a substantial presence 

of nose flutes in the Bismarck area of origin, as well as a trail of both nose 

flutes and the tulali term on the way to Fiji. But they are not there. Instead, 

flutes are mouth-blown throughout the area, including those with the tulali 

name. It would seem probable, therefore, that the nose flute was not introduced 

into Polynesia from Fiji but that the contact went the other way, with Fiji 

receiving the nose flute from Tonga, and each area continuing to use its own 

accustomed name for flute which would initially have been a mouth flute in 

Fiji.  

 

Where, then, did Polynesian nose flutes come from if not from the tulali and 

Lapita potters? The answer lies with the most common Polynesian term for 
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nose flute, namely fangufangu, which derives from the term fango ''to blow 

with the nose' (Table 9) and is associated also with fafango 'to awaken' (Table 

10). The two tables together form an interrelated complex with results pointing 

unequivocally to Micronesia as the area of origin for Polynesian nose flutes, 

with direct connection between Micronesia and Western Polynesia, and no 

cognates of any kind in Melanesia, including the area of Lapita origin in the 

Bismarck Archipelago. Dempwolff's reconstruction of PAn *bangun 

(Dempwolff 1975:(3) 20) for the 'awaken' term is especially significant because 

of the plainly related terms yangin, aangyn, angin, anin, angun for 'nose flute' 

in Puluwat and Truk in the Caroline Islands of Micronesia. As earlier noted, 

this is the very area found by Herzog to exhibit Polynesian-type music 

structure. Taken together, this is compelling evidence for a Micronesian rather 

than Island Melanesian migration path for Polynesians, with no involvement on 

the part of Lapita potters, and no suggestion that the introduction of nose flutes 

could have been a late rather than early event or took place in the opposite 

direction as a borrowing from Polynesia. 

 

Jews harp  

 

In the same general area as tulali flute cognates, but in a highly local portion of 

it limited to New Britain and New Ireland, are terms of evidently post-Lapita 

origin, possibly of PWOc provenience, and, like flutes, contrasting with terms 

in Polynesia. In this case, however, even though the reconstruction suggests an 

origin later than Lapita, it may not be nearly late enough, judging from the term 

hapa, which looks plainly cognate with gapa, but in this case refers to a 

European jews harp, and is just as plainly cognate with 'harp'. 

 

Slit gong 

 

Special significance is attached to the slit gong. Its distribution identifies it 

along with the conch as one of the most widespread instruments to be 

associated with speakers of Austronesian languages and, as such, with the 

Lapita people and/or their immediate successors.  

 

The sole credible reconstructed POc term for slit gong is POc *rali or *dali 

(Table 16) with a starting point in the Admiralty Islands, an end point with the 

Fijian lali , and intermediate cognates only in the Solomon Islands and Vanuatu. 

This coincides absolutely with the currently accepted route for Lapita potters 

which took them through central Vanuatu, where slit gongs are still to be 

found, bypassing southern Vanuatu and New Caledonia, where slit gongs are 

absent from the traditional inventory of instruments. Again, however, Fiji 

represents an end-point for the term, with both the Fijian form of slit gong and 

the Fijian name for it spreading further not by descent from lineal ancestors but 

by known later borrowing into Western Polynesian areas with their own forms 

of slit gong which thenceforth co-existed with the lali . Slit gongs are not in 

contention in Micronesia as they are absent there, and in Eastern Polynesia the 
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slit gong takes an independently derived form which evolved from beaten 

bamboo.  

 

The only convincing explanation for all of the above is that for the terms under 

consideration PPn is not connected to POc through Island Melanesia as 

proposed in the now standard view of Polynesian origin, but developed 

independently having reached its home area by a different path which must 

have included Micronesia.  
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 NZ Maori: Putatara conch trumpet which belonged to King Tawhiao. Murex 

shell with carved wooden mouthpiece.  Auckland Institute and Museum 37539. 

Photo M. McLean. Ref. Weavers 362.    

 

 

 
 

 Hawai'i: Pahu hula drum with carved wooden figures. Canterbury Museum 

E.150.1185, ex Oldman Collection No. 30. Ref. Weavers 298. 
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 Southern Cook Islands: Pa'u mango drum from Mangaia. Auckland Institute 

and Museum 8865. Photo M. McLean. Ref. Weavers 57. 

 

 

 
 

 Tahiti: Vivo nose flute played by the lad  Taiota, servant of Tupaia, Cook's 

Tahitian interpreter. From Parkinson's Journal of a Voyage to the South SEAS 

(1773, Pl.9). Ref.  Weavers 26. 


























































































































































































































































































































