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Land-Language Link 

M. Lynn Landweer 

ABSTRACT 
 

The phenomena of language maintenance and language shift are dependent upon social 
mechanisms that substantiate a speaker’s choice to maintain his or her language 
repertoire intact or facilitate shift to another language or other languages. But at a deeper 
level, those social mechanisms themselves are founded in motivations endemic to the 
society in question. 

In research on the mechanisms for language shift in Melanesia, I studied two 
ethnolinguistic groups, the Gabobora and Doga, speakers of the Anuki and Doga 
languages respectively. These two groups live adjacent to one another along the north 
coast of the Cape Vogel Peninsula, Milne Bay Province, Papua New Guinea. They share 
remarkable similarities in terms of external characteristics, not only location, but also 
missionization history, education, potential for trade, natural resources, and even profiles 
of conflict. Yet, in spite of these similarities, their languages occupy opposing ends of the 
viability spectrum. Anuki, the language of the Gabobora, appears to be viable, while the 
Doga language is not.  

This paper proposes an internal mechanism that is contributing to the divergent 
language outcomes (differing patterns of marriage alliances) and suggests the motivation 
behind that mechanism (postulating a link between land security and language choice), 
concluding with a hierarchical template that may be used assess relative language 
viability.  
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1 Introduction 
 
From April 2000 to March 2001, I lived on the Cape Vogel peninsula, Milne Bay 
Province, Papua New Guinea in order to do a comparative study of two 
ethnolinguistic groups: the Gabobora and the Doga. My purpose was to pursue 
research on the mechanism(s) of language maintenance and shift in Melanesia 
(Landweer 2006).  

During my study I found that enclaves of the Gabobora and Doga, speaking 
Anuki and Doga respectively,1 hop-scotch one another along the coast and 
hinterland of the North Cape Vogel peninsula. The two groups have shared 
equivalent opportunities and challenges to a remarkable degree due to their 
relative locations, common history of missionization, expatriate-led education, 
potential for trade, natural resources, and even profiles of conflict (with the 
same ethnic groups as enemies).2 Yet, in spite of these similarities, the Gabobora 
and Doga people evidence very different outcomes in terms of language 
prioritization. The Gabobora language, Anuki, is viable while the Doga language 
is endangered. The issue at hand was to determine what contributed to the 
difference.  

Anuki and Doga are distinct, but related, Austronesian languages within the 
Papuan Tip Cluster of Western Melanesian Oceanic languages. Genetically, they 
fall under the Proto North Mainland/D’Entrecasteaux segment of the Nuclear 
Papua Tip Network, Anuki directly as a member language, and Doga through its 
connection to the Are-Taupota Chain (Ross 1988:193). They, and nine other 
related languages, are spoken in the region of the Cape Vogel peninsula and 
islands adjacent to the mainland. 

At the time of the research there were 892 Gabobora and 257 Doga. Both 
communities practice subsistence gardening, supplemented by what they hunt 
and gather. In addition to these means of land-based subsistence, some of the 
Doga also augment their diet with sea fish, which are speared or caught with 
hook and line. Both the Gabobora and Doga societies function under a dual 
system of leadership. Traditionally, elders among the Gabobora hold positions of 
shared authority—coming to decisions by consensus, whereas, among the Doga, 
leadership is inherited. However, regardless of the traditional form of leadership, 
both groups also function under an introduced system of elected government. 
Local government councils are elected (not necessarily from the ranks of 
Gabobora eldership or the Doga designated leaders) to represent various wards 
within the broader context of regional politics. Thus layers of local, regional, 
and provincial government have been added to the traditional systems of 
leadership. 
                                                 
 1Although the Gabobora people are referred to as Anuki in linguistic publications such as the Ethnologue (Gordon 
2005), they distinguish the name of their spoken language (Anuki) from the name associated with themselves as a people 
group (Gabobora). In deference to their wishes, I am maintaining that distinction. By contrast, the Doga people refer to 
themselves and their language as Doga. 
 2The use of the term “ethnic” here and elsewhere is to distinguish groups of people who share common ancestry 
and/or nativity with concomitant identification to a distinct cultural collectivity. This definition is abstracted from 
Hutchinson and Smith (1996:5) 
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Research for this paper was conducted on the use of the Anuki and Doga 
languages through face to face interviews held in public venues in villages 
throughout the two speech communities over the period of the year of my 
residence with them. Interviews were conducted in the Anuki language, in 
which both the Gabobora and Doga respondents were fluent. Respondents were 
asked to identify the names of ascending and descending generations within 
their personal family tree, and for every individual identified his/her marital 
status, the identity and ethnicity of his/her spouse, language repertoire, 
educational standard attained, and whether, when, and how long each person 
had traveled outside of the region. Initial interviews with family heads were 
cross-checked for accuracy in separate interviews with siblings or first cousins of 
the same generation. The resultant data set of 2031 individuals was narrowed to 
1149 subjects who were still living. These subjects represent an equivalent five 
generations of Gabobora and Doga populations. To be included within this 
narrowed data set, each subject had to be demonstrably either Gabobora or 
Doga in heritage, but not both. The final tally was 892 Gabobora and 257 Doga. 
I was solely responsible for the collection, checking, documentation and all 
computerization of the data. 

The discussion to follow briefly describes the Gabobora and Doga 
ethnolinguistic groups in terms of their location, their subsistence base, the 
populations who prioritize their heritage languages as L1,3 the social differences 
between the two groups, and the impact those difference seem to have on their 
language profiles, i.e., the mechanism for language shift. The link between land 
and language is proposed, with a summary of findings, and finally, a practical 
application for the land-language link hypothesis is put forward as a means of 
assessing language viability. 
 

2 Ethnolinguistic profiles 
 
2.1 Gabobora 
 
2.1.1 Location 
 
The Gabobora ethnolinguistic group has lived on the Cape Vogel peninsula since 
before the coming of the Australian Anglo-Catholic mission in 1898 (Wetherell 
1977:86). Oral genealogies collected by myself place them on the north side of 
the peninsula for at least seven generations. Furthermore, colonial records of the 
patrols of Assistant Resident Magistrate (ARM) O. J. Atkinson (1924-1925) 
document a verbal claim to the land extending back beyond the memory of that 
current generation of elders. 

Historically, the Gabobora lived in the hills to the south, behind the coastal 
plain, as well as on the slopes of Mt. Murakoiya and Mt. Kwarubogi. While 
settled on higher ground, the Gabobora forefathers also laid claim to land along 
                                                 
 3I.e., their primary language. 
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the coast below their settlements. With the advent of colonial administration in 
1924 and the oversight of Atkinson, the Gabobora people were persuaded to 
settle on their coastal land in order to work coconut plantations for income to 
pay a head tax. This move also placed them within proximity of the track that 
circumnavigated the peninsula  which was a convenience for colonial 
administrators (9).4 

The major landmarks of Gabobora territory include the Okoanuba River and 
Tapio Bay in the east and Posa Posa Harbour to the west, with the Dabi River 
splitting the eastern and western contingents of the ethnic community. Other 
landmarks include the limestone cliffs of Mt. Gwagwame to the southwest of 
Woruka, the slopes of Mt. Kwarubogi southwest of Pem and due south of Tototo, 
and the dominating Mt. Murakoiya, located south and slightly east of Pem, from 
which the Dabi River rises, (see map). 

The Gabobora tend to live in non-nucleated family hamlets. There are, however, 
a few larger groups of families that can be considered villages. Those villages, 
including associated hamlets, are as follows: (i) Tapio with Nuabiina, Yagoa, and 
Kivikivivi hamlets, (ii) Woruka with Kwarebu, Taritari, Putumwara and Anata 
hamlets in the east, (iii) Pem with Sisikorokoro, Besima, Siapa, and Busaianaki 
hamlets, (iv) Tototo with Sisirokii hamlet, and (v) Tapiasanu with Yabuyabusanu 
hamlet (shared with Dimadima speakers) at the western margin of Anuki territory. 
All of these sites are located on the north side of the Cape Vogel Peninsula. 
 
2.1.2 Subsistence base 
 
The Gabobora were gardeners traditionally. When I asked various Gabobora 
elders for the most important lesson taught to the younger generation, without 
fail they mentioned the gardening calendar and the skills associated with 
gardening. Everything else is secondary. Thus, for the Gabobora, land for 
gardening is of utmost importance. Further, their ownership of the land they 
occupy is secure. Historic evidence suggests that they have been tied to the land 
they occupy for generations. In fact, they typify themselves as simake bubuna, 
i.e., ‘they have stayed well’ on their own land (5, 2). 

Gabobora land holdings seem adequate to meet subsistence needs for the 
present. Most of their nutritional needs are met through their garden produce, 
supplemented by what they can hunt and gather from the bush or by the fish a 
handful of skilled fishermen take from the sea. However, because the Gabobora 
value education and school fees are required for the access to a market 
economy, they have come to depend on excess garden produce and the 
production and sale of copra for cash. Thus, the Gabobora report a dual 
economic system: garden subsistence supplemented by hunting and fishing for 
the majority of their nutritional needs, and marketing ventures for modern 
goods and services, including education. 
                                                 
 4Reference numbers in parentheses indicate that the data have come from specific interviews in personal 
communication and correlate with the “Individual Respondent” section preceding the “References.” Thus, reference (9) 
refers to Thomas Luai. Luai is the archives reference officer working at the National Archives of Papua New Guinea. The 
first reported trip of O. J. Atkinson to the north Cape Vogel peninsula occurred from 16 January to 2 February 1924.  
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2.1.3 Speaking population 
 
From 2000–2001, there were 892 living ethnic Gabobora (table 1).5 Of these, 
625 (70.6 percent) speak the traditional vernacular (Anuki) as their L1 (table 2), 
regardless of their place of residence. Furthermore, 456 (51.1 percent) live in 
village or family hamlets within their traditional territory. Locally resident 
population 411 of 456 (90.1 percent) speak Anuki as their L1 (table 2). Thus, 
within traditional Gabobora villages, resident Gabobora clearly prioritize Anuki 
as their language of choice. Furthermore, when one examines the language 
preferences of everyone living in Gabobora heritage sites, regardless of the 
ethnicity of the speakers, Anuki is still the dominant language. Of the 601 
speakers in Gabobora villages, 474 (78.8 percent) prioritize Anuki (table 3). 

Finally, because the future of a language is bound in the linguistic choices of 
the children, one is wise to examine the language preferences specific to that 
population. When one looks at the language of Gabobora children and youth, 
Anuki is found to be quite strong. Regardless of their place of residence 
(whether in Gabobora territory or elsewhere) 247 of 409 (60.3 percent) 
Gabobora children speak their heritage language (table 2).6 This percentage 
represents a number that is twice the minimum of speakers suggested by the 
2001 UNESCO publication for endangered language status, i.e., if a language is 
not to be considered endangered, minimally thirty percent of the children of a 
speech community must learn the traditional language of their forefathers 
(Wurm 1996:14). It should also be noted that the cadre of youth and children 
accounts for 409 (of 892, i.e., 45.9 percent) of the entire Gabobora-heritage 
ethnolinguistic group7 (table 1). Thus, it seems abundantly apparent that the 
Gabobora as an ethnic community prioritize their heritage language Anuki.  
 
2.1.4 Characteristics of martial unions 
 
One of the social factors that supports the continued use of the Anuki language 
is found in the character of the marital unions formed by the Gabobora with the 
inter-generational transmission of the language through such unions. The 
number of exogamous to endogamous marriages was 166 to 127 of 293 unions, 
i.e., 56.6 percent vs. 43.3 percent (table 4)8. Whereas in 2000-2001 exogamous 
marriages outnumbered endogamous marriages by 39 unions (13.3 percent), this 

                                                 
 5To be considered “Gabobora” an individual must have one ethnic “Gabobora” parent.  
 6The percentage raises to sixty-five percent (247/380) if one removes the number of children whose language 
preferences are unknown (table 2). 
 7For both the Gabobora and Doga speech communities, the percentage of youth and children to the adult (including 
elders) population was determined using the entire population of youngest generational cohort (to the age of twenty), 
regardless of established language preference, to the entire population of adults and elders in each community. Among 
the Gabobora there are 409 in the youngest cohort, of which 380 have demonstrable language preferences established. 
Among the Doga there are 139 youth and children of which 124 have a defined language preference. 
 8To be considered endogamous or exogamous the ethnic heritage of both partners of a union had to be established. 



Land-Language Link                                                                                                                               357 

is a relatively new innovation.9 Among those who did marry a Gabobora spouse, 
it was noted that the Anuki language was clearly prioritized. Statistics show that 
of the youth and children born of such endogamous unions, the vast majority, 
137 of 148 (92.5 percent), prioritized Anuki (table 5). The language allegiance 
figure for Anuki among Gabobora (regardless of generation) born of parents 
sharing that ethnic heritage was 384 of 411 (93.4 percent, table 5). 

It should be noted that even within exogamous marriages, Anuki was still the 
language of choice among some of the youngest generation, viz., 85 of 206 (41.2 
percent). Overall, 201 of 401 (50.1 percent) Gabobora born of exogamous 
marriages prioritize Anuki as their language of choice (table 6). 
 
2.1.5 Residence patterns 
 
When one looks at the residence patterns of those who claim Gabobora 
ethnicity, one discovers two interesting characteristics in terms of language 
prioritization. First, as noted above, Anuki is the language of choice in Gabobora 
villages, and secondly Gabobora children who do not prioritize the Anuki 
language live distant from the Cape Vogel Peninsula. 

There were 178 families represented among the Gabobora who reside in 
Gabobora heritage sites. Language preferences are known for all but one of the 
356 individuals within those martial unions. Only 74 of those 355 individuals 
(20.8 percent) were speakers of languages other than Anuki. Of marriages 
represented within Gabobora territory, only 67 of 178 (37.6 percent) are 
exogamous.10 A total of 121 of 140 (86.4 percent) children and youth of these 
mixed-heritage households living in Gabobora territory claim Anuki as their L1.11 
Considering the language preferences of the total population of Gabobora 
individuals living in their traditional territory with 192 of 215 (89.3 percent) 
children and 411 of 456 (90.1 percent) of the population overall speaking Anuki 
(table 2), it seems that the impact of non-Gabobora spouses does not 
significantly deter the transmission of the Anuki language inter-generationally. 

Secondly, while it is true that 121 of 206 (58.7 percent) Gabobora children of 
exogamous marriages do not speak Anuki as their L1 (see table 6), it is also true 
that these mixed-heritage children do not live in the core12 of Gabobora 
communities or for that matter, in terms of the majority, on the north Cape 
Vogel peninsula. Of the 121 non-Anuki-speaking Gabobora children, only 12 
(9.9 percent) live on the peninsula, and none in villages that are central to 
                                                 
 9According to their Gapapaiwa competitive feasting partners, until recently the Gabobora tended to marry other 
Gabobora. Marrying exogamously then is a relatively new innovation. (McGuckin, personal communication, 24 August 
2008) 
 10The vast majority of the exogamous Gabobora unions function as Gabobora single-parent households. Of the 42 
children of such unions, 37 (88.0 percent) claim Anuki as their L1. Of these, only one of the 32 who live in Gabobora 
territory does not claim Anuki as the L1. It seems, therefore, that these children are strongly influenced by their 
Gabobora single parents, functioning more like the children of endogamous rather than exogamous unions.  
 11There are actually 145 children of exogamous unions, but five are preverbal, and thus were deleted from the 
number and percentage of speakers.  
 12“Core” refers to villages that are central to the traditional territory of an ethnolinguistic group as opposed to 
communities on territorial borders, where residents of neighboring languages would be in regular contact with those of 
the target group. 
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Gabobora territory. Six children, from two Gabobora-Gapapaiwa mixed-marriage 
families, live in the Gabobora-Gapapaiwa border communities of Podagha or 
Tarabanana and speak the Gapapaiwa language. The remaining six children of a 
Gabobora-Dimadima marital union live in the Dimadima border community 
Yarame and speak the Dimadima language. The remaining 109 non-Anuki 
speaking children live distant from Gabobora territory and the Cape Vogel 
Peninsula. Further, in every case when these individuals speak another 
vernacular language, it is the same as their non-Gabobora parent’s L1 and of 
their residential community. Thus, it seems that while there are a number of 
Gabobora-heritage children growing up speaking a language other than Anuki, 
the impact of the language choice of a vast majority of them (109 of 121 or 90 
percent) is not felt in Gabobora communities scattered along North Cape Vogel. 
 
2.2 Doga 
 
2.2.1 Location 
 
Oral traditions indicate that the Doga were characteristically nomadic, so much so 
that they have been labeled by such terms as travelers, passengers, and/or floaters 
by the Doga themselves (15) 13 as well as by their Gabobora neighbors (1, 6).  

The largest verifiable complement of Doga14 claimed that their roots lay in 
locations scattered in both the Oro and Milne Bay Provinces. Their family 
genealogies associate them with ethnolinguistic groups including the Maisin, 
Ubiri, Maiwa, Dimadima, Gapapaiwa, and Gabobora. It should be noted, that in 
spite of persistent questioning, no single source location for the Doga 
ethnolinguistic group was ever indicated in the compiled oral histories that 
extended across five generations. This suggests that the Doga have been 
nomadic, i.e., without recollection of a specific source location, since beyond 
current memory. 

Further, given the oral histories provided, there is evidence of two distinct 
sub-groups within the Doga ethnolinguistic community; viz., the Doga who were 
seafarers, sailing between temporary camps off the coast, and other Doga who 
were apparently land-based.  

It should be noted that Doga migration, regardless of sub-group was 
characterized as a movement of clans or family units rather than as of one 
corporate whole.   
 
2.2.1.1 Historic locations of seafaring Doga 
 
The descendents of seafaring Doga appear to have originated from points north 
and west, i.e., from coastal locations such as the Ubiri village of Kewansasap in 
                                                 
 13Reference numbers in parenthesis indicate that the data has come from specific interviews in personal 
communication, cf. “Individual Respondents” list preceding Tables and References. 
 14Those living in settlements along the North Cape Vogel peninsula, having at least one parent claiming to be Doga. 



Land-Language Link                                                                                                                               359 

Oro Province, and the Maiwa village of Baiawa located on the western edge of 
the Milne Bay Province (10). In addition to these two locations, the seafaring 
Doga people were reported to have established fishing camps around the now-
submerged islands of Kukunaki and Segunaki (adjacent to the mainland villages 
of Pem and Magabara) along the north coast of Cape Vogel (3).   

Whether the Doga people ever built permanent structures on Kukunaki and 
Segunaki is unknown, but it is certain that they cannot do so now because both 
islets are submerged, yet still visible in the aquamarine waters off the mainland. 
The Gabobora elders (17) reported that between the founding of St. Augustine’s 
school at Pem in 1932, and WWII, ten years later, Kukunaki and Segunaki sank, 
obviating them as potential settlements—even as temporary fishing camps.   

Ultimately, the seafaring Doga accepted an invitation to settle on land 
granted to them by the Gabobora elders (6). That original settlement was 
Karuasi, located the north side of the Cape Vogel peninsula, between the 
Gabobora settlements of Woruka and Busaianaki.   
 
2.2.1.2 Historic locations of land-based Doga 
 
The second sub-group of Doga seems to have been land-based. While only 
fragmentary evidence exists of this segment of the Doga society, their existence, 
places of origin, and the current location of their descendents were recounted in 
the oral histories of clan affiliation.   

According to the Gabobora Eastern Elder Group, the land-based Doga came 
from as far south and west as Biniguni, forty-two kilometres WSW of Guru and 
Pumani, twenty-seven kilometres SW of Guru, in Maiwa country; as well as 
Gurukwaia in Dimadima territory, twelve kilometers SSW of Guru (6). Some of 
these Doga may have been among those reported to have settled in two locations 
in the hills just above Pem at the foot of Mt. Kwarubogi (10).  
 
2.2.1.3 Locations of present-day Doga  
 
Oral histories regarding the points of origin of the Doga people suggest that they 
have not always been resident on the Cape Vogel peninsula, but have traveled 
from locations west and southwest of their current settlements. Further those 
histories demonstrated a settlement pattern of geographic fragmentation. That 
fragmentation continues to be evident among Doga society. 

The largest group of ethnic Doga people were found to be located between 
Gabobora villages along the north side of the Cape Vogel peninsula. Even on 
North Cape Vogel, the Doga do not represent a cohesive whole, but are found in 
two concentrations. The eastern settlements of the Doga include Borereta village 
with its surrounding hamlets Momunaki to its east and Wasanaki and Karuasi to 
its west; as well as the inland village of Putonaki;15 and then further west, the 

                                                 
 15Both Anuki and Doga speakers live in Putonaki. 
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villages of Divediveni and Magabara.16 The western enclave of Doga on North 
Cape Vogel are found in two small hamlets: Geragerasina and Guru17, located to 
the west of the Gabobora villages of Pem, Tototo and Tapiasanu. Of these Doga 
locations, all but Guru and Putonaki are coastal.   

The major landmarks of the Doga settlements on North Cape Vogel include 
the Dabi River to the east within a very short walk of Momunaki, and to the 
west, the eastern headland of Midino Bay (see map).   

In addition to these northern settlements of Doga along the Cape Vogel 
peninsula, it was reported that individual Doga families continued to scatter 
south and east to settle as far as the villages of Abuaro and Baniara in 
Gapapaiwa territory (10).  

As travelers dependent upon treaties, the Doga have not enjoyed the stability 
of having been associated with their current piece of ground since time 
immemorial. Whether having arrived by sea or across land, Doga settlement 
patterns have always been dictated by the availability and suitability of land for 
building or subsistence as well as the skill of family or clan leadership to 
establish and maintain treaties with the elders of the speech communities with 
whom they have come to live (16). One of the outcomes of this independence of 
movement is a geographic fragmentation of the speech community and 
insecurity in the land that they occupy. 
 
2.2.2 Subsistence Base 
 
Historically, there is evidence that the Doga people practiced two 
complementary and distinct approaches to subsistence: one subgroup basing 
their livelihood form the land, and the other from the sea. Thus, among the one 
contingent there were leaders in competitive gardening (Young 1971) as well as 
the practice of pig and fowl husbandry. The second contingent held skills related 
to the seafaring (such as canoe building, fishing and making fish nets).   
 
2.2.2.1 Land-based subsistence 
 
Only fragmentary evidence exists of the land-based Doga. Their existence was 
documented by oral histories of clan affiliation. The primary data substantiating 
their distinct land-based role was found in the contemporary recollection of the 
names of their feasting chiefs—the organizers of gardening for competitive 
feasting (from the Awanare clan); of those who cared for fowl (of the Dibosoro 
clan), and of those who tended pigs (in the Waraga clan).   
 

                                                 
 16Both Anuki and Doga speakers live in Magabara. 
 17In Guru and Geragerasina, both Doga and Dimadima are spoken. 
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2.2.2.2 Sea-based subsistence 
 
The seafaring Doga, sometimes generally referred to as Karapempta were 
fisherman, makers of nets, and traders via ocean-going canoes (8). Associated 
with the Karapempta were members of the Kuyauwa and Ewaboana clans, who 
made the canoes. 

The seafaring Doga traded fish for black palm spears (13) and/or garden 
produce (4) with other ethnolinguistic groups living adjacent to and beyond 
their fishing camps. Their trading circuit ranged from Doburamtom near 
Nuabiina (just east of Tapio) in Gabobora territory to Wamsia, near Midino, and 
Yarame both in Dimadima territory (13). While maintaining the fishing rights 
over the submerged islands of Kukunaki and Segunaki, (17), the seafaring clans 
of Doga ultimately moved inland and, like their land-based brothers an 
Gabobora neighbors, took up gardening. At the time of data collection, the Doga 
sea-faring trade was a thing of the past, however, local fishing and land-based 
trading skills continued, serving to supplement what they produced from their 
gardens. 
 
2.2.2.3 Current subsistence practices 
 
Regardless of historic clan affiliation and traditional subsistence responsibilities, 
it was reported that “everyone” among the Doga now live from the produce they 
raise (16). As a very industrious people, they supplement their subsistence 
gardening by taking full advantage of the regional market economy. They sell or 
trade excess produce and/or fish at local markets in neighboring Gabobora 
villages, in places as distant as the Bako Patrol Post, a day’s journey to the east 
(in Are territory), and in Midino, equally distant to the west (in Dimadima 
territory). However, it is also true that the cessation of their subsistence by sea-
based trading has resulted in dependency upon the land they occupy. 
 
2.2.3 Speaking population 
 
The Doga ethnic population numbers 257 (table 1). Of this number, 120 (46.7 
percent) clearly prioritize the Doga language (table 7). If one adds those whose 
coordinate bilingualism includes the Doga language as one of the pair of 
languages spoken as L1 (16 individuals) then the percentage rises to 52.9.  

Of the 139 ethnic Doga youth and children, only 47 (33.8 percent) clearly 
prioritize Doga as their L1 (table 7). If one adds in the eight coordinate 
bilinguals, then the percentage is 39.5. Thus, even taking the most optimistic 
view (including the coordinate bilinguals) the use of the Doga language by the 
youth and children still approaches the UNESCO 30 percent minimal criterion 
for endangerment (Wurm 1991:14). The negative impact of this low inter-
generational transmission rate is compounded by the fact that this youngest 
cohort of ethnic Doga makes up over half of the known population at 139 of 257 
(54.1 percent, table 1). Finally, over half of the ethnic Doga live in other-
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language heritage sites away from the larger concentrations of Doga speakers on 
the Cape Vogel peninsula, where the language of their host communities prevail. 
This is demonstrated by the fact that only 41 of 144 disaporic Doga (28.5 
percent) continue to speak their heritage language (table 7).  
 
2.2.4 Characteristics of martial unions 
 
The typical ethnic Doga marriage pattern appears to have contributed to the 
decline of Doga inter-generational language transmission. Overall, only 19 of 82 
(23.1 percent) ethnic Doga marriage unions were endogamous (table 4). When 
one focuses specifically on Doga settlements, the presence of exogamous 
marriages is all too evident: 31 of 43 (72.09 percent) are exogamous. It should 
be noted that all of the non-Doga spouses in these unions have a language other 
than Doga as their L1, as do four of the ethnic Doga themselves. Thus, of the 62 
men and/or women found within exogamous marriages in Doga territory, only 
27 (43.5 percent) individuals speak Doga.18  
 
2.2.5 Residence patterns 
 
It is also important to look at the composition of Doga settlements. Considering 
all residents of Doga settlements, regardless of ethnic heritage, 113 of 226 (fifty 
percent) are of Doga heritage (table 7 with table 8). Of the total population in 
these locations, 110 of 226 (48.6 percent) speak Doga as their L1.  

The majority of those forming the nucleus of ethnic Doga families within 
Doga settlements have exogamous marriages with spouses who maintain their 
own language as their L1. Because of the percentage of residents who speak 
languages other than Doga, the Doga language within the core of the Doga 
settlements is in danger of linguistic swamping. Such is evident by the language 
preferences indicated by the adult and elder populations of Doga settlements, 
with only 49 speakers of Doga as L1 as contrasted to 59 speakers of other 
languages (table 8). 

The linguistic situation is not only undermined within the Doga-designated 
territory, it is also endangered where the Doga have settled beyond those 
confines. When one looks at the diasporic Doga, i.e., 144 of 257 (56 percent of 
the ethnic Doga population) who have emigrated to locations outside of the 
Doga land-grants on North Cape Vogel one finds only 41 of that 144 (28.5 
percent) claim to speak Doga as L1 (table 7). What is particularly telling is that 
of these 41 Doga-heritage emigrants, only six are in the cadre of children or 
youth. Further, of the entire grouping of emigrant youth and children only six of 
78 (7.7 percent) are continuing to speak Doga. Clearly, the future of the Doga 
language is endangered both from within and without.   
 

                                                 
 18Similarly, of those exogamous couples currently resident outside of Doga settlement areas, only one person speaks 
Doga and that coordinately with Maisin as his L1. He is ethnically Doga-Maisin. 
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2.3 Discussion 
 
The Gabobora and Doga populations differ significantly (p = .000 Fisher’s Exact 
Test) in relation to endogamous or exogamous marriages. Fully 49.5 percent of 
the Gabobora population was born of endogamous marriages. For the Doga, 
however, the figure was only 20.4 percent (table 9). This correlates with a 
greater propensity among the Doga for exogamous unions than among the 
Gabobora, at 76.8 percent vs. 56.6 percent (table 4). The two communities also 
vary markedly in terms of their possession of the land they occupy. The 
Gabobora, as apparent residents long before recorded history, are secure in their 
land holdings. The Doga, by contrast, being recent immigrants, are subject to 
land grants provided by the Gabobora clans. 

What motivated the Doga people toward exogamy? What precipitated Doga 
migration, the dispersion of their family units and clans throughout the Cape 
Vogel peninsula and beyond, a move which both facilitated and entailed 
exogamy? The answer to these questions may be found in the oral traditions of 
Doga migrations.  

According to Doga sources, the Doga are highly fragmented by reason of their 
migratory history, including the manner of those migrations. According to 
statements made by the Wasanki elder group, “each Doga clan travelled their 
own way” (16). Whether motivated originally by the need to survive—as was 
the case of the Karapempta, Kuyauwa and Dibosoro clans who fled as refugees 
from fighting (8,10), or in search of suitable land—as was the case with the 
Doga Waraga clan (15), subsequent settlements were invariably temporary. One 
theme repeated itself consistently during the interviews with Doga leaders, viz., 
internal disagreements and strife motivated Doga-speaking individuals and/or 
family groups to separate and seek places far from one another, as well as 
distant from those with whom they may have had treaties. Such was the case 
among members of the Doga Awanawre clan who disagreed over sugar cane (7, 
14), among individuals within the Doga Ewaboana clan who fought over laulau 
fruit (11), and among the brothers of the Doga Dibosoro clan who were in strife 
over women (12, 18). 

Thus, strife between segments of the Doga ethnolinguistic group and 
subsequent independent travel by the clans and families has resulted in a 
fragmented Doga population, both socially and geographically. As a result, Doga 
settlements have always been dictated by the availability and suitability of land, 
as well as by the skill of the family leadership to establish and maintain treaties 
with the elders of the speech communities with whom they have come to live 
(16). One of the outcomes of their migratory pattern and subsequent geographic 
fragmentation is that the Doga do not seem to be secure in the land they occupy. 

As travelers, dependent upon treaties, they must exercise wisdom, grace and 
conciliatory skills to ensure continued production from their gardens tilled in the 
soil of land grants. As such, the Doga community must find ways to fit within 
their host communities. That they have been successful in “fitting in” was made 
evident when I interviewed various Doga elders and asked them to identify 
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cultural markers that distinguished them from the neighboring Gabobora 
ethnolinguistic group. The vast majority of the Doga respondents struggled to 
find examples that would differentiate the two groups. This contrasted markedly 
with the ready ability I found among the Gabobora to speak of markers of their 
cultural heritage. The Dogas’ lack of awareness of cultural distinctiveness 
corresponds with what seems to be a conscious endeavor to blend in with their 
neighbors. It was as though the value to assimilate trumped any value of being 
uniquely Doga. One man’s response seemed to capture the essence of this Doga 
perspective, viz., “I live in Anuki territory now. I am an Anuki” (i.e., Gabobora) 
(8).19 

A complicating feature of the Doga situation in 2000-2001 was a brewing 
land dispute. While the land holdings of the Gabobora and those on which the 
Doga have settled seemed to be sufficient to support an adequate garden 
subsistence for the time being, anxiety was building over future land resources. 
Thus a dispute over land rights flared between the Doga representatives and 
Kimoiya clan members of the Gabobora. It seems members of the Kimoiya clan 
were resentful of the Doga who had expanded their settlements beyond the 
boundaries they (the Kimoiya Gabobora) perceived to have been the original 
land grant. Time will tell whether this dispute will grow to the point of 
disenfranchising the Doga. However, it was evident that at least some of the 
Doga settlements were at risk and that the Doga were quite aware of it. 

With the historic loss of temporary fishing camps, the cessation of the 
seafaring trade, and the necessity to depend primarily on gardening subsistence 
practices, the Doga honed their skills of blending-in and conciliation in order to 
ensure their survival. Responses to crises, such as the land dispute noted above, 
varied according to the individual Doga or Doga family. Some have worked to 
strengthen their ties and moved to live with relations resident elsewhere. Some 
chose to relocate along the Cape Vogel peninsula within the traditional territory 
of other ethnolinguistic communities. Other Doga moved to urban centers 
located far from the Cape. Still others, like Mr. Iimasame, purposed to assimilate 
into their current surroundings. In Mr. Iimasame’s case, he had become “Anuki” 
(i.e., Gabobora) to ensure his current home (8).  

It should be noted that, except for decisions to relocate among relatives, all 
other choices of migration for the Doga result in contact with other 
ethnolinguistic groups. One of the consequences of such immigration is that the 
migrating Doga children are exposed to the language of their host society. 
Typically, when these immigrant children grow to maturity, they marry 
exogamously, usually into their host society. As a result, the grandchildren of 
the original Doga immigrant adults are doubly exposed to a language other than 
Doga: first, as the L1 of their non-Doga parent, and secondly, as the language 
used by the broader community. Yet, along with language exposure, Doga 
migrations have also provided a means for obtaining land for their descendents. 
The children of exogamous unions gain rights to local land through the 
                                                 
 19Iimasame’s reference to the Gabobora as “Anuki” may have been in deference to my initial faulty usage of the 
language name to refer to the ethnolinguistic group. As I have noted, the Gabobora refer to themselves as “Gabobora,” 
but reference their language as “Anuki.”  
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inheritance of their non-Doga parent. Inherited land then becomes the 
mechanism of stability and subsistence for succeeding generations. However, as 
the data demonstrate, such immigration frequently results in a shift of language 
allegiance to the local vernacular; viz., only six of the 144 Doga emigrant 
diaspora, who continued to use Doga as their L1, are children (table 7).   

While never stated as such by any of the Doga interviewed, the loss of the 
Doga identity and language is a direct outcome of their shift to dependence on 
garden subsistence (rather than fishing technologies and trade), their migrations 
to arable land, and the Doga value and necessity to “fit in” within their host 
communities. For “fitting in” is prerequisite to their continued occupation of the 
land granted to them, and land is prerequisite to survival in a garden-subsistence 
system. Thus, for the Doga there was a definitive land-language link—they are 
acquiring the languages spoken by those who have granted them land. 

Are the Doga alone in this association between land, language and cultural 
heritage? No, there are other communities in equivalent straits. In 1989, I 
visited two other Papua New Guinean ethnolinguistic groups whose access to 
traditional lands was limited or impossible, and for whom that lack of access 
was coincidental to language loss, viz., the Labu (Morobe Province) and the 
Koita (Central Province). Both groups had been driven from their traditional 
lands by warring neighbors some generations previously and were subsequently 
living in “new” territory. In the case of the Labu, survivors fled to a tiny spit of 
land bounded by the sea on the east, a swamp on the west, the Markham River 
to the north, and Sugar Loaf Mountain to the south. The Koita also fled, quite 
literally into the ocean where they built new homes on stilts over the water, in 
enclaves located between those of the prestigious and “safe” Motuans. Both of 
these displaced ethnolinguistic groups (Labu and Koita) have since taken on a 
subsistence base within a market economy, either primarily—where survival is 
based on processed foods purchased in the markets in Lae (Labu), or 
supplementarily—where they purchase foodstuffs in addition to what they can 
raise by limited garden production (Koita). Finally, both were shifting their 
language allegiance to the languages associated with their need to access a 
market economy, the Labu extensively so to Tok Pisin, and the Koita to a lesser 
degree to Motu and/or English. Like the Doga of the Milne Bay Province, the 
disparate Labu and Koita ethnolinguistic groups seemed to be losing facility in 
their own languages, a loss that was coincident to their loss of access to their 
traditional lands, and with that loss, a loss of the concomitant subsistence base 
associated with those lands, i.e., gardening. 
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2.4 Land and language 
 
The loss of language which is coincidental to the loss of their access to 
traditional lands begs the following questions: “What is the typical Papua New 
Guinean view of their land? What is their view of their heritage language? What 
is the relation of both land and language to ethnicity?”   

In Papua New Guinea, every bit of land is owned. Land can be lent, borrowed, 
rented, even gifted temporarily, but it is fundamentally inalienable. Land is 
therefore intimately linked with individuals and individual ethnic communities. 
Thus, Sean Dorney, journalist and Papua New Guinea historian, speaks of the 
“passionate importance of land to all Papua New Guineans” (1991:18). The wife 
of an early colonial administrator, Rachel Cleland, states it this way, “The land 
itself is part of the very soul of the clan” (1983:133). Summarizing the 
perspective of highlands groups in Papua New Guinea, Philip Gibbs states the 
land is a “source of social value in security, unity and identity” (2005:3). Clearly 
there is a strong link between Papua New Guineans and their traditional lands. 

But land is not alone in this social prominence. Language is also intimately 
tied to ethnic consciousness. Such notables as Fredrik Barth (1969:14), Joshua 
Fishman (1998:330), and William Labov (2001:246) have agreed that the most 
common marker of ethnic identity is language itself. But specifically, within the 
context of multilingual and multiethnic countries, William Foley notes that 
“language and race/ethnicity are so closely tied together as to be almost 
interchangeable as a label of one’s social identity” (2000:338). With regard to 
the nations of Melanesia, of which Papua New Guinea is a member, Donald 
Laycock notes, “linguistic diversity…is perpetuated as a badge of 
identification.… [S]omeone who speaks exactly as you do may or may not be a 
friend; but someone who speaks differently is always automatically an 
outsider….” (1982:34-36). Finally, Papua New Guinean linguist, Otto Nekitel 
states,  
 

Socially, language binds or cements individuals to larger human aggregates. Members of 
a community often use their mother tongues as indicators of their social groups and 
ethnic belonging. Societal differentiation is, therefore, marked by or coincides with 
linguistic differentiation. (1998:22)  

 
Clearly, ethnicity and land are linked, as well as ethnicity and language, but 

what of a link between language and land?  
In the regions surrounding Papua New Guinea, i.e., Australia, Southeast Asia, 

and Micronesia (see Merlan 1981:139, Hajek 2002:200, and Florey 1991) a 
direct link between land loss and language loss has been posited, a concept put 
succinctly by Donald Topping as the phenomenon of “unitary territory-language 
affiliation” (2003:525). Within Papua New Guinea, Don Kulick expresses a 
positive connection between land and language in his ethnography of a tiny East 
Sepik Province speech community, stating, “Taiap [language] is understood by 
the people of Gapun to be inseparably bound up with the land” (1992:85).  
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But the question remains: “Is there a specific link between land loss and 
language loss in Melanesia, specifically in Papua New Guinea?” That land is 
emblematic to people groups in Papua New Guinea has already been established. 
Perhaps the best way to answer the question is to recognize that the link 
between language and land is more than emblematic; there is also a very 
practical side. The vast majority of the Papua New Guinean population (85 
percent) depend on their land for survival through subsistence gardening. Thus, 
loss of land endangers existence, while production from accessible land ensures 
survival.  

On the other side of the globe, Scott Palmer addressed the practical 
relationship between subsistence activities and language. Palmer proposes that a 
“change in work structure,” i.e., employment, and concomitant “change of 
language of work” presaged a shift of language allegiance among indigenous 
Native Americans. In essence, a change of their subsistence base (to “a wage 
based economic system”) required a change of language (1997:263). Similarly, 
the loss of the traditional Doga subsistence base (seafaring trade), particularly so 
for the Karapempta, Kuyauwa and Ewaboana clans of the Doga, and the 
necessity to settle on the mainland have required equally radical changes in the 
Doga social structure with the new primary focus on gardening, and, due to that 
change, the necessity for land. However, being “travelers” on the land has 
fostered land insecurity which is motivating still more social change—for some a 
shift in locale and with that shift an apparent change in ethnic and language 
allegiance facilitated by exogamy.  

We have come full circle. We have shown that exogamous marriages form a 
major mechanism for language loss in the Doga community, but the motivation 
behind such marriages is a need for a subsistence base in order to survive and, in 
the case of the Doga, it is land for gardening which enables them to exist. For 
the Doga there is a distinct link between the loss of land and loss of language. 
 

3 Summary and conclusions 
 
The practice of endogamy versus exogamy has been found to be a statistically 
significant difference when comparing the viability of the Anuki language 
spoken by the Gabobora people with the endangered Doga language, spoken by 
the Doga people. Endogamy is strongly associated with language maintenance, 
and exogamy with language loss. But social mechanisms, such as the character 
of marital unions, are only stimuli for language choices. At a deeper level, there 
are motivations behind those mechanisms. Thus, the question that begs a 
response is: “What, therefore, motivates exogamy in a broader society where 
language and ethnic identity are so closely associated?” This is particularly 
important when one finds speech communities where there are exogamous 
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marriages, but the local vernacular is nevertheless maintained. Such was the 
case of the Gabobora, especially those living in traditional territory.20  

In this research I have suggested that a lack of security in the sufficiency of 
land resources (associated with subsistence gardening potential) has motivated 
exogamy among the Doga. Having no apparent permanent land settlement along 
the north Cape Vogel Peninsula, except through the land grant from the 
Gabobora forefathers (which is now in dispute), the Doga are especially 
vulnerable. However, with marriage into landed ethnolinguistic communities, 
the children of exogamous unions have access to territory on the basis of their 
non-Doga parent’s right of inheritance. Thus, I am positing that the social 
mechanisms of marital unions, i.e., the choice of marital partners, which ties 
directly to inter-generational language transmission, is motivated by the rights 
and privileges accompanying those unions, including stable access to land. Since 
85 percent of the population of Papua New Guinea depends on arable land for 
their survival, at least in Papua New Guinea, I am positing a positive association 
between land and language, i.e., a land-language link. 
 

4 Practical application 
 
The Anuki and Doga languages represent only a fraction of the 830 distinct 
languages spoken in Papua New Guinea and an even smaller fraction of some 
1,310 languages spoken in the Pacific. While it is true that the historical, social, 
educational, and economic environment of the Milne Bay languages of Papua 
New Guinea have correlates in the speech communities of other small Pacific 
island nations, it would be beneficial to determine whether the viability of those 
other languages is directly linked to the same mechanisms of maintenance 
shown in the Gabobora and Doga populations, endogamous versus exogamous 
marriages, which may be motivated in part by relative rights to land for 
subsistence gardening. 

Therefore, the link between land and language may be a profitable avenue for 
research in other contexts where land is scarce among ethnic communities 
whose survival is based on subsistence gardening. This land-language link 
suggests a principle that can be used to assess variable language viability. That 
principle could be stated as follows:  
 

Assuming all other things being equal, where one speech community practices 
subsistence cultivation and occupies undisputed and adequate amounts of land (in terms 
of meeting the current supply of sustenance needs as well as meeting that which is 
perceived as adequate for the foreseeable future) is contrasted with a speech community 
that occupies disputed land owned or claimed by others, the former group has a better 
prognosis for continuing the use of the vernacular than the latter.  

 

                                                 
 20Of the 601 residents of Gabobora territory, 474 (75.7 percent) clearly prioritize Anuki (table 3). This percentage 
includes 64 individuals who are not of Gabobora heritage, but who have favored the language of their place of residence 
(Anuki) over their traditional tongue. 
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Thus, the principle of viability could also be stated as: The greater the 
ethnolinguistic group’s sense of an adequate and undisputed land supply, the 
greater the chance for continuation of their associated vernacular. Considering a 
relative ranking of such subsistence groups, one could project a hierarchy that 
categorizes groups according to the following features: 
 

1. Those who occupy undisputed and adequate inheritable land are least 
likely to “lose” their vernacular due to subsistence needs. 

2. Those who occupy an undisputed, but foreseeably inadequate, supply of 
arable land are the most likely to maintain the vernacular in the current 
generation, but more likely to “lose” speakers in the future due to the 
necessity to supplement marginal subsistence (in terms of agriculture) 
through marketing, trade, or employment schemes. 

3. Those who occupy designated land as outsiders (by mutual agreement) 
face the likelihood of succeeding generations marrying into family lines 
that hold the traditional land rights with the loss of the vernacular in 
those succeeding generations. 

4. Those who occupy disputed land as outsiders, i.e., squatters, necessarily 
accommodate to the host group, if not assimilate into that society in 
order to maintain access to arable land for current needs and the needs 
of future generations. 
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Individual Respondents 
 

  (1) Adia, John Arthur. August 2000. Woruka, MB, Papua New Guinea. Personal 
Communication. 

  (2) Buameya, Joseph. 7 September 2000. Woruka, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication.   

  (3) Doridori, Pritchard. 4 September 2000. Woruka, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 

  (4) Garairo – a, John Bodger. 24 April 2000. Woruka, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 

  (5) Garairo - b, John Bodger. 7 September 2000. Woruka, MB, Papua New 
Guinea. Personal Communication. 

  (6) Gabobora Eastern Elder Group: Willington Sarusaruna, Spencer Sarusarua, 
Praut Rugabuna, Remingius Garairo, John Arthur Adia, Septimus Rukeya, 
Temple Kanitu, Paulus Paipaira, John Bodger Garairo, Nicholas Banige 22 
February 2001. Woruka, MB, Papua New Guinea. Personal Communication. 

  (7) Gerawa, Robertson. 6 February 2001. Wasanaki, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 

  (8) Iimasame, Elliot. 2 February 2001. Pem, MB, Papua New Guinea. Personal 
Communication. 

  (9) Luai, Thomas. 8 May 2001. Waigani, NCD, Papua New Guinea. Personal 
Communication. 

(10) Mapuna, Gideon. 17 February 2001. Magabara, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 

(11) Midiboda, George. 6 February 2001. Borereta, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 

(12) Nuayoga, Richmond. 2 February 2001. Pem, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 

(13) Rugabuna, Praut. 9 September 2000. Tapio, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 

(14) Soubuna, Kifas. 9 November 2000. Borereta, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication.   

(15) Tabogani, Utikas. 15 November 2000. Divediveni, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 

(16) Wasanaki Elder Group: George Midiboda, Kifas Soubuna, Robertson 
Gerawa, Utikas Tabogani. 6 February 2001. Wasanaki, MB, Papua New 
Guinea. Personal Communication. 

(17) Western Elder Group: Didymus Sipomaga, John Garfield, Frank Davis, 
Redford Kerina, Matthew Gunisebare, Bartholemew Yababana, Rodney 
Garairo. 12 February 2001 and 19 February 2001. Woruka, MB, Papua 
New Guinea. Personal Communication.   

(18) Yababana, Bartholomew 2 February 2001. Pem, MB, Papua New Guinea. 
Personal Communication. 
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Table 1: North Cape Vogel Residents by Ethnic Heritage and Generation 
   Ethnic Heritage  
   Gabobora Doga Gabobora-

Doga
All 

Others 
Total 

Ge
ne

ra
tio

n 

Elders Number 
% within Era 
% within Ethnic 
   Heritage 

176
72.4% 
19.7% 

34
14.0% 
13.2% 

25
10.3% 
21.2% 

8 
3.3% 
11.6% 

243 
100.0% 
18.2% 

Adult 
Core 

Number 
% within Era 
% within Ethnic 
   Heritage 

307
73.8% 
34.4% 

84
20.2% 
32.7% 

15
3.6% 
12.7% 

10 
2.4% 
14.5% 

416 
100.0% 
31.1% 

Youth &  
Children 

Number 
% within Era 
% within Ethnic 
   Heritage 

409
60.4% 
45.9% 

139
20.5% 
54.1% 

78
11.5% 
66.1% 

51 
7.5% 
73.9% 

677 
100.0% 
50.7% 

 Total Number 
% within Era 
% within Ethnic 
   Heritage 

892
66.8% 
100.0% 

257
19.2% 
100.0%

118
8.8% 

100.0% 

69 
5.2% 

100.0% 

1336 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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Table 2: Gabobora Language Allegiance by Generation and Residence Home 
 GABOBORA Place of Residence Grand Totals 
  Gabobora Heritage Village Other-Language Heritage Sites Total Of Language Allegiance 

L
an

g
u

ag
es
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*  

To
tal

 Ca
teg
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Po
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An
uk

i 
La

ng
ua

ge
 

Ot
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r 
La

ng
ua
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Co
or

d. 
Bil

ing
ua

ls 

Un
kn

ow
ns

 

P
o

p
u

la
ti

o
n

 C
at

eg
o

ri
es

 

Youth & 
Children 
(0-20 yrs.) 

192 8 0 15 215 55 125 0 14 194 409 247 133 0 29 

% pop. 
of category 89.3% 3.7% 0% 6.9% 100% 28.3% 64.4% 0% 7.2% 100% 100% 60.3% 32.5% 0% 7.1% 
Childbearing 
Cadre 
(21-40 yrs.) 

116 15 0 0% 131 102 69 1 4 176 307 218 84 1 4 

% pop. 
of category 88.5% 11.4% 0 0% 100% 57.9% 39.2% .57% 2.27% 100% 100% 71% 27.3% .32% 1.3% 
Elders 
(41-79 yrs.) 103 6 1 0 110 57 8 0 1 66 176 160 14 1 1 
% pop. 
of category 93.6% 5.45% .91% 0 100% 86.3% 12.1% 0% 1.5% 100% 100% 90.9% 7.95% .56% .56% 
Total Persons 411 29 1 15 456 214 202 1 19 436 892 625 231 2 34

 % of Population 90.1% 6.35% .22% 3.28% 100% 49% 46.3% .23% 4.35% 100% 100% 70.6% 25.8% .22% 3.81%
 % of Total  

Population 51.1% 48.8% 100%     
*The “Unknown” category includes those children who are preverbal as well as individuals whose language preferences were unknown. 
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Table 3: Language Preferences for All Residents of Gabobora Settlements by Generation 
Generation Total  

Anuki Coordinate 
Bilingualism

Other 
Languages 

Preverbal

Children 292 233 7 27 25
Adults 185 128 0 57 -
Elders 149 113 4 32 -
Total 626 474 11 116 
% of Total
Population  75.7% 1.7% 18.5% 3.9% 
Verbal 601  
% of Verbal 78.8% 1.8% 19.3% 

 

Table 4: Marital Alliances of Gabobora and Doga Populations 
Ethnic  
Group  
and 

Gender 
Total 

Total 
Known 

Heritage

Same 
Ethnicity 

as 
Spouse 

% of 
All 

% of  
Known

Not the 
Same 

Ethnicity 
as 

Spouse

% of  
All 

% of 
Known 

Heritage 
Not 

Known 
% of 
Total 

Gabobora 
Men 143 133 58 40.5% 43.6% 75 52.4% 56.3% 10 6.9%

Woman 182 160 69 37.9% 43.1% 91 50.0% 56.8% 22 12.0%
Total 325 293 127 39.0% 43.3% 166 51.0% 56.6% 32 9.8%

Doga
Men 40 40 8 20.0% 20.0% 32 80.0% 80.0% 0 0%

Women 49 42 11 22.4% 26.1% 31 63.2% 78.8% 7 14.2%
Total 89 82 19 21.3% 23.1% 63 70.7% 76.8% 7 7.8%
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Table 5: Language Preferences of Gabobora Endogamous Born by Generation 
 Generation 
Ego’s Priority
Languages  Children Adult 

Core Elders Total 

Other (Other) Number
% of Priority Lngs.

6
54.5%

5 
45.5% 

0
0%

11
100.0%

Other (Anuki) Number
% of Priority Lngs.

4
28.6%

8 
57.1% 

2
14.3%

14
100.0%

Doga L1 – Anuki L2 Number
% of Priority Lngs.

1
50.0%

1 
50.0% 

0
0%

2
100.0%

Anuki L1 – Doga L2 Number
% of Priority Lngs.

6
17.1%

13 
37.1% 

16
45.7%

35
100.0%

Anuki - Other Number
% of Priority Lngs.

0
0%

1 
100% 

0
0%

1
100%

Anuki (Other) Number
% of Priority Lngs.

131
37.6%

101 
29.0% 

116
33.3%

348
100.0%

Total of All Languages Number
% of Priority Lngs.

148
36.0%

129 
31.4% 

134
32.6%

411
100.0%
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Table 6: Language Preferences of Gabobora Exogamous Born by Generation 
 Generation 
Ego’s Priority
Languages (Lngs.)  Children Adult 

Core Elders Total 

Other (Other) Number
% of Priority Lngs.

81
71.7%

31 
27.4% 

1
.9%

113
100.0%

Other (Doga) Number
% of Priority Lngs.

0
0%

0 
0% 

3
100%

3
100%

Other (Anuki) Number
% of Priority Lngs.

40
48.2%

35 
42.2% 

8
9.6%

83
100.0%

Doga L1 – Anuki L2 Number
% of Priority Lngs.

0
0%

1 
100.0% 

0
0%

1
100.0%

Anuki L1 – Doga L2 Number
% of Priority Lngs.

3
33.3%

5 
55.6% 

1
11.1%

9
100.0%

Anuki - Other Number
% of Priority Lngs.

0
0%

0 
0% 

1
100.0%

1
100.0%

Anuki (Other) Number
% of Priority Lngs.

82
42.9%

88 
46.1% 

21
11.0%

191
100.0%

Total of All Lngs. Number
% of Priority Lngs.

206
51.4%

160 
39.9% 

35
8.7%

401
100.0%

 
 



 

 

376                                                                                                                              M. Lynn Landweer 

 

Table 7: Doga Language Allegiance by Generation and Residence Home
 DOGA Place of Residence Grand Total 
  Doga Settlement Sites Other-Language Heritage Sites Total Of Language Allegiance 
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*  
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P
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ul
at
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n 

D
og
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La
ng

ua
ge
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th

er
 

La
ng

ua
ge

s 

C
oo

rd
in

at
e 

B
ili

ng
ua

ls
 

U
nk

no
w

ns
 

P
o

p
u

la
ti

o
n

 c
at

eg
o

ri
es

 

Youth & 
Children 
(0-20 yrs.) 

41 8 5 7 61 6 61 3 8 78 139 47 69 8 15 

% pop. 
of category 

67.2% 13.1% 8.2% 11.4% 100% 7.7% 78.2% 3.8% 10.2% 100% 100% 33.8% 49.6% 5.6% 10.8% 

Childbearing 
Cadre 
(21-40 yrs.) 

25 8 2 0 35 21 23 5 0 49 84 46 31 7 0 

% pop. 
of category 

71.4% 22.8% 5.7% 0% 100% 42.8% 46.9% 10.2% 0% 100% 100% 54.7% 36.9% 8.3% 0% 

Elders 
(41-71 yrs.) 

13 4 0 0 17 14 2 1 0 17 34 27 6 1 0 

% pop. 
of category 

76.4% 23.5% 0% 0% 100% 82.3% 11.7% 5.8% 0% 100% 100% 79.4% 17.6% 2.9% 0% 

Total 
Persons 

79 20 7 7 113 41 86 9 8 144 257 120 106 16 15 

% of pop. 
 by category 

69.9% 17.7% 6.2% 6.2% 100% 28.5% 59.7% 6.25% 5.55% 100% 100% 46.7% 41.2% 6.2% 5.8% 

 % of Total  
Population 

43.9% 56% 100%     

*The “Unknown” category includes those children who are preverbal as well as individuals whose language preferences were unknown 
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Table 8: Language Preferences for All Residents in Doga Settlements by 
Generation 

Generation Total  
  Doga Coordinate 

Bilingualism
Other
Languages Preverbal

Children/Youth 110 61 13 28 8 
Adults 64 31 2 31 0 
Elders 52 18 6 28 0 
Total 226 110 21 87 8 
% of Total  48.6% 9.3% 38.5% 3.5% 
Verbal 218  
% of Verbal  50.4% 9.6% 39.9%  

 
Table 9: Progeny of Gabobora and Doga Living Marital Unions 

 Ethnic Heritage  
Classification 

Total 

Ethnicity of 
Ego’s Birthparents

 Gabobora Doga 
 

 

 Differenta 429 199 628 
 % within Ethnic Heritage 50.5% 79.6% 57.1% 

Identicalb 421 51 472 
 % within Ethnic Heritage 49.5% 20.4% 42.9% 

Total Progenyc  850 250 1100 
  % within Ethnic Heritage 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

aOne parent is of the target Gabobora or Doga ethnic heritage, but the other parent does not 
share the same ethnicity as his/her spouse. 
bBoth parents are either ethnically Gabobora or ethnically Doga. 
cFor which heritage of both parents is known.  One parent, typically the father, of illegitimate 
children is not claimed, even if known. 
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