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Abstract:

One ofthe most linguistically diverse nations on earth, Papua New Guiaesaonsistently
included a question about languageensuses conducted in the péastycock 1985;
National Statistical Office 1994, 2002b)

Laycock(1985)presents language data frone tcensuses conducted under the Australian
Administration in 1966 and 1971 and draws some conclusions about the distributions of
Indigenous languages, the two National Language pidgins (Tok Pisin and Hiri Motwy, and
English, the Official languagéle ako raises some concerns about a change in the format and
focus of the language question in the first census takermmependence, in 1980.

With reference to more recent scholarship and the data from the most recent reported
censuses in 1990 and 20@fis paper considethie changing form of the language question
and its impact on the value of data collected for longitudinal analyses of language in PNG.

In particular we address the shift in the focus of the language question from competence in
1966 andl971, to an assessment of domains of language use in 1980, and then to a singular
focus on literacy in 1990 and in 2000.

This paper presents a discussion of this changing data set and an analysis of its value in
assessing lonterm language trends from 1®6é 2000, and into the future.

In addition,this papepresents basic figures drawn from the 2000 census on the languages
used in Papua New Guinea, revealing the important reality of-lanfjuage skills in the

country.lt considers the value of the datollectedpost 985 f or | i ngui st s©o
the linguistic makeup of the national community, and for pidgin and creole stidies

particular.

1 Introduction

The research and analysis that led to the production of this paper was begun ddagKiel
in Papua New Guinea (PNG) in Z00My PhD project was on the development of Rig&in
(TP) postindependence, and | had bdenusingon adult Tok Pisin / English bilingualism as
a key factor. The publication tiie National Statistical Office (NS@®eports on the 2000
National CensuéNational Statistical Office 2002a, 2002d)owed me to consider the extent
to which such bilingualism existed in the country.

In my workanalyzingthe data from that Censusattemptedh comparison between the
information gathered on language in PMBughthe 2000 National Census with the
information gatheredh censuses taken befa260Q

! Some of the data and argument of this paper has previously been presented to the Society of Pidgin
and Creole Linguistics Summer Conference 2011, Accra, Ghaalld like to thank the delegates

there and Dr. Loraine Blaxter for their recommendations and comnhepgticular, Iwish tothank

Ass. Prof. Jeff Siegdbr his advice and encouragement. The research that led to the production of this
paper was supportenh part by a Northcote Graduate Scholarship arm$undertaken at the National
Research Institute in Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea.
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An important discussion by Layco€k985)of trends in language use and literacy drawn

from thepre-Independence censuses in 1966 and 1971 highlighted some key issues we face
when attempting to use the census data on language to understand the changes in language
use in PNG over the #@Century.

This paper presents some of the questions raisedchyascomparison, not only in regards to
Tok Pisin and English but also into language in PNG more generally. It also provides some
interpretations of the 2000 National Census data on language in PNG.

1.1 Data & Method

Data from the tables presented in the 28@filonal Census Reporflational Statistical

Office 2000a, 2000b) and other sources (see TaM@ad entered by hand intoiddosoft

Excel spreadsheets. The Excel software allowed calculations and transformations to
aggregate the reported figures andllovacomparisons with earlier reported census data on
language use, on literacy, on multilingualism, on differences between rural and urban
communities, and between age groups within the national popul@ticsugh using this
software | was also able toquluce the raw data figures in graphical form, and this paper
presents a rege of graphical figurethatvisibly showthe underlying patterns and
relationships within the Census data.

Tablel lists the various soaes consulted for Census data

Census Year| Data Source

19661971 : | Laycock, D. (198%k Tok Pisin and the censughe Handbook of Tok Pisis.
A. Wurm and PMuhlhausler 223-231.

Sankoff, G. (1980). Multilingualism in Papua New Guingacial Life of
Language G. Sankoff: 95132.

1980 : Romaine, S. (1992).anguage, education, and development : urban and
rural Tok Pisin in Papua New Guine@xford, Clarendon Press.

Jenkins, R. S. (2000).anguage Contact and Composite Structures in Ne
Ireland, Paua New Guinea. PhD, University of South Carolina

National Statistical Office, C. (1994eport on the 1990 National
Population and Housing Census in Papua New GuiReat Moresby,
National Statistical Office: 397

1990: National Statistical OfficeC. (1994).Report on the 1990 National
Population and Housing Census in Papua New GuiReat Moresby,
National Statistical Office

2000 : National Statistical Office, C. (20028000 Census Basic Tableblational
Level Port Moresby, National Statisal Office.

Sankoff, D. (2008). How to predict the evolution of a bilingual communit
Social lives in languageM. Meyerhoff and N. Nagy. Amsterdam, John
Benjamins: 179.94.

Table 1. Sources of Census Data for this study
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Wherethis paper presenthartsdrawn from this dattheyare the result of careful analysis

of the underlying dataVith many different combinations of languages reported in the 2000
National Censudyoth the original data tabl¢klational Statistical Office @0a)anda pie-
chart(Figurel) representinghe datadirectly as reporteéresomewhatonfusing:

2000 National Census : C14 : total

responses M English, Pidgin, Motu, Other

M English, Pidgin, Motu

M English, Pidgin ... Other

0%

M English, Pidgin
B English ... Motu, Other
H English ... Motu
M English ... ... Other
M English
M .. Pidgin, Motu, Other
M .. Pidgin, Motu
W .. Pidgin ... Other
... Pidgin ...

... ... Motu, Other

... ... Motu
vev wee ... Other

M Total not literate

Figure 1. 2000 National CensusC14 : total responses

While such a representation, andeed the raw data figures themselves, does allow us to see
e.g.the largest groups of responses, we need to perform calculations in order to answer
broader questiong&longside its discussion of the patterns within, and value of, Census data,
this papeprovides chartas various Figuresased onimple analyses of the raw data. These
charts give a clearer picture of underlying patterns of language use reported in the 2000
National Census.

1.2 Outline

In the next section (s2he changing nature of the lang@aguestion on the census is itself
addressed. The crucial association between language skills and education is introduced and
discussed in ththird section (s3)Questions are raised about using educational attainment to
calculate national literacy ratasd the question of literacy as a baseline for understanding
language ability is addressed. In the final part of this p@d@we present some basic
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findings from the existing census data, based on our answers to the questions posed in the
previous se@bns.

2 The Language Question

Papua New Guinea is and remains one of the w
a question on language has been included in all of the long form questionnaires of each of the

six censuses taken since 1966ycock 185; National Statistical Office 1994, 2006he

size and distribution of the census population, the questions asked, and the answers given,

have, however, changed over the years.

This section presents a discussion of the changing national census quasti@nguage
(s2.1, s2.2along with a brief discussion othersource on language use in PNG2.3)and
some later analyses of trends in the census Haavides a background fothediscussion
and analysishat follows

2.1 Laycock

In his study of th&€€ensus data available to him, Layc¢tR85)outlined the changes

census¢ akersdé6 approach to surveying |l anguage us
Administration censuses wett@ken of people living in urban and seanban areas in 1966

and in 1971. The first National Census was taken in TB@fle2 presentd aycock'skey

observations on each of the three cepsihe discusses in table form:

1966 1971 1980
(Laycock 1985: 22224) | (Laycock 1985: 228)| (Laycock 1985: 230)
Census Asked if people could | Asked for the home | Asked for the single
Question spe& national languages language, then: language most spoken
and if they could spoken national in house and also the
read/write simple languages yes/no, | single language most

sentences in national with literacy question| spoken when buying a
languages, or any other | f or 0y e sadd | market
language : a literacy test a literacy question fol

card was used 6any ot her
Data Yes/no answers with teg Yes/no answerwith | List of languages
Collection card for literacy a yes/no quemn for | including national
literacy language, major
languages, withokples
category
Size of Census was of urban Language question wz
Census population and 10% of only on t hg
village population usedin urbanareasard

sone ruralareas

Specific Prestige miscalculation | No distinction of Language USE vs.
Observationg confusionover TPand | 6ot her 6 | { COMPETENCE
English
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it

v al :
English, and 4x Hiri
Motu speakers

aking f

i g
ueo TP

No assessment of
skills or

it is likely that
competence in more
languages was
claimed than was
real ly t hi{

Laycock refers to clair
of maximum expansio
for TP (1982) at 45%
(p. 232)

TP low in some regions,
e.g.

Highlands

Some errors in
figures e.g. Dedahe in
TP in New Ireland
and West Sepik

Publication of
population errors

No estimates of first
| anguage |

Table 2. Laycock's (1985) observations on early census

Crucially, while the 1966 and 1971 Census specificaky ad

guestions

about

to speak different languages and literacy in those languages, the 1980 Census took a different

approach,

as ki r e

ng

spondent s

of regional lingia franche. Asaycock observed:

[1]tis difficult to see how thefthe 1980 datatan be compared with the languatga of
previous censuses

of Tok Pisin as the fastest growing language in PNG 1196867 1 ,

apparent acquisition alongside English in the schootext.

t o

Il i s

t their p

(Laycock 1985: 231)

Laycock also obserdgpublicizederrors in the population estimates on which 1980 census
data was based which may make comparing the percentages adrspralarious languages
problematic. Writing before the 1980 data was published, Laycock discussed the expansion
and,

significa

The question of whether Tok Pisin had reached a level of maxempansiorwas left open,
though Laycoclsuggested that that point might already have been reached.

Laycockods

di scussi

on

provides

us

W i

th vital

collected by the Australian Administration, as well as alerting us to the problems with data
thatonly represented a smaltoportionof the Papua New Guinean population. In addition he
observes that the prestige associated with multilingualism in somawoittes may have led
people to oveestimate their language abilities, anchaghlights a key concern about the

role of selfreporting of language ability in skewing tbensusiata.Laycockalso highlights

the problenthat this paper addresses at lengfihcomparing census data from the different
surveys with each other.

While the earliest censeswere limited in the proportion of the populatisarveyedthey
collected rich data on the rangelafiguagepeople spoke, and also whether they could read
or write thosdanguagesThe 1966 census actually tested literacy skills to substantiate

peopl eds

statement s

of

ability.

The

first
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Guinea, in contrastargeted an urlvdrural subset of the national populatbror a 61 ong f
guestionnaire whichecorded the primafanguagesn use at home and in the maiiece.

Though the 1980 censusllected very differentlata to the 1966 and 1971 census#es

focus onthe primary languagessed in different domainzovided data that was

linguistically very valuableenablingMihlh&uslerto observe that there wefiet e n's o f

t housands of househol ds wher(d85T4k Pisin is t

2.2 1990 and 2000 National Census

The change made in the 1980 Censuguage question reflects a pastiependence shift in
interest from language competence, and literacy asdécatorof development, to language
use, and the role of languages in the community.

In the 1990 Census, however, there wasfacas on recordig language literacy.

The prelndependence question about whether a person could speak a particular language
was gone, rad with it an indicatoof verbalvs. nonverbal competence in the community.

The census simply asked if subjects were literate in Englisk Pisin, Motu, or any other
language. The test was if a subject could read and write simple messages or letters in a
language, but no specific identification of language skills was made.

The manual issued to census Enumerators clarified the qubgtmnphasizinghat a person

was considered as able to read and write a language only if he or she could both read and
write with understanding fa s ho(Nationali mpl e | et
Statistical Office 1994)ot simply their name or memorizedphrase.

This was in common with the 1966 and 1971 census questions.
However, unlike those previous census questions, there were no specific tests of ability:

[11t was assmed that as in most cases the enumerator was appointed from the locality, he also
knew who was able to read and write with understanding.

(National Statistical Office 1994)

The more recent2000 census was conducted using a singlepaige form, printed entirely
in English. The task of interpreting the questions for-Eaglishliterate informants was left
to Englishspeakers in individual households or the community at large,tbe census
enumerators.

In 2000 the language question was again framed in terms of literacy. Language skills were
only assessed for persons over 10 years of age, along with advanced educational attainments
and details of employment.

Question 14 askel Whi ch | anguages can the persocon rea
(National Statistical Office 2000aYhe four options given were: English, Pidgin, Motu,
tokples Yes/No answers were provided jacing a mark in the appropriateeckbox.

As a result 6the change to an exclusive focus on literacy{18810, ay attempt to
understand the change in language use in PNG over time using census data raises a number
of crucial questions.
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Papua New Guinea Census Timeline 1966-2011 :
Changing Questions

Questions:
Spoken / Written | Home & Market Ability to Read & Write
Languages language
Census Year:
1966, 1971 1980 1990, 2000, 2011

(—
1

[

1967

Australian Independence = 1975
Administration
Sample:
‘ : National Census

Urban + 10% Rural !‘;I:‘Er:c:‘::nr]m%
Focus:

Competence Domains Literacy

/ Use

Figure 2. Papua New Guinea Census timime

Figure2 presents a timeline showing the 5 cersuge will discuss in this paperand
indicates the different phases in the evolution oftheaers 61 anguage questi ol

2.3 Other Work on Census and PNG

Il n addi t i o (l986)worklaaymber af ktliesscholarly sources are useful in
understanding the changing picture of language use in PNG in the faterQry.

2.3.1 Noel

Noel (1975)considers the lajuages used by government employees during the period
leading up to Independence in 1975. His estimates of the use of Tok Pisin in the House of
Assembly and within th&overnmentreproduced here dsable3) indicae the rapid growth

in the use of that language during the period between the 1966 andel@88es that

Laycock discusses:

2The 2010 National Census was taken in June 2011 and no data has been reported at the time of writing.
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House of Assembly % Tok Pisin
196468 40%
196872 60%
197273 95%

A.E.C., to Cabinet and Ministry

196468 Under secrety 25%
196872 A.E.C. 45%
197273 Cabinet 85%

Table 3: Noel (1975) observations on Government use of Tok Pisin

Writing in 1975, he indicated the significance of Tok Pisin in the official roles of other
Government employees, gsating the orduty andoff-duty use of this languageeproduced
herein Table4:

On-Duty Tok Pisin use Off-Duty Tok Pisin use

Labour Officer§ 12 80% 20%
Kiapsd 45 95% 5%
Didmard 30 95.5% 4.5%
Business Extesion Officer® 6 95.5% 4.5%
P.W.D. Officer$ 10 80.5% 19.5%
Local Government Council 90% 10%
Advisers) 8

D.l.E.S Extension Officers 10 90% 10%
Government Liaison Officers 80% 20%
Police 95% 5%

Table 4. Noel (1975) observations onse of Tok Pisin by Government Employees
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Noel observes that the significant role of English in Government communications accounted
for the difference between the percentages presenteds$ieable4. He also noted an
important difference between the hetanguage use of people in urban and rural areas:

Most Papua New Guineans in urban centres speak a great deal of Pidgin at home. The rural
areas in the country vary the usage of Pidgin due to the fact that Motu, English, or local
languagesire used in thge circumstances

(Noel 1975: 80)
2.3.2 G. Sankoff

Gillian Sankoff(1980)also discussed changes in language use with reference to census
figures, and made an important observation about the rdlekoPisin in bilingualism with
other languages:

Tok Pisin is currently the most important language in Papua New Guinea as far as
bilingualism is concerned

(Sankoff 1980: 125)

She also observed that in 1980 there were twice as many speakers of TthkaRisithe
earlier census, and that the language had a gneclter national spread.

2.3.3 Jenkins

In her PhD dissertation, Jenki()00: 20)}compares the 1971 census figuregorted by G
Sankoff withthose noted by Romair{@992: 87) and observes that there has been very little
change between the two sets of figures. Romaine was reporting figures retroened fr
existing stastical recordgpers comm)Thesemay have simply reproduced the 1971 figures
in the absence of new data on literacy from the 1980 census question

On the basis of these figures and her own work in New Ireland and elsewhere, Jenkins
predicted that Englistanguage use as a spoken language would stabilize at aro@3d®0
of the population. Jenkins also predicted that Tok Pisin would increase in use over time,
while Hiri Motu would decline in use over time.

We will consider Jen lketntee®00p Naticshal Censusodata belaw t h r
(s4.2)

2.3.4 D. Sankoff

David Sankoff(2008)considered the use of census data for the application of his DMLX
software to providelemolinguistigprojections for the evolutionf@ bilingual community.
Working as a statistician for the Bureau of Statistics of the Australian Administration in 1967
he produced a report of projections over the short anegermal, which were later confirmed

by his super i (ankoff 2008b183)Thebreethagl heodavelopadPNG

provided the basis for the DMLX software, which provides projections for the impact of
languagerevival programs.

When D Sankoff considered the pattepnssent in the PNG 2000 National Census data he
found that the focus on literacy and the absence of langeagal indicesmade his

program inapplicable. This highlights the continuingportanceof the questions raised by
Laycock on the comparability die different sets of census data: how to compare the figures
on competence, domains/use, and literacy collected over the 5 reported censuses.

D Sankoff did make a few observations on the basis of the i2a806nal Censudata,
including the higher litergy rates in urbapopulationsand the fact that the agpread of Tok
Pisin literacy shows huild-upin ability up to about 40 years ago in males, with stability
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thereafter, while female rates have continued to rise. He observed that English follows the
same pattern, though with a lag, and now is at higher rates than ToknRise schochge
population(Sankoff 2008: 191)

D Sankoff observed that Tok Pisin was a widespread feature of theirhalework
environment and | ess so i n rur emphasizedhaats and i
social, educational and political evolution is key to understanding the levels of knowledge,

use and literacy in Tok Pisin and English in PNG, notingmpa c ul ar fa patter
usage of English hint ed(SankoffB098:198) e 2000 | it er

He also observes a trend in the 2000 National Census data on litextioy explains with
reference to noffiormal learning:

Acquisition continues later for Tok Pisin than English, suggesting that there is a greater
tendency to acquire literacy in T@ksinas a young adult, presumably in the work place,
whereas English acquisitioa more a function of formal schooling

(Sankoff 2008: 191.92)

We will return to this statement later, in our interpretation of some questions raised by the
2000 National Census dgs8.2.1).

2.4 Summary

This section has established that the concerns raised by Laycock about the changing nature of
the language question are important for a consideration of the value of census data today.

As well as highlighting a question about the reliapitif selfreported language ability,
Laycock(1985)also draws our attention to the difference between ability to speak a language
and the ability to read and write it, and the difference between questions about what different
languages people may knowdawhich are the main languages they use. While the census
guestions in 1990 and 2000 essentially colléthe same dajas did the 2011 censisgme

work must be done not only to interpret that data but also if we are to make any reasonable
comparisons &ween thee and previousensuses. The next section will discuss this in detail.

3 Looking at Census Data questions and answers
3.1 2000 National CensusLiteracy

The basic figures in the report on the 2000 National CeNatsonal Statistical Office
2000a)allow us to directly answer some essential questions about the literacy reported in
different languages. The following charts and figures are compiled from the basic table data
(C14)directly presented dsigurel, above.

Of the recorded Census population 05.d.4 million in 2000, those over 10 years old who
were expected to answer the language question waré million people. Of these, 55%
reported literacy in at least one language:

10
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3 % 2000 National Census - C14 - Total Literacy

“ Total Literate in
any language

M Total not literate

W Total literacy not
reported

Figure 3. 2000 National Census: Question C14 : literacy in 10+ population

Thec. 42-45% illiteratepopulationaccording to the 2000 National Census compares very
favorablywith the prelndependence 1971 figure af#1% discussed by Jenkins, andis
10% improvement on the 55% illiteracy rate recorded from the 1990 census.

We can also use the basic figures recorded from responses to thda2ad@l Casus to
look at literacy in the national languages separately:

2000 National Census - C14 Literacy - English
c.1.4 million = 39%

M Literate in

English
“ Literate
without
English
15% 5
Figure 4. 2000 Literacy-English: c¢. 1.4 mil |l i on &

11

39 %
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2000 National Census - C14 Literacy - Hiri Motu
¢.180,000 = 5%

5%

“ Literate in
Hiri Motu

“ Literates
without Hiri
Motu

Figure 5. 2000 Literacyi Hi ri Mot u : c¢. 180, 000 a

2000 National Census - C14 Literacy - Tok Pisin
c.1.6 million = 44%

¥ Literate in

Tok Pisin
“ Literate
without Tok
Pisin
11%
Figure 6. 2000 Literacyi Tok Pi sin : c¢. 1.6 million

Thesepie chartenable us to see clearly that the greatestqutigm of people reporting

literacy in the 2000 National Census reported literacy in Tok Pisin, and that this was slightly
larger than the proportion of people reporting literacy in English. The majority of literate
people in the country did not report begiliterate in Hiri Motu.

12
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Where we are interested in lotgym language trends in PNG, however, some crucial
guestions must first be addressed.

3.2 Education, Literacy, and Ability

Looking across the data reported by Laycock, Romaine, and the Nationaicatafiffice,
and takinghe total percentages of the census populations reporting literacy for each year it
was recorded wean see clear growth over time:

Literacy Rates :

1966 : 22%A 1990 : 45%A 2000 : 55%

Figure 7. Census literacy 1966200- basic figures

However, we have gaps in this pattern. Laycock does not report literacy figures for 1971, and
the 1980 census asked a very different kind of language questidcollected different
data

Laycock raised some question®abcomparing data from 1980 with earlier censuses, and
the report on the 1990 CengMational Statistical Office 1994)ddressed those questions by
providing are-evaluation of the data from 1980 to estimate literacy based on educational

attainmentThiswas asignificant decision.

The national education policy at the time of the 1980 census specified Emgitshm

education, and Grade 3 completion requiredirepand writing skills, so a decision was

made to calculate the 1980 literacy rate as equivalent to the Grade 3 and above attainment.
This gave an estimaltditeracy rate for the 1980 population at 27%7%

The figure for 1980 as calculated in the 199%bréwas lower thathe 1971 census figure of
around 30%iteracy. However, this same calculated 1980 value allows for an estimated
literacy growth rate per annum 198090 of 6.4%, much higher than the population growth
rate of 2.3%. While suggesting aogrin literacy between 1971 and 1980, the calculated
figure indicted great success in the most recent decade for this educational index of
development.

Using data now available from two subsequent Censusean deriveadditional insights

into literacy fgures and their relationship to educational attainment and language ability, as
well as the distribution of Tok Pisin and its ongoing presence alonggipkesand English

in the National Community.

Figure8 shows a comparison between reported and estimated literacy rates. It irtbleides
reported 1966 and 1971 figures alongside the estinfietibnal StatisticalOffice 1994)

1980 figure and reported figures from the 1990 and 2000 census. The dip in the %8@ at 1
where figures are estimated on basis of educational attainment (Grade 3+ completion),
compared to the overall upward trend in the data, could be taken as indicating a decline in
literacy postindependence, and a subsequent staegprovement in literay 19861990.

®Romaine (1992:97 i ncl udes a national 6illiteracyd percentag:
32%, 5% higher than the estimated figure from the 1994 report. It is not clear from the nature of the 1980 census
guestion, as Laycock (1985) describesit, howts 6i | | i teracyd figure would have

13
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PNG National Census Literacy Rates
1966-2000

60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%

0.00%

1966 1971 1980 (Grade 3+) 1990 2000

Figure 8. National Census Literacy (Nb. 1980 figure estimated on basis of educational
attainment)

Though he association between education and literacy is a natural one, however, a
consideration of the 2009ational Census datéNational Statistical Office 2002a¢veals a

10% difference between the percentage of the sample population completing grade 3+ (c
46%) and the percentage of over 10ryads reporting literacy in one or more languages (c
56%). This is equivalent to around 500,000 citizens, and the difference is present even though
only citizens over 10 years of age answered the literacy question, whereas the education
statistics couldnclude children under 10.

The 10% discrepancy between a similarly estimated value for the 2000 census and the actual
recorded figure suggests thag¢ tretimated 1980 literacy rate may be similarly low. Two
possible explanations for this will be considkne the next section.

Whil e observing the o6literacy gapo6 Ihet ween
figuresrecording responses to questionii4he 200National Gnsus may help us to adjust

our projections over time, the fact remains thatprelndependence and 1980 censuses only
recorded language data from the urban population and a percentage of people in rural
communitiegLaycock 1985)

As a consequence, even the earliest literacy figures may be questidizaBlewley
observed with reference to his analysis of langutage fran the census in Vanuatu:

€ care needs to bexercisedn how the figures are to be interpreted
(Crowley 1994 2)

The following sections explore some different questions raised by the\Nz@@hal Gnsus
data.

3.2.1 Education and Literacy

D Sankoff(2008)discusses the relationship between education and literacyiskiis
analysis of the 2000 Census data.

14
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As described abovetdistically significant in the Census 20

00 figures on literacy are

approximately half anillion citizens who reported reading and writing ability at question 14

who had not completed graded®ucation.

This represents approximately 10% of the population of Papua New Guinea.

As observed abov®@ Sankof f 6s i nterpr

e that therecare lagé  t

numbers of citizens who have gained literacy skills outside of formal edutgienhaps
through lifeexperience or communHyased learning in the workpladégure9 reproduces
DS a n k ¢2008)bas charias a line graph diteracy % in English and Tok Pislyy age

The overlapping lines for both Urban and Rural people illu

strabtecrease in Tok Pisin

literacy for the 124 year age grougs well as higher English literacy for thosesolool

age:

(ref. D Sankoff 2008)

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

14 19 24 29 39

Age

49 59 69 70+

Rural/Urban - English/Tok Pisin Literacy

Rural %
English
——Rural % Tok
Pisin
=—Urban %
English
=—Urban % Tok
Pisin

Figure 9. 2000 National Census literacy by agdRural/Urban English/Tok Pisin

Literacy: ref. D Sankoff 2008

Before considering an alternative explanation for the difference between educationally

his di

attained literacy anthe selfreported figures in the 2000 National Census, we can use the

10% 6l iteracy gapd6 between

E d u c a tinithe 20800

National Census to adjust the 1980 Literacy figure calculated in the 1994 Report.

attai

Figure10 shows the calculated 1980 and 2000 figures alongside all the reported literacy
figures, and marks the 1980 figure with the same difference as found in the 2000 census.

(even time intervals)

PNG National Census Literacy Rates
Self-Reported and Estimated 1966-2000
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Figure 10. PNG Cersus Literacy Rates- Reported and Estimated
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The adjusted (+10%) 1980 figure ligl®se to a linear increagstraight green ling literacy
over time.This suggests tha gapbetween educational attainment and-sefforted literacy
may be a consistefgature ofPNG national census data.

3.2.2 Literacy in Indigenous Languages

Il n i nvesti gat iwegnaytalsoeconipére thissapparenyfinding gf fteracy skills
in the absence of formal education with #0NationalCe nsus dat a tohnerldi t er
languages.

The NSO basic daiadicatesthat 1,494,475 respondents (c.40%) reported that they could
read and writem O ot her 6 | atokples&raglifonal vereacwdal, wWith a
understanding.

2000 National Census - C14 Literacy - 'other’
¢.1.5 million = 40%

M Literate in
'Other’

& Literates

without
'‘other’
14%
Figure 11. 2000 LiteracyT 6 Ot hercd 1.5 mi llion a 40%

This literacy in traditional languages is larger than literacy in English, the formal language of
educationSignificantly 162,914 respondents claimed literaciokplesalone, indicating that
they had learned to read and writkpleswithout everusing English or a lingua franca as

an intermediate or supporting language of literacy.

2000 National Census : C14 literacy : 'Other’ only =
163,000

B Other Multi-literate

Other Mono-literate

M Literates without
vernacular

14% \_49

Figure 12. 2000 Literacy: 'other mono-l i t er at e & 4%
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On one level, this looks like an indication of great success foagatar maintenance
programs, adult literacy, and the Tok Ples Pri Skul (TPSS) Grade 1&2 vernacular education
schemes which have grown in popularity since 186gel 1998)

However, a closer look at the numbers suggests that even with 1994 enrolments of around

8,000 adultsn literacy progams which may includdgokplesliteracy, and with 80,000 Grade

1&2 students being taught basic literacyakples a significant rate of expansion would

have been required for these pr ingmedantte t o pr o
2000 casus. If we also consider that sonfeSIS programs were in Tok Pisthe reported

figure remains hardo reconcileThe success of indigenous literacy is not called into

guestion, but the massive success indicated by the 2000 National Census figufess calls

some consideration.

Without digging into regional data for an answettis question posed by thssibstantial
community of monditerate vernacular responses, let alone the very substantialltenite
responsesgs tohow such literacy skills mig have been acquiredgained insight from
discussing the 2000 census language questionpeidple who had participated in the census

3.2.3 Answering the Language Question

In the 2000 Census, enumerators were relied on as the gatekeepers of information from
respondents. They were considered to be local authorities able to correct false evaluations by
respondents. On the language question, it was assumed that they would know to a reasonable
degree who could read and write particular languages.

However, ourmterviews revealed a patterned assumption amesgpndentthat the ability
to read and write English or Tok Pisin implied a similar ability to read and writeokpées
that was also known to an individual, even if there had never ben an attempl tw reate

in that language.

This interpretation is supported by the 2000 Report tablNGdonal Statistical Office

2002a) where we find significantly higher numbers of respondeatkte d 6yesd f or |
English, Pidgin, antbkplestogether(818,864) than for literacy in English and Pidgin alone
(277,776).

Similarly for other combinations of languages: people tended to include the ability to read
and write aokpleswith literacy in English, Tok Pisin, Motu, or any combination of them,
consistently more frequently than they recorded an ability in the national languages without
being able to read and writekples This may have encouraged the diversity of responses
illustrated ly Figurel, above Furthermore, of householders who had participated in the 2000
census and interviewed by this researcher two years later about their experience, less than
50% could recall if a language questioasancluded on the enumeration form at all. Among
those who could recall the presence of a language questiortg,. 8886 specifically

identified it as a question aeading and writing, that igeracy, skills.

The majority of my informants appear to lkeanterpreted th2000 National Censusu@stion
14 on which | anguages they coashuhoreigenerald and w
guestion on language competenae what languages they knew or used.

This was true even for informants entirely comfblgawith written and spoken English, for
whom the monolingual census enumeration forms should have presented no obstacle to
interpretation and understanding.
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The o6literacy gapé coul d, per haps, be a resu

language skills more generally, a consequence of the literacy question being the only
guestion on laguage on the census, or of misinterpretations, dransations, of the precise
meaning of Question 14.

It is possible, therefore, that ovestimationf literacy may provide an alternative

explanation for the gap between Grade 3+ educational attainment and literacy reported in the

census.

Laycock hawariousreasons for remaining somewlsitepticalabout the figures he discusses
(Laycock 1985: 224, 228Amongthesehe includes concerrabout the impacts of self
reporting and the prestige associated with multilingualism on census data on language in
PNG.

Responses to the census 0l anguage questiono

entirely accuratendicatorsof literacy in partialar languageshVe might expegthowever,
thatthose reporting mukiiteracy would certainly be practiced in reading and writinigast
one of those languageget, the 2000 National Census data can bglishown to have high
value as a baseline for derstanding languagistributionsand multilingualism in PNG.

3.3 Literacy as a baseline

Even withskepticismabout census datee can use the reportedmberdo draw some
conclusions about the patterns of language use across the national community. Though
people may, as Laycock noted in regards to the earlier surveys, chooseemphasize
multi-lingual skills as a symbol of prestige, we can use the literacy figures as a baseline
indicator.

Some general patterns do emefg®)

Focusing on notindigenaus languages, we can also consider the value of the 20081
guestion on ¢6literacyd as an indicator of

Comparing the proportions of the 1966 survey reporting literacy ifintigenous languages
with those reporting competey more generally we can clearly see that tipesgple
reporting literacy are only a portion of those actually able to use a language:

1966 Census - literacy : non-indigenous languages

B Tok Pisin

i Tok Pisin, English
Police (Hiri) Motu

H English

& Tok Pisin, Hiri Motu,
English

Figure 13. 1966 Literacy. non-indigenous languages (from Laycock 1985b)
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1966 Census - Competance : non-indigenous
languages

B Tok Pisin

& Tok Pisin, English
“ Police (Hiri) Motu
¥ English

& Tok Pisin, Hiri Motu,
English

Figure 14. 1966 Competence : nofindigenous languages (from Laycock 1985b)

We can clearly see that more people in 1966 were reporting spoken (@bititgetence
Figure14) than written ability(literacy. Figure13).

On this basis we may presume that literacy rates are generally lower than competence.
Certainly, the 45% of Papua New-itGatdintteads pop
2000 Census are speaffisome language.

In 1966 the number of people reporting an ability to speak anaigenous language was
roughly three times the number of people recorded with an ability to read and write it.
Though this is not necessarily the case today, the implicetithat anyndicatorof literacy

in the communitycan be assumed to underpin an equivalent, if not much larger, community
of speakersf those languages, and possibly other languages as well

While Laycock does not provide figures for literacy from 18& 1 censusnicomparing the
spoken languagigures for thel966 andl971 censusurveysthere isclear andsignificant
growth in reported ability in Tok Pisin and English togeti@mpard-igure14 (above)with
Figurel5:

“ All sections of the pie charts here reflecting +literate people are shaded grey.
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1971 Census - Competance : non-indigenous
languages

B Tok Pisin
& Tok Pisin, English
Police (Hiri) Motu

¥ English

& Tok Pisin, Hiri Motu,
English

Figure 15. 1971 Competence: nofindigenous languages (ref. Laycock 1985b)

The growth in English/Tok Pisin bilingualism was something | was particularly interested in
for my PhD research, but a number of other findings emerged from my analysis.

Holding in mindthe appreciation of the significant questions about census data on literacy as
a trueindicatorof literacy in any particular languagaboutthe underlying relatioship

between education and literaagd between spoken language ability and literacy developed

in this sectionthe final section of this papdiscussesome findinggrom the 2000 National
Census language questj@nd lools atoverall trends from 196@®t2000.

4  Patterns in the Census Data

This section discusses findings from the 2000 National Census data in terms of basic figures
onrural and urbaiiiteracy(s4.1) the spread of the national languafgs?2) and in terms of

the information they reveabout multilanguage skill§s4.3) Some particular insights about

Tok Pisin are highlighte¢s4.4)

4.1 Rural and Urban Literacy

Urban literacy rates, and use of Tok Pisin and English generally, are regularly higher than
those ofrural communities, and this borne out by the 2000 census data.
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Census 2000 - C4 - Literacy by age

(age brackets have been expanded to regular 5-year intervals)
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Figure 16. 2000 Literacy- Rural/Urban by age

One interestingbservatiorthat can be drawn from the 2000 National Census data is that the
percentage of the rural population un@é+29 years of age acquiring literacy in 2000 is
equivalent to the percentage of un88+69 yearold urban literate§60%: the green line on

Figure 16.

4.2 Spread of National Languages

To track the changes of language ability over time | compiled all the laagizg from the
different censuses in our sourgbsted in Tablel)nto a singleresource

Table5 represents summary comparisons of the finglimigthe six National Censuses.

Source

Laycock

1985

1966

Laycock
1985 Laycock Romaine Romaine Report  Report
Table3 1985 1992 1992 1994 2002

(Literacy) (Literacy) (Literacy) (Literacy)
1966 1971 1980 1980 1990 2000

English13.2%%

Tok
Pisin

Motu

Other

36.9%0

8.14%

114 20.3R0 223480 20.1%0 29.1% 39.2%

12230 44.4% 45% 20.20 30.P0 439%

3.38% 9480 9.4% 4.5% 6% 4.%%

15.93% 1423  38.5% 40.3%0

Table 5. Comparing reported census speaking/literacy percentages for different

languages
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A line chart showinghe change in literacy ratesing theséigures is belowkigurel?7), and
clearly indicates the rise of Tok Pisin and English literacy, as well asdhe equivocal
statusof Hiri Motu on the national scalever the period

Figure 17. PNG Census literacy 196€000- by language

The steep increaseOt her 6, muigeacudamyaabdokplesiliteracy from 1980 to
1990 may be best explained as a result of the common assumptions discussed by my
informants in regards to 2000 census abavas a correlate of literacy in the national
languages and as a consequence of competence/litenaftasion

This line chart clearly illustrates thagcorded literacy in Hiri Motu 1992000 has declined
slightly, while in all other laguages it has increased.

If we compare this with Jenkif000: 20)speculationgs2.3.3above) we may find that, if

literacy figures are any indication, heediction regarding Hiri Motu iborneout. However,

in terms of English language ability remaining at2Z8% she may not be correct. Though, as

we discussed above, the 2000 National Census figures do not aim to record actual frequency
ofuseorgeneraldbii ty in the | anguage, just reading a8
' iteracy in English i s edimaest antially higher

I n terms of To k2000)speculatiorthat tt Wwould iecre&ssligh8y@nd
LaycoXO8ssuggest i ommighthave reachednsaximus extensions/ hold
upif we assume the 200ationalCensus question was interpreted universally as regarding
speaking ability, rather than literacy

However, even if a metric based on 1966 data is only impressionistic and flawed, we can
assume that reported literacy levels wéllbwer than similarly reported general ability

levels As a resulthe percentage of Tok Pisin speakers in the National community is higher
than the reported literacy figuod c. 44%: it is unlikely that Tok Pisin use plateaued.at

45% (the 1971 figurdor speakers that was the latest available to Laycock (1,988%)% of
people over the age of 10 claim to be able to read and write it.

Many people who speak a language may not be able to read orthaitb% of people not
reporting literacyornotrs pondi ng t o t he | angaflanguage@ande st i on
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