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A Study of Lim Bo-seng’s
“Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.” and
Lim Ian-sin’s “Tui-to-toan.”

Hongtin TENG
Department of Taiwanese Languages and Literature

National Taichung University of Education

Abstract

This paper studies Lim Bo-seng’s “Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.”
and Lim Ian-sin’s “Tui-tdo-toan.” in 1914, in particular, how Lim Ian-sin and
Lim Bo-seng discuss the life of Liau Sam-tiong. Liau Sam-tiong was from
Hln-1im Sai-1€, born in 1886 and died in 1914 at the age of 29. Lim Bs6-seng
explores the educational environment of Taiwanese youth through the
experience of Liau Sam-tiong. This shows why Lim Bd-seng became the
number one educator in Taiwan. I hope this paper can help today’s young
people in Taiwan understand the value of Péh-oe-ji literature and gain

strength and wisdom from Lim Bo-seng’s words.

Keywords: Lim Bo-seng, Lim Ian-sin, Liau Sam-tiong, Taiwanese literature,

Péh-oe-ji
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1. 545H
1.1, FAZE B i kapX A AT

19144£10ALim Bo-seng (#%4) tiam(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE-PO)
AIEAGH) 2H3558% K Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>? (MHE=
EE) ° H1838F ; kingfE11ALIim Ian-sin (M) t1 kAng FI¥55356
BIER(Tui-to-toan.) GEME) > H581F o Chit nnghifislléng éngH&E
Peh-6e-j1 (HEEF ~ BiE¥) HE > ANAElOngZlehFhitH8 A t1HAHETE:
é Liau Sam-tiong (E—8H) - %sui-khui -~ BEFEEE > EHEEEL--U
lan ai pd-sioh &EMI > mafZchinffé G M » #iEeng 2 AE
ahBARZEAEGRE ; m-ku kau-ta" iafiEFEfesmutisk s thiah chit nig
REBEHE > BB chitEm L
Liau Sam-tiongE = > FEE » EMPEIEA » 18865 Hisi » BRI
B (BrmMERED) SHIZEldutt 882 ARG IG 2 Bikap P A H RS R -
19144298 H 12Kl R it H A5t & o Mt @ E = HEREHGHE G
BrhE - REhE) 4 hitlfeded: - @K EeEpe ; WX AERE=ELRK * 2

' 1914108 TIt(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE-PO) (&% &%R) 355 koan (355%) #3-48E > [RT!
EBEIEEKAU-HOE-POJ ~ BAE S TAI-0AN] o BT7 BB E2eE 5B H U MEmER
= ERE HBETai-lam HU-sid" Kau-hoe-po EFAFIHEER) > m-tioh o Chit{3#R#E1885
F78 CE1E6R) AITIRSEZ(TAI-OAN-HU-SIA" KAU-HOE-PO) (& ErTIHHE®R) -
18924 IF B#2 (TAI-LAM-HU KAU-HOE-PO) (BRIFHER) » 1893FE IR (TAI-LAM-
HU-SIA" KAU-HOE-PO) (BEFFMZE®R) > 19064E1EH250 koan (250%) #:Z(TAI-LAM
KAU-HOE-PO BB &%R) » 1913478340 koan (340%) #:2(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE-PO &
EHEW) > 1932458566 koan (566%) #:Z(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE KONG-PO &EHE R
) o

! BHIREFRRGEBKE OngE REAE ) -

3 1865 FERFEREHNGEEMAE Nga-kokBE4E (Dr. James Maxwell » EHE) HEME > 1876
FAMITEREAE] » 1913FERZBUY T ERTHER > 1948FNH Bkt > BRI o
Pa Khek-1é (Rev. Dr. Thomas Barclay » BB52ii8) BTt 1876 kau 19255 MmidiRkE o (5&
2482005 : 233-239 ; BEIT#HEPT2024) Pa Khek-1é ~ Ma Nga-kok éfB/Te-tangBE 8k ité
(HEEFEE(—)) o (FBATE1990 : 51-64 ~ 73-75 ~ 277-280)

P TE4hEEa(EERAT | EYBRTEEHRZBBKI pdi > 1885 B REEHS
&) 5 190620 E R B REAGSFER » 190820 EBHERFER ) 5 19128 M
FEEHHER o M-k( > tiam 158885843 (1910) FoRLhEE L FIEEETEFEphahF ek
Z 2Péh-6e-jT ITAI-LAM TIU™-LO-KAU TIONG-HAK-HAU » kohBthgZF B rREHR T2
BUEKED (EEX ~ BAER ~ BEMEHR2016 : 158-159) o MFiEHEE | 245 o
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P B EPRO » 19T A4E Rt RS A A TR 5 A A 5
Fho

1.2. #3&EELim lan-sin (MER) ~MiXELIm Bo-sengf@N

Lim Ian-sinti#eE » JRAMHRER > 18594 (FHEIBEIME) 11H15 tifT
WA s 0 19444 (HARBAILG) 2H2785 » =586 (ldn é5%) -
HEFHT o 18984 chia® A MM E ZEtiam kB CoriEBbienis) &
REHGEELMEE CkapB s » 18988 A ZIMEEZA G H2HTHE
17% > BuExkapBat @ T #EH) (BOEEM) - 189849 A i Il &

(KFHEBGenis) HPa Khek-1é (Rev. Dr. Thomas Barclay @ EL5ii&)
WETREIEA S 1899F 12 A amA g (KRTHAE) eR¥E » 19144:5H
chia™ e HEM SRS BOE T » 19254E 2 B & B R BB 104 o

Lim Bo-senghhX4: » “=HERT » SRAtES o 18874F (THEDCAE134E) 10H
30 AR sl » 1947 (FPEEREI364) 3H11 tindtrikhia-ke hoHEIE
REBUFliah--2 > hitRFdARTH605% > 1dn é%i6l » Kftkau-ta® chhoeffE S
BE ©

MIA B R kapFh e Kkid" » SMARIFEIZRA o MK gdu B s
KF (BHEF) FkahEsui o 1903FMKEFREEBEHE - 19054 chia”
H Hi%E o 19084Fchia” H #0& B B bR SAE 25 38 U R e BB B0 8 SR R A5k H 22
AR > 19094 E tHau B EE = @S2 skt o i SElidugE tiau sl i B K
B BIRRER > FEH TS 19154E 2 oA i 24 {17 [Ko-sa
Chheng-lian-héemWHF &) CREGEHEGENS) » MXKAEhGAHEE
AIEEE » 191643 o

1917 M % Ekap Ong Chhdi-hoAnTR# (1897.7.27-1976.9.7)
B o FREREBRA  HEKTFARERREBRRKIA R > 19164 H AR (LI
FRILE S O S R B HARE R A Bk o

> MikEkhahHMEETER > B RIS TER166(EEEMRAKE $1£) (E589-93) >
kohBBLER ~ MEEREFT198KBIMEATE) (E89-92 » BkahfFK) » chit nAgn
BIESOREEKhng tiam B X ERELRIE 8T A TERE chitld - ABMER/MiREIRE
HHBEHMTL > FAUTREEZIRE199(REFSHEE) (1885-1985) chitAfAESR
chit-kéafRé&ElchhamiBH » tTHARFLE(Tai-0dn Kau-hoe Kong-poBEHENR) (5@
A EHR - EEHEEER - SEKE®R) etangBtiohFélEmkapBE °
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1927 MR Z BB IR I kap s & &M IMTEAFILE ) - Kiftryé
Columbia University (BHmiltiiKE:) é Teachers College (BT 7
fit > toe John Dewey (f1/&) kap Paul Monroe (Fi%#) #dZ22H > 19284
#Rtheh-tiohsCRH 27 #EREFE 1 > 192911 A théh-tioh#H 25
WA (BBEHEEE) » M2 (Public Education in Formosa
under the Japanese Administration-A Historical and Analytical Study
of the Development and the Cultural Problems) (HAKEIAT AIEEEMK
HE — HBED AR LeER 5 HrkaptRat) ¢ o BEEH1At13£E théh-tioh
TR LeRE A > maZEIN /LA EHE #EKtheh-tioh L 2A 658
A o

19164F9 A kau 19274 M4 £ 3E B chin-chéng » MS4A EBEOREHH
28 (19228 AL AmMEESRTE) Hdlt > M #EH) (BEEEE) - 1918
ERECHAMEZREM © 192050 E 6 FE = S g2 A © 19214F10
A1758 683U G ROz » MOKAEhO ANHEEMERR B - 1 & S5 o
19244E~ 1926 B AL I EFRIEMRRACE BRI E 24 - MoK ahedR
A EkapPaiFs i o

19304 chia” H M Etng R & REZA T L2 > 19305 A BIRE R
EEFERR (BEAR2EEENENTE) Bt 0 1935FERBIREBESFH
TR (RITRBENTE)  MEREEERER B > SEEFARE (EEHeEHe
)

RIFRWIEGET  MOSRE IBRIKAERE RS W) ~ (BEREH) - (A
BHENm)BReAEHNTY (BEY) (Ei > H1908F9Hkau 193543
H o 1éngf A5G » TS M RE ~ Ki¥kap AWRUE ~ BIARRE
RECHE ~ AEPCHEFELARIE - (BRIDIE2004 : 47 5 RADEH2006 © 7)
1911.11&84i(Soat-cha kiu langy (FFHA) - 1914.10{Keng-tiau Liau

¢ MIRLE TR REngHE B8 » 2000 HR6 cha-bo-kid"MkEH S EBIR(AAFSA T8
MBERHE | ERRRAMXZEETRRENIIEERR (B4 : MREZBXLES
g ot i HBERER) < 2004FHAR  BEEAXER(BARATOEEOEREE
FFECEBEDOEE DT (RR | IREAFEHNEIBAIER) LR o 2017EMEEHZSE
AR ER(AATUA TEERAE —HERURBBSICEE D HTkahIRENIRIBIEE
I aEEEE - MEBRREEBERS XER & REDbeh B ARHEA
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Sam-tiong kuny) (BHBE=FEH) °1924.11~1925.2{Hi-chhut: Lo-tek
Kai-kauy (i © B8  © 1932.6;8#K14H<Ki-tok-kau Bln-béng Su-
koan) GEEHCCHHSE) o 1933.12ikau 193543 HH#15HAHT M Sin
Tai-oan-oe é Tin-liat-koan CHr&EiEaEHSIEE) © 1934.11Hs0a 3 Eng
Tai Siok-gi Tui-chiauy (HEABIEHR) o

194578 H HARER » MKAEZIBMAE RBEAIT > FRBZE BkapiZIX
ZE » kui-kefE G4 > 12 AFBBESEBRELBEIE LM BEmaHE
RAERBEGERIETS © 19454 M A kap HIAREICELRG HT R e A8 T/EAN R
tiam B LB ) » koh#E(Ent - (ER¥R) 5T HCHCE Bl B R EBU & R G
T FREBUG © 1946 FRBERTPEEREBEFsoah R MBREE LB H*
masZPB s ) e 1L AR o

Mk Ethangi 2 B EBAERE — A » m-nakiii H 3 ~ 523 ~ 358451
0 mafBERBEGE T (B8  kohZFmaBREEE eI - 1Z
%L iatMko R B AR e B #F o Chiah-niBEFHEAEHE R
soah t1 19474311 hoH BB RER 5 F kRl koh B B » 1R
[ > R BIERERE 19474228 KERK © 20224 chia"H23 > BEREET
EUEEGEREEEERER » ka 3A 1IMSRAEBIZZHE HET I Tai-oan
Kau-su Cheh & /S ZAMET) > takFER Il RTEE) - a8 T o 8

1.3. AR EEichham ng-bang

K <Keéng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>éF#(H (Tui-to6-toanyé 3%
khah ke » NAEEHkhah choe é-tangaliméfife > ALl > chitEamX £ &
beha itk Ee(Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun) » Hifma é thehfi
Fié{Tui-to-toan>tAng-chéqlah  Tai-seng kaAJ&Ee H 6 F A M Ekap

7 20245EMBELES cha-bo-Kid"MFMEES BB Y « SHMHAS > (BAKUR » BEIE194743
BNMERERiah e58iB o FHIFREMIIEOM - MEHBEXFEE2024 MB350
EHIR) o

Y AMEG2024M311 8 BAEMEEEEE I A MEESHBABN MR ESSIEH RS —8
$08% o Koh » AIBMRETEEZER BB MkapZ i @ FREEZIRE199(EETETESE)

(1885-1985) chitAMAERboe-chidéReé&ERIchhamBF » tTHARERF{E(Tai-0an Kau-hoe
Kong-pO0BEHEAR) (BENMAE®R 6B TR - 5EHBITM) e-tangBtiohRelE
fakapiBE °
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fE ELEEAR > kohSUB A REEERE 3L 5 koh AR HUAH B SOk - BErE —HeE
H > martinthiEEkaphSEan-néa MEE =He—4 ; 10EFTH{Keng-
tiau Lidu Sam-tiong kun.yéfitakapi®i > srthiahMKEan-ndéaEEHIA
AT S EeHB I » LUK Chhut-si-jip-oahy (HFEATR) eMEmES o
Ng-bang ho& 4 éA1# Athanglbat(Keéng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.)>éfd
il > 12 chanFiREe B8 Fthang antk4 chiti B S tioh khui-lat kap
e

2. “Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.” kap “Tui-to-toan.” &

Nk ~ R EtkapaEaaat A

2.1. BRI EAET &  SRIEE R Ekap o BHE L KRit B F

M4 e<Keng-tiau Lidu Sam-tiong kun. kap#tieR é{Tui-t6-toan.»
£ 19144E(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE-PO) (H1EHEGH) - 2024 EEKE
110% - HEHEEE S khdam-khiat é4nE » kohBEhoS R EHE T sLIER
REMRFEMHEEBOR ) BUE R nichoe-choeRRE X Bipha-hngk# ° Ka-
chai 19874 H#E REER 1A 1384 it » kohi3244% » 20194 1E H 3t
IACBRRE S BB - Hfffikau ta”  BlaklwEe A E L Ekténgt
koh#&# o

2004FE B EH G LML HRCEEH G AH =) (1885-2002) 1° > 1885
Fkau 1968FHY e w2 At HaT > chitE 2B A|fHchhiau-chhoe
éngie FIEH TSR > N EMMEE ~ KA ~ B=8HexFE - fiARe-tang ti
BB RER G EE R Hah B S E SR E FEEIRE (BRI E
-~ B e EE RREEE ) o

 BRBEEXHERT > etangRE T BE2022{A BN A BB L kapkkéNF) eMFE_E
ZKbongBLX IR — — 1N ERERBHBESEBXHE] °

V5@ HE N | 2004FE HR(EEHENHREE) (1885-2002) > BIEAMFE (1922-2024)
REZEF X o BRkOhEHEEIRHE » 1 EEBH T NRMTHLHE -BEE(EEHZ AR
chia» B5& : 18855 kau 2007TFH(EEBH T NHREE) B 80 » chitEMKUIEBERKTE » koh
Bchit-kéaBEffithangE © #iAé-tang I BEEREHNSELIEREhZZIMEREEE S
EEHIE ©
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PrliaufiiAéscikténg @RI R » MK A ReBFEHGE
J& » mafPchit-kéas ik o

B3 BB A nNg eAEE Hah FARHE RHE | [H5E B i R
JiE )~ TEEEF R SR e 1 o T EE =B S Y 86 2010 chin "% -
EBm#t (1955-2016) FHréatE » IEMHRE HEE 7 MR #EE - m-ka
MR ~ PR ~ BE=E A 55 SCE M IR o 555 OB B B RS
20064Fchin™f » J&/220014Fkau 20044 E B E R LR BB Tel &
BT BRI EEEE ) 0 chhiau-chhoe HFFFE T ka chit-kda
A2 MefFaphah PR - 20064F Z5tH /LS TF; ~ IREREFE TR > 15
AE S BB R (5 —REBY) — BB s IR ) » ka T i phah g
koh#ZHESE e B Rlchit ™M » engRifkapiEif e T X 28 - R EE&EH N
T2 o [5 355 BT BB RHE | & 50k 222 F1 1885 kau 1968 F-&(REH G A
Y NHPEEMREE(Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>kaphkiéRé{Tui-
to-toan.) o Chit éBERHHIKERMME 65T  <IG-lék Chiang-choan Kau-
hoey CHEEEEREE) - (Tui-t6-toany » <Lun Ke-chhoa> G2
{Long-khdu hoan-choat> GfI5k#l) ~ <Lim Liong Sio-toany (#kE/]
&) -~ {Song-piat-hoey GEHIE) o MK EIRICE @ (Soat-chu kiu
langy (FEFHA) - <Keéng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun) (HBE=HE
chit é&k}EkaZ =HeéH Fphah m-tioh¥) >~ (Hi-chhut: Lo-tek Kai-
kawy (8 : BN o IR E =8 (BRESm-tiohs @ BME=H)
2/ X E : {Chu-chin) (H#&) - {Ki-tok kau é Ui-tai) (GLE#emEkK) o

Al ERRe A 18 35 7 SCBREE 1 20084Echin ™ » KRME Bt . &8 AfidE
REBEE U RGES ZCRWSEAT (chitma é8TEFERER) - BE(BEHE
NEYNBAphah - #lFE ~ ¥~ FAS > koh ka 20074 H el LG EE &
NHICGTERFIEL-2281 > DU BT H 365 MH B b Bt o W ELa s
A4é{Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.> (Chia kaZ ==é@Fphah m-tioh

a3
s
=
o
N
D>
)EIE
¢

NEaEN R BN AET A E BN e-tang2 RAEH2010(BHEXERER
i BT B R BYERES EGHN)

RERMBEEXHEBEE  6-tangBE T BE2022( BB XA B BT kapRkeNE) M E_E
S7KbongiB X eHIR— —12FEREHHBEAEHE] °
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T BE=M) kapMHEEE(Tui-to-toan.) o WEFRMIEE10EFFL - Isk
MIRAE23B N E » f13145<Sin Tai-o4n-oé é Tin-liat-kodn) (CHr&EGEM
BEFIEE) o WERE=E1E : (Ki-tok kau é Ui-taiy GEB#éEK > chia éff
BHTEME=E) > kohHEHEELE © (Khi-ok Kui-sian) (FEHEEE) o

FRIHEHB BRI koh A B EEE REH G IHKIFRE LRE ) » 1A T(E
)T =H hia » AMKEHEBE=8E  kaphHEGERE=EFE > (chia
ka{Tui-t6-toan. )t 44) chit nnghs 3L RS LI o TIKAECTHE=
HE NI INeng 3 EeE =HA TN o

Frliau EEFTEe CRRE KL » PRAzé<Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.)
kap#hiie FEé<Tui-to-toan. yiaufEiF et rmkapfse o

2.2. REFRE 191485 Fkau 2024578F

M4 E<Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>kap#i#éRié{Tui-t6-toan.»
191448 K kau ta"EAEE 1104 o 200045 18 FHEFE(TAIOANTI AT »
20011 EE N I8 B Tl s ar's > 20234 (TAIOANJIMEF) o Bifjé
HEET » H20004ERH4A1GAKIG choe BB ANHI TS 7 55 (Tai-oan Lo-
ma-ji) > fikI AT (Tai-oan-ji’ ETO)) ~ G -

Ti 110% ¢/ LtangH @ HEtFéHFHIEZ Asio-khoa-a kde-pian » FEH
¥ (Keéng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>kap{Tui-to-toan.>é ¥ > Hé-kha
eRth

1. XEEEHEGRGHEAE. ) o Chit3MiK1885E7H OLi&114E6H)
BIFIR54(TAI-OAN-HU-SIA™ KAU-HOE-PO) (AMEIFREGH) »

P Chit-tahBHER 1914411 B(AEHE}R)356% > FEZ2(Tai-0an kau-hde-pd BEHXE
#R)chiah tidh o

1 (TAI-OAN-UD B 1HAkaUSB 19HAHR T B A BB EFHE S (BRIEES)  TKLH) » BRE
WEME BB B2 AFTHERL) 3817 > #EIREETE" Si-chong®B5F = » 2000582087 > AKX
BT > 85158 EEE R T > kau 20074 B2031T 5 1988liaug 2T o 20234
FRET » €8T > kau 2024558 BICH T » BITEMUNMEEREFT HEkapAXE
g {BIREERTan Béng-jinfRAB{C o TBE22006 batFE k(A X HsH(Tai-0an-i) (BEF) &
BEREHE FRFE)  BRENETIE18kausE 188N A °

B EEASERETHEEEIARES)  [TLH) » SHEE M e-tang B R E R BIREE2022(Tai-
0an L6-méa-ji Hiap-hoe 20 tang Ki-liam-khan B8#EFHE20%8RE ) kapB ERET
e eHmsG
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iR paitl4 » —Ekau 1922412 H(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE KONG-PO &
BAENR)EEA53 koanfF 1k » LEBEHE#%1ongHAkhng BT, ) o M-kd
chéng 19234 1F H 55454 koanBitakau 1968F12 A (AEH G /A 1043 ~
10445551 » 1ongfEkoh tiami#E HeéREkhng A& > chitmd éRETH
Hmagan-ni o

2. fFEeThT ) > [REM o™ 5 m-ka » EEEEE TR 0 472 8147
maFE M ho" é koan-si - BEEABERELZ GG L EBREHITEZE 2003
e s T e R P AR B )i | TS Mo & » oY EEEMo" - 1 (B8
4H) BRIEEI98(AFME#EHEAME “FHEaE > Blo") (M At H
5) ° BEE2013(EFEHFEFHERE) (B  AELEREAEEAE
N BTG~ To") ~ Te") ~ o™ (H10) - AEHEBFIHEEM
fonn ~ Tonnf ) (FHEHRHREI2008C 28 M FE 7 B 7P = /7 REHF)
H31) - ®Ef# oonn] °

3. X Epoa"si » EHIM poa™si)  FCHAMFTIE oa” | 6B FATTHE
khng tiToJTHEH ° chhit"lkhoa") o s & lat-sin] > FEEHAE au-sin]
JR S H AT E Tau €A Ekhng tila)JE5E > chhiG®mdu) ~ Tchdu) o Bk
[F3E1998CAFER & AM) (H16) HLEHNE > ##tl chit éHFEAnng éRbE

(BEH) ey HifFstaifittl uiskE (chia"Fpéng) sng--koe-laish2 é

FHRETHEH » chhiu”lgda] ~ [godn] ~ lodn] ©

4. FHETE 6HEET R kaBFAM ISR g) > HEEF koan-si
an-ni% ’ cheZKfchit-tah éMNIBKREFH o BEIEEI98HFEE S A
) (H1l6) FLEHSAHEERTREME » GRIG-tIOhEFRRE » B
FArTHRe soaX B EeT & > chhia™lam )~ TAm ) ~ Téng) ~ TOAg) o ERFEE
2013 B REHFH AR E)magan-ni% > chhia"ai) ~ MULy ~ Mail ~ TUL

(H4-5) °Tichia® #E&#HMENg) > FRE : (1) Engi#ita-tioh¥E7 K

HHE I Esoatké koan-si > B O Man-niE K > chhit® 20234FA1Fé
(TaioAnjiB T ) HMaEOE UL ~ UL (HERED) - 202349 H H5HS2H
EEETIHENg) o (2) HIBHEEEEIR AL phah g5 ML HEE
ATEGR ©

5. Hithi 5 ikang efrfe » FEEHTRF (-~ --) éFahf > ah2iH e
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FHREA/NE o Chhan-chhia"[f#3CE 'bo-khiy (X)) > EFHMDO--khi)
(fE--%) 5 3B koe-choa khij > #EEH#flfTkoe-choa--khi] ; [HXE
'tong chéng) > FEE i tong-chéng ) (FfH) ° nngFhfke -] o JR L
%51sé thia™ki" ) @ HEEHMs6 thia™-ki"--&] ©
6. B3 B8R EE20064E chit " Eél A5 B B R ) - NHhéeHEE
= phah“E A chit-kba“Ephah m-tioh o #Ebehd|Fichit efiAeEIzEZAITE
BT o Alkbas | JHain-ti &R Ephah i in iy ; 3 MliG-hak--é)
tiE R Ephah i liG-hak-é) ; 3 tong-pauy (FIffl) tiEREphah™
ffTtong-pany ([A¥F) ; FHpe’-cheng) (FIE) tTEFIEphah 7 pe-
chéngy M) ; 3 chia® & REphah¥ ' chian) ; 3 Thiam-
teng tIE R E phah il thiam-teng] ; i3 Lessing i ti& R EHphah i
Messeng] ; J#chhdu-chhi-d é tiEREphahF ! chhdu-chhi-de] ;
JFZ 'khui-16 G &#Ephah 7 (khui 16 ; JRchidu-plti&*HEphah
FA% chidu-pé] °

2.3. EEFAEE R Eﬁiﬂiﬁ%kapﬂ‘mi fB5E

SEMACKEA O EBRERELUWE » FEkaMK4d:é(Keng-tiau Liau
Sam-tiong kun.>kap##éFé{Tui-to-toan. téngtlE M A FEEEE L » kohi
fEgEer > FRLIAUTHIHATS e RRTHERL » FLAREE2004 4 3 5k e B3R KIS N
ORI B RO EEEN o

B fR<{Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>ézE# LM% » Hé-khai%Bhia s .

1. Tja-mid To-siuJélju-mid) @ BT EM 74 ° maz#ii chi-mia) >
FRMME ) o BEoEeFREEE ) o Tiaml ChhoeTaigifA B#&##+ chhoe
Mj0-mid ) > 1932¢& H KF##) A [j0-mid kaplcht-michit nng &7 »
%%E?SU%%J o fEFE - TIRRRICHIT 244 o HFEA o JTioR Kiliduttikeé

o IFE/KIFRE LR kaljo-mid e FEMI RS - EZRRE ©

2. Friirp 2 tioEchit-md eMRAHE ) » A uHHEEpal > Klimaf

#Esbaifh » bat tiF#EEFhia - Pﬁuﬂﬂ{ﬁk*ﬁ@qjﬁ o AR EBHEELR) -
UErigig S &P fEi%chit-ma eéBFMERRT o MHEL1914<Tui-to-toany (B
TfE) G = E PR AR AU O R N HERA ) o B I ER T e e i i 5H A
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1913 AL B P ERAR Y ©

3. le thangfF&Ema ka-ka" jélka-ka") : FEFEME > BEZA]
AE o Tiam[ChhoeTaigi A E#H+ chhoel *ka-kd") (kéngtHRi--é) -
chhoe-tioh 3 3 HIGR e s B A W chit 3B © (1) 193 IKEHFFEIE
Ma-ka-kd" 7MaEL) o (2) 19322 H KFHIL) @ Tia-ka-ka" /M8y @ ATRE © ) »
Mma-ka-ka"MEg ~ MHa-ké-ka"7/EL o (3)Te" Khe-phoanfiZi4:1926
H/N#(Chhut Si-soa" HiZEM)H85H 3 phash3 choafi ma-ka-k4" chit
#i o Chit eFAtIEEH IR B M SRbatii--3 - EEMKESE » chit é3EF
éigHthangfrFkau ta" °

4. I'sa"™ti" si-ti" si-chun koe-choa--khijélkoe-choa | : HEFHEME
Iy~ DEsE ) EERFFEEHEZE o Tiaml ChhoeTaigi & REFEH+  Chhoe
'koe-choay ’ chhoe-tioh2002* GHEFRIHFI 526k | Tkoe-choai#4l :
R L o ) Tkoe-choai#4lll © $625 R o 1Chhoelchoa) » 15tiohM1913H R
FhET) (EMEH T A : lchoa# : ké-choa, chi-si ké-si é i-su.

GEE - BhRERFeRE o) |Chit EFATEHR MR MEm-batfi--3& » BEM

EAESE 0 chit éGEFAIEFE A thangff1Fkau ta” o

5. ChitR X EAH AN EE 4 N éafishah 2 FEMAFE > BE -
Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (&) »1729.1.22-1781.2.15 @ {EBIRGGED)
REHAE EefER chham X EBEFHF © Bernd Heinrich Wilhelm von Kleist

(fs7) »1777.10.18-1811.11.21 » FEBEEF A ~ BREIZK ~ /NREK © Johann

Wolfgang von Goethe * ma&EMGothe » H WM R Ey > 1749.8.28-
1832.3.22 » fERETEBEIESR » 20054F R & — 5 S siong R =B A
158 > PE4557 o Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche (%) » W Hiz#TE
’RJ > 1844.10.15-1900.8.25 » HIBEBEET LR ~ FFA ~ SULMEFFER ~ HHLGE
SERkaplEHhFR o BERETE2E 2 Chia" % - 18694EsdakiHit:toale o Chit 4
NEE A N 218t Ad A EEkau 19tHFde N o 1914F B chitE X Ferks » MRE
tng leh B B R Z2 SO TR 2R} > 19164 HH3E » MOk efEEEkap iR
LR EA ARELT chitRERE o RIS A 62T TREEERCI » KA

16 Chit 48 E 5 A ST B » 16ng 6-tang tTHEEER) ) chhoe--tidh ©
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1929411 Hthéh-tiohZFE Bt Columbia University (BMfitbii k&) HE
Bhre 22N idutk 0 eEE M chiah tigsk&7 » hitfbat tifEEIEf
PRRER RS o GRAEMIREE2015 : 31) Koh @ MUKAE1935ERIRE AT M
[ (IREBENTE) » MEREEFERERI T o Al A4 m-naBes »
WA s SEE  HEEEEE - EiEmaZchinTF > Zchid"#5é355 AT o

3. MiRE s MR BRI B = EeEF FIR

31. B=Eé& kap3t 510~ 2 & kapZE(E

E-kha enghfr4:é{Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>kap#iiEEé{Tui-
to-toan. i3 © kohZE M aftke B SCRERIGSIN L) ~ RKIFRE SR
(REPEFF L) kapdBEHGABIMEREER » BHE=HETH
i o

B=HH  FEE » 1886 (JHEDEFE12M) Hisi tiIEMPEIER > 19144F

(HARBKIE3ME) 8A12i@ Y » FE2958 - EpeEfEht (1835-1893)
chhoaZfRHER (F29% > 1851-1899 » 18944FE i H B AR EMEYE) lidufk » &
VEBBRE o B=ESmeNEpeit s 0 1899 F 14pkhittFEREE (P4
BIELSR) o BEEHEKNEAL (1871-1939) ELHIRA G EEISE * ke
B=E155% @ BB REBERREE /N B=EEBEhitfFE A 445 o

B=8 12 AR > BEEE > P EEhithf - 18994 it s FE 1A

(Rev. Cambell N. Moody) fifk o MheELZE =B rh ek » fo-16E=
EEHIE ~ BEHE - B=EH16p P o M =E 2 Eliau

%> B ME4 (E R Johnson) 1A - 19024FE =H17
PRAEEER Cirdhig & &0 ~ B2t - EMAIMELE - FE A 3R
i o

Il Idu st R ARG 2R - B A Em e EfHchit e2H
£e - 19104 (HiR434) 3HHIREEE @A HIZE - 1911445 AR FH
(Waseda) REXE} o B=EIRFAFEA > BHELESDEEHRFESE -
19124F (BAIG45%) BRE=HeEEHkoh gid--HHK » KB tAgHRK A EH
7 HAuPRIE SRR 28] > kohRSUMER] (Fukuoka) KEHHEEEE » EHE
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W o AR BE=EEEKR (Osaka) &FHEPES » Tkd"EM Jthang
W > chiah ho7ktast o thkAkan-naq# @ TR BEEMERL > IS &
NBERTIE ©

19144E9 H(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE-PO &E#& )5 3548 T Hi(Song-
st.> (385) (H12) - E#% : [Peh goéh 12 (6: 21) siok Sai-1é é kau-hoe,
Liau Sam-tiong, 29 hoe, ti Loe-té koe-6ng.| (8H12 » E/F6H21 > @b
IReE > E=5H > 29k  ttAMLAET ) 10HFIHMKAE<(Keng-tiau Liau
Sam-tiong kun., > 11 H ¥ ELé{Tui-to-toan.)  MeE KE =527
B MRAERRE —E 15 0 B S EREhitE 0 MIERS6E - MRA285K o #K
M F R R = A 3 (EAS AR 2 6T © 1. AahetElT - 2. BB in3=é
T. ° 3. Chhang-mia koh#3§ o |

RIFEEVSKGH - B8R AR kapdGEH G @) BLREAE
N E FEARY (PB4 TSR Liau Sam-tiong) ° m-kufF 1k&eéng
Liau To-siu) (EEE) -

E-kha%lHichit 9F X EE&EFM | E=818%1903.6{Chu-chin.> (H
) -~ 235%1908.9<Liau Sam-tiong é phoe.> (BE==Eéflt) - 255%1910.3
{Khi-ok Kui-sian.) (Liau To-siu<{EEHEE#)) -~ 1910.5-7<Ki-tok-kau é
Ui-tai.) (FE#%EEKX) #-1910.10it-pin Chui-chai.> (HAKSK) -
265%1911.1<Ko-sa Ki-tok Chheng-lidn-hoe.) (SRS HES) ~ 1911.7
{Tang-kia" Ko-sa Chheng-lidn-hoe.) (REEW#HET) ~ 1911.12{Ko-sa
Ki-tok Chheng-lidn-hoe.> (EPEEHFEE) ~ 275%1912.2{Ko-sa Ki-tok
Chheng-lidan-hoe )G EFFE) - E=HZEFHeAHEF > chid"A R
fig o thitkarmarE i B kap 8% - RZMEtiOh-ai kWS kaphiiEE —Her
Al S

TRBHEHReE EIchin choe » BESEE chhiau-chhoe 88 » 145 1au-kau ° F3&ai koh chim-
chiok chhiau-chhoe--koe » thangZRHfZEE =B A FEEE ©

18 (Ki-tok-kau & Ui-tai.) (BEHeEKX) OnglE@N38TIL » 2EE=-5#26XE » IXEEA
=5 . [SIin-hak phok-st The-ki (Uzaki) kong:) » FREAcChitiE X EER1EE MR E T The-ki
(Uzaki) J o BINT BTSN 2R AN SN B B R E SZR =M The-ki ( Uzaki ) 17 ZF
HEFEReI BB OFET B SRR EMIFEIE ( Uzaki) J o Chit-tah élThe-ki ( Uzaki ) |
FESZtiIoR T#8IE BFAFER) (1870-1930) » = HABRARtkauBBFIRFAIHAE K ElkapTnE2 &
2o
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3.2. MixEkapMEHRE=E

Chit-tahfHanf4Eé(Keéng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>kaph#eFié
(Tui-to-toan.) » REMK EkapMHeFEdn-ndaiFim/E =& :

1. B=#EEHEFEMcheng®ikeéliiH » chitiEé® JCRIFtLOLAteh toh o
BoEHEEHAEENER  EO0RE  FEMEZEERENREZHE @ E
HGaxeh B « B SR E R HkapE I E#é khang-khoe ©
B = chai ai#k[FEIMY ~ IRELs0(b) » MORA BEE =Hpia"-sifH » L8
Hika-ki - B=EkaBEMEMkap B 5@ F ftkat choe-hde o iR
R = EEM 2 hithf » m-na®) B takI L2 M > kohZVDMiE - B =Ht
R 24%4 > kapWATBINL NSRS BB Zm &) o BUHERREEE 0 5l
chhoaBEfuAIbatiER o 1910F MK AE R R AEHRME =58 - HEHE R &
HBEUFEG R M4 0-167% : ST kun péng-seng khoa" sin Chu
cho cheng ti-sek é goan-thau chit to é léng-hde put-si t1 sim 1ai teh
toh.) (BRETABRE EMORE T » —EeT K ARtUDLAteh toh © )

2. B=E K&chhang-mia » BI# ~ BEEIFE ~ #amiichs o Mk Ekap
M#EE1Ong 016 =HE K&chhang-mia > #EFHIFTEH 22 R Y| B
% o Che 1@ Ee-sdiFtioh » takZBHIFEH » B GG HF Tiong-oh.
SHE - NIEEYIHchit2IRIE RuikeH e a4 > 189748 A(TAL-
LAM-HU-SIA™ KAU-HOE-PO) (AR EH) 5149% (H60) tioH
Liau Sam-tiong é% 7B > #Rkkoh A& EALiau Sam-tiong » tiKEHRH
BEESR) (H39 404243~ 44~ 45) 16ngFE-EHRYIBEHEEER o 19
PRAE R AR = Ee ¥ chid™f » Mk o-162 =& [FGRHERE ) » ZATAARE o
M Fkap B =BT/ R > R =EHEZ2FI B R - MKERE=HE]
W% 0 B —=EkhahFiEFE > M4 HIn nag \ZIMFIC)  MsEm-na thia®
M= BN thchinfiiRE == -

3. E é \kau tioh& » | FEMHE =EHMHR » ai soahE=EHeEH - #
RE=HEtiohfiF » MIKAEF BB = HHEI IO - hitlhFZE =5 O A P
2R Eliauttbeh 2 HARPN MR 2 - tTif 2255 3 BN » tig £ & -- 11

U AREHEBFEL)RNTPEE =B ZIBFENREH G HRakZH Tiong-Oh. | 83R3E o MRE
ER2hitly 0 maER/INMESE - HEHma longBRE ©
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chitBXiFf o BE=EMAE > lidufkkohfgfE22 3 - 19084E23 % &/E = HEuif
FEHMh U EEMEM A - G © TR DFEEERE - HRFKeé sianghf
elffH € teh-behith o yA] R =E3Zthia" tak-ti" - KA RBEGE | TE é
ANkau tiohf# ) » 1912 FERE=ERHHnaknd® » KEIEHE > 1914487
g o KEE=Em-naFd KER > koh pia"-sifH - fERsoahfii Rt » MK
AR THak tu-td chid®, seng-khu i-keng hoe.| (B#:H:chia" GiECE
TERE o) AEHEthongkkY - MIERZEGLEGRER > HE"HGH
3t > AIRESE L Fthia™E B = EeHE » m-kamZ = EZJKthia i > chiah
MRRA g Rhoft#32kizEe khoa"-oah ) °

4. MXECNBEBE=EB) T A

4. MixEFRIERBHERE T FeiRiE > Krboe kau&boe chia”

M A (Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>H > m-kamEZ =&tioh
JE o SE—EEERhitRe B F R el » F R ZlehiB BIEEEE: > ai behiBRE
A ERe B ™ - RIS EEEE R - Chitle CE 5t 19144F » chitéf
MOKAE285% o 13%4% » 1927 M4 Kiftfyé Columbia University (B
LeERKEE) € Teachers College (ZXEZEF) #fM » 1929411 Hthéh-tioh#
BEETEA > chia™MEALA B OSEEE #E K theh-tiohE L 2éH
# A o An chialfthangB&tioh#hi$A: chia A EAE 555 — NeF# o

MOSAERBE = EE NS  thangfREhithi4 18 Fe8 o g
4.1.1. 2R chhin-chhit" &% EMthangBe R EF £

MIAEFE I 19144Ehith - IR tUiF AR » B A thangidft > &
NZFREah 2l G > RE2e# Zkhdm-khiat > {72 &A1 H 4 chhin-
chhin™&Bpak ti5t# ) » Tkhang-khang khng k&R un-bat tillikk) o =
EHeRM: - holHE e FemmE » KBS t1 19144601 » FERATIRE
H] o Koh > HIGRHAGEH Fai B eivarre 2 MnalEat - m-kubtsrélif
siu® chi6 @ B ¥ fkapEREEH > ut-chut kaust o T1 chiatk/ ¥ Ekoh B2
ZHMFREES BRI T 0 m-kam inZKFE 0 HERhithe A TE T R B H

sai e
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41.2. 50%FenE 50%%énBkaplr RénERHE

Ksm-kam Hinki e B E#HF - MKAERRS04Fién Ekap S0%%én
{Eskkap hitRFif L - MIKARRS04 e G Ekap 50%41%eéB1E1ong phéng
19104 ReéE1E - Akoh-khahireRit @ tuitFEé B Fkoh-khah K& °

MIXAZ18874F (THEDEHEL3E) tUMIRG FE sl > FtbatffeEiE=IA » ft
eEpeMIE BIHEF Y - AR EHBIR A > MOS8 Fiks e BURHRZ
hitifkeTEEHH o 20

MR ti(Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>AWH » 38504 chin-chéng
R MZHOhAE CHHEMEHE » chinf F f e = He-sdil B tiFF s E
£ ti0 e-sail B eZEE E chin™) ° An chia thangF Hitk S AEtuiiE BRI
e kap R GIEE > Hboe-bai eFIR - (FEfEAME LI hitE R HA
FHRZE > m-ku » 0-16 50&wiéiHEAE » e-tang B HIMKA Ul hitReEH
chinfliHi o

M-kt » fEkhia t1 20244Fé 518k E H AR R kapiF R REAEHE » &
Hlong R 3UIEREE o iRBIRRéZEkoh-khah 2 HEHHENEHEH »
#isan-chhiah 658 A\ & MEERMEIR RS2 R Rhit keI E » kohfrEEé
220 T B B M oAk e T ; B2 H AR e H » #tbongH 3L
FHEREHEH » m-ku  ZWEHEREIE - BEHHEZRH 0 Gtioh2HRZL
Jtchoekéx ikap 2] » hoB# AAE LEfkde-pian * chhamA B And
KndfEsio-sidng ° Ah chitFéEkang * ma t1 19474E % KEtTA EiHE1Té
228 KEhithE LR » M4 ma 11 1947423 H 11 hoh g RIBIEfTliah 2%
soahZ&Hftkau ta"

MAtI(Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.>AH » ng-bang 50%lidufk
EEE » hithF A S e A B RN EZ Gkhahty e & khah/lEA] > Tthang
ESSR ~ % éng kang | » BT FEr][REboe A chhit” 19104FeREH
hiah-ni choe éf&ftkap koh-ia" o 50%&%EBTEE19644F » FHIEMIKEIATE

N EBEIH AR Abat ho inEpeiBEELRFsu-oh-a FEES » NEFEtOh hitlFaEA
BEEFERT - GFRELIFREXES BEEFE2000(EBEEE3 | oEFEHAE)
BreEsIERE) 0 B105-113) TioB=EHBKH > B AF K » iu-goanBsEHAAHBCchit
HEMAEE > B ARRETkoh dEEREEE ' maBEFAtRIELEREEAtOhEE
2> magHMeER -

20



(HRE (BMBERZEE) kapih RE (Elefh) #R) THS
A Study of Lim Bo-seng’s “Kéng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.” and Lim Ian-sin’s “Tui-t6-toan.” Hongtin TENG

o B78mK ; TEMIRA 19474E I Nsk61 tioZRHES ©

MRIAEE hau-si"MoRFEEE © 19454E8 A HARRR » hitfF10 A 25T 5
H MR S OB RS S = | TAfka-kiE N ERHRE KK --ah o #%
A kabhz#gdE o hit TR —EEhsiongfGEsiongBl=EeH 7 o GRAEM
MREE2015 @ 19) i) > 19494E5 H B N384 e i ] » MOSAERES04
#%eR i 4Te thang tek-chi ma ku-ka"y (FthangfFEmaii) @ H
soah iu-goansz/fboe kauiiboe chiad"y o

Ka-chai > 2023 RE T2 2RERFHEE (Democracy Index) #Hi#
5510 0 ERUNTES o (BiEAFI2024) 110444% » 20244F 47526 (5 18 T e 5iltng
tiohWf > PRBEAEé ng-bang@EEH > IHEEH FEMREtHoh-ai F 1 chith2 &
ELFIA > pia"-siFiiGka-ki » HAHZE K phah-pia" B &1 o

4.2, BIEEE% » Tkoh& Hiché-ché &5E1E o Chhut-si Jip-oah HIEAE

MEAELICKeng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.)/H » 8218 tHid HIEEER 4
ALé-sin (Lessing) édfiit @ s A 3% AN > BHEJE N2 KEHBKoh % g
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.
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lan beh chai-ia" chiah hé, neh? Tai-oan ta" tioh chai™-ia" chiah é thang tui t beh si, koh [ai
oah?y (Ai--ah ! Ta"lBbeh/Eikchiahifneh ? &i&ta" tioh/Efkchiah&thang tui ti beh3t
kohZJ& ?7)
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BER1. Lim Bo-seng “Kéng-tiau Lidu Sam-tiong kun.” BEEZREHR
Teng Hongtin T B K¥H

Keng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.”

Lim Bo-seng ki

Liau kun Sam-tiong, ju-mia To-siu, si Ka-gi thia" Sai-lé kau-hoe
Liau Séng-phi Tiu"-16 é té-sa" sié-ti. Kun chi-se bd pé, sit kda™-bd kap
toa-hia" éng Ki-tok-kau ke-téng é kau-iok. Chap-ji hoe chia jip Sin-
lau Tiong-oh, lék-ni khé-chhi long liat iu-téng. Chai oh-tiong sit sé-1é.
Kun thian-chu béng-bin, gi-lin chhiong-héng, ho tong-si € sian-si” kap
péng-iu sé khi-tiong. Put-chai kap kun tong-chhong ning-ni ku, sit-tioh
b6 khi-hidam khoa" cho ti-ki; m-na thia"-sioh kun é chai-chéng, ia it-
hoat keng-hok kun € cho-lang. Kun 15 hoe sit-loh te-it thia" é koa"-bo.
Chap-lak hoe chut-giap Tiong-oh. Hit-tiap sim G sé kam-tong, khoa"-
phoa se-chéng, koat-i jip Sin-lau Hok-im-chu-1" kang-kiu sin-hak beh
pi-pan cho thoan-kau é kang. Si chai ai chin-kiu tong-pau, chin-heng
blin-hoa, b6 m-si beh kd-bu Ki-tok-kau é cheng-sin; kun é sim-chi tui
an-ne hidn-béng.

Kun chai Sin-hak tiong ka-ti chai idu-boe t kau-giah, chin ti-1 ai
koh liti-hak Loe-te; bat kui-na pai tui géa kéng-chhut chit ho chi-khi.

Khé-sioh sui-jian hak-chu jidu-ji, na-si si-pi" € kéng-gt m in, si boe kau

BChitEXZEEBRBIDET. ) > BE Tkun 8BFEKNE © 19144108 FI(TAI-0AN
KAU-HOE-PO) (BE#&iR) 355 koan (355%) $£3-48B > RTEEBEIEBIKAU-HOE-
POJ ~ H4BEETAI-OAN) o B BB EBEE BB B Bk B SCH HERZE Tai-lam
HU-sid" Kau-hoe-pod EFFHEER) > m-tioh o ChittpRAL1885FE7TH (HHE116E68)
BIITIBESEZ (TAI-OAN-HU-SIA" KAU-HOE-PO) (& &R &3R) > 18924 [E B & (TAI-
LAM-HU KAU-HOE-POY (BRER#H &) » 18934 IF B (TAI-LAM-HU-SIA™ KAU-HOE-
POY (BEAFHAEER) > 19064EIFA250 koan (250%) #:Z2(TAI-LAM KAU-HOE-PO &7
&) > 191375340 koan (340%) #Z(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE-PO &S &%R) » 19324
58566 koan (566%4) #a2(TAI-OAN KAU-HOE KONG-PO & E# & /R%R) o
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chi boe chia". M-chai si in-ti khin-thak siu” koe-thau, 4-s1 in-Gi?* sit-i
b6 chhun-chhda; chai sin-hak é te-sa” ni ti ndu-pe", koe Phé"-& ia koh
tng-khi chhu--nih tiau-iéong. Koe-ni pé" khah hé chiah koh lai Tai-lam
chiap-soa thak-chheh. Chut-giap au, kun b6 sit-loh éng-jit é chi-khi,
tit-tioh toa-hia" kap Kau-su-hoe é in-chun 1ai Tang-kia" thak Béng-ti-
hak-1". Kun si Tai-oan sin-hak é hak-seng thau chit é 1ai lii-hak--é.2°
Béng-ti 41 ni 2 goéh 11 ho Ki-goan-cheh, chii-si kun Sin-ho (Kobe)
chitn"-hoa" é ki-liam-jit. Hit s kun 23 hoe. Kun kau Tang-kia" lidu-au
koe nng 1é-pai goa ia 1ai Kia"-to,% chiap-tioh kun é phoe kéng, “Géa é
sim-goan sui-jian chiok, na-si gba é siang hoé é si-chin i-keng teh-beh
koe.” O-ho! Kun é khé-sim thang chai. Béng-ti 43 ni 3 goeh chit chut-
giap Béng-ti-hak-1" € Phé-thong-p6. Hoan-tig ni 4 goéh jip Cho-tita-tian
(Waseda) Tai-hak blin-kho. Kun chai Tang-kia" 4 ni ki bo bé-ki-tit in-
chhoa hia é tong-pau?” lai chit-kin to-1i, chit kap Tan Bok-su sa”-kap
siat-chia" Ko-sa Ki-tok-kau Chheng-lidan-hoe. Tak 1é-pai hoe-oan chi-

n

chip t1 Hu-st-kian-teng é kau-hoe. Géa 43 ni chhun-thi" 1ai Tang-kia
tham-mng kun, G chhin-bak khoa"-ki" chit é hoe? é oah-tang. Kau ta"
hoe é héng-sek sui-jian ké-0a", na-si cheng-sin idu ti-teh; kun s6 cho é
kang bé bo--khi*. S1 kun péng-seng khoa" sin Chu cho cheng ti-sek é
goan-thau chit to € léng-hoe put-si t1 sim lai teh toh. Khé-sioh € é lang
kau tioh-boa; 45 ni chhun-thi” ki-pe" koh hoat-choh, ko-put-chiong
tioh hiu-hak trg-1ai Tai-odn tidu-iéng. Lidu-au pé"-cheng?®® hodn-khi
hodn-té, koh lai Kiu-chiu Hok-kong (Fukuoka) chhi jip Tai-hak pé"-1"

2 B in-0i B BB 2 eE BB XM HEE B RHE 1 phahF M Min Giy » m-tioh o
25J$3ZFI|U hak--81 BT B/ e BB B B E LHE) phah =M il-hak-6) » m-tioh °
% Chit-tah BSZ#ET ) > Teng Hongtin kel

e
TR tong-paul (EIfE) BN &EN2EE & BN ABERE phahF M Mtong-pan.
(BEE) > m-tioh o
2 R®xxEchit-6 hoel » Teng Hongtindfi Mchit é hoe o
¥ B2 ETbo-khiy (EZ) > Teng Hongtindffilbd--khiy (&) o
ORI Mpe-chéngl (FIE) BN &8 2R BB N E RIE ] phahF M Mpé"-chéngl
(&1E) > m-tioh o
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ta"-tiap. Put-héng chiah ioh b6 eng-hau. Tai-cheng 3 ni 8 goeh 12 ho
ko-sin koe-éng ti cho lang-kheh é sd-chai, hidng-sit 29 hoe. O-ho! Ai-
-chai! Kun é si un-tang m-tan-na kun é hia"-t1, ke-koan, chhin-chhek
teh siong-pi. Sa"-chap hoe?! ho-cho chong, pang-sak poa”-si é seng-gai
khin-khd éng kang, poe chheh-siu"” tang phun sai chdu, ia ng-bang beh
thang chiong s¢ tit--tioh moéa-pak é keng-1tin 1ai hian cho Siong-chu
chin-heng pun-t6 blin-hoa é 16-éng; na-si beh-thai G phah-sng “Chhut-
su bi chiat sin sian song, tiong su éng-hidng lé tidm khim.” (Chhut-
cheng boe 14" seng-khu tai-seng si, ku-ku ho eng-hiong é lang bak-sai
lau kau moéa heng-chéng). O-ho! Ai--chai! Hak tu-tu chia™?, seng-khu
i-keng hoe. Kun é si s Tai-oan seng-hoe é toa sig-sit.

Khoa" kun sui-jian hak-bun td-chiah chia" idu-boe chhut-1ai toa
keng-éng ti sia-hoe; m-ku kun é it-seng thang kéng si tai-pidu hian-
tai Tai-oan Chheng-lian é kéng-gt. Si-se € hoan-tong, ho"-hak33 bé ki-
hoe; 0 lang Gi-tioh hak-chu é ché-tong, U lang Gi-tioh ke-téng sia-hoe
é m un-chun, ti-kau poa"-si** khdm-kho, khoa" hak-bun chhin-chhia"
hdi-it" bé chliin thang koe, chhin-chhit" oah-bé pak ti si-chhif; tui
an-ne khang-khang khng toa chi-khi un-bat ti san-1im; che kidm m-si

hian-tai Tai-oan chheng-lian é kéng-g mah? To-siu kun é si si kéng-

SR ESa"-chap-hdes (30%%) » Teng Hongtin# T Sa"-chap hoe) » kagiFkap &
Thoe)RBE > tIFR 0% tah@an-niE o

32 Rz Mehid" IS & 2 EE M B B BN BRI B R B | phahF 4 Tchidny » M-tioh o

BT RTT)  BCAMING") ; mekoh  BREEETR 26T Ima (RHho1e
koan-si e BEEBREASEE S EFBHTEEG2003IRERIT(HFEFERBM)E
RASMoMEE > oNBEEMo" ) (F48) HIEEI19(EEBRBEAPFNE_ZLE B
fo") (8™ | A B58) - BRER20IXEELZFFHHRE) (BT aEEEER
EHELBBE QR B TN~ T6" ~ 6" (F10BE) - HEMREFTHEER
fiifonny ~ TonnE) (BB HIREN00(EERFEEREFTHELHREAFM > B/318) »
|mEfoonny ©

M EE Mpoa-siy » Teng Hongtint® i Mpoa"-siy » R E e 0a") 8& 7T SEkhng tiTo T8
88 > chhil"Tkhoa"s o BKIEE1998(BFEH B AT (BFE™ @ AJt - B168) BLEHS -
&t chit 88580 nng é8E (FERE) el > BFRFRaiH UisEE (chia"Fpéng) sng-
koe-18i252 61858 > chhiu"lgba] ~ F'goany ~ Toany ©
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gl é hi-seng é chit-é. O-ho! Eng? kun é chéi lai chhut-si t1 50 ni i-chéng
é Tai-oan, b6 ho goa-kok blin-béng é ap-pek, choan-sim ti si-blin han-
hak, tek-khak si tah chhe" é hiin tit-tit chia". Eng kun é chéi 1ai chhut-
si t1 50 ni i-au € Tai-oan, hit-si pun-t6 é kau-iok kiam-chhdi khah chin-
heng, thak chheh é mfig kidm-chhai khah khui, thang stn chi-khi stin
ni-hoe eng kang; kidm-chhdi bé koh-ita" lai chng-4 chhut phoe-long
goa é thang tek-chi ma ku-ka". O-ho! Kun?® chhoan-chhoan chhut-si
t1 chit-tiap é Tai-oan, sa"-ti" si-ti" si-chtn koe-choa--khi*”. Hong-kiam
tang-sai-ii" € hak-btn na hoan-chap, ai gidn-kiu chié si-chtn; khang-
khang phau iu-ti é chai khng oan-tai é chi, ut-chut koe chit-si-lang, O-
ho! G6a* chhim-chhim i-tioh kun é si sioh, soa wi-tioh kun chi-ai é
péng-it Ng** kun Hii-ngd, Tiu" kun Thiam-teng® & si sioh, sda Gi-tioh
hian-tai Tai-oan é chheng-lian lau chit phéng tong-chéng* é bak-sai.
Te chap-peh se-ki é tiong-iap Tek-kok 1 chit € chhut-mia € sian-
se” mia-kio Lé-sin (Lessing)* tu chhut-mia é si-jin K6-1ai-su-tek (Kleist)

é toan-ki, tiong-kan U chit cham teh kong, lang ti se-kan G sa" téng-

S Ex B eng) ¢ Teng Hongtini i lEng) » kaBBFRAE o

3¢ sz Tkuny » Teng HongtindfiTKun, » kKaBBFRIAE ©

37 2B Nkde-choa khij » Teng Hongtind i Tkde-choa--khij ©

¥ ExE gba) » Teng Hongtind i [Goa) » kaSBEFRIAE ©

Ve lE EAET  RXKIBAMREI%EEE gl » A5EFkoan-si an-ni& > cheREABchit-
tah éINJBARFH o PkIEE1998(BFEBR B ALY (BF™ | AX > F£168H) BLEHE
UREBRIRIE - ERI-tIOhTBEFEAR » HifIte séa=®&EEFH » chhid"famy
FAmJ ~ Tongl ~ TOfg) ° R R2013(EEBEEFTHHERAE) (BET  8EEBREHGE
BEE/AWIT) magan-nig > chhit"lGis ~ TU ~ Tuig ~ TUID (884-58) © Ti chia’ Teng
Hongtin#fitNg) » REIZ : 1. Engiti-tiohTEF K BH S Bsdatké koan-si » IEEE
f&MmAN-niEK > chhid" 2023fﬁE|JTr|Je<<Ta|oanjlé,%*$>%’§5?ft|6§rUu ~TUL (BRE)
2023.98 582 BEFEEFHR Ng) o 2 ATAREELEERAEI phahF g5 EEE HIRE
AARFEE ©

4 Bz Thiam-teng tEINL &8 28R T & BB HE B R E ] phahF i lthiam-tengy > m-
tioh

RS2 EMtong chéngl » Teng Hongtini i 'tong-chéngl (F1F) > MFHEkel-] o

2 ExLessing B BB 2R BB BN EH E KB phahZ# TLesseng) » m-tioh o
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ho: Thau* chit téng-ho si thian-chu chin hé, koh 0 chidu-chig é ki-
hoe thang poe-iu" kau chia"-mih, kau-bode kian-lip bé hiti-noa é kang-
tia" ti té-bin chit"; chit ho lang han-tit G; Gi-seng (Goethe) chii-si chit
khodn é lang. Té-ji téng-ho si sui-jidn 0 chin hé é chai, idu-ku kéng-
gt bo sun-lit, sin-thé m cho chd, kau bée b6 thang chhun-chhéa i é
chai-tiau; put-ko sé boe bat kia" é 10 ho i tah koe khui chit tidu-a 10-
hiin-4; chit ho é lang khah ché; Nietzsche, 4-si Kleist si chhin-chhig"
chit khodn. Té-sa" téng-ho si sui-jidn chai-tiau khah péng-sidéng idu-ka
U chin ho é kéng-gt thang pang-chan i tah thau-chéng é lang é 16 ho i
khah toa tidu; hian-si & hak-chia td-tu si an-ne. Liau kun Sam-tiong é
kéng-gi thang kong si siok ti téng-bin sé kong te-ji téng-ho. Sim-mih
lang € phah b6 ti chhdu-chhi-a é* tiong-kan khui 16-hlin é lang é kong-
16? Toe au-piah kia" 16 é lang b6 hiah khoai, cho thau-chéng khui 16 é
koh-khah oh. Na chiong Tai-oan hian-si cheng-sin-kai € hodn-tong pi-
phéng chian-cheng. Liau kun é si b6 koh-ia" Soa"-tang Poan-té chia"-
liok-au ai-tioh khi tham khe-lau chit é siong-téng peng® tu-tioh béng-u
chian-si. Sui-jian khui-16*° é lang si, si beh bian-le au-sin*’ é lang; To-
siu kun & si € koh se"-chhut ché-ché é To-siu. Che si chh¢ chit phi” bin
é si, siong-pi tiong se"-chhut chit chiéng é ng-bang. To-siu kun é si m-
si b6 i-su. Goan Thi"-pé an-ui chiok hok-khi ho Liau kun Sam-tiong é
hia"-t1 ke-koan kap chhin-chhek.

Téng-bin s6 ki Liau kun é li-lék si chiau goéa sé-han kap i cho-

BEXEMthauy » Teng Hongtini® [ Thauy » kalBFRFAE ©

MRz chhau-chhi-a e JUEIN &8 2B BB BB E KE  phahF# Tchhdu-chhi-
deJ > m-tioh °

B EE [5G thia™-ki" é] » Teng Hongtin#ffi's6 thia™-ki"--&] o

0 E Tkhui-lG TS & 2 e M B B B A B A B phahZ M Tkhui 161 » MFHEXR
M) o

4 g Mal-sing > Teng Hongtinda M au-sing » FRXCEMPATE au) 8B T SEKkhng tiTa B
g8 > chhit"Mnduy ~ Tchdul o BKIEE1998(BEEET AP (™ | AJt» $16H) BE=
B 5 38t chit 888580 nng eBE (1RAE) &> BFRFRaiE uisBE (chia"Fpéng)
sng--koe-13i52 651858 » chhit"l'gdal ~ Tgoan] ~ Todny °
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hée s6 thia"-ki"--é% 1ai sid, kidm-chhai G b6 chidu-pi* é s6-chai, bang
khoa" Po é liat-ui khoan-idng.
Chai Tang-kia",
Te-kok Tai-hak sida--é.

* ExEchit-é siong-téng pengl » Teng Hongtindfif Mchit & siong-téng peng o
¥ Bt chidu-pi BT &8 ST EAEE T & SE X B B S | phah 4 T chidu-pé) » mM-tioh o
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fiEx1 E2EME

Lim Bo-seng. 1914.10. Kéng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun. “TAI-OAN KAU-
HOE-PO” té 355 koan. pp.3-4. (M%4E1914. 10 BE=FEE) >
(BEAEH)H355%8 » H3-40)

BEEAEREHGHEGEE BT EZEGRE 2003 HaEF ML) - B
b @ BEREHIRL ©

MAE1914<Keng-tiau Lidu Sam-tiong kun #HBE=(HE) » B AHE
R BRESCE LB RE | © <https://db.nmtl.gov.tw/site3/
dadwt?id=327> ° 2024.2.132% o (#&¥f : BE=Hichiah tioh)

WEIEE1998CAFE#E AFT)  BE - Aotk

HE TR MR 2008 S E [ P aBAE B 7P & T RILAHF) o 5L - ZEE -

HHEE201KEBFEHEFHARIE) - G | AEEABEREAGHEAG LW
il o
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2004) o
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MiEx2 E2EME

Lim Bo-seng. 1914.10. Kéng-tiau Lidu Sam-tiong kun. “TAI-OAN KAU-
HOE-PO” té 355 koan. pp.3-4. (M/%4£E1914. 10 BE=FEE) » (H1E
BFH)H3I55E » H3-40)

Lim Ian-sin. 1914.11. Tui-t6-toan. “TAI-OAN KAU-HOE-PO” té 356 koan.
pp.2-3. (MIEEI1914.11GEIEH) » (BB G #3564 » H2-3 <)
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Wikipedia:%E9%A6%96%E9%A1%B5> °

FEERER2004< B RIS AN o CHrfEi )ER80HA » H26-28 o

38



(HRE (BMBERZEE) kapih RE (Elefh) #R) THS
A Study of Lim Bo-seng’s “Kéng-tiau Liau Sam-tiong kun.” and Lim Ian-sin’s “Tui-t6-toan.” Hongtin TENG

Bt£%3. Lim lan-sin. “ Tui-to-toan.” HEEFREAR

Tui-to-toan.

Lim Ian-sin ki

Liau kun Sam-tiong, ji-miad To-siu, chit-si gbéa sé ng-bang € hian-
it. “Gu Gn ti té bok jiok su,” ké-soeh kong, Chai hak-seng é khoan-sit,
tok-tok si sian-si". Tui Béng-t1 30 ni, Kau-st-hoe chhid" géa jip Tiong-
oh cho-kau, i chiu siok ti ji-lidn-seng, hit-si chha-put-to 13 hoe, chu-
chit chhang-mia, ia hun-chi khin-thak, chin him-bo Han-hak, ki"-na
s6 khé--663 16ng si sa"-mia-lai.

T1 Tiong-6h thak kau chut-giap, hit-si Hui Sian-si" G chhid" i pang-
chan ka chit ni ku, au-lai lip-chi beh cho thoan-kau é kang, chia jip
Sin-hak-hau, si-kan-lai khin-khin kang-kiu tak hang é hak-bun, si-kan-
goa chin jiat-sim po-to, chin hé khdu-chai, thak kau chut-giap jian-
au koh khi Tang-kia" jip Béng-ti-hak-1" cho si-lidn-seng, chut-giap lidu
koh jip Ché-tit-tian Tai-hak, kho-sioh thak bo 16a-ku ka-si € ndu-pée"
koh khi, chit tng-1ai Tai-oan hioh-khun. Kau chit pang koh khi Jit-ptin
tiau-iéng, b6 phah-sng khi Tai-pan é hdi-bin sé-ék, kd"-si bo lat thang
siQi, chiah ho chui ta--si, kin-ni 29 hoe.

Chiau lang teh khé-lian i tui se-han thak-chheh kau-ta", teh pi-
pan beh cho kau-hoe é 16-éng, ta" kap se-kan soah, chit i é chéi-tiau
hak-bun 16ng toe chui 1au khi; kau-hoe ia khiam chit-é jin-chai, dn-ne
khiok G-ia", m-kd Siong-chu é chi-i chin 0-biau, hé 1an bé-é chhek-tok-
-tit. Kidm-chhai Siong-chu lin-bin i € nau-pé", ai soah i é kan-khd, s6-1
ché-chd tiau i tig-khi ho i hiéng-sit éng-oan é khoa"-oah, an-ne khiok

idau khah hé, tioh o-16 Siong-cht é ho i-su. Cha-chéng Khéong-chu G

0 B EsG khé é) » Teng Hongtint i Tsé khd--€) o
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chit é hak-seng se" Gan mia Hoe; Khong-chu o-16 i tek-héng chin ho,
kai thong-oh é gau thak-chheh, G pang-chan 6ng é chai-tiau. Put-héng
chiah kau 32 hoe chit koe-sin, che ia si ho lang sia" bé hidu-tit. Liau
kun Sam-tiong é cho-gi ia si chhin-chhit" an-ne.

Chéng-kong Liau kun G 3 hang thang cho chheng-lian é bo-ia™

1. U khiam-sun é tek-héng. 2. Ai hian-sin cho Chu é kang. 3.
Chhang-mia koh heng-thak.

Phi-jin G chih-tioh i é leng-heng € phoe ai goa khi Sai-1é hu chhe-
j1 sang-chong, gda chin ai thé-thiap, kho-sioh ili-pian ché-tong, kau
chhe-ji mé chiap-tioh phoe, sng si koe-si lah, ta" b6 thang koh ki" i é

bin, tioh sid kui-ku lai pidau su-te € chéng.
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Tui-to-toan. E{E

Lim Ian-sin ki #ka#ef 30
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Abstract

Vietnamese, Chinese, and Taiwanese are isolating languages with
many classifiers. These three languages use animal-specific classifiers: con
in Vietnamese, # in Chinese, and chiah in Taiwanese. Only Vietnamese
con can be used for all types of animals, such as humans, footed, and land
animals. This is not the case with the other two languages. Animal-specific
classifiers in these three languages can be merged with various noun
objects, such as mdt con dao (a knife) in Vietnamese, —#F# (a watch) in
Chinese, and chit chiah toh-a (a table) in Taiwanese.

This study examines the definitions and classifications of classifiers in
three languages before delving into the underlying semantics of classifiers
for indicating animals in Vietnamese, Chinese, and Taiwanese, as well
as their usage and association. Finally, we examine the similarities and
variations in animal classifiers amongst the three languages. This study
discovered that animal classifiers in Vietnamese, Chinese, and Taiwanese
can all be connected with: 1. land animals with legs; 2. boats; and 3.
monsters. Typical nouns in Vietnamese and Chinese include: 1. objects that
resemble people or animals; and 2. a single part of a pair of objects that

moves when utilized.

Keywords: animal-specific classifiers, Vietnamese, Chinese, Taiwanese,

comparison
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Off-lam-gi, Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi
tong-but liong-sti é tui-pi

Boi Thien LU
Kok-lip Séng-kong Tai-hak Tai-oan Blin-hak-s6
Ti-téng TE"
Kok-lip Séng-kong Tai-hak Tai-oan Bln-hak-s6
Tiah-iau

Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi 16ng siok ko-lip-gi, ji-chhia" 16ng si @
chiok cheé liong-st é gi-gian. Chit sa"-chiong gi-gian lai-té l6ng 0 chit-é
choan-mng kap tong-but kap cho-hoe st-iong é liong-sti. Tidoh-s1 Oat-lam-
gi é con, Hoa-gi é # kap Tai-gi é chiah. M-koh, chit sa"-chiéng gi-gian lai-
té, kan-na Oat-lam-gi € con é-sai kap sG-u bo-kang é tong-but kap cho-hée
su-iong. Ki-tha" nng-chiéng long bé-sai. Léng-goa, chit sa"-chidéng gi-gian
é tong-but liong-st koh é-sai kap bo-kang é béng-stt kap cho-hde st-iong.
Chhin-chhia"” Oat-lJam-gi € mot con dao (chit ki to), Hoa-gi é ~#F£# (chit ki
pio-a) kap Tai-gi é chit chiah toh-4. Pun gian-kiu chi-chhut sa"-chiéng gi-
gian chi-kan, théng-hian chhut sa"-chiéng kang-khoan é iong-hoat: 1. T1
liok-té téng (pau-ham thi"-téng kap liong-chhe) G kha é tong-but, pi-ji nidu-
chhi, chiau-4, chim-4 é liong-si, 2. Kap chiin-chiah cho-hde, 3. Tau-m¢6 ki-
koai. Oat-lam-gi kap Hoa-gi kang-khodan é iong-hoat si “sin-khu po-ui séng-
tui € tan-it po-hiin” kap “goa-piau khoa"--khi-1ai chhia" 1ang iah-si tong-but
é but-thé”. Tai-gi m-koan si kap Oat-lam-gi iah-si Hoa-gi, tG-lidu téng-thau
kong-tioh é sa"-chiong iong-hoat kang-khodn i-géa, tioh b6 ki-tha" kang-

khoan é iong-hoat.

Koan-kian-sii: tong-but, liong-sti, Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi, Tai-gi
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1. Tah 0e-thau

Kap ki-tha st-lti (béng-sti, tong-sti) b6-kang, liong-si si chit-é hong
phi"-siu” é st-lai. Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi 16ng si u chin ché liong-st
é gi-gian, Dixon (1982) chi-chhut @ liong-sti € gi-gian péng-kun @ 50 kau 100
é liong-sti. T1 1 liong-st € gi-gian 1ai-té, bo-kang € béng-si é kap bo-kang é
liong-sti cho-hoe su-iong, na kang chit-é béng-st kap bo-kang liong-sti kap
cho-hée st-iong tioh € G bo-kang é i-gi.

Chiam-tui Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi si té-it gi-gian é su-iong-chia
lai-kong, liong-st € poe-kéng ti-sek ti oh léng-goa chit-chiong G liong-st
é gi-gian 14i kong 1 si si chia® chhian-i (positive transfer) é hian-siong. I
Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi cho té-it gi-gian é su-iong-chia 1ai khoa", in t1 soan-ték
Oat-lam-gi tong-but liong-sti € si, s khah kan-tan--é. In-tii s6-u tong-but
16ng é-sdi iong con chit-é liong-sti. M-koh, na i Oat-lam-gi cho té-it gi-gian
é su-iong-chia lai kong, tioh-si hii chhian-i (negative transfer) € hian-siong.
In-ti m-si s6-0 € con 16ng e-sai tit-chiap 6a" cho Hoa-gi € &, iah-s1 Tai-gi é
chiah.

Ti Oat-lam-gi 1ai-té, sG-u tong-but é liong-st 16ng si con. M-koh ti Hoa-
gi, Tai-gi kap Kng-tang-oe lai-té, bo-kang é tong-but € su-iong b6-kang é
liong-sti. Chhin-chhit" Hoa-gi, ta-liau £, koh 4 /%, /2, VX, 24, téng. Tai-gi
tG-liau siong chiap thia"--tioh é chiah koh 1 boe, liap, mi, téng. Chiam-tui
seng-oah t1 liok-te, b6 kha é tong-but. Pi-ja choa, Oat-lam-gi 16ng iong con,
Hoéa-gi iong f#, Tai-gi si iong bde. E-sdi kong Oat-lam-gi khah chu-tiong
but-thé é siok-seng. Ki-tha" nng chidong gi-gian chu-tiong but-thé é goa-
héng (kam 1 kha, tig-tiau). Tai (1994) chi-chhut, con é-sai kap s6-u € tong-
but khng cho-hée su-iong. Chit-kda tong-but t1 Hoa-gi 1ai-té €-sai hun-cho
go lai: # iong t1 si-ki kha é tong-but (niau-4, kdu-4) kap thang-thoa. # iong
t1 khah toa-kho é si-kha tong-but (gti, hd). £ iong t1 thg-tidu-héng é tong-
but (choa, hi), /L kan-na iong ti bé-a. /£ € iong t1 hi-a (chu-iau si iong ti Tai-

gi) (Tai 1994, cf. Le & Chen 2023).
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Léng-goa, choan-mng kap tong-but cho-hde su-iong € liong-sti (Oat-
lam-gi é con, Hoa-gi é # kap Tai-gi é chiah) koh é-sai kap b6-kang é béng-
st kap cho-hde st-iong. Chhin-chhia" mét con tem (chit tiu" iti-phio), —#
F# (chit ki pi6-a), chit chiah chiin, chit-kéa béng-sii 16ng m-si tong-but,
m-koh 16ng é-tang kap tong-but liong-st kap cho-hde su-iong. Ji-chhia" ti
chit sa"-chidng gi-gian lai-té, Oat-lam-gi € con m-na é-sai kap s6-u é tong-
but kap cho-hde si-iong, ma é-sai kap chin ché but-thé kap cho-hée su-
iong, chhin-chhia" sin-thé é po-ui, seng-oah iong-phin, kian-tiok, kau-
thong kang-khii téng.

Pun lin-bin é gian-kiu biin-té @ sa"--é: 1. Chit sa"-chiong gi-gian é kap
tong-but cho-hoe st-iong é liong-st € ték-tiam kap iong-hoat si sia"-mih?
2. Chit sa"-chiong gi-gian € kap tong-but cho-hde su-iong é liong-si, iong-
hoat téng-thau 0 sia"-mih kiong-tong kap bo-kang é s6-chai? 3. Chit-koa
kiong-tong kap bo-kang t1 tui-goa gi-gian kau-hak 1ai kong € i-gi kap an-
choa" eng-iong?

Chit phi" lin-biin é seng siau-kai sa"-chidong gi-gian é liong-sti, koh
chiam-tui mui chit-chiong gi-gian lai-té choan-mng kap tong-but kap cho-
hoe su-iong € liong-sti lai siau-kai i é ki-pun gi-1 kap iong-hoat, koh hun-sek
gi-1 kap iong-hoat é koan-lian-séng. Siong-bée é chiam-tui chit sa"-é liong-
st cho pi-kau. The Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi hak-sip-chia thé-kiong tui-

pi € chu-liau.
2. Liong-s0 é téng-gi kap hun-lui

2.1. Oat-lam-gi liong-s{ é siong-koan gian-kiu

Nguyén Dinh Hoa (1957) chi chhut Oat-lam-gi pau-ham tai-khai 200 é
liong-sti, id-koan Oat-lam-gi é gian-kiu @ hui-sidng ché (Nguyén DPinh Hoa
1957; Lé Bién 1998; Hui 2005; Simpson & Ngo 2018; Phan 2019). Koh 1 liong-
st é tui-pi (Pham 2008, pi-kau con kap cdi), Oat-lam-gi liong-st € gi-hoat

kiat-ko (Simpson & Ngo 2018), Oat-lam-gi liong-si tui goa-kok hak-seng
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hak-sip khun-1an é gian-kiu, (Nguyén Thién Nam 2004; Nguyén Thi Hai
2006; Tran 2011; Trinh Thi Mai 2019).

Chiam-tui Oat-lam-gi liong-st é hun-lai, Nguyén DPinh Hoa (1957) ka
liong-st hun-cho sa"-chiéng: jin-lai, hui jin-lai é chin-chai but-thé kap bo
se’-mia--é. Jin-lai koh thiah hun-cho it-poa"--é (chhin-chhit": nguoi, ké)
kap ték-sti--¢, ték-sti--€ koh itt hun-cho kam 1 chhin-chia" koan-he é si-lii.

Na-si 1 liong-sti 1ai khoa" but-1i se-kai hoan-tii-hoa, é-sai khoa"-tioh
Oat-lam-lang é hun-cho nng--é, tioh-si tong-but é con (con chim, chidu-4)
kap hui tong-but é cdi (cdi ghé€, i-a) (Ly Toan Thang 1996), m-koh con 1 si
ma € kap hui tong-but é béng-st kap cho-hde su-iong.

Oat-lam-gi é liong-st 0 ko-thé-hoa chit-é béng-sq, tioh-si kdng con bo
(chiah gt), bo (gt), bo Ha Lan (H6-1an-g) si bo-kang--é. Bo (gh) tan-tok su-
iong s1 bo pidu-si ko-thé é iong-hoat, t-lidu 0 ték-piat é gi-kéng (Ly Toan
Thang 1996).

Ui gi-hoat & hong-bin 14ai khoa", Oat-lam-gi é liong-st & kap béng-
stt kap cho-hée su-iong, é-tang hun-cho é-té sa" lai: 1. It-téng ai u liong-
st (obligatory-classifier nouns), chhin-chhitu": mgt con meo (chit chiah
niau-4); 2. Liong-sti €-sai G, ma é-sai bo (optional-classifier nouns), chhin-
chhia": hai phong, hai cai phong (nng keng pang-keng), 3. BO st-iong
liong-st (non-classified nouns), chhin-chhit": ba nuoc (sa" kok) (Ngo &
Simpson 2018).

PG-hiin hak-chia koh chin chit-po thé-lan so-liong-sii, liong-si kap
béng-sti chi-kan é koan-hé. Hun-piat si [[Num Cl] N] iah-si [Num [Cl N]] é
cho-hap (Ng6 & Simpson 2018; Phan 2019). Chan-séng thau chit-é é goan-
in s1in-ui chit-koa gi-gidn na-si so-liong-si kap liong-st kiat-hap tioh é kai-
pian i € thak-im. Chan-séng au chit-é é goan-in si in-ti bo-kang é béng-si
ai kap bo-kang é liong-sti kap cho-hée su-iong.

Tui liong-st tui-pi 1ai khoa", Pham (2008) pi-kau con kap cdi, che ma-si
Oat-lam-gi siong chiap iong tioh é liong-st. It-poa” jin-hi thau chit-é siiong

t1 G se"-mia--&, au chit-é si iong ti bo se"-mia--&, m-koh ma si koh-t chin
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ché 1é-goa é chéng-hong (Dang 2022).
2.2. Hoa-gi liong-s é siong-koan gian-kiu

HO6 Ban-siin kap Chia Cheng-tian (2010: 551) pi-kau liong-si kap hun-
ltii-s(, in kong “in-ai liong-st G sit-chit € gi-1, sG-1 chg-tong so-st kap héng-
iong-sti tui béng-si é siu-sek. Léng-goa chit hong-bin, hun-lii-st kan-ta
théng-hian béng-shi piin-sin é ték-teng, b6 kong-hian jim-ho ki-tha" é gi-i.
S6-pai, so-st kap héng-iong-si €-sai thau-koe hun-lai-st 1ai siu-sek béng-
sti.” Na-si kin-ki téng-thau é téng-gi 1ai khoa", tong-but é liong-si eng-kai si
hun-lai-sa chiah tioh.

Tai (1992, 1994), Tan (2000) chi-chhut Hoa-gi liong-sti siang-si pau-ham
nng-é bo-kang é siok-seng. Tioh-si ke-liong (measure word) kap hun-lai
(classifier). Ailen (1977) koh chi-chhut, ke-liong é st chiin-chai ti tai-to-so é
gi-gian lai-té, m-koh hun-lai kan-na chhut-hian ti chit-kéa gi-gian lai-té (ui
Lin Nga-iong 2012 in-iong).

Chiam-tui Hoa-gi liong-sti € hun-lai, Mandarin Chinese Daily News
Dictionary of Measure Words (Hoang et al 1997; cf. Chia Kian-hiéng 2003:
74) ka Hoa-gi liong-st hun-cho chhit-chiéng:

1. It-poa" liong-sii (General measure words), chhin-chhia™:
A (pun), % (ki), ## (kGin), # (sok);

2. Su-kia" liong-st (Event measure words), chhin-chhia":
5 (tia"), ## (khit), 48 (tng), i (ki);

3. Hun-lui liong-sti (Categorical measure words), chhin-chhit™:
## (chibéng), 47 (lai), £ (in"), 2 (sek);

4. Kin-su-tit liong-sti (Approximation measure words), chhin-chhia™:
## (si), B (k6), F (kan), & (sin);

5. I6ng-khiliong-si (Container measure words), chhin-chhia™

7 (pau), ## (siu™), #7 (thang), £ (na);

6. Phiau-chun liong-st (Standard measure words), chhin-chhia™:
% (pong), 2R (kong-chhioh), #7 (t4), #£ (Bi-kim);

47



{Tai-gi Gian-kin) Journal of Taiwanese Vernacular

7. Oah-tang liong-sii (Activity measure words), chhin-chhia™:
% (kGin), /# (khian), T (ha), # (pian).

Na kin-ki téng-thau é hun-lai, # siok it-poa” é liong-sti. Pun lin-bin
tho-lin é tong-but liong-sti ma si i it-poa” liong-si Gi chu. Ma kin-ki chit-é
hun-lai hong-hoat, ptn gian-kiu € su-iong liong-st chit-é s, m-si hun-lii-
st. Kap Oat-lam-gi kang-khoan, po-hiin hak-chia ma chiam-tui Hoa-gi 1ai-

té [[Num CI] N] iah-si [Num [C] N]] cho-hap kiat-ko 1ai hun-sek.
2.3. Tai-gi liong-si € siong-koan gian-kiu

Ii-koan Tai-gi liong-st € gian-kit ma-a chin ché, chhin-chhia" 14"
Sit-hong (1991), Ong Iok-tek (1993, 2000), O Him-lin (1994), 1Au Eng-sidng,
Tan Hian-kok (2003), Tiu" Péng-seng (2007), Iti Siok-jii (2014), Tan Béng-eng
(2020), Te Ho-it (1998:11) téng. Tho-liin 24 € liong-st, hun-cho 4 lai: Chéng-
thé é po-hin (boe/ bé, liii), héng-chong (ki, liap), pai-liat hong-sek (ngeh,
koan) kap ki-tha" (é, kha). Li Bi-leng (1998) siu-lok 57 € ko-thé liong-sti,
koh hun-cho 4 lai: 1. tong-but (animacy) é ko-thé liong-si, 2. héng-chong
(shape) é ko-thé liong-sti, 3. but-thé hian-tu é po-ai tong-cho hun-lai kin-
ki é ko-thé liong-su, 4. ti-lidu i-siong é ko-thé liong-st i-goa é ki-tha" Tai-gi
ko-thé liong-sti. Tan Béng-eng (2020) kian-lip 83 é Tai-gi hun-lai-sti chheng-
toa", ki-tiong 65 é s1 hun-lai-sti, 18 é si hun-lai-stt kiam liong-sti. Hun-lui-
st (classifiers, C) tioh chhin-chhia" “chit liap kam-4”. Liong-sti (measure
words, M) tioh chhin-chhia" “chit siu" kam-a”.

Léng-goa, koh 1 ui to gi-gidn é kak-to 1ai hun-sek, chhin-chhia" Khu
Siong-htin (2007) chiam-tui Ban-lam-gi, Kheh-gi € liong-st kap Kok-gi pi-
kau; Lim Nga-iong (2012) é Han-Thai-gi béng-liong-st tui-pi hun-sek kap
kau-hak eng-iong; Lau Chéng-gi (2020) chiam-tui liéng-hoa" Hoa-gi kau-
chai liong-st pi-kau, i & (bok) po-kia" cho-lé, téng-téng.
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3. Bo-kang gi-gian é tong-but liong-si pi-kau kap hun-sek

3.1. Bo-kang gi-gian é tong-but liong-s

Kheh-gi (Hai-liok Kheh-gi) si iong zhag (chiah) 1ai tong-cho “ban-
léng liong-st”, zhag €-sai kap i s€"-mia é béng-sii cho-hde st-iong, chhin-
chhit": chidu-a, sit-lai, jin-1ai € liong-sii, ma é-sai kap bo se"-mia é béng-
st kap cho-hde su-iong, chhin-chhit" kée-chi, i-4, pio-4, chiin, chi”, ji. Na-
si bo khak-téng liong-s{i, tioh é-sai iong zhag, s6-1 €-sai kong zhag si “ban-
léng liong-st” (Khu Siong-hiin 2007: 21). Kheh-gi Gang-gi (Gan Chinese) gi-
hé é lang, chheh-pau, siu"-a, phong-ko, chheh-ke, 6a", gin-chi", t1 tong-but
hong-bin, th-lidu si ki kha, chit ki bée é tong-but, ki-tha" 16ng-si iong zhag
(Lau Tin-hoat, nd). P6-hiin Kheh-gi é hong-gian zhag €-sai kap lang cho-
hoe su-iong, m-koh si iong ti hii-bin é i-su. Chit-é iong-hoat kap Oat-lam-gi
0 sio-kang, ma 0 bo sio-kang é sG-chai. Oat-lam-gi é con au-piah é-sai ka-
siong lang, pidu-si 1ang nia, b6 jim-ho6 ha-bin é i-su. M-koh ma é-sdi ka it-
poa" béng-sii piau-si hii-bin, iah-si ka hii-bin béng-sti piau-si hii-bin.

Léng-goa, Kng-tang-oe ma-si iong zek (chiah) kap tong-but béng-si
hap cho-hée su-iong. M-koh tii-lidu kap tong-but béng-sii cho-hde si-iong
i-goa, koh-u ki-tha" é iong-hoat, chhin-chhit": 1. ke-sng séng-tui lai-té é
chit-é (bak-chiu), 2. chi chit-lai iah-si chit-chiong (gan-sek, gi-gian), 3. ke-
sng jim-ho chln-lai é mih-kia" (chtin), 4. ke-sng koa, 5. ke-sng ki-tha" tek-
piat € mih-kia" (pi6-a)>.

Thai-gi tua si tong-but é liong-s{i, € iong t1 G si-ki kha é mih-kia"; iah-si
khoa"--khi-lai G si-ki kha € mih-kia", chhin-chhia": toh-4, i-4, phong-i, kho,
sa" téng-téng. Leéng-goa, T1 sit-che é eéng-iong téng-thau, tua sek-iong hoan-
0ii ma @ iong ti kap si-ki kha b6 koan-hé é mih-kia" téng-koan, ti-st i pian-

cho si sd-iong pin-lat hui-siong koan, té ji thong-iong é liong-st. Chhin-

' PUn-thé gi-gidn chu-goédn bang-cham (A+FES&R#): <https://mhi.moe.edu.tw/
resource/TSMhiResource-000742/?lang=/004/05/>

2 Oat-tiam (BH): <https://words.hk/zidin/%E9%9A%BBH#wWS7739>
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chhia": lok-im-ki, s0-ji, gih-thah, ham-kia", hip-siong-ki (Tiu" Cheng &
Ong Hidu-thiat 2014: 256). E-sdi khoa"-tioh, Tai-gi kap Oat-lam-gi ti tong-
but liong-st kap bo se"-mia é béng-sti ma 0 kang-khoan é iong-hoat, chhin-
chhii" ji, s0-j1 (Oat-lam-gi), toh-4, i-a (Tai-gi).

T6-pid 1. Thai-gi tua liong-sh € iong-hoat (Aikhenvald: 469)

Lai-sa", ek-i

AN

Kin Ti-a, kia"-tai, chhig

’ ’ . ’_—’—._F’_’—"’
Chu-pé, sa"-a-kho Toh-4, i-a

~.

Tong-but

Kui-koai Jin-thé bé-héng Ji
SO-j1
Pun chat hun-piat sidu-kai mui chiéng gi-gian tong-but liong-si € gi-
i, koh siau-kai liong-sti é iong-hoat, choe-au si gi-i kap iong-hoat chi-kan é
koan-lian-seng. Pun lin-biin kong-tioh lai-héng € 1é, tai-piau kong hit-é lai-
héng 1 tong-but liong-st é iong-hoat, bo tai-pidu hit-é lai-héng lai-té oan-

choan 16ng-si iong tong-but liong-sa.
3.2. Oat-lam-gi tong-but liong-sl con & hun-sek

3.2.1. Con é ki-pun gi-gi

Kin-ki soa"-téng sli-tian “con” € i-su kai-soeh: 1. Siok au-tai é lang iah-
si tong-but, G s€"-mia € lang iah-si tong-but (cha con (a-pa kap gin-a)), cho
béng-sii si-iong; 2. Chi tong-but é ko-thé (mdt con méo (chit chiah niau-a)),
cho liong-sti sd-iong; 3. Héng-idong se--€, hu-siok--é (bat con (se-6a")), cho
héng-ibng-st sa-iong; 4. Chi kap tong-but goa-héng khah sio-kdng é mih-
kia" (con duong (Chit tiau 16)), cho liong-sti su-iong (€-sai kap so-st cho-
hoée su-iong); 4. Chi G hii-bin i-gi € lu-seng chheng-ho (con em (si6-moe)),

cho liong-sti su-iong (bé-sai kap so-sti cho-hde su-iong), 5. Chi lang é goa-
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héng, khau-gi iong-hoat (to con (toa-kho)), cho héng-iéng-sii sui-iong.

Pham (2008) théh-chhut, con é lak-chiéng iong-hoat, hun-piat si: 1.
Gin-4, 2. U se"-mia--¢&; 3. Hok-hap béng-sii, 4. Chhin-chid" koan-hé; 5. Se-
hang é mih-kia"; 6. Ki-tha" (liong-sti € iong-hoat). Koh chi-chhut kéng iong
lai chi G se"-mia--é, chit-khoan iong-hoat siong ché (23.97%, chhin-chhia"
con gdu (chit chiah him)), chit-chiéng iong-hoat kap liong-sti kang-khoan,
té j1 mia s1 pidu-si chhin-chia" é koan-hé (19.39%, chhin-chhia" ba con
(chhin-chia")).

Tui gi-i 1ai kong, Oat-lam-gi con é-sdi kin-ki Jurafsky (1996) thé-chhut

é diminutive 1ai chin-héng thé-lin, chhin-chhia" t6 -pi6 2:

TG-pid 2. Diminutive é gi-gi (Jurafsky 1996: 542)

CATEGORY CENTRALITY IS SIZE

SEMANTICS

SOCIAL GROUPS ARE FAMILIES -

a

"™ PROPOSITIONS ARE OBJECTS

PRAGMATICS
Tit6-pid 2 é-sai khoa"-tioh ui “child” idn-seng chhut b6-kang é i-su, ki-
tiong pau-ham siong tit-chiap koan-he é si sid, kdim-chéng, tong-but-phoa”,
tong-chéng, chhin-bit-kam, ld-seng, séng-oan. Chiam-tui Oat-lam-gi lai
kéng, con ki-pun € i-su tioh-si ui gin-4 (child) idn-seng chhut-1ai é. Kang-
khoan ma a sid, lu-séng, séng-oan € i-su, ji-chhid"  chit-kéa i-su @1 bo-kang

gi-hoat kong-léng, chhin-chhit" kong:
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1. Anhay c¢6 hai daa con.
I i nng liong-si gin-4
I G nng é gin-a. (béng-sii)
2.Con sé di mua giup me a.
Gin-a € khi bé tau-sa"-kang a-bu gi-khi-st
Goa € khi ka li bé. (tai-béng-sii)
3.Emay rat  thich cun con.
I chiok kah-1 kau-a-kia"
I chiok kah-1 kau-a-kia". (héng-iong-si)
4, T6i mdoi nhan nu6éi mot con meo.
Goa tu-chiah jin  chhi chit liong-s niau-a
Goa tu jin-iong chit chiah niau-4. (liong-st)
Léng-goa, con é thau-chéng na-si ka cadi, au-piah koh ka ita-téng
(definite), tioh-s1 cdi con dy, thong-siong 16ng si iong lai chi la-seng, ji-
chhia" @ hii-bin é i-su, si bo kai chun-tiong é kong-hoat. Chit-chiong iong-

hoat tioh bé koh ka so-sti.
T6-pid 3. Oat-lam-gi con liong-si é idng-hoat

Sim, bak-chiu

/.’
Ld Tosd
“‘uh » 0-¢
Ho, khe-a Chiin
I
Tong-but bd-héng <«—— Tong-but
Jin Kiii-koai I
Jin-thé bé-héng  HG-bin Sa-ji

T~

IG-phio, in-4
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3.2.2. Con é liong-s{ iong-hoat

Oat-lam-gi € con ti Oat-lam-gi (Hoang Phé 2003: 198) é kai-soeh si 1.
Iong lai chi chit-kéa tong-but ko-thé é tan-ii; 2. Iong lai chi chit-kda é tin-
tang iah-si goa-héng séng tong-but, mih-kia" é tan-ii; 3. Iong 1ai chi it-poa”
iah-si chhin-bit é hi-1a, cha-bé ko-jin 4. (Khau-gi, khng ti héng-iong-st au-
piah) héng-thé (thong-siong leh chi lang), sin-chai.

Pun gian-kit chham-khé Nguyén Dinh Hoa (1957) tui con é sa" é hun-
lai. 1. U se"-mia--é (lang, tong-but), 2. B6 se"-mia--&, 3. M-si jin-lai é chiin-
chai but-thé (kui). Kin-ki Nguyén Pinh Hoa (1957), té-it-chiong si jin-lai, m-
koh pun gian-kiu ka té-it-chiong ho-cho u se"-mia--é, koh ka-siong é tin-
tang--€. In-tii Oat-lam-gi é sit-but m-s1 iong con lai cho liong-st. Pun gian-
kiu siu-chip 51 é béng-sii/ chiong-lii su-iong con 1ai cho liong-si, ki-tiong
s6-u é tong-but tong-cho chit-1ai. Chit 51 chiéng é hun-cho 3 lai, chhin-
chhit" t6-pid 4:

T6-pid 4. Oat-lam-gi liong-si con é hun-lai

Hun-lai Lai-iong Ki-lé
it-poa” Con ngudi (lang)
lang
Ha-bin éi-su Con bac (kidu-td)

liok-té (ham thin- | Gkha | Con ga (ke-3)

o téng--€) bo kha | Con ran (choa)

i . u kha Con cua (chim-a)
tong-but | chi--nih

b6 kha | Con ca (hi-a)

Con vi khuan (sé-
khun)

(Au 1iah koh @)

bl séng-but
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(Téng 1 iah koh Q)

Hun-lai Lai-iong Ki-lé
sin-thé po-ai Con tim (sim)
L , R toa- " N
&tin-tang | iong-phin (kho hén Con thuyén (chin)
goa-lek ha but- &
thé tin-tang) seé-héng | Con quay (kan-lok)
B6 sa"-mis--é gba-héng séng tong-but A 2
tak-sek Con bup bé (ang-a)
toa- N N
bétin-tang | Oan-oankhiau- | pang Con song (ho)
khiau é mih-kia" »
se-héng | Con so (sO-ji)
ki-tha" Con tem (iG-phio)
M-si jin-lai
é chin-chai | iau-mé kui-koai Con ma (ki)
but-thé

T1 G se"-mia--é é hun-lai lai-té, é-sai hun-cho jin-lai kap tong-but.
Chiam-tui jin-1ai, koh é-sai hun-cho thong-chheng--é, chhin-chhii" con
nguoi (1ang), ma é-sai si ka-thé chheng-ho, chhin-chhia" con ré (kid"-sai),
con dau (sin-pi). Chit lai béng-sti é con thau-chéng bé-sai ka so-sti. Na-
si beh ka so-si, tioh ai leng-goa seng koh ka chit-é liong-st, chhin-chhia"
mot nguoi con diu (chit-ui sin-ptl), mot thang con ré (chit-é kia"-sai). Léng-
goa, chit-chiong si G hii-bin € s, pi-ji kong sidu-jin, kidu-t6, chit lai s
é-sai tit-chiap ka so-st khi-lih, chhin-chhia" hai con dién (nng é sidu-jin),
mot con bac (chit é kidu-t6). Chiam-tui tong-but é po-hiin, s6-0 é tong-but
16ng é-sdi kap con cho-hée su-iong. M-koh, i-tioh beh é-tang hun-piat
Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi lai-té bo-kang é tong-but G khé-léng su-iong bo-kang é
liong-sti. SG-1, pun-biin t1 chia ka tong-but kin-ku bo-kang é seng-oah s6-
chai, chhin-chhit" kam-si t1 liok-té (pau-ham thi"-téng poe é tong-but) kap
kam 1 kha 1ai hun-1ai, pi-ja gt s1 [+liok-té] [+ kha], hi si [-liok-té] [-0 kha].

Té ji lai hun-lai si bo se™-mia é but-thé, chit lai hun-cho é-sai tin-tang
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kap bé-sai tin-tang--é. [+tin-tang] hun-cho sin-thé po-ii, pi-ji tim (sim)
iah-si mat (bak-chiu). Sui-jidn si sin-thé po-ai, m-koh in-Gi bo-hoat-tG tan-
tok chlin-chai, s6-1 € kui-lai ti b6 se"-mia é but-thé. [+tin-tang] é léng-
goa chit-chidng si iong-phin, chit-kéa iong-phin si thong-koe goa-po € 1ék-
liong chiah é-sdi tin-tang, koh €-sdi hun-cho toa-héng kap se-héng, chhin-
chhit" bon con dao (si ki to) si [-se"-mia][+tin-tang] [-tdoa-héng], sdu con
thuyén (lak chiah chiin) si [-seé"-mia][+tin-tang] [+td0a-héng]. Na-si [-tin-
tang], ma é-sai hun-cho [+tda-héng] kap [-toa-héng], ki-tiong [-se"-mia]
[-tin-tang] [+toa-héng] é G mat con séng (chit tidu ho), [-se"-mia][-tin-tang]
[-toa-héng] chhin-chhia" mét con s6 (chit é so-ji). [-se"-mia][-tin-tang] é
mih-kia" thong-siong léng G oan-oan khiau-khiau é tek-tiam, chhin-chhia"
téng-thau kong é ho, so-ji, iah-si kodng thé-hong, biin-ji. Léng-goa, t1 Oat-
lam-gi khdu-gi 1ai-té, chiam-tui chit-kéa tian-cha san-phin ma é iong con
1ai tong-cho liong-sti, m-koh che si chit-é bo cheng-sek é kong-hoat. Chhin-
chhia", G chit-é lang leh kéng tian-nau, chhia-ki-4, chhia, €-sai kong Té6i
muén mua con nay (Goéa beh bé chit chiah). Be-sai kong *I con vi tinh, *1
con xe, *1 con dién thoai.

Té sa" lai s1 hui jin-lai € chiin-chai but-thé, chit li toa-po-hin si chi G
hii-bin i-su é but-thé, pi-ji kong ba con ma (sa" chiah kui), nam con qudi
vat (go chiah koai-but). Chit lti-héng kap con dién (siau-jin), con bac (kidu-
t6) bo-kang, si in-ui bo chiin-chai t1 hian-sit seng-oah lai-té, ji-chhia" it-
poa” kan-na si chi kui-koai, na-si pidu-si sin-béng, thong-siong si iong vi

(@ii), chhin-chhia" kdng mot vi than tién (chit Qi sin-béng).
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T6-pid 5. Oat-lam-gi con liong-si € idng-hoat
Sim, bak-chiu
LG A
To-a
Ny P

H6, khe-4 Chiin

~

Tong-but bé-héng «—— Tong-but

e

Jin Kui-koai n

oS ~

Jin-thé bo-héng  Hu-bin So-j1

[G-phio, in-a

3.2.3. Con é gi-1 kap liong-s( iong-hoat € koan-lidn-séng

Con kap ki-tha" ning chiéng gi-gian bo-kang é sG-chai si con pln-sin
tan-tok chiin-chai chit i-keng s1 béng-si, G gin-a € i-su. Na-si con si béng-
s(i, con é liong-sti tioh s1 “dira” iah-s1 “nguoi”, chhin-chhit" “mét dira con”,
“mot nguoi con”. Koh in-ii con si gin-a, 0 se"-mia, s6-1 ma e-sai kap 0 se"-
mia é béng-sti khng cho-hoe su-iong. Léng-goa, in-lii gin-a si é tin-tang é
but-thé. S6-1 ma é-sai kap € tin-tang iah-si khoa"--khi-lai e tin-tang é but-

thé khng cho-hoe su-iong.

3.3. Hoa-gi tong-but liong-si chiah é hun-sek

N
|

3.3.1. £ é ki-pun gi-

Kin-ki “Soat-btin kdi-ji”, chiah é kdi-soeh si “&—#tl - A X FFH o FF—
fEHE > fEHE - 2478 7. Na kin-ki Han-tian, chiah é kdi-sek si “liong-sii:
chit ~ ke; tan-tok--&, khah chi6--é: ~ sin. Phi” chéa ~ chiah (4 #~%)”. Kin-
ki kau-iok-po “Téng-pian Kok-gi St-tidn Siu-téng-pan” (FE#EEFHHIE7T
2, 2021), chiah pau-ham sa" é gi-i, 1. Ko-toa"--€, tan-tok--&, chhin-chhia"

héng-toa"-id"-chiah, 2. Khia-s0, tan-tok--€, 3. Tok-ték--€, tek-sii--€.
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3.3.2. £ liong-sl é iong-hoat
Hoba-gi chiah é iong-hoat an-chiau Kau-iok-po “Téng-pian Kok-gi Su-
tidn Siu-téng-pin”, hun-cho go chiéng iong-hoat:
1. Ke-sng poe-khim, G-kha é liok-té tong-but, chhin-chhia™ chit
chiah ke-a, nng chiah tho-a
2. Ke-sng séng-tui but-phin lai-té € ki-tiong chit-é, chhin-chhia": chit
chiah béh-4, B —&/R > fi—%£/R
3. Ke-sng chiin-chiah é tan-iii, chhin-chhia": chit chiah sié chiin
4. Ke-sng gak-khek é tan-ui
5. Ke-sng but-thé kia"-so é tan-ui, kap 4 kang-khoan, chhin-chhia™
chit chiah siu"-a, chit chiah chhia-pio, chit chiah giok-khoan
Sui-jidn Kau-iok-po é “Téng-pian Kok-gi St-tidn Siu-téng-pun” kan-na
kéng poe-khim chdu-sit tong-but é liong-si si chiah. M-koh, kin-ki Tiong-
gian-1" Péng-héng Gi-liau-kho é-sai khoa"-tioh chit-kéa seng-oah ti hai-té
é tong-but ma é-sai iong chiah lai tong-cho liong-sti, chhin-chhit" chim-4,
gok-hi, hdi-chhe”. M-koh 14n ma é-sdi hoat-hian chit-kéa tong-but siok
liong-chhe--€, sG-i ma hi-hap téng-thau st-tian é kui-lai. So-pai, pun gian-
kit jin-i liong-chhe é tong-but ma si é-sai kap liong-sti “chiah” kap cho-
hée su-iong.
Chiam-tui Hoa-gi € po-htin, bé-tang hut-liok Tai-oan kap Tiong-kok ti
liong-shi su-iong téng-thau é bo-kang, m-koh chit-kéa bo-kang é sG-chai ma

si é-sai lidu-kai, chhin-chhia" t6-pi6 6 s6 hian-si:
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TG-pid 6. Liong-s & ian-pian (Su Thian-koan 2016: 10)

kap tong-but iv-koan

(chidu-a —siu)
kheh-thé-but

B t(f-se_k n Kian kap tiig é sti-but
trg-oa
ki-thé-bt
kap lang iu-koan é st-but
chu-thé-but
liong-st £ e
I kap lang iti-koan & khi-
koan iah-si po-ai
Y

thiu-siong-but (ké-phio, ho-li-chia® téng-téng)

Ti thau-chéng é t6, £ é liong-sii iong-hoat si ui ka-thé é but-thé, thau-
koe in-ji € hong-sek kai-cho thiu-siong é but-thé.

Chiam-tui tong-but é po-hiin, na-si téng-thau Oat-lam-gi é s6-u tong-
but 16ng st-iong kang-khoan é liong-sti, Hoa-gi si 1 hun-piat--é, chhin-
chhia" t6-pio 7:

T6-pid 7. Ting & Bond (2012, chok-chia hoan-ek)

tong-but %

1
| i 1

Chhi-leng 1Gi | | pé-thang | | hi (1) chidu-4

— tho-a choa ({§)
—  kau-a to-téng (fi¥)
— bé (I£)

Pun lin-blin € chong-hap kau-iok-p6 kap Péng-héng Gi-liau-kho (hu-
kia" 2) 1ai tham-thé # é iong-hoat. Puin chat ma iong Oat-lam-gi con é hun-

lai hoat, hun-cho sa" lii, chhin-chhia" t6-pid 8:
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T6-pi6 8. Hoa-gi & é hun-sek

Poe-khim chidu-a
U sé"-mia--é Tong-but |Chau-sit | Ukha ke-a, ah-a
Chui-san chim-3, hé-a
séng-tui but-phin é toa"-it p6-han | boéh-a
A i s A chiin-chiah é tan-ai chiin
Bo se"-mia--e - - — ,
gak-khek é tan-ui gak-khek
but-thé kia"-so é tan-ai chhiu-pid
Hui jin-1Gi é chdin-chai but-thé|iau-mé kui-koai kai

Léng-goa, Hoa-gi lai-té Gt nng é liong-sti kap # kang-im, tioh-s1 % kap
Ko Chiam-tui 3% é iong-hoat, Kau-iok-po soa"-téng st-tian chi-chhut go é
iong-hoat, hun-piat si: 1. Ke-sng ti-ngé6 é tan-ui, chhin-chhia"—¢ %6 7749
Hg; 2. Ke-sng koa-khek, gak-khek é tan-ui, chhin-chhit® #7£##; 3. Ke-
sng phang-se sok-to € tan-ui, chhin-chhia" /{-/-%#%; ke-sng teng-kng kidong-
to é tan-ui, chhin-chhia" /4/-3Jf; 5. Ke-sng but-thé é tan-ui, iong ti koai"-
chiong iah-si it koh tiig é but-thé, chhin-chhia™: —% 7 —%/[J#[. E-sai
khoa"-tioh # kap 3¢ G nng chiong kang-khoan é iong-hoat, hun-piat si “ke-
sng koa-khek, gak-khek é tan-ui” kap “ke-sng but-thé é tan-ti” (chhit-ki-a).
Na chiam-tui ¥ é iong-hoat, Kau-iok-po soa"-téng st-tian é kai-soeh si
kang #, iong-hoat pau-ham “1. Ke-sng séng-tui but-phin é toa"-it po-hiin;
2. Ke-sng chlin-chiah é tan-ui; 3. Ke-sng but-thé kia"-so é tan-0i”, m-koh
bo “ke-sng poe-khim chau-siu é tong-but” kap “ke-sng gak-khek é tan-uai” é
iong-hoat.

TG-pi 9. Hoa-gi £ liong-s € iong-hoat
Séng-tui bat-phin é toa"-it pg-hiin

!

Gak-khek é tan-ii «— Tong-but ————» Chiin

|

Tong-but bd-héng Kui-koai but-thé kia"-s¢ é tan-tii
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3.3.3. £ é gi-i kap liong-s( iong-hoat é koan-lian-séng

Ui gi-i 1ai kong, # pidu-si ko-toa", tan-tok, khia-sg, tan-it--é. Ui soat-
blin kai-ji 1ai kong % pun-sin ma si chidu-4, ma si ui tong-but idn-seng--¢,
s6-pai ma é-tang iong lai tong-cho tong-but € liong-sti. Na hun-sek chidu-a
é ték-chit, é-sai khoa"-tioh chiau-a si [+liok-te][+0 kha] é tong-but, s6-1 toa-
po-hiin G chit-chiong ték-teng € tong-but long é-tang iong chit é liong-si.
Léng-goa tan-it € i-su ma hii-hap tong-cho liong-st é kong-léng, 0 tiAm so-

liong € kong-léng.
3.4. Tai-gi tong-but liong-si chiah é hun-sek

3.4.1. Chiah é kin-pdn gi-i

Kin-ki Kau-iok-po Ban-lam-gi Soa"-téng Si-tian, chiah G nng € i-su:
Béng-sii au-toe, chhin-chhia": chidu-chiah, chiin-chiah kap liong-st é
iong-hoat. Na t1 Chhoe Taigi é bang-cham é-sai khoa"-tioh ti bo-kang ni-
hiin € sli-tian 16ng G liong-st € iong-hoat (chiam-tui liong-si € iong-hoat au
chit chat € koh siau-kai). Léng-goa, “TJ] Péh-oe Si6 St-tian” chi-chhut chit-é
khah tek-piat é iong-hoat tioh-si “ke-sng ho lang put-boan é lang é gi-sfi,
bé-sdi kap s0-j1 cho-hoe, ~kai", Li chit ~”. Sui-jian G ke-sng é gi-1, m-koh bé
kap s0-ji cho-hoe. 1973 Embree Tai-Eng sti-tian ma chi-chhut chiah iong ti
lam-seng, ji-chhia" si 4 hi-bin i-su é khau-gi iong-hoat.
3.4.2. Chiah € liong-sU iong-hoat

Tai-gi 1ai-té koan-i chiah 1iong-sii € iong-hoat @ chin ché. Chhoe Taigi
téng-thau é sh-tian, chhin-chhia” “1913 Kam Ui-lim Tai-gi Ji-tidn”, “1932
Tai-Jit Toa SG-tian”, “1957 Tai-oan-gi Siong-iong Gi-lti”, “1973 Embree Tai-
Eng SG-tian”, “2002* Tai-Hoa Soa"-téng Si-tian”, “TJ Péh-oe Sid Sh-tian” tui
chiah liong-sii iong-hoat é kai-soeh 16ng s1 iong lai ke-sng G kha € seng-but
iah-s1 but-thé, chiin-chiah. Kau-iok-po Ban-lam-gi Soa"-téng Sti-tian ma
chi-chhut chiah 1iong-sti € iong-hoat si ke-sng p6-hiin é tong-but kap chiin-

chiah é tan-ui, chhin-chhia" chit chiah niau-4, sa” chiah chin.
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Kap Hoa-gi khah kang é po-hiin si na si i kha é liéng-chhe tong-but,
chhin-chhit" chim-4, gok-hi téng-téng, ma é-sdi kap chiah cho-hde su-iong.
An-chiau Oat-1am-gi & hun-1ai, chiah & hun-lai chhin-chhia" t& -pi6 10.

T6-pid 10. Tai-gi chiah & hun-lai

= \n .=

U sé"-mia--é U-kha ke, gi, chim-a
U-kha é but-thé toh-a

B6 se"-mia--é - -
Kau-thong kang-khu | chin

Hui jin-lGi & chln-chai but-thé | lau-m6-kdi-koai kai

TG-pid 11. Tai-gi chiah liong-sG é iong-hoat
U-kha é tong-but U-kha é but-thé

'\/’

Tong-but

e

Kau-thong kang-khu Kui-koai

3.4.3. Chiah é gi-i kap liong-s(i iong-hoat € koan-lidn-séng

Na kap léng-goa nng chiong gi-gian pi-kau, é-sai khoa"-tioh Tai-gi
chiah é ki-pun i-su phian liong-st € iong-hoat. Th-lidu khng ti béng-st au-
piah, toa-po-hiin é sti-tian 1ong chi-chhut chiah liong-sti iong-hoat nia-nia.
Ji-chhia" khng ti béng-sti au-piah ma si @ tan-tok é i1-su, s¢-1 ma @ tiam so-

liong.
4, Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi, Tai-gi tong-but liong-sh & tui-pi

4.1. Tai-gi, Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi tong-but liong-sd € tui-éng

Na kap léng-goa nng chiong gi-gian pi-kau, é-sai khoa"-tioh Tai-gi
chiah é ki-pan i-su phian liong-st é iong-hoat. Th-lidu khng t1 béng-sti au-
piah. Toa-po-hiin é sii-tian 16ng kong chiah kan-ta" i liong-st € iong-hoat
nia-nia. Ji-chhia" khng ti béng-sti au-piah ma si @ tan-tok é i-su, s6-i ma @

tiam so-liong.
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4.1.1. Oat-lam-gi Con tui-éng Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi & liong-st

T6-pid 12. Sa"-chidng gi-gian tong-but liong-sa & tui-pi
(i Oat-lam-gi cho pi-kau é phiau-chin)

Oat-lam-gi |Héa-gi | Tai-gi |I-su

an it-poa” Con nguoi |18 é lang
& ha-bini-su--é Conbac /8 é kidu-t6
o ... _ luokha Con ga E//t/78 |Chiah ke
Use"- liok-te - 9 - . A
mia--é i békha |Conran 1% Boe choéa
tong- _ pos : 2
but u kha Con cua S Chiah  |chim-a
chii-té | Concd, con | ;. e = Boe/ |hi,
bo kha nghéu */</E Liap/Mi |ham-a
5 tin- sin-khu p6-ai Con tim F ] Zg//y sim
ta , 4 . » -
ang iong-phin (goa-lek) |Con quay |18 Liap {(c')aI?
b s B Rorabit  (Conbipbé € |chiah |ang:
mia--é ) »
zﬁ_ Eﬁg&)—an toa-héng|Conséng 1§ Z/’%Lg ho
ta khiaué | . . B i -
o bul»[Theé se-héng |Con sé e Ji SO-ji
iong-phin Contem |4k Tiun iG-phio
hui jin-li ‘
irfét]iubnt;t- iau-ma kui-koai Conma | &/1F Scl.g’jh’ ki
thé

Tui t6-pio6 12 e-sai khoa" tioh con tui-eng 9 € Hoa-gi liong st, hun-piat
si %, &, M, £, VL, 26, R, %, 4. Na an-chiau téng-thau é hun-lai, tui-eng é
liong-st si:

1. Use"-mia--é: M, %, &, 1%, JE, V&, #4;

2. Boseé"-mia--é: 4, 1, £, 1%, 1, 7%

3. Huijin-1ai é chlin-chai but-thé: £.

Tui t6-pi6 12 é-sai khoa" tioh con tui-éng 9 é Tai-gi liong sii, hun-piat s1
boe, chiah, choa, é, ji, ki, liap, Iii, mi, sian, tidu, tiu", ii. Na an-chiau téng-

thau € hun-lui, tui-eng € liong-sii si:
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U se"-mia--é: é, ui, boe, chiah, lidp, liii, mi, sian, tidu,

Bo se"-mia--é: chiah, choa, é, ji, ki, lidp, Iui, mi, tidu, tiu";

Hui jin-1ai € chlin-chai but-thé: chiah, sian.

Ui téng-thau é thi-pi é-sdi khoa" tioh Oat-1am-gi é con é-sdi kap khah
ché béng-sii kap cho-hoée su-iong, pit-keng con si tia"-tia" iong tioh é liong-
sii (su-iong pin-lut kan-na ti cai au-piah).

4.1.2. Hoa-gi £ tui-eng Oat-lam-gi kap Tai-gi € liong-s{

T6-pi6 13. Sa"-chidng gi-gian tong-but liong-sii é tui-pi
(i Hoa-gi cho tui-pi € phiau-chin)

Héa-gi| Oat-lam-gi | Tai-gi I-su
g T6 Poe-khim = Con chiah chiau-a
ong- 4 Y . : -
ca"-mia | bit Cf}au:sm ukha|#-4 |Con chiah/phit ke:gu,
Hai-té 4588 |Con chiah chim-3
Séng tlibUEphin & f,f’g;: Chigc/con/ |y i | DOh3, bk
tan-it po-han = cai chiu, chhiu
sBéO“-mié Chin-chiah é tan-ai A5 Chiéc/con |chiah chin
Gak-khek é tan-ai #F |Ban tidu gak-khek
But-thé kia"-so € tan-ui e Chiéc/cai | ki pid-a, siu"-a
hui jin-1Gi & chlin-chai but-thé g@?’% Con chiah/sian Laoué—imokw-
=+

Tui t6-pio 13 é-sai khoa"-tioh # tui-eng 4 é Oat-lam-gi liong s, hun-
piat si con, cdi, chiéc, ban. Na an-chiau téng-thau é hun-lai, tui-éng é
liong-st si:

1. U sé"-mia--é: con;

2. B6 se"-mia--é: con, cai, chiéc, ban;

3. Hui jin-lii é chiin-chai but-thé: con.

Hoa-gi 1ai-té kong tioh é “séng-tui but-phin é tan-it po-hun” é-sai sa-
iong # cho liong-st, pi-ji boéh-4a, bak-chiu. T1 Oat-lam-gi 1ai-té, thau chit é
bé-sai iong “con”, ai iong “chiéc”, m-koh au chit é é-sai iong “con”, tioh-si “I
con mat”.
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Tui t6-pid 13 é-sai khoa"-tioh # tui-eng 6 é Tai-gi liong sii, hun-piat
si kha, chiah, tidu, ki, sian, Itii. Na an-chiau téng-thau é hun-lui, tui-eng é
liong-st si:

1. U se"mia--é: chiah;

2. BOse"-mia--€é: kha, chiah, tidu, ki, Iui;

3. Huijin-lai é chlin-chai but-thé: chiah, sian.

Ui téng-thau é tui-pi é-sdi khoa™ tioh Hoa-gi é liong-sii # tui-éng ki-
tha" nng chiéng gi-gian é hun-hoat b6 Oat-lam-gi chiah ché. Tui-éng é
liong-sti chha-put-to si Oat-lam-gi é chit-poa”, ki-tiong G se"-mia--é kap hui
jin-lai chlin-chai é but-thé khah tan-stn.

4.1.3. Tai-gi chiah tui-eng Oat-lam-gi kap Hoa-gi € liong-sii

T6-pid 14. Sa"-chidng gi-gian tong-but liong-sa & tui-pi
(i Tai-gi cho tui-pi € phiau-chin)

Tai-gi Oat-lam-gi |Hoa-gi
U sé"-mia--é U kha ke, gli, chim-a |Con &/rr/E
U kha é but-thé toh-a Cai/chiéc |k
B6 se"-mia--é -
kau-thong kang-kht [chiin, chhia  |Chiéc/con |E/1E/&

hui jin-1Gi é chlin-

chai blit-thé iau-ma& kui-koai Con /18

Tui t6-pié 14 é-sai khoa"-tioh chiah tui-eng 3 é Oat-lam-gi liong-s{,
hun-piat si con, cdi, chiéc. Na an-chiau téng-thau é hun-lai, tui-eng é liong-
st st

1. U sé"-mia--é: con;

2. B6 se"-mia--é: con, cdi, chiéc;

3. Hui jin-li é chiin-chai but-thé: con.

Tui t6-pid 14 é-sai khoa"-tioh chiah tui-eng 7 € Hoa-gi liong s, hun-
piat si #, /L, gH, 4k, /&, 1%, fi. Na an-chiau téng-thau é hun-lai, tui-éng é

liong-sa si:
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1. U se"-mia--é: #, /L, g,

2. Bo sé"-mia--é: #, &, 1%, %;

3. Hui jin-1ai é chlin-chai but-thé: £, 4.

E-sai khoa"-tioh, na i Tai-gi chiah liong-sii 14i tui-pi, tui-éng é Oat-lam-
gi liong-st khah chid, tui-eng € Hoa-gi liong-st khah che, chu-iau si in-ui
Hoba-gi chiam-tui G kha é tong-but su-iong é liong-si khah che.

4.2. Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi, Tai-gi tong-but liong-si € kiong-tong-tiam

Chit chat é pi-kau sa"-chidong gi-gian tong-but liong-sti € kiong-tong-
tidm. TG-lidu “hui jin-14i é chln-chai but-thé” khah tan-stin, ki-tha" nng
chiong hun-lai “G se"-mia--€” kap “bo se"-mia--¢” khah hok-chap, s6-i €
hun-cho sa" é po-hiin lai tho-lan.

4.2.1. Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi, Tai-gi tong-but liong-si tui-pi (U se"-mia--é)

T6-pi6 15. Tong-but liong-st tui-pi (U se"-mia--é)

Oat-lam-gi | Hoa-gi | Tai-gi
n it-poa” + 3 —
Lang —
u ha-bini-su + = —
o u kha + + +
liok-té =
bo kha 5= — —
Tong-but |liong-chhe |akha + + +
., U kha + — —
chui-té
bo kha + - —

Na-si liong-st kap 0 seé"-mia € but-thé cho-hde su-iong, sa" chiong gi-
gian 16ng e-sai kap liok-té, liong-chhe 0 kha é tong-but cho-hde su-iong.
M-koh kan-ta" Oat-lam-gi é-sai ka con iong ti sG-u é tong-but thau-chéng,
ki-tha" nng chiong gi-gian G bo-kang é iong-hoat, chhin-chhiia” bé chit-
chiéng tong-but, Hoa-gi iong /L, Tai-gi iong phit.

4.2.2. Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi, Tai-gi tong-but liong-s{ tui-pi (B6 se"-mia--€)

TG -pi6 16 kui-lap bo se"-mia é tong-but liong-sti su-iong € hong-sek.

Ma ai kong é-té € béng-si u-si ma é-sai kap pat-€ liong-sti cho-hée. Chhin-
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chhit" choéa-pai, Oat-lam-gi su-iong € liong-sti é-sai si con, quan, la téng-

téng.
T6-pid 16. Tong-but liong-si tui-pi (B6 se€"-mia--&)
Oat-lam-gi |Hoa-gi | Tai-gi |I-su
it-poa" + - — |sim
sin-khu pG- |sano-tuié
. ai P iae:fgittugt_a + n _ | bak-chiu,
Su-iong hi P ang-a-thau
ésiétin- un
tang chlin-chiah + + +
iong-phin - — ~
(goa-1ek ho i [0 K *
tin-tang) sé-héng i . _ |t kgn-lok,
tau-a
Goa-pidu chhid" lang iah- ang-a, a-put-
o 0 ats T =Y .
si tong-but to
N ho, khe, 10,
Oan-oan toa-héng + thé-hng
khiau-khiau . - ..
Si-iong |ébutthé  |sa hang + — _ |Ii,soichoa-
ésibe tin- pal
tang séng-tui but-thé é tan-it 1 n ~ both-4
po-hun
gak-khek é tan-ai — -+ — | gak-khek
U kha é but-thé T = + |toh-a
ki-tha" but-thé — + — | pi6-a,siu™-a

Chiam-tui b6 se"-mia é hun-lii, pun gian-kiu hun-cho: 1. St-iong é si

é tin-tang, 2. Su-iong é si bé tin-tang. Su-iong si é tin-tang pau-ham sin-

khu po-ii kap but-phin (thau-koe goa-lék hd i tin-tang). I sin-khu po-ui lai

kéng, Hoa-gi ma é-sai su-iong £ 1ai tong-cho liong-st. In-ti sin-khu po-

i 4 chit-kda si séng-tui--€, chhin-chhiia"” bak-chiu, hi"-khang, chhiu, kha,

téng-téng. Oat-lam-gi ma kan-na ti chit-kdéa sin-khu po-ii é-sai kap con

khng cho-hée st-iong, chhin-chhia” con tim (sim), con mat (bak-chiu),

téng-téng.
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I sé-héng é iong-phin 14i kéng, pun gidn-kiu ti Péng-héng Gi-liau-kho
chhoe tioh nng-chiéng kap Oat-lam-gi kang-khoan é iong-hoat, tioh-si ki-a
kap kan-10k. M-koh, @ niig-tidm ai chui-i € si: 1. Chit nig-chiéng iong-hoat ti
Hoa-gi 1ai-té chhut-hian bo ché, ki-tiong ki-ji chhut-hian nag pai (% LB #iz
T #H—#4f), kan-l0k kan-na chhut-hian 1 pdi (F#HE7FEC/2EFENE), 2. Hoa-
gi é ki-ji théng-chheng m-si iong %% 14i cho liong-st (*—&# 7 —FH 7).
Chit-chiong iong-hoat si tek-piat chi pi-ja chhia, phau é ki-ji. Oat-lam-gi 1ai-
té con é-sai tit-chiap kap thong-chheng é ki-ji cho-hoe su-iong (con co) iah-
si kap tan-tok b6-mih lai é ki-ji (con xe), m-koh ma é-sai kdi-soeh si in-ui
ki-poa" téng 16ng G nig-é chhia, phau, s6-1 ma hti-hap “séng-tui but-phin é
tan-it po-hin” é hun-lai.

I st-iong é si bé tin-ting é iong-phin 14i kéng, chiam-tli goa-pidu
khoa"--khi-l1ai chhia" lang iah-si tong-but--é, chhin-chhia" ang-4, a-put-té
téng-téng, Oat-lam-gi kap Hoa-gi 16ng Gt an-ne € iong-hoat, m-koh Tai-gi si
iong sian. Ki-tha € iong-hoat 16ng si kan-na chit-chiong gi-gian @ hit-chiong
iong-hoat.

Na-si chiam-tui “st-iong € si bé tin-tang thiau-a-héng é but-thé”, put-
kodn si1 toa, se héng é l6ng kan-na Oat-lam-gi @ chit-chiéng idong-hoat,
chiam-tui “sa-iong é si bé tin-tang séng-tui but-phin é tan-it p6-hin”, “gak-
khek é tan-ii”, kan-na Hoa-gi i chit-chiong iong-hoat, chiam-tui “a kha é
but-thé” kan-na Tai-gi Gi chit-chiéng iong-hoat.

Chiam-tui ki-tha but-thé, in-tii Kau-iok-po bo ték-piat kong té chit
chidng iong-phin é-sai kap # khng cho-hde si-iong, kan-na thé-kiong chit-
koa lé, chhin-chhit" pi6-a, siu"-a. Ki-tiong, pi6-a ma é-sai kai-soeh kong,
in-ui chhiu si séng-tui but-phin é tan-it po-hin, s6-1 ti chhia téng é mih-

kia" ma é-sai G an-ne € iong-hoat.
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4.2.3. Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi, Tai-gi tong-but liong-sa tui-pi
(Hui jin-10i & chUn-chai but-thé)

T6-pi6 17. Tong-but liong-sa tui-pi (Hui jin-lai € chiin-chai but-thé)

Oat-lam-gi | Hoa-gi | Tai-gi
lau-ma kai-koai + + +

T1 “Hui jin-1ai € chln-chai but-thé” chit lai-héng lai-té, sa"-chiéng gi-
gian l6ng é-sai kap tong-but liong-si khng cho-hde st-iong. M-koh, kan-
na Oat-lam-gi é-sdi tan-stin kap con cho-hde. Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi chiam-tui
“Hui jin-1ai € chlin-chai but-thé” khah ché é soan-tek séng-liok liong-si é
su-iong, na-si G khng liong-stt ma bo it-téng si iong t6 chit-é, chhin-chhia”
Hoa-gi koh é-sai iong fi7, Tai-gi koh é-sai iong sian, ma 1 lang tit-chiap iong
é.

Tui pi-kau khoa" é chhut-1ai sa"-chiong gi-gian é tong-but liong-s,
16ng é-tang kap é-té sa"-chiong béng-sti kap cho-hde st-iong: 1. Ti liok-
té téng (pau-ham thi"-téng kap liong-chhe) @ kha é tong-but, pi-ji nidu-
chhi, chiau-a, chim-4 é liong-si, 2. Kap chiin-chiah cho-hde, 3. Iau-mé kui-
koai. Oat-lam-gi kap Hoa-gi kang-khodn é iong-hoat si “sin-khu po-iii séng-
tui é tan-it po-hun” kap “goa-piau khoa"--khi-lai chhit" lang iah-si tong-
but é but-thé”. Tai-gi put-koan si kap Oat-lam-gi iah-si Hoa-gi, tli-liau téng-
thau koéng tioh é sa"-chiong iong-hoat i-goa, chiti b6 ki-tha" kang-khoan é
iong-hoat. E-sai khoa"-tioh Tai-gi kap Hba-gi ning chiéng gi-gian é liong-sii

kang-khodn théng-t6 b hiah-nih koan.
5. Eng-idong t1 tui-goa gi-gian kau-hak
5.1. Chiam-tui Oat-lam-gi poe-kéng é hak-sip-chia
Chiam-tui Oat-lam-gi si te-it gi-gian € su-iong-chia lai kong, 6h Hoa-gi

liong-st € si, khah toa po-hiin si siok hi chhian-i. In-ii chiam-tui bo-kang

é tong-but, Oat-lam-gi 1ai-té si iong kang-khoan é liong-st, m-koh, Hoa-gi
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’

lai-té su-iong € liong-sii si bo-kang €, chhin-chhia" [+liok-te][+a kha], & su-
iong bo-kang é liong-st. Ji-chhid", ma khoa"-tioh chiam-tui b6 se"-mia é
but-thé, toa po-hiin (tG-lidu goa-héng kap lang iah-si tong-but kang-khoan
é but-thé, chlin-chiah) 16ng bé-sai tit-chiap 0a"-cho #, é-sai tit-chiap 6a"-
cho £ é chéng-héng u:

1. Tiliok-té téng (pau-ham thi"-téng kap liong-chhe) G kha é tong-but;

2. Chin-chiah;

3. Iau-m6 kui-koai;

4. Sin-khu po-ti séng-tui é tan-it po-hin (bo it-téng si bak-chiu, ki-tha
chhin-chhia" chhit, kha ma é-sai);

5. Goa-piau khoa"--khi-lai chhit" lang iah-si tong-but € but-thé.

Iau-m6 kui-koai ma é-sai khoa"-cho si goa-héng kap lang, iah-si tong-
but kang-khodn é but-thé é ki-tiong chit-chiong.

Chiam-tui Oat-lam-gi si te-it gi-gian é su-iong-chid lai kdng, oh Tai-
gi liong-st é si, khah toa po-hiin si siok hi chhian-i. In-ii chiam-tui bo-
kang é tong-but, Oat-lam-gi 1ai-té si iong kang-khodn é liong-sti. M-koh,
Tai-gi 1ai-té su-iong € liong-st si bo-kang é, chhin-chhia” [+liok-té][+h kha],
é su-iong bo-kang é liong-si. Ji-chhia", ma khoa"-tioh chiam-tui bo se"-
mia é but-thé, toa po-hin (tG-lidu chiin-chiah) l6ng bé-sai tit-chiap 6a"-cho
chiah, é-sai tit-chiap 6a"-cho chiah é chéng-héng a:

1. T1liok-te téng (pau-ham thi"-téng kap liong-chhe) u kha é tong-but;

2. Chiin-chiah;

3. Tau-m& kui-koai.

5.2. Chiam-tui Hoa-gi poe-kéng é hak-sip-chia

Chiam-tui Hoa-gi si té-it gi-gian é su-iong-chia lai kong, oh Oat-lam-
gi liong-st € si, khah toa po-hiin si siok chia" chhian-i, in-Gi s6-u t1 Hoa-gi
lai-té kap # cho-hode é tong-but (ma é-sai kong si s6-i1 € tong-but) 16ng €-sai

tit-chiap 6a"-cho con, léng-goa koh i khah ché é chéng-héng é-sai tit-chiap
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0a", cheé ma-si é-sai tit-chiap 6a" siong cheé é gi-gian, chhin-chhia™:

1. S6-1 € tong-but (pau-ham théng-chheng € 1ang, pian-i--€);

2. Kap chiin-chiah cho-hde;

3. Tau-mo kui-koai;

4. Sin-khu po6-ii séng-tui € tan-it po-hiin (kap bak-chiu it-koan é po-iii);

5. Goa-piau khoa"--khi-1ai chhia" 1ang idh-si tong-but é but-thé.

Chiam-tui Hoa-gi si té-it gi-gian é su-iong-chia 1ai kong, oh Tai-gi
liong-st é si, khah toa po-hiin si siok hi chhian-i, in-tii niig chiéng gi-gian
chiam-tui bo-kang é tong-but soan-ték é liong-sti b6-kang, chhin-chhia"
hi, 6-4. Ji-chhia", ma khoa"-tioh chiam-tui bo se"-mia é but-thé, toa po-hin
(tG-lidu chiin-chiah) long bé-sdi tit-chiap 6a"-cho chiah, é-sai tit-chiap 6a"
€ chéng-héng a:

1. T1liok-te téng (pau-ham thi"-téng kap liong-chhe);

2. Kap chtin-chiah cho-hde;

3. Tau-m¢ kui-koai.

5.3. Chiam-tui Tai-gi poe-kéng é hak-sip-chia

Chiam-tui Tai-gi si té-it gi-gian é su-iong-chia 1ai kong, oh Oat-lam-
gi liong-st € si, khah téa po-hiin si siok chia® chhian-i, in-ui s6-u t1 Tai-gi
lai-té kap chiah cho-hée é tong-but (ma é-sai kéng si s6-u € tong-but) long
é-sai tit-chiap 6a"-cho con, é-sai tit-chiap 6a" é chéng-héng i:

1. S6-1 € tong-but (pau-ham thong-chheng é 1ang, pian-i--€);

2. Kap chiin-chiah cho-hde;

3. Tau-m¢ kui-koai.

Chiam-tui Tai-gi si tée-it gi-gian é su-iong-chia 1ai kéng, 6h Hoa-gi
liong-st € si, khah toa po-hin si siok hi chhian-i, in-ti nng chiéng gi-gian
chiam-tui bo-kang é tong-but soan-ték é liong-sti bo-kang, chhin-chhia"
hi, 6-4, é-sdi tit-chiap 6a" é chéng-héng u:

1. Tiliok-té téng (pau-ham thi"-téng kap lidng-chhe);
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2. Kap chiin-chiah cho-hde;

3. Tau-md kui-koai.

6. Kiat-lun

Put-koan si Oat-lam-gi, Hoa-gi iah-si Tai-gi 16ng G tong-but choan-iong
é liong-sti. Bo-kang é si1 Oat-lam-gi é sG-u tong-but 16ng é-sdi iong con, bo
lé-goa. Hoa-gi kap Tai-gi, ti-lidu & chiah, koh é-sai kin-ki tong-but, su-
iong bo kang é liong-si. Chit sa" € gi-gian 1ai-té, Oat-lam-gi € con é-sai kap
siong ché é béng-sii kap cho-hde st-iong, soah--10h-14i s1 Hoa-gi é £, siong
bée chiah si Tai-gi € chiah, ji-chhia" che ma ha-hap tong-but liong-si é ki-
pun gi-i goa-ché é pai-liat.

Sa"-chidéng gi-gian théng-hian sa"-chiong kang-khoan é iong-hoat: 1.
Ti liok-té téng (pau-ham thi"-téng kap liong-chhe) 0 kha é tong-but, pi-ji
nidu-chhi, chidu-4, chim-a é liong-si, 2. Kap chiin-chiah cho-hée, 3. Iau-
mo6 kui-koai. Oat-lam-gi kap Hoa-gi kang-khoan é iong-hoat si “sin-khu po-
i séng-tui € tan-it po-htn” kap “goa-piau khoa"--khi-lai chhia" lang iah-
si tong-but € but-thé”. Tai-gi put-koan si kap Oat-lam-gi iah-si Hoa-gi, th-
lidu téng-thau kong-tioh é sa"-chiong iong-hoat kang-khoan i-goa, tioh bo
ki-tha" kang-khoan é iong-hoat. Chit sa” chiéng gi-gian chiam-tui tong-but
liong-sti € kiong-tong-tiam é-sai cho tui-goa gi-gian kau-hak é kin-ki, é-sai

siong toa hoa hak-sip-chia é chia" chhian-i.
Thok-chia hoe-éng

Jim-ho phoe-phéng chi-kau, hoan-géng email: mouse2503@gmail.com, Boi

Thien LU siu.
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Appendix 1: Con liong-s{ € iong-hoat

1. bac 21. lat dat 41. tem

2. bai 22.ma/quy 42.tholo
3. buon 23. ma-no-canh 43. thoi

4, bup bé 24. mat 44, tht nhoi bong
5. cheéo 25.nang 45, tim

6. chir 26. nguoi 46. tin

7. cO 27.nguoi 47.to

8. dao 28.ng 48. trang
9. dau 29. nuGe 49, vi khuan
10. dau 30.6 50. vi rut
11. @é 31. qudi 51. xtc xa
12. de 32. quay

13. diém/di 33.rach

14. dién 34. 1€

15. dong vat 35. sao

16. duong 36. sen

17. gié 37.s0

18. hét 38. song

19. kénh 39. sudi

20. lac 40. tau/thuyén
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Appendix 2: £ liong-sl € iong-hoat
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Language attrition of inclusive pronoun
“lan/we” in Taiwanese - evidence from
grammaticality judgement task in
health-care context
Mei-hui TSAI

Department of Foreign Languages and Literature

National Cheng Kung University

Abstract

Using a grammaticality judgement task, this study explores how age
and education affect an unusual language change pattern in Taiwanese—
the exclusive pronoun “gin/we” is replacing the inclusive “/an/we”. Since
the use of “gun” and “lan” are common in health-care education context,
this study recruits Taiwanese speakers from three groups to participate in
the judgement task: college students from health-care related departments,
middle-aged group, and old group. While the tremendous loss of Taiwanese
young speakers would predict a higher accuracy rate among the older or
less-educated subjects in detecting the non-authentic use of “gun/we”, our
results show otherwise. While our results predictably show lower accuracy
from the young group than from the middle-aged group (p<.05), it does not
predict higher accuracy from the middle-aged or the more-educated groups
than from the old or less-educated ones (p<.05). We conclude that age and
education as factors should be examined delicately and the ongoing change
of “exclusive giin/we replacing inclusive ldn/we” is located in a relatively
earlier stage of the process. This study furthers our understanding of the
loss of clusivity distinction in pronominal systems of languages around the

world.

Keywords: Inclusive first-person plural pronoun, loss of inclusive/exclusive
distinction, grammaticality judgement task, health education

discourse, language change
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1. Introduction

In most languages, the first-person plural pronoun usually conveys
two meanings in terms of the clusivity it covers: including versus excluding
the hearer. Among the 200 or 293 languages investigated by linguists,
about 32% or 40% of them operate in a two-form parameter (Bickel &
Nichols 2005:53; Cysouw 2013), i.e., the inclusive “we” and exclusive “we”
are represented in two forms or in distinctive forms, and others in a one-
form parameter, i.e., the inclusive and exclusive “we” share the same
form. Taiwanese, an ethnic language spoken in Taiwan, is an example of
the two-form parameter, in which the inclusive “we” is represented by ldn
and the exclusive by giin. Mandarin Chinese, the official language, works
in the one-form parameter since the referent of wo-men can either include
or exclude the hearer.!

As a closed category in the lexical system, pronouns are said to be
more resistant to language change (Dixon 1997:22). Studies in historical
linguistics, however, had identified rich examples of the change or loss of
clusivity distinction as a consequence of language contact, mainly among
Austronesian languages and their neighboring ones (Bickel & Nichols
2005:67-68; van den Berg 2015). With close contact with Mandarin and
being banned in public domains during 1956 to 1987, Taiwanese not only
suffers from a great loss of native speakers, its dual-form parameter has
been undergoing unstable change recently. In most languages where the
inclusive/exclusive is no longer differentiated, it is usually the inclusive
one in the pair that has been retained (Lichtenberk 2005: 263). The above

strong tendency and the observation that the inclusive pronoun serves

! Readers should be reminded that, according to Mei (1988:141) and Cysouw (2013),
Mandarin spoken in China is a TWO-form system (“za-men/we” as the inclusive and “wo-

men/we” as the exclusive. Although no relevant information regarding their counterparts
in Taiwan Mandarin was documented, in my observation as a native speaker, the
inclusive za-men is rarely used in Taiwan Mandarin. Instead, inclusivity is conveyed by the
supposedly exclusive form, i.e., the referent of “wo-men/we” can either include or exclude
the addressee.
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additional pragmatic functions besides referential inclusivity, further
lead to scholars’ claim (Lichtenberk 2005: 262; Daniel 2005:3) that inclusive
pronouns is best analyzed not as a subtype of the first person pronoun
system, but as a separate category.

Although the Taiwanese inclusive /dn also serves a rich variety of
pragmatic functions and its rhetoric effect in establishing rapport is
well-recognized, such as in dietary supplement advertisements (Liao &
Tsai 2015), our initial observation show that it is the exclusive gun on its
way to take over the inclusive /ldn (hereafter “exclusive giin/we replacing
inclusive lan/we”). This contradicts Lichtenberk’s and Daniel’s claims.
While this direction of change is typologically striking (considering that
neighboring languages, such as Hakka or Austronesian, are also inclusive/
exclusive in dual forms) and deserves further academic scrutiny in its
own right, it is equally important to document how social factors, such as
age and education, contribute to this change and how strong this trend
is. Is the “exclusive gin/we replacing inclusive /lan/we” change in its
burgeoning stage, a merger-in-progress, or an almost complete change?
In the context of an endangered ethnic language (such as Taiwanese),
the age factor usually predicts a new variant (such as “gun for Idan”) to be
more acceptable among the young generation due to their lower exposure
to the authentic old form. The education factor, on the other hand, may
assume the new variant’s higher popularity among the more-educated
speakers since in a diglossia context, the endangered status of an ethnic
language is usually the consequence of socio-economic oppression, e.g.,
Taiwanese being banned in school. Such oppression thus decreases the
more-educated group’s exposure to the language and usage of its authentic
old variant (Chan 1994:124-125; Tsai 2022).

While previous research on the attrition of inclusive/exclusive
distinction has been based on language typology and geographical

distribution (Lichtenberk 2005; Daniel 2005; van den Berg 2015), the
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current study furthers this line of inquiry with an experimental approach
by using a grammaticality judgement task. Although a cognition-based
approach such as a grammaticality judgement task might confine
speakers’ linguistic behavior to limited contexts, it offers researchers a
systematic and quantitative overview of the loss of a target linguistic form
(cf. Section 3.1).

As part of a series study of pronouns used in Taiwanese health-care
communication, we designed a grammaticality judgement task involving
health education discourse and subjects from three age groups, i.e.,
medicine-related students, and middle-aged and old age speakers with
different education levels. Our research questions are: How do age and
education factors affect Taiwanese speakers’ detection rate in identifying
an ungrammatical use of gun in health-care communication? What is the
estimated status of the “gun/we replacing lan/we” phenomenon in the
language change process.

In what follows, we demonstrate that the hypothesized relation
between age/education and speakers’ perception in cognition-based study
on language change cannot fully account for all groups’ performance,
especially when the experiment subjects involve old subjects (65-93 years
old) who are also the less-educated group. Compared to findings from our
series study, the current ones will also show that the ongoing phenomenon
of “exclusive replacing inclusive” is located in a relatively earlier stage of
the language change process.

This study is important in two ways. A quantitative approach provides
a systematic overview of the loss a target linguistic form and adds
alternative perspectives to the study of language change. In the context
of preserving an endangered ethnic language (such as Taiwanese) and
documenting a unique language change path (the loss of inclusive pronoun
rather than the exclusive pronoun), we expect our findings to shed light

on pedagogical efforts in preserving a pragmatically powerful form (i.e.,
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the inclusive /lan in Taiwanese) and to further our understanding of the
ongoing interest in the loss of clusivity distinction in pronominal systems

of languages around the world.

2. Literature Review

Although language change may be initiated or accelerated by multiple
factors, a shared controlling mechanism is “language contact/exposure”.
Language contact effect on the loss of clusivity distinction in the pronoun
system in Austronesian languages was well documented (Bickel &
Nichols 2005; Lichtenberk 2005; van den Berg 2015). This section reviews
sociolinguistic or experimental studies which involve age and education
factors and support the effect of language contact or exposure on language
change. After close contact with Taiwanese ethnic language since 1945,
Mandarin had developed into a Taiwanese-accented variety. One of its
phonological features is the /kwo y/ variation (as occurred in the phrase
“guoyu/official language”), which develops two new variants, the merge
of /w/ and /o/, and the delabialization of /y/. By analyzing the acoustic
feature of more than 7,000 tokens that emerged in the researcher’s face-to-
face interviews with 1,159 speakers, Tseng (2016:393-400) concluded that
education, age, and Taiwanese exposure are significant factors related
to speakers’ choice of the two variants versus the standard form. That
is, younger informants and subjects with a higher education level, and
informants with less exposure to Taiwanese or with a childhood residence
in a metropolitan city use the standard varieties more frequently. The
above findings led to Tseng’s conclusion that the progress of mixing
Taiwanese with Taiwan Mandarin is ongoing but not yet stabilized.

Based on Tseng’s findings, we can reasonably correlate the
age and education factors with “exposure to Taiwanese”. Given the
highly stigmatized status of Taiwanese, which was banned in public

domains, especially in schools, and whose speakers were tagged with a
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discriminatory stigma “bo-chuii-chiin/no-class” and “bo-thak-chheh/no-
education”, the younger generation, the more educated, and those who
grew up in a metropolis are more likely to use Mandarin and to have a
lower exposure to Taiwanese. Therefore, they are less likely to use the
Taiwanese-accented feature in their Mandarin. The younger or the more-
educated speakers’ lower use of Taiwanese is also confirmed in several
sociolinguistic surveys in Taiwan (e.g., Chan 1994:82-83; Tsai 2022).
Similarly, effects of exposure of language A on the structural change
of language B explains findings in the following studies. By asking
college students to perform a production task and perception judgement
task, Fon, Hung, Huang and Hsu (2011) investigated syllable-final nasal
mergers in Taiwan Mandarin, e.g., /ig/ — [in]. They found that the /
ig/ — [in] merger is found only in students who grew up in southern
Taiwan (p. 290), where Taiwanese is more frequently used than in the
north. The researchers concluded that this merger is a negative transfer
from Taiwanese. Montrul’s (2013) study examined gender agreement in
Spanish, a challenging grammatical feature to master for both non-native
speakers and heritage speakers, i.e., near-natives who experienced input
disruption of their first language when forced to become native speakers
of a second language. By conducting a production task on three groups,
including native speakers, heritage speakers, and L2 learners of Spanish,
Montrul found that while none of the native speakers made gender
agreement errors, 35% of the heritage speakers and all the L2 learners
did. The researcher accounted for the contrasting results between the
latter two groups by the idea of early childhood Spanish exposure. Unlike
the heritage speakers, L2 learners were not exposed to Spanish from
birth, especially gender agreement usage through Child Directed Speech.
Vinas-de-Puig’s (2019) interview project investigated the double object
marking constructions in Spanish used by 17 Spanish immigrants lived

in North Carolina (ranging from 22 to 50 years old). The finding showed
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that only the extend of the speaker’s usage of English in their daily life
(i.e., exposure to L2) displayed a significant negative correlation with the
subjects’ use of the double object construction in Spanish.

Based on the above review, we hypothesize that, in the case of
language attrition of an endangered ethnic language such as Taiwanese,
the older generation or the less-educated groups is less likely to miss errors
in grammaticality judgement task than their younger counterparts. Will
younger or more-educated speakers perform worse in the grammaticality
judgement task of detecting the ungrammatical use of giin? The education

and age factors are the focus of our research.

3. Methodology

This section introduces “grammaticality judgement task”, our

rationale in taking this approach, and the research design.

3.1. Grammaticality Judgement Task

Grammaticality judgement task, alternatively referred to as
“acceptability judgment task”, is a type of linguistic experiment designed
to solicit speaker’s reaction to, judgement on, or acceptance toward
certain linguistic input (Schmid 2011). In the task, subjects are presented
with a set of stimuli and asked to make a judgement by filling a blank,
answering a yes/no, multiple-choice (e.g., 7-point Likert scale), or open
question. This method is widely adopted to explore speakers’ explicit or
implicit knowledge in the process of second language acquisition or first
language attrition (Schmid 2011:151). Since speakers’ linguistic knowledge
are usually unconscious and tacit, two cognitive processes are involved in
the task (Lust & Blume 2016:156). First, the subject registers the sentence
(either via listening or reading), comprehends the sentence, and then
make a metalinguistic judgement, i.e., reconstructing or mapping the

sentence to his/her mental knowledge and judging whether the sentence
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could be used in various “possible pragmatic contexts other than in the
immediate situation” (Lust & Blume 2016:159). The knowledge focus in
such an experiment task has been widely extended from grammaticality
to any other structural or pragmatic aspects of language use, e.g.,
the English speaker’s judgement on the semantic scope of indefinite
article “a” and “a certain” (Ionin 2010) or gender-neutral but might be
“ungrammatical” use of singular “they” (Bradley 2020). Through the
application of grammaticality judgement task, researchers hope to access
the informants’ intuition about the knowledge or the norm of their native
or non-native language (Lust & Blume 2016:158). In the case of language
attrition, it shows researchers what is lost and retained (Altenberg & Vago
2004:105).

Although the design of a grammaticality judgement task confines
speakers’ linguistic responses to a specific discourse context, in the
context of language change, it can offer a systematic and quantitative
overview of the loss of a target linguistic form and inform researchers of
new insights into language change, especially in measuring the prevalence
of a new variant and its status in the language change process. Thus, the
current study adopts a grammaticality judgement task via audio stimuli
to explore Taiwanese speakers’ judgement of the inclusive/exclusive
distinction, their acceptability of the “exclusive giin/we replacing inclusive
lan/we” phenomenon, and the prevalence of this new trend.

As previous studies on inclusive/exclusive pronouns focus mainly on
their diachronic development and typological distribution, no relevant
linguistic experiment was designed before. Our experiment design follows
general principles in conducting grammaticality judgement tasks and
sociolinguistic surveys (Labov 1972; Trudgill 1974; Schmid 2011; Lust &
Blume 2016).

Following Labov’s study of sound variation in New York City (1972)

and Trudgill’s in Norwich (1974), our test stimuli are composed in two
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forms: “passage pairs” and “minimal pairs”. To test his hypothesis that
speakers’ choices of phonological variants are related to social contexts,
such as the preservation vs. deletion of post-vocalic [r] or the use of [n]
vs. [p], Labov observed informants’ language behaviors in four contexts
involving different formality and attention degrees in the following order:
casual speech outside an interview context, formal interview, reading
passages, reading word lists (1972:79-99). Among them, the casual one
(such as sharing a near death experience) is the least formal context
where speakers usually pay least attention to their language behavior;
whereas, reading word lists (such as minimal pairs) is the most formal
since speakers become more aware of the subtle linguistic variants and
make greatest effort to mark the distinction (Labov 1972:85). Both studies
by Labov (1972:141) and Trudgill (1974) indeed showed that the more
formal a context is the higher the instance of the standard variety is used.
Accordingly, we design two types of stimuli, “passage pairs” and “minimal

pairs”, and ask subjects to choose a “non-acceptable” one from the pair.

3.2. Stimuli

In our series study of pronoun use, we focus on health-care education
talks which aim to inform the public of health knowledge and alter their
attitude and behavior toward a healthier lifestyle (Glanz, Rimer & Lewis
2002). Such advice-giving discourse makes prevalent use of inclusive
pronouns to build rapport with patients (Brown & Levinson 1987:118; Liao
& Tsai 2015:93), and thus is a relevant context for our stimuli design.

3.2.1. Passage Pairs (“PSP”)

The contrastive target pronouns are juxtaposed in two short

paragraphs, e.g., three Ian and gun in Passage-01 and Passage-02*

123l

respectively. The star indicates an ungrammatical use. The target
pronouns are underlined. To minimize effects of random factors on

subjects’ judgement, the two passages in each pair are constructed in
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parallel. For example, the proposition content and sentence structures in
Passage-01 and Passage-02* are similar—the former describes a long-term

treatment plan for a malignant tumor and the latter that for diabetes.

Passage-01-Grammatical use of inclusive lan

Ho, goa lai kong chit-mad ldan beh dn-choa" chhu-Ii, chit-chiong phai™
mih-a é-tang khui-to ka théh-tiau, khui-to lidu-au, Idn ai tig-ki tng-Iai
ming-chin cho kiam-cha, sui-jian thia"--khi-1ai chin ma-hoan, ri-koh, ai
i nai-sim, lan cho-hoe 1ai phah-pia", ho-b6?

o BIREE - EH - BAIR BRI SRIMFEERNERE R THR BER
HAREZRPIES- - R T » BEPARRRER ERFAR » B8 > 2RO > BMsRIBH » iFE?
OK, now, I'm going to talk about what we(incl) can do. This type of bad
tumor can be removed by surgery, and then, we(incl) need to have a
long-term follow-up check. Although this sounds very troublesome,
but, be patient, we(incl) will work together, ok?

Open question:

Is there anything that sounds “strange” or “inappropriate” to you?

Passage-02*-Ungrammatical use of exclusive gun when the context calls
for an inclusive lan.

Ho, goa 14i kong chit-md gun* beh dn-choa" chhu-li, thiig-jio-pé" su-
iau tiig-ki chiah ioh-a khong-che, a gun* chiah-sit ai phoe-hap cho tidu-
chéng, sa"™tng thng-hun ma-ai chu-i, sui-jian thia"--khi-lai chid" lo-so,
m-koh ai i nai-sim, gun* cho-hoe 1ai phah-pia", ho-bo?

of > JRFE - EH I IRERIE RERE - RE -RIAREFEZES Wi B8
- RECESMAR ZERESD WMEIE T AR RGBSR BBZR A0 > L
fkoRIBH - I ?

OK, now, I'm going to talk about what we(excl)* can do. The control
for diabetes requires a long-term medication. We(excl)* should follow
the dietary advice for adjustment. Pay attention to the sugar intake in

the daily three meals. Although this sounds very troublesome, but, be
patient, we(excl)* will work together, ok?

Open question:
Is there anything that sounds “strange” or “inappropriate” to you?
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3.2.2. Minimal Pairs (“MNP”)
The target words are embedded in two short sentences extracted from

their corresponding passages. Everything in the two MNP sentences is the
same except for the target pronouns, for example, sentences (a) and (b)
in MNP-021 and 025 are generated based on Passages 01 and 02 with the

underlined pronoun as the sole difference in each pair.

Minimal pair 021 and 025

*MNP-021a. Chit-ma khai-si Ian chiah-sit ai phoe-hap cho tidu-chéng.
EBERRBBRE RIS HRAE
From now on we(incl) should follow the dietary advice for adjustment.
*MNP-021b*. Chit-ma khai-sigun* chiah-sit ai phoe-hap cho tidu-
chéng.
BERK BR - BEc S HRAE
From now on we(excl)* should follow the dietary advice for
adjustment.
Multiple choice question:
(1) __ (a) is “strange” or “inappropriate”
(2) __ (b) is “strange” or “inappropriate”
(3) __no difference
-MNP-025a(l41)/MNP-025b(gtin*).
Sui-jidn chit-chiong ti-lidu thia"™-khi-lai chin ma-hoan, lan/gun* cho-
hoe 14i phah-pia®, ho-bo?
HIAIS TR IS RERIE R BT AR > 08/Fr KRB H > 47 8 ?

Although this treatment sounds very troublesome, we(incl)/we(excl)*
will work together, ok?

Multiple choice question:
(1) __ (a) is “strange” or “inappropriate”

(2) __ (b) is “strange” or “inappropriate”

(3) __ no difference

Our rationale for using both PSP and MNP is as the following. To

examine speakers’ grammatical judgement, (1) subjects must be aware
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of the existence of the target pronouns, and (2) their existence should be
situated in a context as close as the real-life ones. The design of a passage
composed of 4 to 6 sentences is to meet the second criterion—to resemble a
discourse context where the target pronouns usually occur. However, such
a goal inherently jeopardizes the first since the wide context in a passage
might divert subjects’ attention to other linguistic or discourse factors.
In other words, the existence of the target pronouns in the passage form
may not be registered in the subject’s cognition process and thus fails to
trigger any relevant comments from subjects. Such unreflecting contrast
in PSP stimuli can be solved by using minimal pair stimuli since the sole
difference in MNP is the target pronoun and will receive greater attention
(Labov 1972:85).

In our design, the target pronouns occur in four types of sentence
structure (negative description, imperative statement, tag questions, and
yes/no questions). The design of imperative statement and question has an
important consideration—both are inherently “inclusive” (Dobrushina &
Goussev 2005:179). Imperatives, be it in positive or negative (“you should”
or “you should not”), are to call for the addressee’s actions toward a healthy
lifestyle and are frequently used in health education. Such a “request”
is addressee-oriented and thus frees a first-person plural pronoun from
the exclusive reading. In other words, when a first-person plural pronoun
occurs in an imperative statement, it is bound to be inclusive. Similarly,
a question formation is also addressee-oriented since the sheer design
of a question is to seek for the addressee’s response. Thus it invokes an
inclusive reading from a collocated first-person plural pronoun, e.g., “We
will work together, ok?” (in MNP-025) or “Is that something we want?”
(in MNP-095, meaning that the addressee can avoid a poor consequence
of walking with a cane if the patient does take treatment for his/her
degenerative joints). The construction of negative description depicts

some negative health-related situations, behaviors, or events which lead
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to undesirable consequence. Since health education is to ward people off
poor consequences, the first-person plural pronoun that refers to the agent
or experiencer in these negative statements can be reasonably interpreted
as inclusive as well.

A total of 10 pairs (4 PSP and 6 MNP) are designed as the primary
stimuli to test subjects’ knowledge in detecting the ungrammatical use
of an exclusive giin when the context calls for an inclusive /an. To avoid
bias emerging from limited linguistic and discourse context, our design
of pronoun stimuli in the four PSP covers eight health topics, including
malignant tumor, diabetes, degenerative joints, chronic coughing,
cataracts, blurred vision, and photophobia. The six MNP generated from

the four PSP are as the following.

MNP stimuli for grammaticality judgement

1. MNP-021
Chit-ma khai-si lan/gun* chiah-sit ai phoe-hap cho tiau-chéng.
EERBB/ILRR - ZEREHAR
From now on, we(incl)/we(excl)* should follow the dietary advice for
adjustment.

2. MNP-025
Lan/Gun* cho-hoe phah-pia®, ho-bo?
08 /Br g ikiats  F R
We(inc)/We(excl)* will work together, OK?

3. MNP-091
Lan/Gun* che koan-chat thé-hoa na bo-siii"™-beh chhu-Ii.
If we(inc)/we(excl)* forgo treatments for the degenerative joints

08/Bn " ERAETR L & AR GRIZ

4. MNP-095
F-au ldn/gun* kid"-16 to ai giah kodi-d, 4n-ne kdm-ho?
D28/ 178 - ARG 1F > R0 - BT ?
Walking with a cane, is that something we(inc)/we(excl)* want in the
future?
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5. MNP-121
Té-it-chiong thiig-jio-pé" si lan/gun* se-han chhut-si sin-thé to i bin-té.
B—TERRRE B/ EL SR ARRE
Type I diabetes is a genetic condition that occurs in our(incl)/our(excl)*
early life.

6. MNP-142
Che bak-chiu kia"-kng é buin-té lan/gun* m-thang koh thoa--Ioh-khi.
iEBHEE CeRE ) 18/ BB E AR
We(inc)/We(excl)* should not further delay the problem of photophobia.

To prepare subjects for our research goal and to avoid their suspicion
of the research focus, three PSP and six MNP unrelated to pronouns are
also created as the distractors. A total of 11 PSP and 40 MNP are designed
in this study. The average character count in PSP and MSP are 70 and 18
words respectively. The texts are read by a young male native speaker
(aged 22). The speaker is trained to avoid any other deviants commonly
observed in young Taiwanese speakers, such as the loss of voiced /g/ and

final unreleased stop sounds (Hsu 2014).

3.2. Task Procedures and Coding of Responses

1. In the experiment, subjects by groups are gathered in an auditorium
room. After they fill in a basic information sheet, the researcher
gives the instructions. Subjects are asked to listen to the first passage
in a PSP (e.g., Passage-01) and are given 30 to 45 seconds to respond
to an open question: “Is there anything that sounds “strange” or
“inappropriate” to you?” The researcher went on explaining: “For
example, does the speaker use a word in a way different from yours
or an expression that does not sound right or appropriate for the
context?”

2. About one third of the old group preferred to take the experiment
with a researcher’s technical assistance. One researcher paired up

with one subject, played the audio stimuli with earbuds inserted to
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subjects’ ears, read the task questions, and wrote down the subject’
response. Each of these pairs work individually in a separate space
without interference from other pairs.

3. Then, the researcher plays the second passage (e.g., Passage-02) and
gives another 30 to 45 seconds to respond to the open question. Upon
that, the sheet is collected to avoid any subsequent change of the
responses. Subjects then listen to the corresponding MNP (e.g., MNP-
021, 022 etc.) and answer a multiple-choice question:

(1) __(a) is “strange” or “inappropriate”
(2) __(b) is “strange” or “inappropriate”
(3) __ no difference.

4. A practice trial was placed before the actual experiment to make sure
that subjects understand the procedure.

5. To reduce experiment fatigue (Lust & Blume 2016:159), the target
stimuli and distractor stimuli are arranged into 4 groups (A, B, C, D),
with each group containing 6 PSP and 10 MNP. The experiment time
to run each stimulus group takes around 30 minutes.

3.3. Subjects
Between 2021 and 2022, a total of 600 subjects in three age groups

participated in this study: (1) young group (15-29 years old, average 19.2),
(2) middle-aged group (30-64 years old, average 52.7), and (3) old group (65-
93 years old, average 74.4). All the middle-aged and old subjects are locals
in Southern Taiwan. The young group are mainly health-care-related
students in southern Taiwan (205 from a medical school and 166 from
a junior college of nursing). The majority of the young and middle-aged
subjects are recruited in response to an advertisement posted in social
media and most subjects in the old group join the study via community
leader or personal contact by the researcher. No communication
or cognition difficulties were apparent in the elderly subjects upon

observation. The recruiting criterion is speakers’ self-report of their

95



{Tai-gi Gian-kin) Journal of Taiwanese Vernacular

Taiwanese proficiency at a minimal level of “able to understand but cannot
communicate with others”)?. The above methodology is approved by the

NCKU Research Ethics Committee.

Table 1. Subjects by age and gender

Age range | Average age | Male (N) | Female (N) | Total (N) %
Young| 15-29 19.2 99 272 371 61.8%
Middle-aged| 30-64 52.7 35 103 138 23%
old 65-93 74.4 30 61 91 15.2%
Total 600 100%

Regarding the education factor, since the education level of the young
group ranges from high school to university, to avoid a biased result,
education as a factor is applied only to the middle-aged and old groups.
Their education levels are divided into the low group (junior high or lower)
versus the high group (high school or higher). This binary system, instead
of a finer one (such as low, mid, high) is a compromise of two situations:
the smaller number of old subjects we were able to recruit during the
COVID-19 pandemic and the minimal expected count of “5” to run
statistically significant results. Table 2 shows the educational background
between the two groups differs significantly (p<.000), with the middle-
aged group mainly at high school level or higher (94.2%) and the old
group at junior high school level or lower (68.5%). Consequently, the less-

educated group has only 46 members.

2 The self-report of Taiwanese proficiency is a 9 point scale in which 1is “not understanding
what was said at all”, 3 “understand what was said but cannot communicate with others”,
5 “able to communicate with others but with difficulty”, 7 “able to communicate with
others”, and 9 “very fluent”.
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4. Results and discussion

Table 2. Subjects by education and Chi-square test

 Less  More Total
(Junior high or lower) | (Senior high or higher)
N % N % N %

Middle-aged 7 5.1% 130 94.9% | 137 | 100%
old 39 43.8% 50 56.2% | 89 | 100%

46 20.4% 180 79.6% | 226 | 100%

Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 49.871° 1 (e
N of Valid Cases 1217

20 cells (0.0%) have an expected count of less than 5. The minimum expected
countis 18.12
**p<.001

4.1. Stimuli Type

Across all age groups, subjects’ accuracy rate in identifying the
ungrammatical use of guin in all passage pairs is significantly lower than
that in minimal pairs (Table 3). The average of accuracy rates for their
corresponding minimal pairs increases twice or thrice (e.g., 23.9% for
PSP-02 vs. 76.1% for MNP-025; 33.5% for PSP-14 and 66.5% for MNP-14,
p<.001)

Table 3. PSP vs. MNP (Chi-square test)

L Accurate Total Total .
Stimuli Chi-square test
responses |responses respondents
Asymptotic
Value |df|Significance
(2-sided)
47 325

psp-02vs. | PoP| (23.90) | (50.1%)

MNP-025 150 394 649 77,781 |1 .000***

Tag question

(Tag q JIMNP| 76 106) | (49.9%)
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Table 3.--Continued.

. . Accurate Total Total .
Stimuli responses |responses respondents Chl-square =
PSP-07 vs psp| 26 224
- 25.29% 55.4%
MNP-071 (25.2%) | (55.4%) 404 51.049 | 1| .000***
(Imperative MNP 77 180
statement) (74.8%) (44.6%)
53 275
PSP-09 vs.
wnpoos o 1.%) | (50%)
550 57.953 | 1| .000***
(Yes/no wnpl 138 275
question) (72.3%) (50%)
PSP-12vs.  |pgp| 45 219
- 23.6% 50.1%
MNP-121 (23.6%) | (50.1%) 557 | 81.833 |1 .000***
(Nega‘tlv‘e MNP 146 278
description) (76.4%) | (49.9%)
Pp14vs. | psedSRAN, oo
MNP-141 N 4l (649%) 931 232981 1| .000***
(Imperative MNP 232 331
statement) (66.5%) | (35.6%)
***p<.001

The above findings support Labov’s hypothesis (1972) that speakers’
choice of linguistic varieties, or speaker’s perception in this study, changes
in accordance with the attention degree engaged in a speech event. The
rich context and multi-level complexity of passage pairs divert subjects’
attention and blur their judgement on function words such as pronouns.
Such unawareness was efficiently improved when their attention was
brought to focus on the target pronouns in the contrastive minimal pairs.
The above finding also shows how minimal pairs is a powerful tool in a

grammaticality judgement test.

4.2. Age

Regarding age factor on speakers’ detection of the ungrammatical
use of exclusive gtin, the means of accuracy rates by each age group show
a pattern of “middle-aged > old > young” (53.8%>37.8%>32% in Table 4).
Chi-square tests reveal two significant differences. (1) The middle-aged

group scored higher than the young or old groups in eight pairs (PSP-02,
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MNP-025, PSP-09, MNP-095, PSP-12, MNP-121, PSP-14, MNP-142, p<.05).
(2) In contrast to our expectation, the old group did not do better than the
middle-aged group or young group (except in PSP-09) and even yielded to
the young group in MNP-121.

The tendency for the middle-aged group to score higher than the
young group confirms our hypothesis. Since the middle-aged group
consists of Taiwanese speakers who are more fluent than the young one
(cf. Table 5, mean score 7.85 vs. 6.5, p<.001), their accuracy rate is higher.
The old group’s tendency to perform worse in detecting the ungrammatical
usage of gun, despite being significantly more fluent in Taiwanese than
the middle aged and young groups, might be partially related to their
lower education background (sections 4.3) and cognition decline in normal

aging (section 4.4).

Table 4. Grammaticality judgement: age (Chi-square test)

Stimuli Accuracy rate Chi-square test
. ! Asymptotic
Young Ma|d<ej(lje old Value | df | Significance
& (2-sided)
12.4% | 29.8% | 9.8% |M>Y 886 | 1| .003**
PSP-02
M>0 7.003 | 1| .008**
38.7% | 74.5% | 51.7% |[M>Y 19.953 | 1| .000***
MNP-025
M>0 5797 | 1| .016™
8.4% | 36.3% | 23.3% |[M>Y 29.034 | 1 | .000***
PSP-09
O>Y | 5747 | 1| .017*
MNP-091 43.2% | 56.8% | 64.7%
37.7% | 72.5% | 46.7% M>Y 27.817 | 1 | .000***
MNP-095
M>0 6.735 | 1 | .009**
PSP-12 15.5% | 29.4% | 10.9% M>0 5285 | 1| .022*
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Table 4.--Continued.

Stimuli Accuracy rate Chi-square test
54.7% | 64.7% | 39.7% M>0 5536 | 1| .019*
MNP-121
Y>0 | 4.215 | 1 .040*
14.8% | 33.3% | 17.6% |M>Y 21.664 | 1 | .000***
PSP-14
M>0 6.891 | 1 | .009**
MNP-142 62.9% | 87.2% | 76.2% |[M>Y 17.315 | 1 .000***
Mean of
accuracy  132.0% | 53.8 | 37.8%
rates
(PSP+MNP)
Mean of
accuracy 12.8% | 32.2% | 15.4%
rates (PSP)
Mean of
accuracy 47.4% | 71.1% | 55.8%
rates (MNP)

* p<.05; **p<.01; ***<.001

Table 5. Taiwanese proficiency among three age groups (ANOVA)

N | Mean | Standard deviation | Mean difference | Bonferroni
Young 370 | 6.5 1.527 -1.346* Y<M | .000***
Middle-aged | 136 | 7.85 1.293 -.683* M<O | .001**
old 89 | 8.53 0.88 2.028* Y<O | .000***
Total 595

**p<.07; ***<.007

4.3. Education

As stated earlier, the two education groups in our study, less versus

more educated, do not cover subjects from the young group since all of

them are high school level or higher. In contrast to our expectation, the

more-educated members in the middle-aged and old groups scored better
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than the less-educated ones in eight stimuli, and four among these stimuli
reach a significant level (PSP-02, PSP-12, MNP-121, PSP-14, Table 6, p<.001).
The four stimuli are also where the middle-aged scored significantly better
than the old one (Table 4).

As we showed earlier in Table 2 that the education level of the old
generation is significantly lower than the middle-aged (Table 3, p<.001), we
suspect that the old group’s lower education level might partially contribute
to their poorer performance in the grammaticality judgement task. Before
an elaboration in section 4.4, readers should be reminded of the small
number of less-educated subjects we were able to recruit in this study, a
total of only 46 (Table 2), who made up the four test groups with each test
group containing an even smaller size of 7 to 20 subjects. As indicated in
our finding, the less-educated group is also likely to have a lower accuracy
rate in the task. As a result, the number of accurate responses from this
group is usually lower than the minimal expected count of “5” to run a

significant test. This accounts for the situation in PSP 09, MNP-091, 095,
and 142 (Table 6)

Table 6. Grammaticality judgement: education (Chi-square test)

Stimulus Accuracy rate Chi-square test
Asymptotic
Less-educated More-educated Value | df |Significance
(2-sided)
PSP-02 2.6% 27.3% M>L [10.098 | 1 .001**
MNP-025 52.6% 66.7%
PSP-09 25% 33.9%
MNP-091 57.1% 59.6%
MNP-095 41.7% 68.8%
PSP-12 5% 26.8% M>L | 7.6 1 .006**
MNP-121 30% 61.8% M>L | 9.387 1 .002**
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Table 6.--Continued.

Stimulus Accuracy rate Chi-square test

PSP-14 11.8% 31.4% M=>L | 7.749 1 .005**
MNP-142 71.4% 85.7%

Mean of

accuracy 33% 51.3%

rates by each

group

**p<.071

4.4. Grammaticality Judgement Task Across Age and Education

Despite of their better fluency in Taiwanese, the old subjects’ accuracy
rate in identifying the ungrammatical use of exclusive guin is significantly
lower than their younger counterparts. In this section, we will discuss how
low education and aging might lead to the above age difference and the
unexpected discrepancy between the old group’s Taiwanese proficiency
and their perception.

First of all, Table 2 had showed that the education level of the old
generation is lower than the middle-aged (Table 3, p<.001). Among the
46 subjects in the less-educated group, 39 are from the old group and
13 of the old subjects are “illiterate” or “lower than primary education”.
Even though 14 of the 39 old subjects receive full primary education,
such formal literacy may not be equal to functional literacy, i.e. sufficient
mastery of reading and writing for professional and social use (Eme,
Lacroix & Almecija 2010:1349). We suspect that due to the lack of long-term
and intensive cognitive training before adulthood, the old group may not
be used to registering the subtle linguistic signals in these hypothetical and
experimental contexts at all. Some evidence from our field observation
supports the above. First of all, the young and middle-aged groups mainly
consist of volunteers who signed up in response to our solicitation posted
in social media and their experiments were doable in group form, i.e., 20

to 50 subjects taking the task simultaneously. In contrast, about one third
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of the old group was approached individually in some community centers
or parks. Some cannot or are not used to write and most of them preferred
to take the experiment with researcher’s technical assistance (cf. section
3.2).

Secondly, it would be fair to say that the middle-aged and young
groups have more exposure to surveys or experiments, especially
students, and are more ready to situate themselves in the experiment
scenario. Some of the elderly subjects, in contrast, appeared to be
resistant to the hypothetical scenario designed in the experiment, or felt
confused or annoyed about the triviality they had to go through. Some
would complain about listening to similar sentences over and over again
or downplay the difference of pronouns in most minimal pairs (“Goa kdm-
kak he Iong bo-chha Iah | 1 really don’t think they make any difference”)
even when the target pronouns were highlighted by the researcher
verbally. Some informants tended to respond to the advice content instead
of the target pronouns in minimal pairs, e.g., showing agreement with
what the doctor said, which is a common phenomenon also reported in
judgement tasks involving children (de Villiers & de Villiers 1972:309; Lust
& Blume 2016:156-158). In some cases, the old subjects’ responses did not
truthfully reflect their spontaneous linguistic performance. For example,
they might give a “no difference” response between gun and /dn in
minimal pairs and claimed that it is okay to use either one although they
themselves consistently choose the inclusive /dn correctly when chatting
with the researcher, such as “Ldan cho pé"-lang--é, tioh-si ai thia" i-seng é
oe /| We (inclusive) as the patients should always adhere to what doctors

say”.?

3 Readers should be reminded that the above description of our old subjects would have
been readily observable in the case of the two younger subjects if the part of their

experiment were done in the same face-to-face and one-on-one interview.
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Thirdly, although none of the old subjects appears to have obvious
cognitive dysfunction, we think aging itself is also a possible factor to
account for the cross-generation difference. The mean ages of the three
groups in our study are 19.2, 52.7, and 74.4 years old. The effect of normal
aging on cognition decline has been reported elsewhere in linguistic
experiments. For example, elderly subjects displayed decreased working
memory required for language processing and had more comprehension
errors and were slower in word recognition and sentence parsing (DeDe
& Knilans 2016). When compared to younger subjects, the elderly subjects
are more likely to miss linguistic cues (such as word order or verbal
agreement) in online sentence comprehension tasks (aged 23 vs. 77, Kail,
Lemaire & Lecacheur 2012), and displayed lower discriminability and
greater bias in lexical decision tasks (aged 22.4 vs. 60 or older, Stine-
Morrow, Miller & Nevin 1999).

As mentioned earlier, an online grammaticality judgement task is a
high demand task in and of itself (Lust & Blume 2016:159). Participants
not only need to comprehend the audio signals, but they must also
make a metalinguistic judgement in the micro-linguistic components.
To solicit informants’ intuitive responses, the two keywords in our
repeated instruction “strange or inappropriate” (as in “pay attention to

anything which sounds strange or inappropriate”) which correspond to

“ungrammatical” in our coding, cannot be too revealing. This vagueness
and generalness, on top of the possible cognition decline, may lead the
elderly subjects to a clueless end. Consequently, rather than commenting
on the grammar which the old subjects may not have registered at all,
their impromptu response under the time and interactional pressure is to
invoke comments on the propositional content, i.e., the health-care advice

itself, or to choose a “no-difference” response.
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4.5. Methodological Concern

The above findings of and accounts for the elderly group’s lower
accuracy rate than their younger counterparts lead to our following
methodological concern and suggestion for future study. Although a
cognition-based approach, such as a grammaticality judgement task,
can offer a systematic and quantitative overview of the loss of linguistic
features in an endangered ethnic language, it needs to be designed more
delicately, especially when it involves elderly or less-educated subjects.
Speakers’ cognitive process in response to linguistic stimuli could be
greatly subjected to their personal experience and access to education. In
a diglossia context where the ethnic language is the low code and at risk
of extinction, its elderly cohort is likely to be both the monolingual and
less-educated speakers as well. The lower education background creates
a methodological obstacle to revealing their full knowledge of their sole
language. Therefore, the experiment needs to be designed in a way that
requires the lowest possible threshold so as to increase the researchers’
chance of receiving valid or reflective responses. For example, auditory
stimuli might be more revealing if some situational context is added, such
as a visual image of a doctor talking to a patient in a clinic.

Secondly, when the subjects’ education background is relevant to
their ethnic language exposure or use in daily life, a balanced number
of subjects of each education level is critical. In this study, the more-
educated members are mainly from the middle-age group and the less-
educated from the old. The unequal distribution of educational levels
among the subjects is an unavoidable concession to the reality of subject
recruitment during a pandemic and the generally low education of the old
cohort (those born between 1928 and 1957), who grew up when Taiwan’s
economy was underdeveloped. Therefore, readers should be reminded that
these unbalanced subject numbers may not truly reveal how education

affects the subjects’ linguistic knowledge.
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As readers may also recall, subjects in previous studies adopting
grammaticality judgement task with a focus on language change or
attrition are more homogeneous. They are from a similar age group or
have similar education backgrounds but differ from each other in terms
of exposure to the language under investigation (e.g., Fon et al. 2011;
Montrul 2013); and when cross-generation subjects are involved, they are
restricted to similar educational levels, e.g., subjects who participated in
the linguistic experiments by Glosser and Deser (1992) and Cooper (1990).
Although these subject criteria adopted in previous studies do not suggest
that cognition-based approach to language change cannot be done across
age and education groups, it implies that a more cautious design is needed.

Therefore, we conclude this section with three possible
methodological directions for future quantitative and cognition-based
approach to language change. The design of experiment stimuli requires
the lowest possible threshold that will maximize the chance of soliciting
valid or reflective responses from all subjects, especially the old or the
less-educated groups. When a balanced subject number of education levels
from all age groups is not possible, a focus on one age group alone, such
as the middle-age group, can be a feasible alternative. Furthermore, the
exploration of the age factor should be adjusted to recruit subjects from

the same education level.

4.6. Stage of Language Change

In the study of language change, a gradually spreading new feature
adopted by the oldest generation can be a solid sign of the completion stage;
however, such data might not be reliably attained via cognition-based
experiments, as we described in the previous section. Data of spontaneous
production such as interview conversation, on the other hand, may run the
risk of non-comparable data since many contextual factors other than age

itself may lead to a cross-generation difference as well.
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Under this constraint, our following discussion on the stage of
the“exclusive guin/we replacing inclusive /dn/we” phenomenon will be
based on a comparison with findings from other linguistic variants
obtained in our series of grammaticality judgement studies—yes/no
markers and negation markers.

4.6.1. Yes/no Question and Negation Markers

In forming a yes/no question in Taiwanese, there are three syntactical
constructions, the use of the coupla si as in (1) kdm-si or (2) the be-not-
be structure si-m-si, or (3) the sentential final marker hioh. Among them,
(2) and (3) share the same construction in Mandarin, i.e., shi-bu-shi and
ma. This structural similarity likely leads to a transfer effect—more and
more Taiwanese speakers are found to adopt the Mandarin yes/no marker
ma for the Taiwanese counterpart hioh, as shown in the following stimuli
(MNP-16B2a vs MNP-16B2b).

MNP-16B2a.

Siong sé-han si cha-po é hioh?
+Hi#EEERE hioh?

Is the youngest (child) a male?
MNP-16B2b.

Siong sé-han si cha-po é ma*?
EHER TR ?

Is the youngest (child) a male?

The result in Table 7 shows that the accuracy rate in identifying
the ungrammatical use of the Mandarin ma is consistently low among
the three age groups and no significant difference is observed, either in
passage pairs (9.5%, 8.7%, and 7.7% in 16B) or minimal sentence pairs
(15.4%, 20.6%, 14.9% in 16B2)

Compared to the negation markers in spoken Mandarin, Taiwanese

has a relatively complex system—six negation markers used in different
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contexts, i, bo, boe, bé, bian, and mai (Yang 2017). Among them, ri1 and
bo are considered as the most common and frequently used ones. This
complexity, however, might have led to a levelling effect (McWhorter
2003:280-281) among new or non-fluent speakers. For example, when boe
negates an adjective (such as “boe chheng-chhd/not clear”), it tends to be
ungrammatically replaced by the common negators m (as in stimuli PSP-
14A, MNP-14A1). Our results show that a significant difference of accuracy
rates is observed among the three age groups—both the middle-aged
group and old group scored better than the young group in MNP-14A1 or
PSP-14B (p<.01).

MNP-14A1a

Bak-chiu kia™kng, am-si-a sai-chhia 16 to khoa" boe chheng-chho.

BIEEN  BEEH{FAE ) R BRERE

With the problem of photophobia, you will not be able to see clearly
when driving at night

MNP-14A1b

Bak-chiu kia™kng, am-si-a sdi-chhia 16 to khoa" m* chheng-chho.
BREEN  BEHFRE ) RAUBH EE

With the problem of photophobia, you will not* be able to see clearly
when driving at night.

Table 7. Grammaticality judgement on yes/no and negation markers: age
(Chi-square test)

Stimulus Accuracy rate Chi-square test
. Asymptotic
Young N;'dglclle Oold Value | df|Significance
& (2-sided)

PSP-16B (Yes/no | g 50, | 8,706 | 7.7%
qguestion marker

hioh/ma)
MNP-16B2 (Yes/ |15.4%|20.6% |14.9%

no question
marker hioh/ma)
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Table 7.--Continued.

Stimulus Accuracy rate Chi-square test
PSP-14A 25.3%36.2% | 23%
(Negation marker
boe/m)
MNP-14A1
(Negation marker | 66.4% 100.0%| 84.2% | M>Y 21.854a| 1 | .000***
boe/m)
M>0 8.124a | 1| .004**
O>Y | 6.860a | 1 | .009**

4.6.2. Framework of Stages in Language Change
In the following, we will first discuss the framework related to

language change stages. Since language change is a natural and on-
going process and takes decades for a new form to completely replace an
old form, it is difficult to draw a set of clear-cut stages for the process.
Weinreich, Labov & Herzog (1968:185) described the process in three
stages: (1) a speaker learns an alternative form; (2) old and new forms
exist side by side within his/her competence; and (3) the older form
becomes obsolete. Aitchison (2013:67) divided the spread of a change into
a series of four overlapping stages. In his “Key to the Language-change
Index”, Garner (2009:xxxv) proposed five finely defined stages, which
will be the basis of our discussion. Given his background as an English
lexicographer, his description below might be more applicable to lexical
change in widely-used languages, instead of that in endangered languages.
Expressions within the parenthesis are provided (also by Garner) to

illustrate the levels of acceptability conveyed by each stage.

Stage 1 (rejected): A new form emerges as an innovation among a small
minority of the language community, perhaps displacing a
traditional usage.

Stage 2 (Widely shunned): The form spreads to a significant fraction of
the language community but remains unacceptable in standard

usage.
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Stage 3 (Widespread but): The form becomes commonplace even among
many well-educated people but is still avoided in careful usage.
Stage 4 (Ubiquitous but): The form becomes virtually universal but is

opposed on cogent grounds by a few linguistic stalwarts.

Stage 5 (Fully accepted): The form is universally accepted.

Table 8. Average of accuracy rates in minimal sentence pairs stimuli

Detecting ungrammatical/

Young |Middle-aged| Old |Significant difference
new use of

Yes/no marker ma* for hioh| 15.4% 20.6% 14.9%

Inclusive i forldn | 474% | T10% | 55.8%| MY (4in 5 MNP)
pronoun

Negati

egation . | 66.4% 100% 84.2% M>Y; O>Y
marker

Table 8 is a comparison of the three age groups’ average accuracy
rates in the the minimal pair stimuli of the yes/no markers, inclusive
pronouns and negation markers. The above results show that the mean
accuracy rates of the yes/no marker are the lowest among the three
varieties and display no significant age difference. This suggests that the
use of Mandarin marker ma in replacing the Taiwanese hioh in yes/no
question is close to stage four (in Garner’s framework)—“the form becomes
virtually universal but is opposed on cogent grounds by a few linguistic
stalwarts”. Only trained ears of prescritivism, such as Taiwanese language
teachers or linguists, might protest against this ubiquitously-accepted but
ungrammatical usage. In contrast, the use of the widely applied negation
marker 1 in place of boe whose negating scope is limited to future action,
habitual status, ability, or permission, appears to be a typical error by
young speakers and are universally and significantly rejected by most
middle-aged and old groups (100% and 84.2%), which suggests a stage of

beginning of this new variety—stage one.
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Compared to the accuracy rates of yes/no and negation markers, the
usage of exclusive giin for inclusive /dn is located somewhat in between,
e., stage two or three—commonly used by the young generation but

remains unacceptable or still avoided in careful usage by the middle-aged

group.

5. Conclusion

In light of the ongoing change of the inclusive /dn in Taiwanese, we
designed a grammaticality judgement task to investigate how age and
education have an impact on this trend of “exclusive giin/we replacing
inclusive lan/we”, and how prevalent this trend is in the language change
process. Grounded on previous sociolinguistic surveys in Taiwan, we
hypothesized that speakers with lower exposure to Taiwanese, e.g., the
younger or more-educated ones will be more likely to fail in detecting
the ungrammatical use of gun in place of /an. Our main findings and
implications include the following.

1. As we had predicted, the young group scored significantly
lower than the middle-aged group (p<.01) in detecting the
ungrammatical use of giin and this contrast reflects the former’s
gradual loss of Taiwanese fluency and poorer command in the
language than their older counterparts (p<.001).

2. In contrast to our expectation, the old group, whose Taiwanese
proficiency outperform their younger counterparts (p<.01 or
p<.001), did not do better than their younger counterparts in
the task. This unexpected finding might be partially related to
the old subjects’ lower education background, less exposure to
experimental settings, and impact of aging on general cognitive
activities.

3. Subjects with more education background, mainly the middle-

aged group in this study, also performed better than the lower
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education group in the grammaticality judgement task.

4.  While the tendency of using Mandarin yes/no question marker
ma in place of the Taiwanese hioh is close to stage four (being
universally acceptable except for prescriptivists, and the use of
the general negation marker m for boe is located in stage one
(being a typical error by non-fluent speakers), the tendency of
“guin/we replacing lan/we” is located in between, i.e., stage two or
three (being commonly used by the young generation but remains
unacceptable or still avoided by older group). In other words, this
language change of using the exclusive giin for the inclusive /dn is
unstable or has not yet penetrated to all age groups.

Unlike the mainstream approaches of diachronic development
and typological distribution in exploring the attrition of inclusive/
exclusive distinction, the current study enriches this line of inquiry
with an experimental approach by using a grammaticality judgement
task. Our quantitative results identify an unusual change direction of
“exclusive gun/we replacing inclusive lan/we”, instead of the commonly
observed pattern of “inclusive ‘we’ replacing exclusive ‘we” among many
Austronesian languages and its neighboring ones (Lichtenberk 2005).

Although this marked direction of “exclusive gun replacing inclusive
lan” deserves further scrutiny, we conclude that this path might locate at
a “possibly reversable” early stage--being commonly used by the young
generation but remains unacceptable by older groups. Given the powerful
pragmatic function achieved by the inclusive “/dn/we” especially in health-
related communication (Liao & Tsai 2015), we consider active pedagogical
efforts might reverse this trend before it is too late.

Finally, we acknowledge the unbalanced but unavoidable number of
subjects in recruiting the old and the less-educated subjects and conclude
that cognition-based studies that examine age and education effects

on language change should be designed more delicately. Specifically,
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we propose three possible methodological revision for future study
in the Taiwanese context. When age and education are critical factors
of language change, the experiment could be adjusted in a way that it
requires the lowest threshold to solicit valid or reflective responses from
all subjects, especially from the old or less-educated ones. The exploration
of education effects can be set to one age group alone, e.g., the middle-
aged group, to maximize the chance for balanced subject numbers from
all levels. Finally, to reach a valid test of the age effect on language change,
relevant factors such as subjects’ education level should be limited to the

same one.
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