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O. INTRODUCTION 


Historians, sociologists and scholars in other fields who study the 
socio-political issues of the Chinese in America have frequently commented on 
the intimate link that exists between dialect and the social cohe~veness of 
the Chinese in their formation of district associations (huiguan <~ ~1 )1, 
economic monopolies, and other closed organizations. The subjett of the 
various dialect groups themselves, however, remained peripheral, dispersed 
among social, economic, and political concerns. In this paper, the focus 
will be on the linguistic composition and distribution of the Chinese immi­
grants in North America from the nineteenth century to the mid-1960 r s, 
marking the end of one important phase in the history of the immigration of 
the Chinese to the New World. Emphasis will be placed on speakers of the 
Cantonese group of dialects, which formed the majority of the Chinese immi­
grants in North America. 

In this paper, a brief introduction will be given on the dialect groups 
that comprise the Chinese language. The main focus of this paper is the 
preliminary study of the dialects spoken by the Chinese immigrants in North 
America before the mid-1960's. Several issues are pertinent. Firstly, which 
dialects were spoken by the Overseas Chinese? Secondly, what was the propor­
tion of the immigrants that spoke those dialects? And thirdly, what was the 
spatial distribution of the various dialect groups in North America. In 
other words, were people of certain dialect groups concentrated in specific 
localities in North America? These are the fundamental questions that will 
be explored here. 

For this preliminary study, secondary sources are used, supplemented by 
primary sources on the various dialects. In conducting this study, one 
serious difficulty could not be avoided. No surveys or sources exist in 
which individuals stated explicitly that they spoke such-and-such a dialect. 
Compounding the problem is the lack of a detailed dialect atlas for either 
the Kwangtung Province or the Pearl River Delta. Although the Pearl River 
Delta region is predominantly inhabited by native Cantonese speakers, the 
area also contains scattered Hakka- and Min-speaking communities. It is 
helpf,ul to know that. i..ome districts in Kwan;tung Province such as Meihsien
q:,iiJ-~~ ), Wuhua Cft. -T ), Hsingning (~~ ), and Tapu (I:. till ) (see Map 
7 at the end of the paper, from Yang 1961) have a predominance of Hakka 
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speakers. Nonetheless, vital information is still needed with regards to 
smaller units such as subdistricts and individual villages. Consider, for 
instance, the Chungshan (~~) ) district, which has a high proportion of 
Hakka and Min speakers. Thus, the speech of neighbouring, or even adjacent, 
villages in the Chungshan district may be mutually unintelligible, suggesting 
the possibility of the geographical proximity of two distinct dialectal 
groups. Such co-existence is also found in the county seat of Shekki(Ak 
~~)where one would find residents on adjacent streets speaking different 
dialects (personal communication from the writer's mother, a native Shekki 
resident) • 

In researching the linguistic composition of the Chinese immigrants in 
North America, information exists on the district, subdistrict and/or village 
of origin of these immigrants based on such sources as records of membership 
in district and clan associations, other types of records in private organi­
zations, as well as government immigration records. From these one must 
infer the native dialect spoken by these Overseas Chinese. Clearly, that is 
not very satisfactory for communities known to have a population composed of 
a mix of Hakka, Min and Cantonese speakers. Despite such shortcomings, the 
overall approach would be to identify a speaker by his glace of origin. It 
would be to assume that those from Sze Yap (r~) ~ ), or the Four 
Districts, were predominantly native speakers a Sze Yap dialect of Canton­
ese, those from Hokshan Cl1ib J..J ) primarily speakers of the Hokshan dialect 
of Cantonese, and so forth. Lacking primary evidence, the statistics on 
localities serve foremost to give some general comparisons across dialects. 
The distinction between locality from which the Chinese migrants came and the 
native dialects they spoke should be kept in mind. Nonetheless, the assump­
tions are generally correct, with refinements needed when more information 
becomes available concerning the linguistic composition of smaller units 
within the various districts. 

1. THE MODERN DIALECTS OF THE CHINESE LANGUAGE 

Speakers of the Han ();t), or Chinese, language constitute over 90% of 
the population of China; the remaining speak Mongolian, Manchurian, Miao-Yao, 
Tibetan, or some other minority language. Early classifications of the 
Chinese language into dialect groups were made by such linguists as Li (1937) 
and Chao (1943), in which the groupings were based on formal linguistic 
criteria. The phonological (i.e., sound) system -- both synchronic and 
historical -- were the primary bases for the differentiation of dialectal 
groups. Although there remains some controversy among scholars concerning 
fine points in the classification of Chinese into the modern dialects, a 
common approach is to divide\) the Chinese l!1nguage into seven~~jor dialect 
groups: Mandarin (W), Wu ( 1::. ), Xiang C;j.lfl) or Hunan, Gan (~~1) or Jia$i, 
Kejia or Hakka (t-~ ), Yue (~) or Cantonese, and Min (~ J. The distri ­
bution of these dlalect groups are given in Map 1 (from Kratochvil, 
1968: 16ff). 

Of these dialect groups, Mandarin is spoken by the vast majority of the 
Chinese. While there are no recent statistics available on the number of 
speakers of the Chinese language in the People's Republic of China, the 
census from a dialect investigation in Mainland China in 1955-1958 (Yuan, 
1960), although now quite outdated, can nevertheless be used to provide some 
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idea of the relative number of speakers of each group. The total number of 
Chinese speakers in Mainland China at the time of the survey was estimated at 
over 540 million. In Table 1, the number of speakers of each dialect group 
is given, together with the percentage figures from Yuan (1960:22). 

TABLE 	 1. Classification of the Chinese Language. 

Dialect Group 	 Number of Speakers % of Total 
===================== 	 ================== ========== 

1. 	 Mandarin dialects 387 million 70.0 
(subdivided into 
Northern, Northwestern, 
Southwestern, and River 
dialects) 

2. 	 Wu dialects 46 million 8.4 
3. 	 Xiang or Hunan dialects 26 million 5.0 
4. 	 Gan or Jianxi dialects 13 million 2.4 
5. 	 Kejia or Hakka dialects 20 million 4.0 
6. 	 Yue or Cantonese dialects 27 million 5.0 
7. 	 Min or Fukien dialects 

Southern Min 15 million 3.0 
Northern Min 7 million 1.2 

These major dialect groups are not mutually intelligible. As a result, 
a number of linguists have preferred to regard them as distinct languages of 
the Chinese language family. Even within the subdivision between Southern 
and Northern (or Northeastern) Min there is also a lack of intelligibility. 
Likewise, among the Cantonese dialects, the degree of comprehensibility 
depends in part on the degree to which the dialects in question share similar 
phonological features, syntactic structures, and vocabulary, and in part on 
the degree of education of the speakers (i.e., the better educated are more 
likely to use vocabulary closer to Standard Cantonese, and can therefore 
better communicate with each other). 

One additional point should be raised at this time. It is customary in 
China, as in other countries, to make reference to a dialect by using the 
name of the locality in which the dialect is spoken. Thus, the "Toishan 
dialect", for instance, refers to the Cantonese dialect of Toishan that is 
spoken in Toishan City and its environs. The city dialect serves as the 
standard. The "Sze Yap" dialect, on the other hand, could refer more broadly 
to the speech of the local people in the four districts that include Toishan, 
Yanping, Hoiping, and Sunwui. Nonetheless, in North America, reference to 
the Sze Yap dialect tends to be that of the Toishan dialect, which is the 
dialect of the majority of the Chinese immigrants from Sze Yap. Thus, Toi­
shan serves as the predominant dialect representing that entire region. 

2. 	 THE CHINESE DIALECT GROUPS IN NORTH AMERICA BEFORE THE MID-1960'S. 

Despite the dominance of the Mandarin dialects in China, they were not 
equally well-represented in North America. The Chinese who immmigrated to 
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North America, including the Hawaiian Islands, prior to the mid-1960's were 
largely from rural villages in a handful of the ninety districts in Kwangtung 
Province. These immigrants were, moreover, mostly from a few districts in 
the Pearl River delta area around Canton City ~ ~ ). Although some of 
them were speakers of the Hakka or Min dialect, most of them spoke one of the 
dialects of the Cantonese dialect group. The region from which most of the 
Chinese in Hawaii had come is included here in Map 2 (from Char, 1975:18-19). 
Map 3 (from Nee, 1972:411) shows a larger number of districts from which 
immigrants had come to the United States prior to 1949. Those who went to 
Canada were primarily from a few districts in the Pearl River delta area. 

In Kwangtung Province, except for the Chungshan district, there is no 
information on the linguistic composition of the Chinese there. To what 
extent the subdistricts and villages were dominated by Hakka or Min speakers 
versus native Cantonese speakers is not known. In North America, the Hakka 
tended to be isolated from the majority of the Chinese migrants in terms of 
membership in the various district association. As a result, their relative 
strength can be determined based on their membership in exclusively-Hakka 
associations. 

That was not the case for those who spoke the Min dialect. How many Min 
speakers, conversant in the local Cantonese dialects of their hometown or 
Village, came to North America is undocumented. Their numbers were included 
in those for the Cantonese group. Although a minority, at least some vil ­
lages in the Pearl River Delta were Min-dominated. In these cases, linguis­
tic data at the village level combined with information on village-level 
associations in North America are imperative. Such information is lacking, 
however; the only exception is the existence of linguistic descriptions on 
the Min speakers in some Min-dominated subdistricts in Chungshan district, 
together with documented, separate associations for this group. This is 
especially true of the enterprising Lungtu people who formed subdistrict 
associations in both the United States and in Canada. In general, neverthe­
less, the Min speakers were included in the Punti (~ 1~), or 'local', 
classification, in contrast to the treatment of the Hakka group, against whom 
many bitter feuds had been fought. 

Due to the lack of direct sources on the dialects spoken by the Chinese 
in North America, especially in regards to the Cantonese dialect group, 
section 2.1 below is organized with respect to the districts from which the 
Cantonese-speaking immigrants had come. The general assumption, then, is 
that those from predominantly Cantonese-speaking districts were primarily 
speakers of a Cantonese dialect. More specifically, the assumption is that 
they spoke the dialect of their home district. Thus, reference to natives of 
a locality presumes that they speak the local dialect. While the main 
emphasis of this paper is on the Cantonese-speaking group, some comments will 
also be made regarding the Hakka and Min-speaking groups in sections 2.2 and 
2.3 respectively. 

2.1. The Cantonese Group. 

As stated earliers, the Cantonese speakers in North America prior to the 
1960's were primarily from the Pearl River delta region. In this paper, 
focus will be placed on the districts of Sze Yap (i!9 ~ ) , Hokshan <At~ 
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J." ), Sam Yap (.'!- ~ ), and Chung shan ( ~ ..1-1 ), where the majority of the 
Cantonese immigrants had originated. 

2.1.1. The Sze Yap Group. 

Among those Cantonese speakers who came to North America, the vast 
majority were from the Four Districts, or the Four Counties (Sze Yap \~ 

t» , which is comprised ~f Toishan ( ~ th )!,.. called Sunning (~~ ) 
before 1914; Hoiping (11fj-t ); Yanping (/~'" Jf- ); and Sunwui (~~::] ). 
(See Map 4 from Wong, 1970:1.) In the period b~tween 1870 to 1930;~1 t~e Sze 
Yap group constituted 70-90% of the Chinese population in the United States, 
depending on community and precise period of reference (Lee, 1979:196,fn.34; 
Chan and Lee, 1981:121). Of the Sze Yap group, Toishan, the standard of 
which is spoken in Toishan City, was the predominant dialect of the Chinese 
immigrants. Chen (1981:18) noted that prior to World War I, 60% of all the 
Chinese immigrants to America were from Toishan district. 

In California, the statistics on the number of Chinese, based on dis­
tricts of origin, are given in Table 2. The figures in the table were drawn 
from diverse sources, spanning the period from 1855 to 1950 (adapted from 
Chinn et al., 1969:20, reproduced in Lee, 1979:570). The figures for the 
1855 statistics were based on membership in the district associations. Chart 
1 on the district associations in San Francisco from 1851 to 1910 from Nee 
(1972:272-273) is included here for ease of reference. The Sze Yap group in 
1855 comprised members belonging to the Sze Yup Company, formed in 1851, as 
well as the Toishan (Sunning) group that broke off from the main association, 
forming its own Ning Yung Company in 1853. The Sze Yap Company in 1851 had 
me~pers from Sze Yap as ~l as from the neighbouring districts of Hokshan 
(l/t.~ J." ) and Szewui (\'9 '1 ) . 

In Table 2, the broad Sam Yap group in 1855 was comprised of members in 
the Sam Yup CompanJ' formed from the Canton Company in 1851. Members came 
: rom ~am ~ap (~ ~ ) ~ or, the Three ~istricts ".i~ addition to the nejgh!1gur­
lng dlstncts of SamsUl (,;'- ~ ), TSlngyuan (:~ 1L), and Fayuan (.10 ~.. ). 
The Chung shan group were members of the Young Wo Company, formed in 1952, and 
included members from Chung shan , Tsengshing (}t~ J../~ ), and Tungkun (j... ~ ) 
districts. The Hakka group comprised of Hakka belonging to the Sun On Asso­
ciation, formed in 1852 and later renamed Yan Woo 

In San Francisco, the American city with the most district associations 
(a total of eleven), Lee (1960:145) reported that 57% of the Chinese in that 
city were from Sze Yap. Of that group, 70% were from Toishan district, and 
thus consitituted 40% of the city's Chinese population. The Hoiping group 
constituted 11% of the Chinese population in San Francisco, and those from 
Sunwui 6%. No mention was made of immigrants from the Yanping district even 
though a significant number should have been residing in that city, since 
there is evidence that the Jung clan from Yanping district became members of 
the Hop Wo Benevolent Association while other clans from the district joined 
the Sue Hing Benevolent Association, as shown in Chart 1. Nonetheless, based 
on Lee (1960:145), a complete breakdown of the percentages for the Sze Yap 
and other groups are given in Table 3. No date was given by Lee; the late 
1950's is assumed here. 

s 
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TA8LE 2. The Chinese in California by District of Origin. 

1855 1866 1868 1876 ca. 1926-28 
============ 

1950 

District 
======== 

No. of 
People 

%of 
Total 

No. of 
People 

%of 
Total 

No. of 
People 

%of 
Total 

No. of 
People 

%of 
Total 

No. of 
People 

%of 
Total 

No. of 
People 

%of 
Total 

Sze Yap 16,107 41.6 32,500 55.8 35,900 58.8 124,000 82.0 23,000 82.5 37,000 74.0 

Sam Yap 6,800 17.6 10,500 18.0 10,000 16.4 11 ,000 7.3 1,500 6.0 5,000 10.0 

Chungshan 14,000 36.2 11 ,500 19.7 11 ,800 19.4 12,000 7.9 2,500 9.5 7,000 14.0 

... Hakka 1,780 

38,687 

4.6 

100.0 

3,800 

58,300 

6.5 

100.0 

3,300 

61,000 

5.4 

100.0 

4,300 

151,300 

2.8 

100.0 

500 

27,500 

2.0 

100.0 

1,000 

50,000 

2.0 

100.0 



CHART 1. DISTRICT ASSOCIATIONS IN SAN FRANCISCO'S CHINATOWN, 1851 - 1910 (from Nee, 1972:272-273) 

1851 
CANTON CO. 

I 
SAM YUP CO. 

Namhoi 
Punyu 
Shuntak 
Samshui 
Tsingyuan 
Fayuan 

1901 
1-----.... LOOK YUP 

-.s TONG SEN 
ASSN. 

Fayuan 
Koming 
Koyiu 
Samshui 
Szewui 
Tsingyuan 

1951 SAM YUP ASSN. 
NamhoiFA YUAN 

BEN. ASSN. Punyu 
Fayuan Shuntak 

*Dominant faction today 
Sam Yup: Namhoi. Punyu. Shuntak 
Sze Yup: Hoiping. Sunning (Toishan). Sunwui. Yanping 

1851 
SZE YUP CO. 

Hoiping 
Sunning 
Sunwui 
Yanping 
Hokshan 

1861 Szewui 

KONG CHOW CO. .. I 
Sunwui 
Hokshan 
Szewui 

KONG CHOW 
BEN. ASSN. 

*Sunwui 
Hokshan 

c. 1819-1882 
SUE HING CO.....~t---.... ----I 

Hoiping (part) 

Yanping (part) 


1898 
YAN HOI CO. 

Hoiping 
(part) 

Yanping 
(part) 

1909 

SUE HING BEN. ASSN. 
*Clans fro Hoiping & 

Yanping not in 
Hop Wo Assn. 

Koming 
Samshui 
Szewui 
Tsingyuan 
Yeungchun 
Yeungkong 

1852 
YOUNG WO CO. 

Heungshan 
Tsengshing 

1853 Tungkun 
NING YUNG CO. . 

Sunning 
1862 

----HOP WO CO.~"--I 
Vee Clan 

(Sunning) 

Hoiping

Yanping 


HOPWO NING YUNG 
BEN. ASSN. BEN. ASSN. 

·Yee Clan of Toishan 
Toishan (Exc. Vee 

Dere. Woo. Clan) 
Ong & some 
small clans 
of Hoiping 

Jung Clan of 
Yanping 

YOUNG WO ASSN. 
·Chungshan 
Tsengshing 
Tungkun 
Foklo 

Compiled by Him Mark Lai, 1971. 

1852 
SUN ON 
I 

YAN WO 
Hakku 

YAN ASSN. 

Hakka$ 




TABLE 3. The Chinese in San Francisco in Late 1950's by District of Origin. 

District 
================== 

Sze Yap: 
Toishan 
Hoiping 
Sunwui 

(Yanping 

Sam Yap: 
Namhoi: 
Shuntak, Punyu: 

Chungshan: 

Other districts: 

% of Total 
========== 

40 
11 

6 
?) 

5 
3 

30 

2 

100 

Outside the West Coast, the Sze Yap group were even more prominant. Lee 
(1983:105) reported that the Chinese who migrated eastward were mainly from 
Sze Yap, with the Toishan group becoming ever more dominant. Consequently, 
district association were replaced in importance in the eastern two-thirds of 
the country by clan associations, the members of which were primarily from 
villages in the Toishan district. Thus, the Yee clan dominated Pittsburgh 
and DetrOit, the Moy's Chicago, the Lee's Washington, D.C., the Tom's and 
Lee's New York, and the Lau's Cleveland (Lee, 1960:173-174; Lee, 1979:117). 

In Hawaii, however, the Sze Yap were not the dominant group of Chinese. 
Although large in number, they were exceeded by those from the Chungshan 
district. Unlike the Sze Yap group in Canada and the United States, those in 
Hawaii did not form any village associations. In contrast, the Chungshan 
group in Hawaii formed ten village clubs and seven lineage/village clubs 
(Glick, 1980:252). 

Nonetheless, the Sze Yap group did organize three district associations 
(compared to nine formed by those from Chung shan district). These three 
associations are: See Yup Wei Quan (formed in 1897), Yee Yi Tong (formed in 
1901), and Kong Chau Wei Quan (formed in 1907) (Glick, 1980:239, 241). The 
See Yup Wei Quan was the oldest of the three Sze Yap organizations, and was 
the second largest district association in Hawaii, with a membership of three 
thousand at one point. Factional disputes led to the formation of the other 
two associations, with Kong Chau Wei Quan open only to those from Sunwui. 

During the late nineteenth century, a large number of contract labourers 
who were issued permits to land in Hawaii during 1895-1897 were from Sze Yap, 
as shown in Table 4, based on Glick (1980:238). About 55% of t~e contract 
labourers were from Sze Yap, compared to only 32% from Chungshan. 
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TABLE 4. Origin of the Chinese Contract Labourers (1895-1897). 

District Number of People % of Total 
==================== ================ ========== 

Sze Yap: 

Toishan 2,132 30.0 

Sunwui 778 11.0 

Yanping 607 8.6 

Hoiping 414 5.8 


Hokshan: 23 .3 

Chungshan: 2,269 32.0 

Hakka districts: 

Pao-on (Sun-on) 436 6.1 

Kwaising 109 1.5 

Tungkun 90 1.3 

Other Hakka districts: 36 .5 


Other districts: 60 .9 

Unidentified: 143 2.0 


7,097 100.0 

The Sze Yap group in Canada, like their counterparts on the American 
mainland, formed the dominant group. In Vancouver and Victoria, for 
instance, there were district associations representing all four districts 
together and individually. This is also true the associations for the Sam 
Yap and Chungshan districts. As a result, in 1923, Vancouver and Victoria 
had a total of 12 district (i.e., district and subdistrict) associations and 
26 clan associations (Wickberg, 1980:27), while 1937 brought further prolife­
ration of associations, with an increase to 17 district associations and 46 
clan associations. A detailed study of the associations would be needed to 
chart the linguistic composition of these associations. The Shar Duey Mutual 
Society, for example, was an association representing a subdistrict locality 
in Sunwui district (Wickberg, 1982:113). 

Lai's (1975) data on the Chinese in British Columbia in 1884 revealed 
that, out of a total of 5,056 Chinese -- representing about a third of the 
Chinese population in Canada at the time -- almost two-thirds were from Sze 
Yap. Furthermore, of the Sze Yap group, about one-third were from Toishan. 
Assuming that the incomplete data were representative of the Chinese immi­
grants in Canada by their place of origin, over 20% of the Chinese in Canada 
in the early 1880's were from Toishan. The results of the tally are shown in 
Table 5 (adapted from Lai, 1975:6). 
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------------------------- --------------- ----------

TABLE 5. Chinese Immigrants in Canada in early 1880's by District of Origin. 

District No. of People % of Total 

Sze Yap: 
Toishan 1,158 22.9 
Hoiping 949 18.8 
Sunwui 615 12.2 
Yanping 491 9.7 

Sam Yap: 
Punyu 798 15.8 
Shuntak 78 1.5 
Namhoi 51 1.0 

Hokshan: 302 6.0 
Tsengshing: 195 3.9 
Chungshan: III 2.2 
Bao-on: 81 1.6 
Fayuan: 62 1.2 
Yeungkong: 51 1.0 
Tungkun: 50 1.0 

Others: 64 1.3 

5,056 100.0 

Although dispersed among the various communities in British Columbia in 
the early 1880's, the Sze Yap group was, nevertheless, concentrated in some 
localities. In Quesnel Mouth (see Map 5), for instance, 77% of the Chinese 
were from Hoiping. Moreover, 262 of some 400 Chinese living in Quesnel Mouth 
belong to the Chow clan from the Hoiping district. In fact, 408 out of the 
534, or three-quarters of the Chow's in Canada were from Hoiping. The Toi­
shan people were predominant in a number of localities, constituting about 
60% of the Chinese population in Nanaimo, 50% in Stanley and Dog Creek, and 
25% in Dease Creek. The Sunwui group was predominant in Lytton, constituting 
nearly 58% of the Chinese population in that locality. No mention was made 
of concentrated pockets of those from the Yanping district. 

Lai (1980) provides another interesting study on the Chinese in Canada. 
Data were based on a three-volume set of records from the sale of Chinese 
government bonds in 1938-1939 which was kept by the Chinese Consolidated 
Benevolent Association in Victoria. Of the 2,579 purchasers, 1,385 -- or 
just over half of them -- were from Sze Yap. Of that group, almost half were 
from Toishan alone. The statistics on the Sze Yap group and other Chinese 
immigrants are recorded in Table 6 (based on Lai, 1980:16). It might also be 
noted that the five districts of Toishan, Sunwui, Hoiping, Punyu, and Chung­
shan together constitute nearly 90% of the Chinese population. 
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TABLE 6. Chinese Immigrants in Victoria in 1939 by District of Origin. 

District Number of People % of Total 
==================== ================ ========== 

Sze Yap: 

Toishan 629 24.4 

Sunwui 460 17 .8 

Hoiping 237 9.2 

Yanping 59 2.3 


Sam Yap: 

Punyu 398 15.4 

Shuntak 40 1.6 

Namhoi 13 0.5 


Chungshan: 570 22.1 

Tsengshing: 90 3.5 

Other districts: 83 3.2 

2,579 100.0 

Occupational monopolies observed the Chinese immigrants in the United 
States were also found in Canada. In Victoria in the late 1930's, most of 
the cooks and laundrymen were from Toishan and the other districts of Sze 
Yap, while most of the pedlars, farmers and grocers were from Chungshan. 

Information on the internal distribution of the Overseas Sze Yap people 
with respect to village of origin are not available from the secondary 
sources consulted. To investigate systematically and in greater detail 
where, within the Sze Yap group, the immigrants had come and their number, 
one might study their membership in the village associations and village­
level clan associations in a given Chinese community. Such studies could be 
conducted for one short period across Chinese communities, as in Lai's two 
investigations (1975, 1980). Alternatively, longitudinal studies extending 
from 1850's onwards, for example, could be conducted for a single community, 
such as Seattle, or Vancouver, Canada, or for an area, such as the Pacific 
Northwest region. In tracing communities over decades, one might expect to 
witness the waxing and waning of these associations with respect to their 
growth or decline in size and number. 

2.1.2. The Hokshan Group. 

Immediately north of Sze Yap is the district of Hokshan (..H~ J-, ), which 
is sometimes included with Sze Yap to form Ng Yap (Jl ~), or the ,Five 
Districts as in Canada's Five Districts Association of Hong Kong (jl ~ 
j~ ~f.f ~ ) (Wickberg, 1982:276). While the Hokshan were normally a minori­
ty group in the various Chinese communities in North America, their number in 
Philadelphia exceeded even that of the Sze Yap group at least up to the early 
1940's. The adult Chinese population of Philadelphia, totalling 900 ln 1940, 
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may serve as an illustration. The distribution is presented in Table 7, 
according to district (adapted from Cheng, 1948:122). Of the Five Districts, 
only Hokshan, Toishan, and Sunwui were strongly represented, co~tituting 
almost three-quarters of the Chinese in Philadelphia. The Lee (-~) clan, 
which controlled Philadelphia's Chinese community, totalling 200 out of the 
900 adult Chinese (Cheng, 1948:123), were presumably primarily from Hokshan, 
as in the case of the Hokshan migrants to Canada, about whom more will be 
said. 

TABLE 7. The Adult Chinese in Philadelphia in 1940 by District of Origin. 

District Number of People % of Total 
=================== ================ ========== 

Ng Yap: 
Hokshan 350 38.9 
Toishan 200 22.2 
Sunwui 100 11.1 

Sam Yap: 50 5.6 

Tungon: 100 11.1 

Tsingyuan, etc.: 100 11.1 

900 100.0 

The predominance in Philadelphia of a non-Toishan group tends to be rare 
not only for a Chinese community in the eastern part of the United States, 
which is overwhelmingly Toishan in composition, but also for the West Coast. 
Nevertheless, Philadelphia had its counterpart in Canada. Winnipeg, for 
instance, was dominated by the Lee clan from the Hokshan district. In the 
late 1880's, about 400 Chinese were said to have had immigrated to Winnipeg 
from a single village (Chen Shan Tsun) in Hokshan, most of whom belonged to 
the Lee clan ( , 1975:19). Apparently, this group had strived to prevent 
other Chinese from going to Winnipeg to compete with them in the laundry 
business. was not until after 1910 before their monopoly was broken 
(Wickberg, 1982:92). Such singular dominance of the Hokshan did not take 
place in Canada as a whole. In the 1880's, as shown in Table 5, the Hokshan 
constituted only 6% of the 5,056 Chinese in Lai's (1975) survey. Although 
they were exceeded by the Sze Yap and Sam Yap groups, the Lee's from Hokshan 
nonetheless did concentrate in certain localities, namely, New Westminster 
and Savona's Ferry. 

On the West Coast in the United States, the Hokshan were part of the Sze 
Yap Company in 1851. Those from Hokshan, Sunwui, and Szewui later broke away 
to form their own association in 1867, which they called the Kong Chow 
Company (Nee, 1972:272-3). 

In Hawaii, there were very few immigrants from Hokshan district. The 
only mention of the Hokshan in Glick (1980:238) was the arrival of twenty­
three males in 1895-1897, and two females during 1893-1898. 
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2.1.3. The Sam Yap Group. 

A significant number of Cantonese also came from Sam Yap (~ e0 ), or 
the Three Districts, which encompass the provincial capital of Canton, and 
comprises the three districts of Punyu (.~ 1tg] ), Shuntak (Ijl~ qt~ ), and 
Namhoi ( \1P ~~). Most of the early settlers (i.e., those who came prior to 
the 1850's) to the West Coast were from either Sze Yap or Sam Yap (Lee, 
1960:144). Although the Sam Yap constituted less than 20% of the Chinese 
population in California, at least since the 1850's (see Table 2), their 
historical, economic and political status had made them known outside the 
Chinese milieu. Dillon (1962:40) noted, for instance, that the reporters for 
the dailies tended to place all the Chinese into one of two encampments 
regardless of the actual group or sociopolitical faction involved: the 
Chinese were either Sam Yap or Sze Yap. No other distinctions were recog­
nized. 

Those immigrants from Sam Yap, though fewer in number than the Sze Yap, 
were extremely influential in the Chinese community socially, politically, 
and economically during the early phase of Chinese immigration to the Pacific 
Coast prior to the 1890's. Although they lost their position of dominance to 
the Sze Yap, the Sam Yap nevertheless continued to exert influence. In San 
Francisco, for example, they were sufficiently large in number to monopolize 
the tailoring, repair, mending, and butcher businesses. The Sze Yap groups 
controlled most of the laundries, restaurants, and small retail businesses, 
the Chungshan dominated horticulture, retail of fish, and the manufacture of 
women's garments (Chen, 1980:19). Thus, aside from district associations 
which, on the whole, were significant in determining dialect affiliation, 
territoriality through monopolies by various dialect groups also provide 
valuable information regarding the linguistic composition of the Chinese 
communities on the West Coast. 

Both in Victoria, Canada, and in California in the United States, most 
of the original Chinese merchants were from Sam Yap. In Victoria around 
1886, the Sam Yap from Punyu established a Victoria branch of the San Fran­
cisco-based district association, the Chong Hoo Tong, almost a decade before 
the Sze Yap established one. Even by the 1880's, however, the Sam Yap 
constituted less than 20% of the Chinese population in Canada (Lai, 1975), 
roughly equivalent to the proportion of Sam Yap in California in the 1850's 
and 1860's (Table 2). Only in such communities as Thompson River and Lil­
looet in the 1880's in British Columbia did the Sam Yap, from the Punyu 
district, predominate, forming about 60% or more of the Chinese population in 
those localities. One observes, furthermore, that in terms of individual 
districts, the Punyu group singularly formed the third largest group in 
Canada in the 1880's, accounting for 15.8% of the Chinese population (Table
5). 

Based on Lai's (1980) study, the Sam Yap group in Victoria, Canada, in 
the late 1930's constituted less than one-fifth of the Chinese population; 
but of that group almost 90% were from the Punyu district. Moreover, of 
those from Punyu, 43% belonged to the Chow clan. Equally interesting is the 
observation by Lai that over three-quarters of those from Punyu came from 
only four villages, as demonstrated in Table 8 (adapted from Lai, 1980:17, 
with romanization of the villages by Lai using the Wade-Giles romanization 
system). 
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TABLE 8. 	 Chinese Immigrants from the Punyu District in Victoria in 1939 by 
Village of Origin. 

Home Village 	 Number of People % of Total 
===================== ================ ========== 

Nan-ts'un 168 42.2 
Pei-ts'un 80 20.1 
Pang-hu 52 13 .1 
Ya-hu 39 9.8 
27 other villages 59 14.9 

398 100.0 

In Hawaii, although the Sam Yap were very few in number, they were 
nevertheless united in forming a cemetery association, the Tung Sin Tong, in 
the 1880's to take care of the burial rites of the migrants from Sam Yap and 
the neighbouring districts of Tungkun and Samsui (Glick, 1980:188). The Sam 
Yap did not form any district associations in Hawaii. 

2.1.4. The Chung shan Group. 

The second largest linguistic group next to the S.ze Yap group were thos3from the district of Chungshan (if J..\ ) (Heungshan (~ J.) ) before 1925) , 
which is located south of Canton City and north of the Portuguese port of 
Macao. The Chungshan people immigrated to the Hawaiian Islands at least as 
early as the first half of the nineteenth century, although they did not come 
in large numbers until 1852, when they became the first group of contract 
labourers in Hawaii. There they became, and remained, the dominant Chinese 
group. The Chung shan people also immigrated to the Pacific Coast, but were 
superceded by the Sze Yap and Sam Yap, and did not constitute a major group 
in the West Coast until the second half of the nineteenth century (Lee, 
1960: 144). 

According to Table 2, if the statistics are reasonably accurate, between 
1855 to 1960 the Chungshan population fluctuated from about 8% to about 36% 
of the total Chinese popUlation in California. The lower-end percentages for 
those from Chung shan -- for example, 7.9% in 1876, 9.5% circa 1926-28, and 
14% for 1950 -- seem too low, especially when entire Chinese populations in 
some of the communities in the northern California delta were from Chungshan 
(Chan and Lee, 1981:121). In Canada, Lai's (1975) figures for the early 
1880's in Canada showed only 2.2% from Chungshan (Table 5). A much higher 
percentage is found in Victoria of 1939 in which the Chungshan immigrants 
constituted 22.1% of the Chinese population, with a total of 570 people. The 
figure almost rivals the Toishan group with a total of 629, consituting 24.4% 
of the Chinese population. 

Thus far, the Chungshan group is treated as though it is a homogeneous 
entity, in which the speakers of the Chungshan (Cantonese) dialect predomi­
nate in that district. This is not the case, however. Linguistically, there 
is a problem in discussing the Chinese from Chung shan district because the 
population there is mixed. What percentage of these people were· native 
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speakers of the Chungshan dialect, the standard of the district spoken in the 
political center of Shekki (~~~), rather than native speakers of some 
other dialect, is not known. In the Chungshan district, speakers of other 
Cantonese dialects, Northeastern Min, and Hakka, outnumbered those who spoke 
the standard in the district: only in the first of the nine ..9..!!. (~ ), or 
subdistrict of Chungshan does the Chungshan dialect predominate as the dia­
lect spoken natively by the inhabitants. Nonetheless, due to its prestige as 
the standard for the district, the Chungshan dialect has had a profound 
effect on the other dialects spoken in the district, whether or not they 
belong to the Cantonese dialect group. 

Chao (1948:49) noted that in Hawaii, Chungshan speakers exceeded spea­
kers of other Chinese dialects, including (Standard) Cantonese, Hakka, and 
the Sze Yap dialects. He further reported that the four Chinese high schools 
there all used Chungshan as the dialect of instruction. The Chung shan dia­
lect continues to be the dominant Chinese dialect spoken there, as evidenced 
by Glick's (1980:xiii) choice of the Chungshan dialect for romanizing Chinese 
words in his book on the Chinese in Hawaii. 

Despite Chao's observation and Glick's romanization choice, the problem 
remains in the need to distinguish dominance of the Chungshan dialect in 
Hawaii due to its status as the standard in Chungshan, and the actual number 
of Chinese in Hawaii who spoke the Chungshan dialect natively. Char 
(l975:20),~of Hakka descent from Shekki, stated that "the dialect spoken in 
Shekki, the county seat of Chungshan, became the standard speech of the 
Chinese inhabitants of Hawaii, regardless of the subdialects they spoke at 
home -- Lung Doo, Nam Long, Sam Heung, or Hakka." It is because non-native 
Chungshan speakers from Chungshan district are bidialectal (see also Bodman, 
1982:3), being able to speak both Chungshan and their own dialect, that the 
true linguistic situation in Hawaii is obscured. As a consequence of these 
Min speakers' mastery of a Cantonese dialect and the lack of tension or 
animosity between them and Cantonese speakers when they settled in Hawaii and 
America, they were categorized (at least by non-Chung shan people) as part of 
the Punti, or 'local' group, distinguished linguistically from the Hakka who 
were more r 4cent immigrants from the northern provinces of Honan, Shantung, 
and Shansi. 

Thus, although Char was able to distinguish the Hakka dialect from the 
Cantonese dialect of Chungshan , he was not aware of yet another dialect 
group, namely,. t~ Northeastern Min dialects of Lungtu (= Lung Doo r~ ~f ) 
and Namlong (1%1 ~~ ), and another variety of Min commonly called Samheurlgwa
(;;. ~M1i ), or Samheung speech, spoken in Chungshan district. Thus, the 
picture that emerges is that the Chungshan dialect is spoken by a large 
population because it served as the standard dialect for the Chungshan dis­
trict, and thus enjoyed a particular prestige in Hawaii that was not found 
elsewhere in the West. 

Recognizing the dominance of the Chungshan dialect in Hawaii is, how­
ever, quite different from the claim that the majority of the Chinese in 
Hawaii were Chungshan speakers -- i.e., native Chungshan speakers. The 
percentage of Chungshan speakers to speakers of other dialects from the 
Chungshan district in Hawaii and on the West Coast needs further investiga­
tion. This is particularly important in view of Egerod's (1956:6) comment on 
the Lungtu people and their participation in going abroad: 
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The Lungtu people have a reputation for being very 
enter-prising and competent, and they play an important 
role in the business life of Shekki. They have taken 
part in the phenomenal emigration emanating from Chung­
shan and the neighboring Sayyap district, and wherever 
Chungshan colonies are found the Lungtu are also repre­
sented, as for instance in Macao, Hong Kong, Hawaii and 
California. 5 

In all the studies of Asian Americans, the Hakka were clearly distinguished 
from the Punti, and it was often noted in the literature that the Hakka spoke 
a dialect which was very different from Cantonese. Such linguistic distinc­
tion was not similarly made with regard to the Lungtu, Namlong, and Samheung 
people and their speech. Presumably they were treated simply as immigrants 
from the Chungshan district, with no attempt by outsiders to isolate the Min 
speakers as a separate linguistic entity. 

The dialectal differences of the Min speakers did, nevertheless, preci­
pitate social, economic and political distinctions. Mark Lai (cited in Lai 
(1975:28), for example, observed that most of the drygoods stores in the San 
Francisco Bay area were owned by the Chinese from Lungtu. In Ca~ada, the 
formation of the Chung Shan Lung Jen Association ('jen' or zhen~~) being 
another term used in Chungshan district for a subdistrict), recorded by 
Wickberg (1982), further evidences the isolation of the Lungtu group, which 
is based fundamentally on linguistic grounds. The majority of the Chungshan 
people, including the writer's father, belong to the Shon fee Association, 
while some belong to Fook Sun Tong (Wickberg, 1982:113). 

In Hawaii, although Char (1975) and Glick (1980) did not realize that a 
third major Chinese dialect group was represented in Hawaii, they did record 
the subdistrict associations. Similar to the district associations on the 
American mainland, the subdistrict associations in Hawaii represented not 
only groups linked regionally, in having come from the same subdistrict, but 
also linguistically in sharing the same dialect. 

The Chungshan district is, in addition to being divided into nine ~, 
also alternatively subdivided into ten du (= doo). Map 6 (adapted from Char, 
1975:17) shows these ten locality names: See Doo, Dai Doo, Duck Doo, Gook 
Doo, Kung Seong Doo, Larm Doo, Leong Doo, Lung Doo, run Doo, and Wong Leong 
Doo. In Map 6, See Doo and Dai Doo are combined to form See-Dai Doo. The 
fourth ~ is composed of Duck Doo and See-Dai Doo, while the sixth and 
seventh ~ together correspond to Kung Seong Doo. Leong Doo (coinciding witg 
the first ~) is the only du in which Chung shan is the predominant dialect. 
Speakers of the Northeastern Min dialect predominate in two of the subdis­
tricts of Chungshan. The Lungtu dialect, variously referred to as §aipeungwa 
(\~ JP.Y f4; , literally 'west village speech') and Ngikuwa (....::- 1lP'1-t , 
'secona ~ sp~ech'), is spoken in Lung Doo, which is the second~. A 
Dongheung (f- ,tf 'east vil1a~e' t dialect is the Namlong (~ortheastern Min) 
dialect spoken in Namlong ( \f) fA -- also written as ~ f,~ and ,1J ~ ) 
and its surrounding area in the eastern portion of the fourth ~, roughly 
coterminous with See-Dai Doo. (See Map 6.) 
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The other, v~riety of Min spoken in Chungshan district is called Sam­
heungwa (~~tf~~, 'third village dialect'). It is spoken in the fifth 
~, or Gook Doo. (See Map 6.) Also spoken in this subdistrict are some 
varieties of the Hakka dialect. In the remaining subdistricts of Chungshan , 
varieties of t4i.i~cantonese dialect are predominant, the best known being that 
of Siulam (,.J, J-~) speech, in Larm Doo, the third ~. 

Clearly, given the linguistic diversity among the various dialect 
groups, it is not surprising to find some Chinese immigrants in Hawaii who 
could not speak the Chungshan dialect, or understand it. For that minority, 
the Hawaiian language served as the most practical means of communication 
(Char, 1975:98; Glick, 1980:9). 

On the basis of the observed dialectal differentiation, the subdistrict 
associations that were formed very definitely reflected both regional and 
lingUistic identity. The associations formed in Honolulu and Hilo between 
1890 and 1904 are listed in Table 9 (adapted from Glick (1980:241). All the 
associations were formed in Honolulu, except for the Wong Leong Doo Kung So, 
which was established in Hilo. Thus, only those from Wong Leong Doo had two 
subdistrict associations: (1) the Chuck Sing Tong, formed in 1890 in Honolu­
lu, and (2) the Wong Leong Doo Kung So, founded in 1904 in Hilo. 

TABLE 9. 	 Subdistrict Associations Formed in Hawaii. 

Chungshan 	Associations: 

1890 Chuck Sing Tong (members from Wong Leong Doo) 
Duck Doo Lee Loo 

1891 	 Lung Doo Chung Sin Tong 

1901 	 See Dai Doo Wui Goon 

1904 	 Wong Leong Doo Kung So 

1907 	 Leong Doo Wui Goon 

1930 	 Kung Seong Doo Luen Heung Wui 

Gook Doo Sam Heung Tung Heung Wui 


1950 	 Chung Shan Tung Heung Wui 

Sze Yap Associations: 

1897 	 See Yup Wei Quan 

1901 	 Yee Yi Tong 

1907 	 Kong Chau Wei Quan 

17 




Three-quarters of the subdistrict associations in Hawaii were formed for 
Chungshan immigrants. Of these, the largest was Lung Doo Chung Sin Tong, 
with a membership in the mid-1930's of over 4,250, constituting about 15% of 
the entire Hawaii Chinese population at that time (Glick, 1980:242). Three 
of the district associations represent Min-dominated subdistricts in Chung­
shan. The Gook Doo Sam Heung Tung Heung Wui, with members from Samheung in 
Gook Doo, could conceivably consist of Punti (i.e., non-Hakka) and Hakka 
members. However, due at least in part to the continued division drawn 
between these two major groups (see footnote 4), but even more to the predo­
minance of Samheung (Min) speakers, it is likely that the Gook Doo Sam Heung 
Tung Heung Wui did not include Hakka from that locality. Glick (1980:256) 
observed that although the Hakka in Hawaii constituted over one-fifth of the 
migrant population, they did not form their own association until 1921, when 
it was initiated by the Hawaii-born Hakka. 

2.1.5. Other Cantonese Groups. 

In the United States, Cantonese immigrants from districts other than Sze 
Yap, Hokshan, Sam Yap, and Chungshan, were very few in number, and were 
absorbed by associations of the more dominant neighbouring districts. They 
were from scattered regions in Kwangl~ng Province, immlg~ating to North 
Americil. from such Pl.aces.ls Szewui (151. i. ~ Tsingyuan (7.' I~ ~), Tsengshi,Eg
( } ~ ~AX. ), Tunglun.(.t.. AJ ) , Poklo ( rt ~l ), Pao-on (1f. 'r ), Koyi u (-r:7 
~ ) , Koming (t;;) I~f,l ), Fayuan (fu tM. ), Yeungchun (r-& ~ ), and Yeungkong 
(~J~' r 

Of these districts, Tsengshing is noteworthy in that although neglible 
in representation in North America it was, nonetheless, the home district of 
almost half of the Chinese population in Kamloops, British Columbia, in the 
1880's survey (Lai, 1975). They also formed a significant group in Nicola 
River, constituting aboutone-quarter of the Chinese community there. 

2.2. The Hakka Group. 

Besides the Cantonese-speakers who came to North America prior to the 
1960's when new immigration laws were passed, a small minority of Chinese 
from the Pearl River Delta region and other parts of Kwangtung Province spoke 
the Hakka dialect. Due to the tension between them and the Cantonese­
speaking majority, based on long-standing, historical feuds fought in China 
which were transported to the New World, the Hakka were generally excluded 
from the district, clan and village associations founded by the Cantonese. 
Unlike the Cantonese migrants who were mainly from the Pearl River Delta, the 
Hakka Chinese were from a number of regions in Kwangtung Province, from as 
many as twenty-one districts in the province (Glick, 1980:256). Some were 
from the Pearl River delta and other regions from which the Cantonese had 

. migrated, while others were from Hakka-dominated localities. The Hakka ,""in 
Hawaii, for exam~l~J were from the Pearl River delta districts of Pao-on (i~
:? ), Fayuan (.r~ ~f", ), Tun?kun (.f-:b ), and Chungshan ( 'f J.., ). T})ey 
also came from Waichow ( ~ +ti.dJ, east of the delta, and from Kayingchow ~ 
~J,.. -1+1 ) , or Meihsien (~b..J, in the northeastern corner of Kwangtutg 
f:ovince (see Map 2). The subdialect of Hakka spoken in Meihsien is consi­
dered to be the 'standard' Hakka dialect. However, unlike other standard 
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dialects, it is not learned by the Hakka people as a lingua franca nor is it 
taught to them in school. 

The largest Hakka group was in Hawaii, where they constituted over one­
fifth of the Chinese population there (Glick, 1980:256). Elsewhere, on the 
mainland, the Hakka were located on the West Coast, but were practically 
negligible in the Midwest and the East Coast. Although the Hakka in Califor­
nia formed a district association as early as 1852, called Sun On, and later 
renamed Yan Wo, the Hakka in Hawaii did not formally form their own associa­
tion until 1921. In Victoria, the Hakka were the first Chinese group to 
formally establish an association, the Yan Wo Tong, in 1872 (Wickberg, 
1982:36). 

2.3. The Min Group. 

Southern Min speakers from Amoy Yi r~ ) in Fukien Province were among 
the earliest Chinese immigrants to Hawaft7 In fact, at one time, they out­
numbered the Cantonese speakers (Glick, 1980:9). Min-speaking immigrants who 
went to Hawaii later were largely from Chungshan. In addition, some Southern 
Min speakers were from the Cha.o~hqw (;~~ ~ ) area in ~2rtheastern Kwangtung 
Province, including Chao-an (l~ij -'$ ) and Swatow (;JJ ~ ). There is, to the 
writer's knowlege, no informatlon regarding the proportion of Min speakers in 
North America who were from Chungshan versus other parts of China. 

The Min speakers from Chung shan , at least, were viewed as Punti by the 
Hakka (such as Char) in Hawaii, thereby carrying the implication that these 
Min speakers were natives of Kwangtung Province. However, they were not 
considered natives by the Cantonese-speaking group in Chungshan district. 
Both the Lungtu speakers and the native Cantonese speakers, for instance, 
viewed the Lungtu as more recent settlers in the province. According to a 
traditional account, the Lungtu were descendants of Fukien pirates, an 
opinion which was not shared by the Lungtu people themselves (Egerod, 
1956:6). The Lungtu people told Egerod that they had come from Puti~n (~> 
f£) ), in the northeastern part of Fukien Province, via Namhung (llJ iit. ), at 

the northern tip of Kwangtung province (see Map 2). Since Egerod's article, 
several dialectal studies, including that of Nakajima (1979), have been 
published on the Putien dialect which could be used to test that claim. 

Namlong speakers were likewise considered more recent settlers in Chung­
shan. Bodman (1982:1) reported that up to about 1850, the villagers in the 
Namlong area still visited their ancestral home in Fukien, at a place called 
Namhong (l~ A[ ). Bodman was unable to locate that locality in Fukien 
province. B~~ on their report, Bodman speculated that these people may 
have migrated to Chungshan about a century before 1850. 

3. Conclusion. 

In attempting to delineate the dialect groups that form the mosaic in 
North America, district and higher-level political organizations have been 
valuable in determining the ethnolinguistic background of the immigrant 
Chinese. However, other sources need also be explored. Consider, for exam­
ple, another source of linguistic data which has not been explored to any 
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extent by scholars in the Asian American field, and that is the various 
organizations at the village level, including statistics on their membership. 
This is especially valuable in the case of the Chungshan district where the 
population of subdistricts and entire villages would be speakers of a dialect 
which is not that of the standard or dominant group in the district. At the 
same time, there are also numerous subdistricts and villages where a number 
of dialects are spoken. Thus, greater refinement is necessary beyond break­
ing down the population statistics into groups at the district level if a 
clearer and more precise picture is to be obtained of the linguistic composi­
tion of the Chinese migrants in North America. At the same time, dialect 
research is needed in China to determine the linguistic composition of the 
localities in Kwangtung Province. 

Information on the Chinese immigrants based on membership in district 
organizations, or receipts and other records collected from various Chinese 
and governmental organizations provide evidence and statistics on the locali­
ties from which the Chinese had come prior to the 1960's. Their linguistic 
affiliation, being less clear-cut, must be inferred from their districts of 
or in. Problems arise, however, in districts with a mixture of dialects. 
In such cases, further re nement is needed to determine the predominant 
dialec t in a gi ven s ubdi stri ct or villag e. This could be accompli shed by 
conducting dialect studies in China. In the Pearl River delta region, exclu­
ding Standard Cantonese, only a small number of studies have been conducted 
on the dialects spoken there. 

One reason for the limited research on the modern dialects is that the 
study of modern Chinese dialectology is a comparatively recent phenomenon. 
Among the early notable scholars on Chinese dialectology was Yuen Ren Chao, 
for example, who used his Western training to record and analyze the modern 
local dialects in China during the mid-1920's through the 1940's. Today, 
although there has been much progress in dialect work in China, for many 
regions data on the subdialects of the major dialect groups still need to be 
collected, and a detailed dialect map remains a goal yet to be attained. 

In North America, despite the number of Chinese immigrants from differ­
ent districts in China, analyses of these dialects have been very limited. 
Again excluding Standard Cantonese, it is fitting that most studies on the 
Cantonese dia ct group have concentrated on the Toishan (or Taishan in 
Pinyin romanization) dialect of Sze Yap. Other Sze Yap dialects, however, 
tended to be neglected, although a few studies do exist on the Sunwui 
(Xinhui) and Hoiping (Kaiping) dialects. There has been no published work on 
Yanping, Hokshan, or any of the dialects of Sam Yap. Two studies have been 
conducted on the Chungshan (Zhongshan) dialect, and several on the Yeungkong 
(Yangjiang) dialect. A number of studies exist on the Hakka dialect spoken 
in K wangtung Province, especialiy on the Meihsien dialect. The Hakka spoken 
in the Pearl River delta, which is heavily influenced by Cantonese, has not 
received much attention. One exception is a short article by Egerod (1959) 
on the Hakka spoken in Chungshan district. Of the Min spoken in the Pearl 
River delta, the only studies are Egerod's (1956) study of the Lungtu dia­
lect, and Bodman's (1982) article on the Namlong dialect, both of which are 
spoken in Chungshan. A short bibliography of some of these dialect studies 
is included here. (For a comprehensive reference source on Chinese dialecto­
logy, see Yang's (1981) bibliographyJ 
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In North America, the number of Chinese who speak one of the subdialects 
of the Pearl River delta region is rapidly diminishing as the old immigrants 
pass away, to be replaced by Chinese who speak English, Standard Cantonese, 
or Mandarin as the first language or dialect. In China, the promulgation of 
Putonghua (the standard based on the pronunciation of Peking Mandarin) in the 
public schools and throughout the nation will further wi tness the gradual 
demise of the distinct dialect groups as we know them today. The era is also 
quickly passing when the Chinese are able to both speak their local dialect 
and read the literary texts using their local dialect. The impact that 
Mandarin has on the various dialects in China is ready being felt as the 
speech of the young people becomes more and more influenced by the linguistic 
system of Mandrin when they attempt to speak using their local dialect. 

The linguistic differences were largely responsible for the socio­
poli tical structures and trade monopolies that emerged in the Chinatowns. 
Through understanding the linguistic diversity that existed among the immi­
grants, one can appreciate the manifold structures, organizations, and mono­
po lies that are found in the Chinese comm uni ti es prior to the mi d-1960 's, 
particularly those communities located on the West Coast. 
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NOTES 


1. 	 The romanization used in this study is mixed. The Pinyin system is 
adopted for romanlzlng Chinese titles in the bibliography, and for 
various terms. Better known geographical names in the text, however, are 
romanized according to the China Postal Atlas (e.g., Kwangtung, Hong 
Kong, Shekki, etc.), which are more familiar to readers and conform with 
most current publications on Asian Americans. Dialects are normally 
named after the city or district in which that dialect constitutes the 
standard. The same romanization system for dialects would, therefore, be 
used for reference to the dialects. The romanization of more obscure 
place names may be given according to the local pronunciation adopted in 
some published source (e.g., Duck Doo, See-Dai Doo). 

2. 	 Glick (1980:238) stated that "A little less than one-third came from 
Chung Shan district, but Chung Shan had been the chief recruiting ground 
for laborers for more than a generation before this, and it is likely 
that a large majority of the six thousand Chinese 'free immigrants' who 
arrived in the Islands during the same three years came from Chung Shan. 

3. 	 The name change was made in honour of Dr. Sun Yat-sen, who was born in 
Chungshan district. Dr. Sun adopted the name "Nakayama" '1 .b, or 
"Zhongshan" in Chinese, when he was seeking asylum in Japan. 

4. 	 Although the Punti and Hakka cohabited in Hawaii without the bitter 
rivalries that existed in China and on the West Coast, the social sanc­
tions against marriage between these~~two linguistic groups still per­
sisted, as witness the following 1937 account in Char (1975:124): 

Mother was also very much opposed to interracial marriages. In 
fact, we were told that we must marry in our own "Punti" class. My 
sister fell in love with a Chinese boy whose parents came from 
"Hakka" stock. The Hakka class is considered by the Punti as 
inferior and Mother absolutely forbade the marriage. She sent my 
sister to where she died a few months later from illness. 

5. 	 Note two additional points that may be inferred from Egerod's quote: (1) 
Northeastern Min speakers whose dialect was similar or close to the 
Lungtu dialect were living in Sze Yap (i.e., Sayyap), and (2) these Min 
speakers in Sze Yap also have immigrated to North America, although their 
presence is not documented in the literature. 
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6. 	 The Chung shan district was historically composed of about ten localities 
called du (~t), as shown in the maps in volume one of the 1879 edition 
of the Xiangsh~n Xianzhi (Heungshan gazetteer). By then See Doo and Dai 
Doo were already treated as though they were a unit by being placed on a 
single map, although they were recognized as two separate duo In the 
later maps in volume thirteen of the gazetteer, the district became 
divided primarily into zhen, apparently a more recent term. In the 1923 
edition of the gazetteer:--both zhen and ~ ( ~.) were used in reference 
to the subdistricts of Chungshan: zhen was combined with the name of the 
subdistrict~ APjle ~ was used to enumerate the nine subdistricts. Thus, 
Dong Jen (~~~) (Dong Zhen), for example, was also referred to as the 
fourth ~ (\9 ~). Dong Jen is composed of three earlier localities: 
Duck Doo, See Doo and Dai Doo. Kung Seong Doo, on the other hand, became 
subdivided into two zhen, representing the sixth and seventh ~. 
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MAP 1. THE MAJOR CHINESE DIALECTS (from Kratochvil. 1968:16ff) tJ. s 
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MAP 2. PART OF KWANGTUNG'PROVINCE (from Char, 1975:18-19) 
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MAP 3. DISTRICTS FROM WHICH THE CHINESE IN THE UNITED StATES HAD 
ORIGINATED PRIOR TO 1949 (from Nee, 1972:411) 
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MAP 4. 	 LOCALITIES IN SZE YAP: TOISHAN, HOIPING, YANPING AND SUNWUI 
(from Wong, 1970: J) 
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MAP 5. DISTRIBUTION OF MAJOR CHINESE SETTLEMENTS BY DISTRICT OF ORIGIN: BRITISH COLUMBIA IN 
THE EARLY 1880'S (from Lai. 1975:25) 
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MAP 6. CHUNGSHAN DISTRICT (adapted from Char, 1975:17) 
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MAP 7. DISTRIBUTION OF HAKKA IN KWANGTUNG PROVINCE (from Yang, 1967) 
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