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Abstract

The purpose of this survey was to determine the need for further language development
among the So in Northeastern Thailand. The instruments include word lists and
sociolinguistic questionnaires. The sociolinguistic questionnaires were analysed by
comparing responses to determine dialect perceptions, language vitality, and bilingual
proficiency among So speakers. The word lists were analysed using lexical comparison to
determine potential groupings within So speech varieties. Key findings are that Isan
seems to be generally well understood among the So. The So language appears to be high
in vitality. There is broad comprehension of the Photi Phaisan dialect of So, but it does
not appear to be as well understood in some So villages.



Acknowledgements

This research was conducted under the auspices of the Linguistics Institute, Payap
University, Chiang Mai, Thailand.

Many thanks to Linda Markowski for providing key information that went into the survey
design. Her network of relationships in the So community was truly important in helping
complete the fieldwork. Her knowledge of the So language and customs helped build
trust with the So people and also provided valuable insights into the data gathered.

Thanks to Ajarn Jarat and Tiw for providing the team with comfortable lodgings during
the fieldwork. Their hospitality is a shining example of Isan kindness.

Special thanks to Phii Mit, our invaluable guide, interpreter, and survey partner. The
survey would certainly have been of poorer quality if not for his patience, perseverance,
and wisdom.

To all the district, sub-district, and village leaders, the So people from Photi Phaisan, Noi
Siwilai, Nong Nang Leung, Don Yang, Kham Toey, Na Tao, Pha Thai, and Khok Muang:
We are grateful for your assistance, patience, and forebearance during our research. We
hope this research will add value to the lives of the So in Northeastern Thailand, and
elsewhere.

Last but not least, thanks to the Tebow family for generously allowing us use of their
truck.

For the research team

Marcus Choo
December 2008

il



Executive Summary

1 Background

So is a member of the Katuic cluster of speech varieties in the Mon-Khmer branch of the
Austroasiatic language family. It is spoken in Laos and Thailand. Of the reported 160,000
total So speakers, most are located in Laos (102,000). The So in Thailand are located
generally in the northeastern region; most of them live in the northeastern provinces of
Nakhon Phanom (Tha-uthen district), Sakon Nakhon (Kusuman district), and Mukdahan.

The So are not indigenous to Thailand, having migrated from Laos during different

periods over 150 years to escape economic and political hardship in their homeland.
Thakek, Mueang Wang (Savannakhet), and Kham Muon (possibly Khammuan) are

mentioned as the original homeland of the So.

2 Purpose

The purpose of this survey was to assess the need for further vernacular literature
development among So speakers in Northeastern Thailand. To this end, the team hoped to
evaluate the language vitality of So and the potential to use materials in a related variety
(from Photi Phaisan village) or a language of wider communication (Central Thai or
Isan). This led to the following research questions for this survey.

Do So speakers master Central Thai or Isan adequately?

What are the attitudes of So speakers toward Central Thai or Isan?

Do So speakers adequately comprehend the Photi Phaisan dialect?

What are the attitudes of So speakers toward the Photi Phaisan dialect?
Does it appear likely that the So variety will continue to be spoken by future
generations?
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3 Methodology

Five villages were surveyed: Noi Siwilai, Nong Nang Leung, Don Yang, Kham Toey, and
Na Tao.

The team collected word lists and administered sociolinguistic questionnaires in each of
the villages. The word lists were used to to determine lexical similarity between village
varieties. Two kinds of questionnaires were used in this survey: a knowledgeable insider
sociolinguistic questionnaire and individual sociolinguistic questionnaires. Both kinds
were used to gather information on language vitality, attitudes, and opinions relating to
language use and proficiency.

4 Results
4.1 Mastery of Central Thai or Isan

Isan appears more widely used than Central Thai in So communities. However, not all the
community appears to be sufficiently proficient in Isan to use materials developed in this



language. The older generation reportedly do not speak Isan well. For the future, it seems
that significant numbers of children are learning Isan early in their childhood years. The
self-reported bilingual proficiency questions do suggest adequate proficiency, but they
are not objective enough to determine if the So are able to use materials developed in
Isan.

Respondents from Nong Nang Leung seem to indicate a higher degree of adequate
mastery in Central Thai or Isan than other villages.

4.2 Attitudes toward Central Thai or Isan

The percentage of positive attitudes toward Central Thai or Isan was unclear.
Intermarriage questions revealed a higher percentage of positive attitudes compared to
the questions on children's use of a language of wider communication at home.

Comparing between Central Thai and Isan, it is possible that the So favor Central Thai
more; some negative attitudes were inferred regarding Isan use, but none for Central
Thai.

4.3 Comprehension of Photi Phaisan dialect

The So in this region seem to have adequate comprehension of the Photi Phaisan variety.
Most are reported to be able to understand everything (or most things) when listening to
this particular village variety. So speakers also appear to be able to use their own village
varieties to communicate with other So from Photi Phaisan without problems.

Nong Nang Leung may have fewer people who can comprehend the Photi Phaisan
variety of So without difficulty.

4.4 Attitudes toward Photi Phaisan dialect

There do not seem any negative attitudes toward the Photi Phaisan variety of So. Most So
in this region appear to have a favorable, or at least neutral, attitude toward the Photi
Phaisan variety. In terms of prestige dialect, many So view their own village variety as
the best i.e. spoken most clearly and beautifully. However, a significant number (a quarter
to a third) of the So community do consider the Photi Phaisan variety as the most
prestigious dialect.

4.5 Language vitality

Four of five villages (Nong Nang Leung as the exception) seem to indicate strong
language vitality. The majority of children are reported to be speaking So well (except
Nong Nang Leung). Children who may not speak So well are usually from mixed
marriages with non-So.

Bilingual proficiency in Central Thai or Isan appears to be improving in the younger
generation, but the So language is reported to still be the language spoken best by ethnic
So. The majority of ethnic So use their mother tongue in most domains of daily life. So is
reported to be the children's first language and language of play (except Nong Nang
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Leung). The So are usually the majority in the villages. Intermarriages are reported as
infrequent. Most So who leave the village for work eventually return to settle in the
village (except those from Nong Nang Leung). The So villages in this region are
relatively close to each other with adequate road networks to provide good access from
one place to another. Attitudes toward continued So language use generally range from
medium to high. Most So appear to express disappointment at the idea of an ethnic So not
speaking the language anymore. Most So are also proud of their ethnic identity. Many of
them desire their children to preserve the cultural values, and view So literacy as
beneficial.

5 Conclusions and recommendation

Four villages (Noi Siwilai, Don Yang, Kham Toey, and Na Tao) have sufficient self-
reported comprehension of the So variety from Photi Phaisan. All four also have positive
attitudes toward Photi Phaisan So and language vitality seems to be high in these villages.
It appears likely that materials developed in the Photi Phaisan variety can be used in these
four villages and their neighbouring communities. Further comprehension testing using
Recorded Text Testing (RTT) could be used to confirm this conclusion.

There is indication that fewer So in Nong Nang Leung have sufficient comprehension of
the Photi Phaisan variety. Nong Nang Leung also has indications of relatively lower So
language vitality than the other villages, but seems to have adequate proficiency in Isan
or Central Thai. The only negative indication of proficiency is the older generation seem
to not speak Isan well. Nong Nang Leung may be able to use materials developed in
either Central Thai or Isan. Isan appears to be the LWC more widely used, but Central
Thai appears to be more favored. Additional research would need to be conducted to
confirm this finding, such as bilingualism testing in Central Thai or Isan.

The sociolinguistic data appear to suggest the Photi Phaisan variety as potentially useable
and acceptable among other So communities in the region. Further testing using
Recorded Text Testing (RTT) may be helpful to evaluate comprehension between other
villages and the Photi Phaisan variety of So. RTT results would help to determine the
extensibility of the current development project using Photi Phaisan So.

It may be worth investigating why Nong Nang Leung may potentially not be able to use
materials developed in Photi Phaisan So; that is if this village is an exception to the norm,
or if there may be factors that suggest other villages with sociolinguistic situations like
Nong Nang Leung would not able to use materials developed using Photi Phaisan So.
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1 Introduction

So is a member of the Katuic cluster of speech varieties under the Mon-Khmer language
branch of the Austroasiatic family. It is spoken in Laos and Thailand. The Ethnologue
(Gordon 2005) reports 160,000 So speakers total. Most So speakers are located in Laos
(102,000). The So in Thailand are located generally in the northeastern region.
Historically, there has been a lot of research done on So. This research includes
comparative analyses, grammatical studies, and sociolinguistic surveys. Most of the
available literature on So is based on research conducted in Thailand. Despite the work
already available, there are remaining sociolinguistic questions about certain So varieties
in Thailand. Some of these questions are about intelligibility between reported
communities in as yet unsurveyed locations. This survey is being designed to determine
the need for further development projects among the So in Northeastern Thailand.

Section 1 gives a brief introduction to So. This includes their locations, number of
speakers, previous research, and other background information. Section 2 contains the
purposes, goals, and research questions. In section 3, we discuss the instruments,
methodologies, site selection rationale, analysis methods, and schedule for this survey.
Section 4 presents the survey data in relation to the research questions. Section 5
summarizes and concludes the analysis while section 6 lists some recommendations
based on the summary and conclusions.

1.1 Geography

Most of the So in Thailand live in the northeastern provinces such as Nakhon Phanom
(Tha-uthen district), Sakon Nakhon (Kusuman district), and Mukdahan. Figures 1, 2, and
3 show the general area of So populations in Nakhon Phanom and Sakon Nakhon.

Figure 2: Northeastern provinces in Thailand (So locations

Figure 1: Northeastern region in

Thailand (shaded). Adapted from circled). Adapted from National Statistical Office Thailand
National Statistical Office Thailand 2000
2000
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Figure 3: So villages in Sakon Nakhon and Nakhon Phanom provinces. Adapted from Thinknet 2008 by
Linda Markowski

The climate in this region is generally dry and relatively low (below 500m), dominated
by the flat landscape of the Korat plateau. The Mekong river and Laos borders this region
to the north and the east. To the south and the west a mountain range separates this
northeastern region from the rest of Thailand. The area is generally well-connected with
good roads. The survey team had relatively few problems in reaching the village
locations selected for survey. Section 3.1 gives more detail on site selection.

1.2 People

According to the Ethnologue (Gordon 2005), the majority of So speakers are in Laos. So
populations in Thailand, according to different sources, are shown in table 1:

Ethnic group Population in Thailand by various sources
Gordon (2005) | Suwilai et al. (2004) | Joshua Project (2008) | Schliesinger (2000)
So 58,000 70,000 60,000 30,000

Table 1: Thailand So populations from different sources

The population differences require some explanation. Schliesinger warns that his
population numbers are rough estimates. Migliazza's (2003:69) report mentions that, in
Thailand, the term So is used as a generic name for other Mon-Khmer speaking groups,
which might result in the So population being more than actually is. Suwilai's (1996)
investigation of the Thavung in Sakon Nakhon reflects this: Thavung is actually Vietic
but the people refer to themselves as So. What arises is that certain people groups may
not be linguistically So even though they claim to be. Migliazza (2002:87) also reports
that the So are sometimes referred to as the Bru because the Bru and So live in close
proximity.



According to Lerthirunwong (1980:15), the name So has its origins in a Lao word
/so:re:/, which meant “talking together”. A popular story says that So people were fond of
sitting around a fire and talking with each other hence the origin of the ethnonym So.

Diffloth (in Migliazza 2002) offers another explanation to the origin of the name. He
suggests that the So might have got their name from the word “rice” which phonemically
is written as /thro/. This would not be surprising considering rice cultivation is an integral
part of the So lifestyle.

Over 94% of the Thai population adheres to Buddhist beliefs (National Statistical Office
Thailand n.d.). This majority Buddhist faith is also reflected among the So. Each So
village surveyed had a Buddhist temple as the only religious architecture within the
community.

However Schliesinger (2000:54) also writes that the So in Thailand practice spirit and
ancester worship; much of their deeper, underlying world views still being animistic.
Belief in spirits and other animistic taboos continue to influence the So lifestyle
(Migliazza 2002 and 2003). Ancestral houses or shrines, where offerings are given to the
spirits of ancestors, are not uncommon. Festivals with animal sacrifices are held regularly
to honor various spirits.

Agriculture is the main livelihood among the So, with rice as the main crop. The So
practice wet rice cultivation, a method favored by Thai and Lao communities. Other
kinds of crops are also planted to supplement their diet and income. Livestock, usually
for food or draft animals, is common in So villages.

Individual sociolinguistic questionnaire (ISLQ) responses show that agriculture continues
to be the primary occupation. See table 2.

Occupation Don Yang | Kham Toey | Na Tao | Noi Siwilai | Nong Nang Leung | TOTAL
Agriculture 5 11 6 8 9 39
Student — — 1 2 — 3
Hired labour 2 — — — — 2
Assistant village leader 1 — — 1 — 2
Soldier — — 1 — — 1
Garage 1 — — — — 1
Factory worker — — — — 1 1
Unemployed 3 1 4 1 2 11

Table 2: Occupations by village

So societies revolve around the village. Traditionally, villages were built on hill-ridges in
the forest and houses were built on stilts. Within the village, the social structure is simple;
the village headman is responsible for decisions regarding the village welfare. So society
is patrilineal and mostly monogamous.



The team's visits to the So confirm that the social structure remains much the same with
the village headman having authority in most decisions. However So house designs today
run the gamut from traditional stilt structures to two-storey, brick buildings.

The So are described (Migliazza 2002) as dark-skinned with curly hair. Both men and
women traditionally wore black (dark blue), long-sleeved coats. Women would wear long
skirts while men wore loin-cloths or trousers. Folklore has it that the So language was
once written down on buffalo skin, but lost during a period of drought and famine.

Observations of the So during the survey indicate that they are beginning to assimilate to
a more Thai lifestyle especially in dress, housing, and occupation. More and more So are
also shifting from the traditional economy of agriculture to urban occupations in larger
towns or cities. More than a quarter of the interviewees (27%) mentioned having worked
outside the village before. Questionnaires conducted with village leaders also indicate a
pattern showing many So youth are seeking work opportunities or experiences outside the
village (table 3).

Village Q#28 Q#52 Q#52 (a) Q#52 (b)
Village Younger generation | Reasons for living Many who go?
population live elsewhere? elsewhere
Noi Siwilai 464 Yes Work — at all times, | Yes, many
doing all things
Nong Nang 1473 Yes Work Many; usually
Leung grandchildren. About 50-
70%
Don Yang 419 Yes Work A lot; about 40 people
Kham Toey 1004 Yes, many Work ~50% will go
Na Tao 963 Many Work ~100-200 people

Table 3: KSLQ responses to younger generation work patterns outside village

1.3 Languages

So is one of the few varieties that is recognized by all researchers as being decidedly
Katuic. As can be seen in table 4, there is little agreement among different researchers on
what constitutes a Katuic speech variety. Only six varieties are listed commonly as
Katuic. So is one of them (shown in bold type).



Source (year)

Katuic varieties

Common across all sources

Common across some sources

Specific to local source

Kantu, Khlor, Kuy, Ong, Pacoh,
Bo River Van Kiéu, Ta'oih,
Tareng, Triw

Thomas & Bru (Leu, Qangtri Van Kasseng, High Katu, Katu, Phu'ang (Hu'u River
Headley (1970) | Kiéu, Galler, Makong, Tri), |Kantu, Kuy, Klor, Lor, Tong, Van Kiéu), Leun, Alak,
Ir, Kataang, So, Nkriang, Pacoh (Bo River, Van Kiéu), Talieng
Ngeq Souei, Ta'oih
Sidwell (2004)' | Bru, Talan/Ong/Ir/Inh, Dakkang, Phuong (High Katu), |Chatong
Katang, So, Kriang/Ngeq Katu, Kantu, Kui, Pacoh, Souei,
Ta'Oi, Triw
Gordon (2005) |Bru, Ir, Kataang, So, Ngeq | Kasseng, Khlor, Ong, Upper Lower Ta'oih, Western
Ta'oih, Tareng Katu
Sidwell (2007) |Bru, Ir, Katang, So, Ngeq Dakkang, High Katu, Katu, Ha'ang, Kalum, Pahi,

Mankong, Truy, Tri, Van
Kieu, Leu, Khua,
Chang, Nheu, Yeu,
Ntaw, Mhai, Nanhang

Table 4: Katuic speech varieties from different sources

The similarities end when it comes to groupings. Different researchers group So
differently. Most groupings are based on linguistic similarities between varieties and
follow geographic conventions (i.e. North Katuic, West Katuic, Central Katuic) which
appear to be an expansion to the original classification by Ferlus (1974) and Diffloth
(1982). Figures 4, 5, 6, and 7 show some of these dissimilarities such as So being
classified as West, East, or North Katuic.

West Katuic:
East Katuic:

Kui, Souei, Bru, So

Katu, Kantu, Phiiong, Ta-Oi, Kriang etc..

Figure 4: Katuic grouping by Ferlus (1974) and Diffloth (1982); adapted from Sidwell (2004)

North Katuic: So, Bru, Tri, Makong, Siliq, Katang
West Katuic: Sui/Suoi/Suai, Nheu, Kui, Kuay
Pacoh: Pacoh

Central Katuic: Ong, Ir

Ngeq: Ngeq

Katu (Laos): Katu (Laos)

Katu (Vietnam): Katu (Vietnam)

Figure 5: Katuic grouping by Millers (1996)

1 Kasseng, Talieng, and Alak have been found to be Bahnaric speech varieties (Sidwell 2004).




West Katuic: Kui, Souei

East Katuic (North): Bru, So, Pacoh
East Katic (Central): Ta'Oi, Chatong, Kriang
East Katuic (South): Dakkang, Triw, Kantu, Katu

Figure 6: Katuic grouping according to L-Thongkum (2000)

West Katuic: Kui, Souei, Bru, So, Katang

Ta'Oi-Kriang: Ta'O1i, Talan/Onh/Ir/Inh, Chatong, Dakkang, Triw, Kriang/Ngeq
Katu: Kantu, Katu, Phuong (High Katu)

Pacoh: Pacoh

Figure 7: Katuic grouping proposed by Sidwell (2004)

The groupings also show that So and Bru are closely affiliated Katuic varieties, and
regularly appear in the same groupings. Kui and Souei varieties also appear to be closely
related to So.

Alternate names for the So are Kha So and Thro. The Ethnologue (2005) lists four
dialects: So Trong, So Slouy, So Phong, and So Makon.

1.4 History

The So are not indigenous to Thailand, having migrated from Laos during different
periods. Migliazza (2003:68) says that the So migrated from Laos over 150 years ago to
escape economic and political hardship in their homeland.

Thakek in Laos is mentioned (Migliazza 2002 and 2003) as the original homeland of the
So who migrated to Thailand during the Annam-Thailand war in the 1840s. Other

locations mentioned as the original homeland of the So are Mueang Wang (Savannakhet)
and Kham Muon? (Migliazza 2002).

Similar locations of origin are cited by Gainey (1985:16). He mentions Mueang Wang
and Mueang Mahasay in Thakek, Savannakhet, and Khammuan as places where the So
came from during forced migrations from Laos to Northeastern Thailand.

1.5 Previous research

Research about the So in Thailand include comparative studies (Gainey 1985, Chinowat
1983), grammar analyses (Migliazza 1998, Lerthirunwong 1980), discourse studies
(Migliazza 2003 and 2005), orthography projects (Millers 1994, Migliazza 2002), and
sociolinguistic surveys (Migliazza 1992, Miller 1994).

2 Possibly Khammuan.



1.5.1 Phonology, grammar, discourse, and orthography

So is an analytical language. Morphemes carry specific lexical meanings. So words occur
mostly as monosyllables. Disyllabic words include a pre-syllable (usually unstressed),
with a main syllable. It appears to be a speech variety with post-modifying tendencies.
Migliazza (2003) observes that grammatical categories such as adverbs, adjectives, and
numerals usually appear after the head they modify. See figure 8 for an example of So
noun phrase structure.

NH (MOD) (NUM/QTF) (CLF) (DEM)

Figure 8: Example So noun phrase structure

Abbreviations: NUM is number; QTF is quantifier; CLF is classifier; NH is noun head;
MOD is modifier (or adjective); DEM is demonstrative.

Word order is SVO and the syllable pattern for the main syllable is C1(C2)V(C3)(C4).

There are 21 basic consonants and 11 basic vowels in So (Migliazza 2003). Vowel
features include length (short vs. long) and register (breathy vs. clear). An additional five
diphthongs also appear in the So vowel inventory. Tables 5 and 6 show the So consonant
and vowel inventory respectively.

Bilabial | Alveolar | Palatal | Velar | Glottal
Plosives p/p"/b t/t"/d c/ch k/k" ?
Nasals m n n iy
Flaps r
Approximants w 1 j
Fricatives s h

Table 5: So 21-item consonant inventory

There are 21 consonants in So. All plosives (excluding the glottal) distinguish between
aspirated and unaspirated forms. Only the bilabial and dental plosives exhibit voicing.
The distribution of plosives and nasals show symmetry; each phone (excluding the
glottal) having a corresponding equivalent in points of articulation. Approximants lack a
velar point of articulation. Otherwise they would be in symmetry with plosives and nasals
as well.



Front | Central | Back
Close i/ii w/ww | wuu
Close-mid elee /ey o/oo
Open-mid elee AAA 2/20
Open a/aa a/aa
Diphthongs *iy *ia *wa *uy *ua

Table 6: So 27-item vowel inventory

So vowels display short and long features. Non-basic vowels are diphthongs. There are
five diphthongs; all appear to move from high (close) to low (open) positions.

Based on his data, Gainey (1985:33) also mentions that nasal and non-nasal vowels are
minimal pairs. However this phenomenon occurs only after glottalized initials.

So has also been studied at a discourse level. Migliazza (2003) has written up an analysis
of So texts to outline discourse features. His work includes identifying So texts into
discourse categories: narratives, procedural texts, and hortatory types. Migliazza (2005)
also explores the usage of reduplication in So.

There have also been efforts to develop an orthography for So based on the Thai script.
Migliazza (2002:92) reports that, for the most part, So phones match Thai graphemes,
which allow for So to be written with a Thai script with slight modifications (e.g.
diacritics used to represent vowel register). Efforts to develop So continue today with a
language development project based on the dialect in Kusuman.

1.5.2 Previous surveys

Data from language surveys have helped researchers understand the position of So in
relation to other Katuic languages and provided insights into sociolinguistic factors
affecting the So.

Migliazza (1992) reported that the So and Bru of Northeastern Thailand (Mukdahan,
Sakon Nakhon, and Nakon Phanom provinces) form a group with 69-90% lexical
similarity, but still clearly distinguish each other as separate Katuic varieties. Of added
interest is that Bru of Kok Sa'at has a higher percentage lexical similarity with So of
Kusuman than with other Bru varieties. This suggests that ethnonyms may not correlate
with linguistic affiliation.

The Millers (1996) surveyed five Katuic varieties in Northeastern Thailand and found
that these varieties (So, Bru, Makong, Tri, and Katang) have lexical similarity
percentages of 80-93%". The Millers condensed their findings into proposed sub-

3 Lexical similarity numbers are significantly higher than those from Migliazza's (1992) study. The
Millers (1996) and Migliazza (1992) used different methodology and word lists (The Millers used a
Katuic modified 207-item word list vs. Migliazza's standard 281-item Southeast Asian word list).
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groupings of Katuic varieties (figure 5 on page 5). Their findings are relevant in showing
the level of linguistic relatedness between So and other Katuic varieties.

The Millers also conducted a sociolinguistic survey on Bru and So varieties in
Mukdahan, Sakon Nakhon, and Ubon Ratchathani provinces in 1993 and report (Miller
1994) that:

1. most villages surveyed were populated by majority So/Bru ethnicities (p.85),

2. there are no longer any monolingual So/Bru speakers in Northeastern Thailand

(p-86),

3. most So/Bru continue to use their mother tongue strongly in the home domain
(p-90),

4. many So/Bru are sufficiently bilingual in Isan to ably function in the community
(p-86),

5. the younger So/Bru generation are more proficient in Central Thai (CT) than the
older ones (p.86),

6. all So/Bru express positive attitudes toward CT or Isan (p.91),

7. most So/Bru view their mother tongue positively, by expressing a desire for
language maintenance in the younger generation and also for vernacular literacy
development (p.92),

8. but at the same time many So/Bru are embarrassed when using the vernacular in
the vicinity of Thai or Isan speakers (p.92).

1.5.3 Comparative analyses

Gainey's (1985) comparative analysis of three Katuic varieties (So, Bru, and Kuy) shows
that So is genetically more closely related to Bru than to Kuy. His study is based on
phonological analysis and supported by lexicostatistic data.

An earlier comparative analysis (Chinowat 1983) also shows Bru and So as genetically
closer to each other than Kuy. His study is based on comparing the morphological
processes between Bru, So, and Kuy.

1.6 Other background information
1.6.1 Regional relationships

Understanding the complex social and cultural relationship between ethnic minorities and
dominant people groups in Thailand requires an understanding of the unwritten social
hierarchy. LePoer (1987) mentions that, although non-Thai ethnic minorities are accorded
equal rights as Thai citizens, any desire to rise higher in the socioeconomic ladder would
require assimilation to a Central Thai culture and mindset — Central Thai being the
perceived linguistic and ethnic aristocracy of the nation.



Despite gradual assimilation to many aspects of the Thai lifestyle, the So are still aware
of social, cultural, and linguistic differences that give rise to an inferiority complex when
comparing themselves with Thai people. For example Miller's (1994:91) survey shows
that many So and Bru perceive that they can only improve their economic and social
status by acquiring a higher proficiency in CT. Many Bru and So also report feelings of
embarrassment when having to speak their mother tongue in the presence of Thai or Isan
people.

Regarding Isan, LePoer notes that most residents in the northeastern provinces share a
closer sense of kinship with the Lao rather than the Thai. Many who live in this area
speak the Isan dialect (very similar to Lao) more fluently than CT. This is also reflected
in Migliazza's (2003:68) and Miller's (1994:47) reports, which show So communities
being more proficient or comfortable in Lao or Isan than Thai.

The survey supports this finding. Of those interviewed, 55% of the interviewees claim
Isan as their second best language compared to 28% who make the same claim with CT.
See table 7.

2nd best language | Percentage of responses
Isan 55%

CT 28%

Yaw 15%

Yaw & Isan 2%

TOTAL 100%

Table 7: ISLQ responses to 2nd best language

The So perception of differences between themselves and Thai people groups contrasts
with their perceived identity among other ethnic minorities. During an orthography
workshop for five Katuic groups, the Millers (1994:47) observed that all the participants
(So, Makong, Tri, Bru, and Katang) shared a strong sense of “being the same” with each
other despite communication differences.

Other communities known to live in the same area as the So include other Katuic
speaking groups (Bru, Tri) as well as non-Katuic peoples (Phu Thai, Saek, and Nyoh).

1.6.2 Sociolinguistic situation

In general, Katuic speech varieties in Thailand are undergoing language shift due to
historical and also on-going language contact situations (Huffman 1976, Gainey 1985,
and Mann & Markowski 2005). Gainey (1985) and Migliazza (2005:6) report that
borrowing is a particularly common feature in So.

Another effect of language contact is increased bilingualism. Most So speakers in the
northeastern region are bilingual in Isan, the language of wider communication (LWC).

10



Miller (1994:86-87) reports that proficiency levels in CT are higher among younger So
people because of exposure and education in schools.

Despite indications of increased bilingualism and language shift, some Katuic people
groups, including the So, have reported an interest in reviving or preserving their speech
varieties. The Millers (1994:93) discovered that the Bru, Makong, So, Tri, and Katang
speakers in Thailand have expressed a desire to preserve their language as part of their
cultural identity. This indicates positive attitudes toward their mother tongue and would
be a positive factor for language development.

One reason for the continuing vitality of So is that there is a large enough population of
speakers to ensure constant usage and maintenance. Migliazza (2003:69) noted this
especially in Kusuman district. This supports the idea that a critical mass of speakers (e.g.
growing population) is necessary toward language vitality.

Annual So festivals are held in Sakon Nakhon and Nakhon Phanom provinces. There is
also a Thai So museum in Kusuman. The annual festivals and museum suggest a sense of
identity, pride, and social cohesion. There is also interest in seeing the So language
continue as there is an orthography committee that is helping guide language
development.

According to Gainey (1985) and Migliazza (2003), the dialect considered by most So to
be the prestige dialect is the Kusuman dialect. For this survey, the team realised that
using “Kusuman” to describe the prestige dialect was too generic as it could be
interpreted as Kusuman town or province. The team decided to refer to a specific village,
Photi Phaisan, to represent the prestige dialect for So. The Photi Phaisan dialect is
currently used in language development activities.

2 Purpose and goals

The purpose of this survey was to assess the need for further vernacular literature
development among So speakers in Northeastern Thailand. To this end, the team hoped to
evaluate the language vitality of So and the potential to use materials in a related variety
(Photi Phaisan) or a language of wider communication (CT or Isan*).

The survey goals and associated research questions are:

Goal 1: Evaluate the potential for So speakers in Northeastern Thailand to use materials
in CT or Isan.

Research Question 1: Do So speakers master CT or Isan adequately?

Research Question 2: What are the attitudes of So speakers toward CT or Isan (positive,
neutral, negative)?

Goal 2: Evaluate the potential for So speakers in Northeastern Thailand to use materials
currently being developed in Kusuman.

4 Many of the interviewees used the term “Lao”, but we will use the term Isan throughout this report.
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Research Question 1: Do So speakers adequately comprehend the Photi Phaisan dialect?
Research Question 2: What are the attitudes of So speakers toward the Photi Phaisan
dialect (positive, neutral, negative)?

For goals 1 and 2, adequate mastery and positive attitudes toward CT, Isan, or the
Kusuman variety would indicate the potential for So speakers to use materials which
have already been developed. Therefore, further language development would not be
needed. Conversely, lack of mastery or negative attitudes could mean obstacles (ability or
attitudes) to So speakers using materials in other languages. Further consideration would
be needed to decide on appropriate language development for these So speakers (e.g.
separate projects or bridging materials).

Goal 3: Evaluate the vitality of So varieties in Northeastern Thailand.
Research Question 1: Does it appear likely that the So variety will continue to be spoken
by future generations?

For goal 3, a So variety that will continue to be spoken by future generations would
suggest strong vitality. This would be a factor in determining if a separate language
development project is needed for that particular variety. A variety with low vitality (i.e.
few speakers in the future) would mean that developing materials in this variety may not
be practical since the materials may not be as widely used.

3 Methodology

3.1 Site selection

Survey sites were selected based on a list of So villages provided by Markowski (see
Appendix A on page 61). Villages were grouped based on geography and individual sites
selected from each of these groups. It is assumed that speech varieties or dialects will not
be much different between villages in a group. Grouping the villages geographically
helped evaluate if distances between So villages influenced dialect perceptions. Villages
were selected as survey sites based on:

1. distance from Kusuman — to evaluate comprehension or attitudes with the
Kusuman variety,

2. proximity to a main road — to evaluate language vitality and bilingualism®, and

3. population size — to evaluate language vitality.

Table 8 shows the list of villages surveyed.

5 Nearness to a main road will be taken as indicative of the village's level of isolation which in turn will
be used to measure bilingual proficiency in CT or Isan.
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Village Village (Province) Description
group

A Photi Phaisan (Sakon Nakhon) Close to Kusuman town and considered the prestige dialect

Al Noi Siwilai (Nakhon Phanom) Close to Kusuman town but not near a main road

B Nong Nang Leung (Nakhon Mid-distance from Kusuman town with a big population
Phanom)

C Na Tao (Nakhon Phanom) Far from Kusuman town with a small population

D Don Yang (Nakhon Phanom) Far from Kusuman town with a small population and also

not near a main road

E Kham Toey (Nakhon Phanom) Far from Kusuman town but with a big population

Table 8: List of villages surveyed including pilot test site

A map of the area is available in Appendix E on page 72.

3.2 Instruments

The team collected word lists (WL) and conducted sociolinguistic questionnaires (SLQ)
in each of the villages.

3.2.1 Sociolinguistic questionnaire

Two kinds of questionnaires were used in this survey: a knowledgeable insider SLQ
(KSLQ) and individual SLQs (ISLQ).

In each village, the KSLQ was used with the village leader. The kinds of information
gathered related to the general sociolinguistic situation in the village (e.g. population,
demographics, history, ethnonyms, languages spoken, etc.). After completing the KSLQ,
the team proceeded to administer the ISLQs to selected individuals in each village.

For the SLQs and WLs, the team used the following screening criteria to ensure that the
information obtained was relevant. The subjects:

were born in and grew up in the village,

had not lived away from the village for a significant amount of time®,

spoke the village variety as their first and best language,

had at least one parent come from the same village that is being surveyed, and
had at least one parent speaking the same variety as the subject.

Nk v -

3.2.2 Subject selection

6 It is difficult to define a specific time period as being “a significant amount of time”. The team
eventually decided on “not having lived more than 20% of their life away from the village” to reflect “a
significant amount of time”.
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The survey team used quota sampling to conduct the ISLQ's. We did not anticipate being
able to use random sampling because of difficulty in obtaining sampling frames. The
sample in table 9 was used.

Sample size by strata Age TOTAL
15-30 30+
Gender Female 3 3 6
Male 3 3 6
TOTAL 6 6 12

Table 9: Stratification for the Quota sampling used to select subjects

The sampling stratification results in four strata showing distinctions between gender and
age. The team's goal was to find 3 people for each strata, resulting in a total of 12 people
we aimed to interview in each village. In reality, the team interviewed more than 12
people in each village to fulfill the sampling frame as there were cases where
interviewees were disqualified because of not meeting the screening criteria.

3.2.3 Word lists

The survey team originally planned to use the standard MSEAG 434-item WL and a
weighted’ 118-item WL. The 118-item WL was to be used in villages mentioned as
speaking the same So variety (this information was to be obtained from the dialect
perceptions portion of the ISLQs). The elicited 118 WL items would then be compared
roughly with those from earlier villages. A threshold of 95% words having phonetic
nearness (differ by one or less phonological feature) was to be applied to decide if the
longer 434-item WL would be collected (i.e. if less than 95% of the words in the 118-
item WL were similar, the team would then proceed to collect the full 434-item WL). The
434-item WL was to be used directly in places which were mentioned as speaking a So
variety very different from the rest of the villages.

In practice, the team used a modified® 117-item WL in each of the five villages. The team
decided on the shorter WL because we expected the length to be sufficient to answer the
relevant research question. The team decided that collecting a longer WL would have
added significant time without significant value toward answering the research question.

The longer 434-item WL was only used once, during the pilot test in Photi Phaisan. Since
there were few significant changes necessitated by the pilot testing, the Photi Phaisan

data was also included in the analysis of lexical comparisons with the other five villages.

The survey team transcribed the So variety into International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA)

7 Word list items here are chosen based on having an assigned weight of 3 or more. Weights are assigned
based on the frequency of appearance as found in the MSEAG word list, Swadesh 210-item word list,
and Matisoff 209-item word list. Higher-weighted words provide a better range for comparative
analysis.

8 The 117-item word list removed one item (#17 stick) from the original 118-item list after the pilot test
because it was felt that there was no Thai word that could accurately and easily elicit the So word.
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2005. The language of elicitation was CT. After transcribing the speech variety, the words

were recorded using a mini-disc recorder. Each word was spoken in English once,
followed by a CT translation once, and finally the So variety three times. The entire
process took 2-3 hours on average.

3.3 Fieldwork timeline

Originally, the team estimated each village would require 5 days of fieldwork. Taking

into account five village locations, the team expected fieldwork would take 4-5 weeks in

total.

In reality, the fieldwork lasted 11 days, with each village requiring 2 days to collect the
WL and conduct SLQs. Table 10 shows a general timeline of the actual fieldwork.

Day | Day of week Date Activity Village
1-2 | Tuesday- 23-24 Sept | Met district leader to explain survey purpose Noi Siwilai
Wednesday and obtain permission.
Travel to village. Conducted KSLQ.
Collected WL.
Conducted ISLQs.
2-4 | Wednesday- 24-26 Sept | Travel to village. Nong Nang
Friday Conducted KSLQ. Leung
Collected WL.
Conducted ISLQs.
4-5 | Friday-Saturday |26-27 Sept |Travel to village. Don Yang
Conducted KSLQ.
Collected WL.
Conducted ISLQs.
6 Sunday 28 Sept Rest. N/A
7 Monday 29 Sept Conducted ISLQs. Don Yang
7-9 | Monday- 29 Sept-1 Travel to village. Kham Toey
Wednesday Oct Conducted KSLQ.
Collected WL.
Conducted ISLQs.
9-11 | Wednesday- 1-3 Oct Travel to village. Na Tao
Friday Conducted KSLQ.
Collected WL.
Conducted ISLQs.

Table 10: Fieldwork timeline

3.4 Analysis

The WL data was analysed using a modified Blair type method (Nahhas and Mann 2007).
For some of the significant modifications, see Mann and Markowski (2005:30-32). Using
this method, word-items from each village are compared on a phone by phone basis.
These phones are then assigned to one of three specific categories (1, 2, or 3) which
represent a scale of phonetic similarity. A pre-determined set of critera is used to decide if
segment pairs are phonetically similar or not. Once all phone pairs have been categorized,
they are measured against Blair's rule which states that:
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“Two word-items are judged phonetically similar if:
At least 50% of the segments compared are in category 1
AND
At least 75% of the segments compared are in category 1 and category 2

See Appendix B (page 66) for a fuller explanation with examples.

The team assumed a threshold score of 70% lexical similarity to deduce intelligibility.
Speech varieties with lexical scores below 70% are assumed as lacking appreciable
intelligibility. Scores above 70% will require intelligibility testing using Recorded Text
Testing (RTT). The lexical percentages are used to indicate lexical relationships between
speech varieties and provide a rough metric for grouping.

The SLQ data has been assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. The qualitative analysis
involves data coding in the spreadsheet. Responses have been examined and categorized
to enable clearer comparisons. For example, attitude questions such as “How do you feel
about your children speaking So”” may yield responses such as “proud”, “good”, or “they
should since they are So”. As a whole, these responses would then be categorized as
“positive”, since each of them imply similar semantic content of positive attitudes toward
So.

The quantitative aspect of analysis takes the codified data and tabulates them. The tables
are then used to illustrate and explain patterns in language use (comprehension and
mastery of other speech varieties), attitudes, and language vitality.

Each of the SLQ questions relates to a certain concept (e.g. bilingual proficiency,
linguistic relatedness, children's proficiency etc.) that answers the survey research
questions. Each research question may have more than one concept. A list of the
concepts, and the corresponding tools that help answer the research questions, is found in
table 11.
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Goal

Research question

Concepts

Tool

#1 Potential to use CT

or Isan

Adequate mastery of CT
or Isan?

Bilingual proficiency

KSLQ Q#34; Q#35-Q#38
ISLQ Q#23; Q#28-Q#33

Domains of language use

ISLQ Q#26; Q#37-Q#38;
Q#39

Subject demographics

ISLQ Q#22

Languages and ethnic
groups

KLSQ Q#35-Q#38; Q#39;
Q#40; Q#41

Attitudes to CT or Isan? | Ethnolinguistic identity | ISLQ Q#27
Language attitudes ISLQ Q#43; Q#44
#2 Potential to use Adequate comprehension | Linguistic relatedness WL
. . . I
m?;erl}is (ée}\)lﬁl(;pelii of Photi Phaisan variety? Comprehension ISLQ Q#34 & QH36:
“Srigt ot Fhaisa QH63 & QH65 & QH6S &
variety Q#70
Observation

Attitudes to Photi Phaisan
variety?

Language attitudes

ISLQ Q#45; Q#71

#3 Evaluate language

vitality

Will So be used in future
generations?

Children's proficiency KSLQ Q#42 & Q#43
ISLQ Q#40; Q#41; Q#42
Bilingual proficiency KSLQ Q#36

ISLQ Q#21 & Q#23;

Q#24 (d), (o), (); Q#28-
Q#33

Domains of language use

KSLQ Q#44-Q#51
ISLQ Q#26; Q#37-Q#38;
Q#39

Ethnolinguistic makeup of
village

KSLQ Q#28 & Q#29

Contact KSLQ Q#42 & Q#43;
Q#52; Q#53

Geographical distribution | Map

Population KSLQ Q#30

Educational policy KSLQ Q#32 & Q#33

Language attitudes

ISLQ Q#38; Q#40; Q#46;
Q#4T; Q#48; Q#S3;
Q#54; Q#55

Ethnolinguistic identity

ISLQ Q#27; Q#48

Table 11: Goals and research questions related back to the concepts and tools that help answer them
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4 Results

In each of the five villages, the team collected a 117-item WL and conducted one KLSQ
with the village leader. The team approached a total of 74 individuals for ISLQs. 14
interviewees were screened out leaving 60 interviewees, which fulfilled the required
sampling frame.

Two-thirds of our interviewees were married. All except for two interviewees were
educated up to primary 4 level. All were born, grew up and are currently living in the
same village. Only seven interviewees came from mixed marriage backgrounds. Of these,
five had an Isan parent; one each had a Kaleung and a Central Thai parent respectively.

The following results relate directly to the survey goals and research questions.

4.1 Mastery of CT or Isan
4.1.1 Concept: bilingual proficiency

Education level (KSLQ)

Table 12 shows that So children obtain at least 9 years of formal education, where the
language of instruction is always CT.

Village Q#32 (b) Q#33 (d) Q#34
Language of Language of Number of education
instruction (school in | instruction in schools years usually
village) outside the village completed
Noi Siwilai CT CT M3
Nong Nang Leung CT CT M3
Don Yang CT CT M3
Kham Toey CT CT M3
Na Tao CT CT M6

Table 12: Levels of formal education that children usually attain

Inference from table 12: The younger generation appear to have fairly extensive exposure
(minimum 9 years) to CT through the national education system. Proficiency in CT
would likely be fairly high.

Languages of wider communication (KSLQ)

All the villages mentioned at least CT or Isan as one of the languages spoken in the
village, while Kaleung and Yaw were also mentioned. Kaleung and Yaw are languages of
other minority groups in the vicinity.
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Only Nong Nang Leung listed both CT and Isan as languages spoken in their village.
Nong Nang Leung was the only village with a LWC spoken well across all generations.
The remaining four villages stated that the older people spoke the LWC in their
respective villages poorly.

Noi Siwilai, Kham Toey, and Na Tao did not have a LWC as the second most used
language after So. In fact, Noi Siwilai did not even have a LWC as the third most used
language. Table 13 captures the data for LWCs used in the villages and the population's
proficiency in them.

Village Q#35 Q#36 (a) Q#36 (b) Q#37 Q#38
Non-So langs People who People who Non-So lang | Non-So lang 2nd
spoken speak non-So | speak non-So most used most used
well poorly
Noi Siwilai Kaleung, CT, Kaleung & Kaleung & Yaw & Kaleung | Not asked
Isan, Yaw Yaw: Kaleung | Yaw: ethnic So

& Yaw who CT: older
marry into the | people

village Isan: not asked

CT: all So’

Isan: not asked
Nong Nang Isan, CT, Yaw |Isan: younger |Isan: veryold |Isan Yaw
Leung ones people

CT: everybody |CT: nobody
Yaw: Yaw who | Yaw: the So
marry into the | people

village

Don Yang Isan younger older people Isan none
generation

Kham Toey Yaw younger older people Yaw CT"
generation (only use So)

Na Tao Yaw, Isan Yaw & Isan: Yaw & Isan: Yaw Isan
younger older generation
generation

Table 13: KSLQ responses about LWCs and reported proficiency in them

Inference from table 13: CT is not commonly spoken in all villages, but where it is
spoken it appears that CT can be used by all sections of the population. Isan appears to be
more common, but the older generation seem to speak it poorly.

Subject demographics (ISLQ)

Table 7 (page 10) shows 81% of the ISLQ respondents indicated either Isan or CT as
their second best language. Table 14 shows a matrix of second best languages and third

9 Taking into consideration the subsequent question asking about “poor CT speakers”, this answer
probably means “all So except older people”.

10 Not mentioned when we asked for Q#35. We did not ask which groups spoke CT well or poorly because
of the question ordering (CT was only mentioned later at Q#38).
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best languages. The matrix tells us that all 60 ISLQ respondents mentioned either Isan or
CT as a language spoken with a minimum proficiency of “third best language” i.e. 100%
of the interviewees said they could speak either Isan or CT at the very least as their third
best language. As a second best language, Isan appears to have more speakers than CT.

2nd best language 3rd best language

CT |English |Isan | Kaleung | none | Yaw
CT — 1 9.5 1 2 |35
Isan 24.5 1 — — 5 3
Yaw 35 — 6 — — | —

Table 14: ISLQ responses edited into a matrix showing second best spoken language versus third best
spoken language"'

Inference from table 14: At the very least, all the So can speak either Isan or CT as their
third best language. More So people speak Isan more proficiently than CT.

Self reported bilingual proficiency evaluation (ISLQ)

One hundred percent (100%) of ISLQ respondents said they could use Isan or CT to buy
things, which reflects an ability to use LWC in one of the most basic functions. Taking
questions 29, 30, and 31 as a group showing higher levels of proficiency, we still find a
high percentage of So who can use Isan or CT in these social and functional settings.
However, more than half of the interviewees admitted they could not speak Isan or CT as
quick as or as well as a native speaker. See table 15.

Village Q#28 Q#29 Q#30 Q#31 Q#32 Q#33
Buy | Talk about family in | Repeat LWC | Explain work | Speak LWC | Speak LWC
things LWC conversation | in LWC to as fast as as well as
in LWC in So LWC person | native speaker | native speaker
Yes -don't | No | Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
know

Don Yang 100% | 0% | 8% | 92% | 0% | 100% | 8% | 92% | 67% | 33% | 67% | 33%

Kham Toey | 100% | 8% | 0% | 92% | 8% | 92% | 0% | 100% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50%

Na Tao 100% | 0% | 0% | 100% | 0% |100% | 0% | 100% | 75% | 25% | 67% | 33%

Noi Siwilai | 100% | 0% | 8% | 92% | 17% | 83% | 8% | 92% | 42% | 58% | 50% | 50%

Nong Nang| 100% | 0% | 0% | 100% | 8% | 92% | 8% | 92% | 50% | 50% | 50% | 50%
Leung

AVERAGE | 100% | 2% | 3% | 95% | 7% | 93% | 5% | 95% | 57% | 43% | 57% | 43%

Table 15: ISLQ responses to self-reported bilingual proficiency

11 Decimal numbers of .5 indicate an interviewee who responded with two languages of equal proficiency.
The count for those two languages was then split evenly between their individual parts (See Nahhas
2007:99).

20



Inference from table 15: Most So (>90%) appear to have sufficient proficiency in using
Isan or CT at some level of practical daily life (e.g. market place conversation,
occupational conversation). However, less than 50% of the So could say they speak Isan

or CT as well as a native speaker.

Bilingual proficiency by gender and age group (ISLQ)

No significant differences to bilingual proficiency were noted between gender or age
(tables 16 and 17).

Q#28 Q#29 Q#30 Q#31 Q#32 Q#33
C(}f/?/(li;;r Buy | Talk about family | Repeat LWC | Explain work | Speak LWC as | Speak LWC as
things in LWC conversation in LWC to fast as native | well as native
in LWC in So LWC person speaker speaker
Yes - No | Yes | No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
don't
know
F 30 1 1 28 — 30 3 27 18 12 16 14
M 30 — 1 29 4 26 — 30 16 14 18 12
TOTAL 60 1 2 57 4 56 3 57 34 26 34 26
Table 16: ISLQ responses to self-reported bilingual proficiency by gender
Q#28 Q#29 Q#30 Q#31 Q#32 Q#33
Y(())ulrég/ Buy Talk about family in | Repeat LWC | Explain work | Speak LWC | Speak LWC
things in LWC conversation | in LWC to as fast as as well as
LWC in So LWC person | native speaker | native speaker
Yes -don't| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes
know
Old 30 1 1 28 1 29 3 27 17 13 15 15
Young 30 — 1 29 3 27 — 30 17 13 19 11
TOTAL 60 1 2 57 4 56 3 57 34 26 34 26

Table 17: ISLQ responses to self-reported bilingual proficiency by age

4.1.2 Concept: languages and ethnic groups

Communities where So is lost

oor So speakers. and monolingual So speakers (KSL

All villages, except Na Tao, reported no ethnic So had stopped speaking the language.
Further questioning in Na Tao indicated only one So person who did not speak So
anymore. A few other ISLQ respondents supported this. Apparently, this one So person
prefers to speak in Isan or Yaw. Counting this one person as an exception to the norm, it
could then be said that no villages have ethnic So not speaking So anymore.
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None of the villages reported any members of their So community who spoke So poorly.

Only one village reported certain sections of the community as being monolingual in So;
Noi Siwilai interviewees claimed that some older So people in the village could speak
only their mother tongue. Table 18 shows the use of So in each village.

Village Q#39 Q#39 (a) Q#39 (b) Q#40 Q#41 Q#41 (a)
Any Sonot | How many | Languages | Any So who | Any people | People who
speaking So non-So- spoken by speak So who speak | speak only So

anymore? | speaking So non-So- poorly? only So?
speaking So
Noi Siwilai No - not asked - |- not asked - No Yes Older people
Nong Nang No - not asked - |- not asked - No No more Everybody
Leung can speak
another
language
other than So
Don Yang No - not asked - |- not asked - No No, allcan |- not asked -
speak a
second
language
Kham Toey No - not asked - |- not asked - No No, all can |- not asked -
speak a
second
language
Na Tao Yes 1 personin |Isan No No, allcan |- not asked -
the village speak more
than 1
language
besides So

Table 18: KSLQ responses on ethnic So who don't speak the So language, poor So speakers, and
monolingual So speakers

Inference from table 18: Most So in this area (except older people in Noi Siwilai) can
speak at least one other language besides their mother tongue to a certain extent.

4.1.3 Concept: domains of language use

Language choice in domains (ISLQ)

Appendix C (page 70) shows the reported domains of language use. Within the home

domain, So is used the most. Whenever a non-So language is used in conversation in the
home domain, it is either Isan or Yaw. Within the domains of socializing between friends
or at the market place, So is almost always used with other ethnic So. When speaking
with non-So people, the preferred language of communication seems to be Isan, followed
by Yaw and CT. Isan and CT are reported to be used equally when conversations involve
a government worker. CT is used the most when students speak with their teachers.
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Inference from Appendix C: In domains closer to home or likely to involve other So
people or kin (e.g. funerals, village meetings, and spirit ceremonies), the mother tongue is
used for the most part. In this region, Isan appears to be the LWC of choice over CT
when it involves a less formal social domain such as speaking with non-So friends or
visiting the market. When the social setting is more formal (e.g. government business,
education), Isan and CT are used equally.

Children's first language and language of play (ISLQ)

All of the interviewees, except those from Nong Nang Leung, said that the children speak
only So as their first language. In Nong Nang Leung, 3/12 (25%) of the ISLQ
respondents said Isan alone was the children's first language (table 19).

Respondents from Don Yang, Kham Toey, and Na Tao mentioned So as part of the
children's language play, if not the only language used. In Noi Siwilai, there was one
response indicating CT as the children's only language of play. In Nong Nang Leung,
25% of the ISLQ respondents indicated children used only Isan when playing together.

Village Q#37 Q#38
Children's first language Children's language of play
Isan So So& | -didn't | CT Isan So So& | So& So,
Isan | answer CT Isan | Isan &
CT
Don Yang — 12 — — — — 11 1 — —
Kham Toey — 12 — — — — 12 — — —
Na Tao — 12 — — — — 8 2 1 1
Noi Siwilai — 12 — — 1 — 8 2 1 —
Nong Nang 3 7 2 1 3 4 — 4 —
Leung

Table 19: ISLQ responses showing children's first language and their language of play

Inference from table 19: More children in Nong Nang Leung, than other villages, learn a
LWC as their first language or speak it exclusively during play. This might suggest higher
LWC proficiency among the younger generation in Nong Nang Leung than other villages.
For the other four villages, it seems that children are mostly monolingual when beginning
to speak, but as they interact more, they begin to pick up other languages. Isan, rather
than CT, seems to be learned by more children; the ratio of Isan to CT as part of the
children's language of play is 10:7.

Children learning non-So languages before school (ISLQ)

Table 20 shows the majority of children (75%) in Don Yang as monolingual in So before
entering school. ISLQ respondents from Kham Toey, Na Tao, and Noi Siwilai indicated
half of the children's population in these villages had learned a non-So language before
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they went to school. Nong Nang Leung said only 25% of the children's population were
monolingual in So before they entered school.

The non-So languages learned almost always included Isan or CT. Isan was reported
more widely learned by the children i.e. a total of 25 respondents included Isan as a non-
So language learned by the children as opposed to 9 respondents only for CT.

Village Q#39
Children's non-So languages learned before entering school
None (only So)| CT |CT & Yaw| Isan |Isan & CT |Isan & Yaw | Yaw
Don Yang 9 1 — 1 1 — —
Kham Toey 6 — 2 — 1 2 1
Na Tao 6 — — 3 2 1 —
Noi Siwilai 6 — — 5 1 — —
Nong Nang Leung 3 1 — 8 — — —
TOTAL 30 2 2 17 5 3 1

Table 20: ISLQ responses showing children's languages learned before entering school

Inference from table 20: On average, it appears half of the children learn a non-So
language before they enter school. Among the villages, Nong Nang Leung seems to have
higher rates of children who are proficient in a language other than their mother tongue
before school-going age. Isan seems to be the language that is more widely used than CT
as more children seem to learn it'.

4.1.4 Concept: subject demographics

Ability to speak LWC (ISLQ)

Table 14 (page 20) shows all So are proficient in either Isan or CT at least up to the level
of “third best language”.

Inference from table 14: At the very least, all the So can speak either Isan or CT as their
third best language, reflecting some level of proficiency.

4.2 Attitudes toward CT or Isan
4.2.1 Concept: ethnolinguistic identity

Choice of ethnolinguistic identity

The majority (>80%) of ISLQ respondents indicate So as their primary ethnic identity.
When the response was a non-So identity, more people mentioned Thai over Isan as their
primary identity (table 21).

12 This assumes the children are learning non-So from their surroundings, e.g. observing and mimicking
adult speech.
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Village Q#27
Ethnolinguistic identity

So So (first)®* | Thai Isan
Don Yang 11 — — 1
Kham Toey 8 1 2 1
Na Tao 8 — 3 1
Noi Siwilai 9 1 2 —
Nong Nang Leung 9 2 — 1
TOTAL 45 4 7 4

Table 21: ISLQ responses on primary ethnic identity

Inference from table 21: If Thai and Isan ethnic identities could be paralleled with CT
speakers and Isan speakers respectively, the data suggests only a few So have clear
positive attitudes toward CT or Isan. However, it cannot be said that So attitudes toward
CT or Isan are negative. At best, So attitudes might be described as neutral. Based on this
ethnic identity-language parallel, it might also be said that So people are more inclined
toward CT than Isan.

4.2.2 Concept: language attitudes

Children speaking LWC at home (ISLQ)

There were no reported negative So attitudes toward the children using CT at home. At
worst, the So responded with a sense of ambivalence. About 40% clearly indicated
positive attitudes toward CT (table 22).

Village Q#43 Q#43 (a)
Children speak CT at home? Attitudes to CT
N Y TOTAL | Neutral | Positive | TOTAL
Don Yang 80% 20% 100% 80% 20% 100%
Kham Toey 14% 86% 100% 67% 33% 100%
Na Tao 40% 60% 100% 40% 60% 100%
Noi Siwilai 33% 67% 100% 50% 50% 100%
Nong Nang Leung | 0% 100% 100% 60% 40% 100%
TOTAL 32% 68% 100% 59% 41% 100%

Table 22: ISLQ responses about attitudes toward children's use of CT at home

13 “So (first)” responses are when the interviewee answered initially with “So”, but when presented with
other choices, they chose answered other ethnic identities as well; without rejecting or withdrawing
their earlier admission of So being the primary identity.
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Thirteen percent (13%) of the ISLQ respondents reflected some negative bias toward
children using Isan at home. The remaining responses were evenly split between positive
and neutral (table 23).

Village Q#43 Q#43 (a)
Children speak Isan at home? Attitudes to Isan
N Y TOTAL | Negative | Neutral | Positive | TOTAL
Don Yang 50% 50% 100% 17% 67% 17% 100%
Kham Toey 25% 75% 100% 0% 38% 63% 100%
Na Tao 60% 40% 100% 40% 20% 40% 100%
Noi Siwilai 17% 83% 100% 0% 33% 67% 100%
Nong Nang Leung | 14% 86% 100% 14% 71% 14% 100%
TOTAL 31% 69% 100% 13% 47% 41% 100%

Table 23: ISLQ responses about attitudes toward children's use of Isan at home

On average, positive attitudes toward both CT and Isan appear evenly balanced at 41%.
The range in positive attitudes toward Isan (17%-67%) is very similar to CT (20%-60%).
Na Tao has the highest percentage of negative attitudes toward Isan (40%).

The actual count for negative attitudes to Isan is four ISLQ responses (table 24). On
closer inspection, the reasons given relate to “So being expected to speak So” and “a
desire to preserve So”. The reasons could be interpreted to cover attitudes toward any
non-So languages. One respondent implied that the children should speak nothing else in
the house but So. However, this expected exclusive use of So does not extend to CT as
can be seen from the favorable response toward CT.

Q#43 Q#43 (a) Q#43 (b)
Children speak | Children speak Feelings to Feelings to Reasons for Reasons for
CT at home? Isan at home? children children feelings about | feelings about
speaking CT speaking Isan CT Isan
Yes Yes Want them to Not so good | Want them to In the house,
know all know all they should
languages languages speak So
-not available No -not asked Good -not available | Won't forget So
language
Yes No Happy Proud Able to speak | Using just So
all languages
No No They're So, so Happy -not asked They're So, so
will speak So they speak So

Table 24: ISLQ responses showing reasons given for negative attitudes toward Isan, based on children's use
of Isan at home
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Inference from tables 23 and 24: The So do not seem to have any negative attitudes
toward CT. About 13% of the applicable ISLQ respondents indicated a negative attitude
toward Isan. The reasons for negative attitudes seem to be based on a sense of ethnic
identity (i.e. “So should speak So0”) and a desire to preserve the So language. However,
the same reasons were apparently not applicable to CT. CT may have a better level of
acceptance than Isan.

Intermarriage (ISLQ)

Very few So interviewees felt that marrying a LWC-speaking person (Isan or Thai) was
unwelcome. Only 2/58 (3%) respondents reflected a negative attitude toward marrying a
Thai/Isan person (table 25).

Village Q#44
Attitudes to marrying LWC speaking person
Negative Neutral Positive

Don Yang 2 1 9

Kham Toey — — 10
Na Tao — 1 11
Noi Siwilai — 2 10
Nong Nang Leung — 1 11
TOTAL 2 5 51

Table 25: ISLQ responses about attitudes toward So marrying a Thai or Isan person

Of the two negative responses, one interviewee said the reason was because of the
different ethnicities. Another said that a So marrying a LWC-speaking person would live
further away, making it more difficult to maintain contact with the children.

Inference from table 25: The majority of So seem positive toward intermarriage with a
LWC-speaking person. This could suggest a positive bias toward CT and Isan.

4.3 Comprehension of the Photi Phaisan dialect

4.3.1 Concept: linguistic relatedness

Lexical comparison (WL)

The lexical similarity percentages between all villages were above 90%. The percentages
by themselves do not prove intelligibility between the varieties, but they indicate that
inherent intelligibility cannot be ruled out on the basis of lexical similarity.

High lexical similarity percentages (>95%) are shared between Noi Siwilai, Kham Toey,
Na Tao, and Don Yang (figure 9).
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Noi Siwilai

97% Kham Toey
96% 97% Na Tao
96% 97% 97% Don Yang
92% 93% 94% 97% Nong Nang
Leung
92% 91% 94% 93% 92% Photi Phaisan

Figure 9: Lexical similarity percentages for all six villages

Using cutoffs of 93% and 95%, we can draw lexical similarity groupings showing the
relationships between each variety (figure 10)
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Figure 10: Lexical similarity contours showing villlage groupings

Inference from figure 10: The groupings indicate Photi Phaisan and Nong Nang Leung
varieties as more lexically different than the other So varieties. Noi Siwilai, Kham Toey,
Don Yang, and Na Tao appear to share more lexical similarities. Don Yang and Na Tao
varieties also appear to be the most central varieties based on lexical comparison.

4.3.2 Concept: comprehension

Language use with Photi Phaisan people (ISLQ)

Of the 46 interviewees who had spoken with So from Photi Phaisan, 45 said they
communicated using So. Only one person used a non-So (Yaw) language for
communication. Upon closer inspection, this interviewee might have misunderstood the
question because the reason given for using Yaw was to communicate with Yaw relatives
living in Photi Phaisan.

There were 35/45 (78%) ISLQ respondents saying they could use their local So variety to

communicate with So from Photi Phaisan. Only one person said she would use the Photi
Phaisan variety exclusively when speaking with So from Photi Phaisan (table 26).
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Village Q#34 (b) TOTAL
So variety used
Local & Photi Phaisan variety' | Local village variety | Photi Phaisan variety
Don Yang — 7 1 8
Kham Toey 2 4 — 6
Na Tao 1 8 — 9
Noi Siwilai 4 6 — 10
Nong Nang Leung 2 10 — 12
TOTAL 9 35 1 45

Table 26: ISLQ responses showing the So variety used when speaking to So people from Photi Phaisan

Nine of forty five (20%) respondents said that both the local and Photi Phaisan variety
could or were used during conversation. Six of these responses were along the lines of
“both varieties are the same”. Two respondents mentioned the local and Photi Phaisan
variety being used interchangeably during conversation. One respondent said that each
speaker would use their own variety to speak and still be able to understand one another.

See table 27.

14 This category includes responses which said or implied both varieties were used.
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Q#34 (b) Q#34 (c) Q#34 (¢) (1) Q#36 Q#36 (a)
Kind of So spoken | Have to change Change how? Level of Differences in Photi
style of speaking understanding Photi | Phaisan So & local
So? Phaisan So village So
“it's the same” -not asked -not asked (1) everything -not asked
“speak same no need -not asked (1) everything -not asked
language”
“it's the same” change some words | some words (1) everything -not asked
“it's the same” no need -not asked (1) everything -not asked
each will speak his | Yes words (2) most things “not so different”

own variety and can
still understand

~90%

each other
“it's the same” some times some older words | (2) most things “not so different”
are used in P.P.
Variety
both varieties — Yes some vocabulary (2) most things; “it's the same”
Kham Toey & Photi “can hear most
Phaisan things if listen
carefully”
both varieties — Yes accents on words | (1) everything -not asked
Kham Toey & Photi
Phaisan

“it's the same”

Yes sometimes

accent

(2) most things

the sounds & tones
[siang thum, siang
laem; “ne ne”

Table 27: Actual ISLQ responses from the nine interviewees that were grouped “Local & Photi Phaisan
variety” shown in table 26

Inference from tables 26 and 27: Most So interviewed (~98%) indicated that they are able
to use their local So village variety to communicate with So speakers using the Photi
Phaisan variety. Most Photi Phaisan speakers may be able to understand the surrounding
So varieties in the region.

No So said they could not understand the Photi Phaisan variety. The majority of
interviewees (82%) said they could understand “everything” or “most things” from Photi
Phaisan So. The remaining (18%) ISLQ respondents mentioned they could at least
understand “some things” from Photi Phaisan So (table 28).
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Village Q#36 TOTAL
Level of understanding Photi Phaisan So
(1) everything | (2) most things | (3) some things
Don Yang 7 1 2 10
Kham Toey 5 2 — 7
Na Tao 5 3 3 11
Noi Siwilai 6 4 1 11
Nong Nang Leung 4 5 3 12
TOTAL 27 15 9 51
Percentage 53% 29% 18% 100%

Table 28: ISLQ responses to level of understanding the Photi Phaisan variety of So

It may be worth noting that among the villages, the fewest number of respondents
indicating they could “understand everything” were from Nong Nang Leung village.

The interviewees that indicated they could only understand “most or some things” mostly
mentioned differences in “words” (spoken or used to call things) or “vocabulary”. Other
differences mentioned involved the sounds and accents. Three respondents mentioned
attitudes; they said that the Photi Phaisan variety of So is older/purer or more original
than their local village variety (table 29).

Q#36 (a) Q#36
Differences in Photi Phaisan So & local village | Level of understanding Photi Phaisan So
0 (2) most (3) some TOTAL
things things
Accents & sounds — 2 2
Photi Phaisan variety older/ original/ purer 2 1 3
Sounds, tones 1 — 1
Sounds, words 1 — 1
Vocabulary 1 1 2
Vocabulary, words 1 1 2
Words 3 3 6
TOTAL 9 8 17

Table 29: ISLQ responses about differences between Photi Phaisan and the local village So (measured
against the level of understanding Photi Phaisan So)

Inference from tables 28 and 29: Most So may be able to understand the Photi Phaisan
variety of So without difficulty i.e. they can either understand everything or most things
when hearing Photi Phaisan So. Nong Nang Leung may have a smaller percentage of its
population who can easily understand the Photi Phaisan So variety.
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Dialect perceptions (ISLQ)

From the dialect perceptions responses, only data that make mention of Photi Phaisan
have been analysed with regards to comprehension of the So variety in Photi Phaisan.
Eight ISLQ respondents mentioned Photi Phaisan So as speaking the same with the local
village variety. Five other respondents mentioned Photi Phaisan So as ““a little different”
from the local village variety. No respondents mentioned Photi Phaisan So as “very
different”.

The five respondents that mentioned Photi Phaisan So as “a little different” from the local
village variety indicated there was no difficulty in hearing and understanding the Photi
Phaisan variety of So (table 30).

Q#58 Q#65 Q#65 (a)
Villages that speak a little Level of understanding So from | Differences in So between local
different villages that speak a little different| variety and villages that speak a
little different
Kutsakoi, Phon Phaeng, Photi (2) most things “not different”
Phaisan, Kut Hu, Nong Hoy
Photi Phaisan (2) most things (almost “some words only”
everything)
Photi Phaisan, Ban Bong, Phon (1) everything “different in some words”
Thum
Photi Phaisan, Kutsagoi, Phon (1) everything -not asked
Phaeng, Kut Hu, Nong Hoy, I Kut
Kusuman, Photi Phaisan (1) everything “can understand but some words
are different, nevertheless no need
to change”

Table 30: ISLQ responses about level of understanding Photi Phaisan So, taken from dialect perceptions
questions (responses only from those who mentioned Photi Phaisan as “speaking a little differently”)

Inference from table 30: All the So may be able to understand the Photi Phaisan variety of
So well i.e. they can either understand everything or most things when hearing Photi
Phaisan So

Observation

Our team guide and interpreter was from Photi Phaisan and spoke the local So variety as
his mother tongue. In all the villages surveyed, there were no communication problems
when he used his So variety (Photi Phaisan) to speak to the villagers and interviewees.
Certain words that were different were discussed (less than five words in all villages), but
these arose from specific items from the word list. In normal communication and
dialogue, there did not appear to be any cases where vocabulary, speech, accents, or tones
hindered comprehension.

Inference from observation: So speakers in the villages appear to adequately comprehend
the Photi Phaisan dialect and vice versa.
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4.4 Attitudes toward the Photi Phaisan dialect
4.4.1 Concept: language attitudes

Intermarriage (ISLQ)

The majority of So indicated intermarriage with a So person from Photi Phaisan was
positive. The were no negative attitudes to marrying a So person from Photi Phaisan.
Four respondents indicated a neutral attitude (“‘don't know” or “it's up to them”) toward
marrying a So person from Photi Phaisan (table 31).

Village Q#45
Attitudes to intermarriage with Photi Phaisan So
Neutral Positive
Don Yang — 12
Kham Toey 2 10
Na Tao 1 11
Noi Siwilai 1 11
Nong Nang Leung — 12
TOTAL 4 56

Table 31: ISLQ responses about attitudes toward marrying So person from Photi Phaisan

Closer study shows that most So view Photi Phaisan as same with their own village
(“same people”, “same language”, “same customs” etc.). Table 32 shows 88% of the
responses were along similar lines of “same-ness” between Photi Phaisan and the local

village.

Others (network with other villages, “up to them”, and “none have happened yet”) |3 | 12%

Same-ness (people group, language, distance) 23 188%
TOTAL 26 | 100%

Table 32: Summary of reasons from ISLQ responses about feelings to marrying So person from Photi
Phaisan

Inference from tables 31 and 32: Most So in this region do not appear to sense a
difference between a So person from Photi Phaisan and from their village. Marrying a So
from Photi Phaisan was viewed as positive.

Village where So is spoken best (ISLQ)

Photi Phaisan So was not considered by most interviewees to be the variety spoken best.
About a quarter (22% or 31%") of the interviewees thought Photi Phaisan So was the
variety spoken most clearly and beautifully. More than half (53%) viewed their own

15 The latter percentage 31% assumes Kusuman variety to be the same as the Photi Phaisan variety i.e.
responses mentioning “Kusuman” are taken as the Photi Phaisan variety.
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village So variety as the variety spoken best (table 33). Only Na Tao recorded responses
where more or equal numbers of people viewed the Photi Phaisan variety of So as spoken
best compared to their own village.

Village Q#71 Q#71
Villages where So is spoken best Villages where So is spoken best (Kusuman
counted as Photi Phaisan)
Elsewhere | Own Photi TOTAL | Elsewhere| Own Photi TOTAL
village | Phaisan' village | Phaisan

Don Yang 4 3 2 9 4 3 2 9
Kham 2 8 2 12 1 8 3 12
Toey
Na Tao 4 4 4 12 2 4 6 12
Noi 3 7 2 12 2 7 3 12
Siwilai
Nong 1 7 2 10 — 7 3 10
Nang
Leung
TOTAL 14 29 12 55 9 29 17 55
Percentag 25% 53% 22% 100% 16% 53% 31% 100%
e

Table 33: ISLQ responses about locations where So is spoken best

Inference from table 33: More So consider their own village variety as spoken clearer and
more beautiful than the Photi Phaisan variety. Many So (~50%) appear to have positive
attitudes toward their own village speech variety, but a significant amount (a quarter to a
third) of So also appear to view Photi Phaisan So favorably.

4.5 Language vitality
4.5.1 Concept: children's proficiency

Intermarriage (KSLQ)

All five villages reported intermarriage with non-So groups as a common occurrence
(table 34). The reported numbers who do marry a non-So spouse are not many; 4/5 KSLQ
respondents chose the smallest scale of measure (i.e. “some”) to describe the number of
people who marry a non-So. Locations of intermarriage households vary; some remain in
the So village while others move away to other places. Four of five respondents stated
explicitly or implied that the mother tongue of children born from intermarriages depends
on where the family chooses to settle down. Only Noi Siwilai and Don Yang indicated
that children born from intermarriages would have some ability to use So (not necessarily
as their mother tongue), independent of the family's location.

16 This survey aims to find out if materials in Photi Phaisan are acceptable for use in other villages.
Responses that mentioned “same everywhere”, or similar type answers, were grouped under Photi
Phaisan, since they indicate potential acceptance of Photi Phaisan materials.
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Village Q#42 Q#42 (a) Q#42 (b) Q#43 Q#43 (a) Q#43 (b)
Common for Non-So Do many | Locations of | 1stlang of Ability of
So to marry groups marry non- inter- inter- inter-marriage
non-So? married by So? marriage marriage children to
So households children speak So
Noi Siwilai Yes Yaw, (4) some some follow |if didn't Can — some
Kaleung groom, some | follow So words
follow bride |parent, will
not speak So.
Will speak
following
wherever
they move to
Nong Nang Yes Yaw, Isan, (3) half depends on | will follow | No
Leung Kaleung, them; some | the language
“farang” in Nong of non-So
Nang Leung, |parent
some outside
Don Yang Yes CT, Isan (4) some mostly in this | So -not asked-
village; some
will move
outside
Kham Toey Yes Lao Isan and | (4) some; they move So, if they -not asked-
Lao Lao ~30% of here into live in Kham
population Kham Toey | Toey
Na Tao Yes Yaw or Isan | (4) some; not |both here in |if in Na Tao, |ifliving
more than Na Tao and | will speak elsewhere,
50% also So; if probably not
elsewhere elsewhere,
probably CT

Table 34: KSLQ responses to intermarriage with non-So and children's (from intermarriage families) ability

to speak So

Inference from table 34: Intermarriage alone does not necessarily appear to influence the
language of children born from these marriages. The choice of location for the household
appears to have a bearing on which mother tongue the children will eventually adopt.

Children speak well or not (ISLQ)

Two Nong Nang Leung interviewees thought that the children do not speak the So
language well. Another two interviewees from the same village gave conditional “yes”
answers (see footnote 17). The remaining four villages agreed that the children today
continue to speak So well (table 35).
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Village Q#40
Do chidren speak So well?
No Yes Yes, conditional’ TOTAL
Don Yang — 12 — 12
Kham Toey — 12 — 12
Na Tao — 12 — 12
Noi Siwilai — 12 — 12
Nong Nang Leung 2 8 2 12
TOTAL 2 56 2 60

Table 35: ISLQ responses to children speaking So well or not

Inference from table 35: Nong Nang Leung may have lower language vitality when
compared to the other villages.

Language taught by parents, including mixed marriages (ISL

Table 36 shows So parents in all villages, except Nong Nang Leung, speak So to their
children. There was one ISLQ respondent that said So parents would speak Isan with
their children.The reason given may relate to feelings of inferiority (“parents are shy to
use So because they are in the minority™).

About half of all the ISLQ respondents said that children from intermarriage with a non-
So would continue to use the So language to some degree. A significant number of
respondents (38%) mentioned So would be used only under certain conditions, e.g.
“children would speak So only if they remained in the village of the So parent”. Twelve
percent of the respondents indicated So would not be spoken by children with one parent
intermarried with a non-So speaker.

17 For this category, one interviewee answered “not too bad if their parents are So” while another said
“Yes they speak well but some children are forgetting the language”.
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Village Q#41 Q#42 (a)
So parent's language with Intermarriage children — do they speak So?
children
Isan So TOTAL No Not sure or Yes TOTAL
conditional'®

Don Yang 0% 100% 100% 0% 42% 58% 100%
Kham Toey 0% 100% 100% 8% 33% 58% 100%
Na Tao 0% 100% 100% 8% 75% 17% 100%
Noi Siwilai 0% 100% 100% 17% 25% 58% 100%
Nong Nang 8% 92% 100% 25% 17% 58% 100%
Leung
AVERAGE 2% 98% 100% 12% 38% 50% 100%

Table 36: ISLQ responses showing children's use of the So language with parents (including parents from
intermarriage)
Closer inspection of the data collected about language use among children from
intermarriages indicate that So may not be the first language learned. Most children from
intermarriages may pick up a non-So mother tongue (e.g. CT, Isan, Yaw) first. Only 12%
of the interviewees gave answers suggesting So as the main language used between
parents of intermarriages and their children. See table 37.

Village Q#42

Intermarriage children — is So first or primary language?

Depends"’ No Yes TOTAL
Don Yang 33% 42% 25% 100%
Kham Toey 8% 83% 8% 100%
Na Tao 67% 25% 8% 100%
Noi Siwilai 17% 75% 8% 100%
Nong Nang Leung 8% 83% 8% 100%
AVERAGE 27% 62% 12% 100%

Table 37: ISLQ responses showing if So is the first or primary language used by parents of intermarriages
and their children

Inference from tables 36 and 37: Looking at So language use between So parents and
their children, Nong Nang Leung appears to have slightly lower language vitality
compared to the other villages. In most intermarriages between So and non-So, the So
language may not be the primary language used with the children. Therefore, while about

18 Respondents under this category mostly answered that the children would speak So under certain
conditions (e.g. if they remained in a So village, if the So parent taught them). Some respondents
reflected uncertainty (e.g. “children might use So”).

19 Responses under this category did not state explicitly which language would be the first or primary
language spoken by the children. Most responses reflected different languages learned under different

conditions (e.g. “some speak Isan, others speak So”, “speak So if remain in village, speak Isan if
elsewhere”).
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half of the children from intermarriages were reported to speak So, probably not all speak
it as a first language. This raises questions about their levels of proficiency. The data from
table 37 suggests low language vitality in families with intermarriage. For a broader
perspective about language vitality in the So community, it may be useful to consider the
amount of intermarriage.

4.5.2 Concept: bilingual proficiency

Languages of wider communication & proficiency (KSL

Table 13 (page 19) shows that the reported information suggests that the younger
generation in all So villages are speaking the LWCs (Isan or CT) well.

Inference from table 13: In the future, most So will probably be fluent in a LWC. This
could suggest low vitality, but only if it can be proven that So use is declining among the
younger generation at a similar rate.

Best language (ISLQ)

Because of the screening criteria, only those who spoke So as their best language were
accepted for ISLQs. Therefore, it would not be valid to only consider the sixty
interviewees that made up the sampling quota. Instead, this data section will include the
rejected samples (i.e. interviewees that failed the screening criteria) because this will be a
fairer reflection of the So community.

All the approached interviewees that answered this question (Q#23) said So was their
best language. Two interviewees said both So and CT were their best languages, but So

was still one of their best languages.

Inference: All the interviewees (accepted or otherwise) mentioned So as one of their best
language. Language vitality is likely high.

Language use at home (ISLQ)

Table 38 shows that the majority (~95%) of interviewees indicated that whey they were
young, they spoke only So with their parents, and that most of their parents spoke So with
each other as well.
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Village Q#24 (d) Q#24 (e) Q#24 ()

Language with father as | Language with mother as Parents language with one another

child child when child
Non-So| So |TOTAL | Non-So So TOTAL | Mixed | Non-So So TOTAL

Don 1 10 11 — 12 12 1 — 11 12
Yang
Kham — 12 12 1 11 12 — 1 11 12
Toey
Na Tao 2 10 12 1 11 12 — 2 10 12
Noi — 12 12 — 11 11 — — 11 11
Siwilai
Nong — 12 12 — 12 12 2 — 10 12
Nang
Leung
TOTAL 3 56 59 2 57 59 3 3 53 59

Table 38: Language use at home (with parents and parents with each other) when interviewee was child

Inference from table 38: Heavy reported use of So between children and their parents,
and parents with each other, seems to suggest strong language vitality since other
languages are not used in the home.

Self-reported bilingual proficiency evaluation (ISLQ)

Table 15 (page 20) shows more than 90% of the interviewees reported they can
adequately use a non-So language in many different domains. These domains include
sharing information, repeating information, and conversing with mother speakers of the
non-So language.

Inference from table 15: The wide range of reported conversational ability in a non-So
language appears to indicate strong bilingualism in the So community, or the non-So
language could be gradually overtaking the mother tongue in many language use
domains.

4.5.3 Concept: domains of language use

Public use of So (KSLQ)

The rate of So being spoken in public is evenly split among the domains and media types
(table 39). Two domains (public meetings and funerals) feature frequent use of So while
another two (official notices and announcements) do not. So is absent in the media form
of casettes and CDs, but is widely known and available to the community as a radio
program. Three KLSQ respondents claimed knowledge of So literature, with two
specifically mentioning books from Kusuman. To the knowledege of the village leaders,
there have been no researchers who have stayed in their area and studied the So language.
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Village Availability or use of So in ... (Y/N)
Q#44 Q#45 Q#46 Q#47 Q#48 Q#49 Q#50 Q#51
...Casettes/ | ...Literatur | ... Public | ... Official | ...Funerals | ...Announ | ...Presence | ... Radio
CDs e (any meetings | notices cements of past | programs®'
type)® researcher
s into So?
Noi N N Y N N N N Y
Siwilai (sometime
s)

Nong N Y (books Y N Y N N Y
Nang from
Leung Kusuman)
Don N Yes Y N Y Y -don't Y
Yang (books know

from

Kusuman)

Kham N N Y N Y (Yaw, N -don't Y
Toey CT also) know
Na Tao N Y (books | Y (CT/ N Y N -don't Y

from Isan also know

Kusuman) | used if
non-So are
present)

Table 39: KLSQ responses showing public use of So in each village

Inference from table 39: Language vitality seems balanced without appearing very high
or very low.

Domains of language use (ISLQ)

Many of the interviewees use So exclusively at home and with other So people. When
interaction with non-So people is required, a non-So language is used (see Appendix C
on page 70). It appears that the So language is only used when interacting with other
ethnic So.

Inference from Appendix C: Language vitality appears high among So people.

Children's first language and language of play (ISLQ)

Table 19 (page 23) shows So featured prominently as the reported first language among
children and as the language of play in four of the villages (Don Yang, Kham Toey, Na
Tao, and Noi Siwilai). One hundred percent (100%) of the ISLQ respondents indicated
“So only” as the children's first language. One hundred percent (100%) of the same
respondents (except one from Noi Siwilai) mentioned So as part of the children's
language of play. Only one quarter (25%) of the Nong Nang Leung respondents

20 A follow up question was asked “Do people read the literature” and the answers were always “Yes”.
21 A follow up question was asked “Do people listen to the radio programs” and the answers were always
‘GYeS”.
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mentioned a non-So language as the children's first language. Similarly, about 25% of
Nong Nang Leung's respondents showed a non-So language alone as the children's
language of play.

Inference from table 19: Language vitality seems to be strong in all the villages but may
be slightly lower in Nong Nang Leung village.

Children learning non-So languages before school (ISLQ)

Table 20 (page 24) shows interviewees reported that about 50% of the So children start
using a non-So language before entering school. This alone does not directly infer
anything about language vitality. A corresponding decrease in So use by the same
children might infer low language vitality. If not, the numbers could just mean that
children start becoming bilingual before entering school.

Inference from table 20: The sizeable ratio of children reported to be learning a non-So
language before school could suggest low language vitality, but only if it can be proven
that So use is declining at a rate comparable to the rate the non-So language is learned.
By itself, the data does not imply low language vitality. However, the data could suggest
when So children start becoming bilingual.

4.5.4 Concept: ethnolinguistic makeup of village

Languages and ethnic groups (KSLQ)

Table 40 shows every village was reported to have So as the ethnicity with the highest
population. Don Yang and Kham Toey reported the highest percentages at 99% and 98%
respectively, and Na Tao village respondents reported 94% of Na Tao's population is So.
Noi Siwilai and Nong Nang Leung respondents reported the lowest percentage (88%).

Q#28 Q#29 (a) | Q#29 (b) | Q#29 (b) | Q#29 (c) | Q#29 (¢c)
(i1) (i1)
Village |Populatio| People People | Number | People | Number | Non-So |Percentage
n group that | group 2nd | of people | group 3rd | of people | populatio of So
is most most | (2™ most) | most | (3" most) | n estimate

Don Yang 419 So Isan 6 None 0 6 99%
Kham 1,004 So Yaw 20 None 0 20 98%
Toey
Na Tao 963 So Yaw ~40 Isan ~20 60 94%
Noi 464 So Kaleung ~20 Yaw ~20 40 91%
Siwilai
Nong 1,473 So Isan ~100 Yaw ~70 170 88%
Nang
Leung

Table 40: Ethnolinguistic makeup of villages
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Inference from table 40: A higher proportion of ethnic homogenity usually correlates with
a higher vitality for the mother tongue of that ethnic group (Nahhas, Kelsall and Mann
n.d.: 16). So language vitality in Don Yang, Kham Toey, Na Tao, and Noi Siwilai is
probably high. Nong Nang Leung appears to have a lower language vitality than the rest
of the villages.

First language as child (ISLQ)

Because of the screening criteria, only those who spoke So as their first language (as
children) were accepted for ISLQs. Therefore, it would not be valid to only consider the
sixty interviewees that made up the sampling quota. Instead, this data section will include
the rejected samples (i.e. interviewees that failed the screening criteria) because this will
be a fairer reflection of the So community.

Only one person answered a non-So language (Isan) as her first language when she was a
child. The rest of the respondents claimed So as their first language (table 41).

Q#21
First language spoken as child
Isan So TOTAL
1% 99% 100%

Table 41: ISLQ responses to first language spoken as a child

Inference from table 41: Ninety nine percent (99%) of all the interviewees mentioned So
as their first language when they were children; indicating high language vitality.

4.5.5 Concept: contact

Intermarriage (KSLQ)

Table 34 (page 35) shows that intermarriages with non-So is few (although 30% and 50%
for Kham Toey and Na Tao respectively might be considered more significant than the
subjective response “some”).

Inference from table 34: From the subjective KLSQ responses alone, there appears little
marital contact between the So and non-So as reflected in only “some” intermarriages.
Fewer intermarriages with non-So may mean more frequent use of the So language as
spouses would probably not have to speak another language to communicate with each
other. Language vitality might be assumed high in this case.

Young people moving to city (KSLQ)

Table 3 (page 4) shows that many younger So people are moving away from the village
to seek work opportunities. Exploring this trend further (table 42), it appears that most of
the younger generation return to the village to marry, settle down, and raise families.
Only Nong Nang Leung said that their younger people do not return to the village to
settle once they leave.
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Village name Q#52 (b) Q#52 (c)
Many younger people go live elsewhere outside Do they come back to stay?
village?
Noi Siwilai Yes, many Yes, they will come back
Nong Nang Many; usually grandchildren. About 50-70% No, just come back to visit
Leung
Don Yang A lot; about 40 people (~10%) Yes, will return to settle down
Kham Toey ~50% will go Yes, after they are done finding
money
Na Tao ~100-200 people (~10-20%) Yes

Table 42: KSLQ responses indicating numbers of youth who leave the village and if they return or not

Inference from table 42: It appears Nong Nang Leung is the only village where the
younger generation leave the village permanently, with not many returning. With a
reduced pool of potential So speakers in the future, Nong Nang Leung may have lower
language vitality compared to other villages.

Travel between So villages (KSLQ)

Only Noi Siwilai and Na Tao interviewees indicated frequency of travel suggesting high
amounts of contact (i.e. weekly or everyday) with other So villages. Don Yang and Kham
Toey interviewees mentioned many people visit other So villages but at lower
frequencies. Nong Nang Leung had the least contact with other So villages i.e. few
people making visits and rarely. See table 43.
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Village Q#53 Q#53 (b) | Q#53(b) | Q#53(d) | Q#53(d) | Q#53 (e) Q#53 (f)
name Do the Numbers | Numbers | Frequency | Frequency | Langused | Any trouble
people visit | who visit | who visit | of visits to | of visits to to communicat
other So villages villages villages villages | communica | ing in So?
villages? speaking speaking speaking speaking te
the same different the same different
Noi Siwilai Yes Many None Weekly None So None
Nong Nang Yes None? Few None Once per So None
Leung year
Don Yang Yes Many Few About ten | Once per So None
times per year
year
Kham Toey Yes Many Many About During So None
twice per | festivals or
year occasions
Na Tao Yes Many Few Everyday About So None
three-four
times per
year

Table 43: KLSQ responses indicating amounts of contact with other So villages

Inference from table 43: Noi Siwilai and Na Tao may have higher language vitality
compared with the other villages, while Nong Nang Leung may have the lowest vitality.

4.5.6 Concept: geographical distribution

Map

Most So villages are found close together in Sakon Nakhon and Nakhon Phanom
provinces. Road networks provide easy access between villages. The team estimates that
the So villages furthest from each other take about 1'% to 2 hours travel by car. See figure
3 (page 2) for a general picture of the So village locations.

Inference: Language vitality may be maintained as the villages are generally within easy
access to each other.

4.5.7 Concept: population

Village name and population (KSIL.Q)

KLSQ respondents in all five villages mentioned So populations had increased from
when the village was first established. Nong Nang Leung noted that while ethnic So
numbers were increasing, not all were able to speak the language. See table 44.

22 Nong Nang Leung interviewees reported that other villages spoke differently from them. Therefore, the
responses for villages that spoke the same were listed as “None” i.e. there were no villages that Nong
Nang Leung considered as speaking the same So as them.
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Village Q#30

So population increase/decrease

Noi Siwilai Increase

Nong Nang Increase in ethnicity but not all speak So

Leung

Don Yang Increase

Kham Toey Increase

Na Tao Increase (population mix hasn't changed; still predominantly So; language still local

language)

Table 44: KSLQ responses about So population growth

Inference from table 44: Increase in populations may suggest a sustainable pool of So
speakers will be available to keep the language alive. Language vitality would then be
high. However, Nong Nang Leung appears an exception to the norm; the village leader's
response suggests that language vitality may not correspond with population growth.

4.5.8 Concept: educational policy

Schools (KSLQ)

All schools in the villages teach in CT. So is not used. The same situation applies in
schools outside the village where many So children continue their education (most village
schools only provide education up to primary 6 level); the language of instruction is CT,
and So is not used to help teach (table 45).

Village Q#32 Q#32 (b) Q#32 (b) (i) Q#33 Q#33 (d) Q#33 (d) (1)
Is there Language of | Is So used to | Do children | Language of | Is So used to
school in instruction | help teach? | go elsewhere | instruction in | help teach?
village? (school in for schools
village) schooling? outside the
village
Noi Siwilai Yes CT No Yes CT No
Nong Nang Yes CT No Yes CT No
Leung
Don Yang Yes CT No Yes CT No
Kham Toey Yes CT No Yes CT No
Na Tao Yes CT No Yes CT No

Table 45: KLSQ responses showing languages of instruction and the place of the So language in schools

Inference from table 45: The use of CT and the absence of So in the schools would imply
low language vitality in the case of educational policy and practice.
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4.5.9 Concept: language attitudes

Children's language of play (ISL

The majority (88%) of the ISLQ respondents did not mention any negative attitudes
toward the children's use of So as language of play (table 46). Only one interviewee
explicitly expressed a negative attitude toward So use. Eleven percent (11%) of the
respondents did not clearly indicate any positive or negative attitude toward the So
language (see footnote 23).

Village Q#38 (a)

Feelings toward children's language of play (attitudes toward So use)

Negative Neutral Not clear” Positive TOTAL
Don Yang — 5 1 4 10
Kham Toey — 4 — 8 12
Na Tao — 3 3 6 12
Noi Siwilai — 4 2 4 10
Nong Nang Leung 1 8 — 2 11
TOTAL 1 24 6 24 55
PERCENTAGE 2% 44% 11% 44% 100%

Table 46: ISLQ responses on attitudes about children's language of play

Inference from table 46: Only a small percentage of the So community indicated a
negative attitude toward children speaking So when playing. It is possible to infer
language vitality as not low. But because of the high number of “Neutral” responses, it is
probably not accurate to suggest clear high language vitality in this area. More likely,
language vitality is medium to moderately high.

Children speak well or not (ISLQ)

There were only two non-neutral responses about attitudes to children speaking So well
or not*. One answer reflected a positive attitude to So while another reflected a sense of
resignation about the situation (table 47).

23 Answers in this category were about use of a non-So language. All six answers included the use of a
non-So language as the children's language of play in an earlier question (Q#38). Subsequently, the
answers to this question Q#38 (a) referred to the non-So language.

24 The ISLQ was designed to ask about attitudes only if the interviewee answered “no” to an earlier
question about children speaking So well or not.
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Q#40 Q#40 (a) Q#40 (b)
Do children speak So well? | How do children not speak So | How do you feel about children not speaking
well? So well?
No Cannot speak because noone | Want to have a teacher to come & teach the
teaches children
No Some children are forgetting | Since children speak Isan with parents who
the language are non-So, the grandparents follow

Table 47: ISLQ responses indicating attitudes about children speaking So well or not

Inference from table 47: Two responses may be not statistically sufficient to determine
language vitality. At the most, they appear to suggest a non-negative attitude toward the
So language, from which may be weakly inferred high language vitality.

Stopped speaking (ISLQ)

Only 11 interviewees were asked about attitudes toward ethnic So who stopped speaking
So. The ISLQ was designed so that this question would be asked only if the interviewee
affirmed there were So people who had stopped using the language. From the responses
(table 48), most of the So (55%) felt badly (e.g. “not so good”, “sad’’) when asked how
they felt about So people not speaking So anymore, indicating a positive attitude to their
language. Another 36% indicated a neutral or ambivalent attitude (e.g. “up to them”,
“depends on them”). Only one person indicated negative attitudes toward the So
language.

Village Q#46 (b)
Feelings to So stopped speaking
Negative | Neutral | Positive | TOTAL

Kham Toey — 1 — 1
Na Tao — 2 2 4
Noi Siwilai — 1 — 1
Nong Nang Leung 1 — 4 5
TOTAL 1 4 6 11
PERCENTAGE 9% 36% 55% 100%

Table 48: ISLQ responses showing attitudes toward ethnic So who had stopped speaking So

Inference from table 48: A generally positive attitude (clearly non-negative) toward the
So language was expressed by most So interviewed. From this, it's possible to infer
medium to moderately high language vitality in the So community.

Twenty years from now (ISLQ)

From table 49, most (44%) of the ISLQ responses about attitudes to So children speaking
So 20 years in the future were categorized as “Not clear” i.e. the respondent did not
indicate either a positive or negative (or even neutral) attitude toward So use (see table 50
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for actual responses in this category). Thirty eight percent (38%) of the ISLQ responses
were clearly positive, while 13% were neutral (e.g. “up to them”, “don't feel anything”).
There was only one negative response (“feels good that there will be little (few) So
speaking So0”).

Village Q#47 (a)
Feelings to children speaking So 20 years ahead

Negative | Neutral | Not clear | Positive | TOTAL
Don Yang — — 1 1 2
Kham Toey — — — 2 2
Na Tao — — 1 — 1
Noi Siwilai 1 — 3 1 5
Nong Nang Leung — 2 2 2 6
TOTAL 1 2 7 6 16
PERCENTAGE 6% 13% 44% 38% 100%

Table 49: ISLQ responses about attitudes to So children speaking So 20 years in the future

Q#47 Q#47 (a)
Will there be children speaking So 20 years in the How do you feel about that?

future?

Won't have Happy they can speak other languages

Probably not Will change to Isan

Some can, some can't Didn't mention feelings, just said “So might

disappear, or persist”
Yes, but few -didn't answer
None! “nobody will speak So anymore” Have to follow the times; cannot be helped

Yes, but population will be only 50% speaking So | The children will go to BKK and stop speaking So

Concerned that there will be no more Won't be around, so can't say

Table 50: Actual ISLQ responses from the seven interviewees whose answers to Q#47 (a) were classified as
"Not clear"

Inference from tables 49 and 50: The seven ISLQ responses categorized as “Not clear”
may be interpreted to mean positive, negative, or neutral attitudes toward the So
language. Either extremes would change the overall situation. An interpretation of a
negative bias to this category would result in more negative attitudes (increase to 50%)
than positive (remain at 38%). While an opposite interpretation of a positive bias would
boost the positive attitude percentages (82%) significantly. This data set is not clear
enough to provide any meaningful indication of language vitality.
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Cultural values (ISLQ)

Every So interviewee (100%) replied positively to a desire for their children to preserve
the So identity. Exploring the responses further (table 51), 90% of the interviewees were
able to articulate reasons for their desire. Among them were “a sense of obligation toward

the ancestors”, “a desire to keep something of the So identity for their children”, “a
concern that elements of being So might be lost™ etc.

Village Q#48 (b)
Ability to articulate reasons for desire?
No Yes TOTAL
Don Yang 1 11 12
Kham Toey 2 10 12
Na Tao 1 11 12
Noi Siwilai 2 10 12
Nong Nang Leung — 12 12
TOTAL 6 54 60
PERCENTAGE 10% 90% 100%

Table 51: ISLQ responses showing numbers of those able to provide reasons for their desire to have
children preserve So identity

Inference from table 51: Many (90%) of the So are able to express reasons for wanting to
see their children preserve the So identity. That they are able to articulate such reasons
implies some degree of having given the question more thought, instead of just answering
“yes”. Thus, the stated desire to see the children preserve their So identity infers positive
attitudes. A strong indication of positive attitudes toward preserving the So identity hints
at potentially strong language vitality.

Felt advantage toward literacy (ISLQ)

All, but one interviewee, felt positively that reading and writing So had benefits. The one
interviewee who replied otherwise said he did not know if there would be felt advantages
toward literacy in the So language. Of the 59 interviewees who felt positively that
literacy in So was beneficial, 85% were able to give reasons for why they thought there
would be benefits in reading and writing So (table 52).
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Village Q#53 (a)
Ability to articulate reasons to benefit?
No Yes TOTAL
Don Yang 2 10 12
Kham Toey 2 10 12
Na Tao 1 11 12
Noi Siwilai 2 9 11
Nong Nang Leung 2 10 12
TOTAL 9 50 59
PERCENTAGE 15% 85% 100%

Table 52: ISLQ responses showing numbers of those able to provide reasons for benefits to reading and
writing So

Inference from table 52: The majority of ISLQ respondents agreed there was a felt
advantage to So literacy. There were no negative responses. Many were also able to
articulate reasons to the perceived benefits in reading and writing So. Perceived
advantages to So literacy could indicate language pride. They could also reflect a desire
to see the language grow from oral communication to written. Either way, the majority of
positive attitudes expressed toward So literacy might infer high language vitality.

Desired literature (ISLQ)

Most So interviewees gave opinions on desired literature in the So language, although
about one-third of the responses were prompted after examples given by the interviewer.
There were nine interviewees that either answered “don't know” or did not answer
anything (“null responses). The analysis of this question assumes only the unprompted
answers (except for the nine “null” responses) as truly reflecting a desire for literature®.
Going by this assumption, about half (53%) of the interviewees expressed, without
prompts or aids, a desire for literature in So (table 53).

25 1It's the author's opinion that interviewees that have to be prompted with examples actually may not have
a desire for any kinds of literature. Their responses may possibly be out of a sense of politeness to the
researchers in that “any answer would do as long as there is an answer”.
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Village Q#54

Sense of truly desiring literature

No Yes TOTAL
Don Yang 8 4 12
Kham Toey 3 9 12
Na Tao 5 7 12
Noi Siwilai 7 5 12
Nong Nang Leung 5 7 12
TOTAL 28 32 60
PERCENTAGE 47% 53% 100%

Table 53: ISLQ responses showing numbers of expressed opinions without promptings about desired
literature in So

Inference from table 53: About half of the interviewees were able to articulate their
desires for things written in So without prompting from the researchers. Desire for
literature is interpreted as indicative of high language vitality. Based on the data here,
language vitality might be assumed to be medium.

Desire to read & write (ISLQ)

Most (63%) of the interviewees answered affirmatively to a desire to read and write So
(table 54). Ten (17%) of the responses were categorized as conditional/unsure e.g. “if

there is time, I will go”, “it depends on time”. Twelve (20%) interviewees expressed a
negative desire to read and write So.

Village Q#55
Stated desire to read and write
Conditional/ unsure | No | Yes | TOTAL
Don Yang — 3 9 12
Kham Toey 3 2 7 12
Na Tao 1 3 8 12
Noi Siwilai 6 1 5 12
Nong Nang Leung — 3 9 12
TOTAL 10 12 | 38 60
PERCENTAGE 17% 20% | 63% | 100%

Table 54: ISLQ responses showing apparent desire to read and write So

The “yes” and “conditional/unsure” answers were investigated deeper. A follow-up
question about the number of hours each interviewee was willing to commit to learning to
read and write So was asked. Some interviewees were unwilling or unable to commit a
certain number of hours per day to learn. Conservatively, these responses have been
categorized as “not being able to commit to learning to read and write So” (table 55).
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68% of the interviewees were able to commit a certain number of set hours to learning to
read and write So. The ability to commit certain hours may likely reflect a truer desire to
learn to read and write So. A desire to learn to read and write in the vernacular correlates
with the vernacular's vitality.

Village Able to commit to learning to read and write So
No Yes TOTAL
Don Yang 4 8 12
Kham Toey 4 8 12
Na Tao 5 7 12
Noi Siwilai 3 9 12
Nong Nang Leung 3 9 12
TOTAL 18 42 60
PERCENTAGE 32% 68% 100%

Table 55: ISLQ responses reflecting a truer desire to read and write So after accounting for the number of
hours of committed learning

Inference from tables 54 and 55: The majority of ISLQ respondents show a desire to
learn to read and write in So as reflected by the number of people who expressed a
commitment to this activity. Language vitality is inferred as moderately high here.

4.5.10 Concept: ethnolinguistic identity

Primary ethnic identity (ISL

From table 21 (page 25), more than 80% of the respondents claimed So as their primary
ethnic identity.

Inference from table 21: Eighty percent of the interviewees represents a healthy majority,
and indicates strong language vitality in this area.

Cultural values (ISLQ)

Every ISLQ respondent expressed positively a desire to have their children preserve the
So identity. There were no negative responses. A desire for the children to retain aspects
of their So identity could infer a desire to continue using the So language.

Inference: Language vitality is high, as evidenced by 100% respondents indicating a
desire for the children to pass on and preserve their So identity.
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5 Conclusions
5.1 Mastery of CT or Isan

Isan appears more widely used than CT in So communities. However, not all the
community may be sufficiently proficient in Isan to use materials developed in this
language. The older generation reportedly do not speak Isan well enough. For the future,
it seems that significant numbers of children are learning Isan early enough in their
childhood years. However, their level of proficiency is unclear. The self-reported
bilingual proficiency questions do suggest a “higher-than-basic” level of proficiency, but
they are not objective enough to determine if the So are able to use materials developed
in Isan without problems.

Respondents from Nong Nang Leung village seem to indicate a higher degree of
adequate mastery in CT or Isan than other villages.

Research Concepts Tool Inference
question
Adequate Bilingual KSLQ Q#34 Possibly adequate (children study at least 9 years in
mastery of CT | proficiency CT)
?
or Isan? KLSQ Q#35-Q#38 | Not adequate (CT not widely used, and older people
do not speak Isan proficiently)
ISLQ Q#23 Possibly adequate (all speak Isan or CT to some
degree). More are proficient in Isan than CT
ISLQ Q#28-Q#33 | Possibly adequate (all speak Isan or CT to some
degree)
Domains of |ISLQ Q#26 Possibly adequate for Isan. Isan spoken more widely

language use

than CT

ISLQ Q#37, Q#38

Not adequate (no first language; few language of
play), except maybe in Nong Nang Leung

ISLQ Q#39 Possibly adequate (many children learn LWC before

school). Isan more widely used than CT. More Nong
Nang Leung children than other villages learn non-
So before school

Subject ISLQ Q#22 Possibly adequate (all speak Isan or CT to some

demographics degree)

Languages KLSQ Q#35-Q#38, | Possibly adequate (most can speak other than So,

and ethnic Q#39, Q#40, Q#41 |but not sure if Isan or CT)

groups

Table 56: Summary of inferences about mastery of CT or Isan

5.2 Attitudes toward CT or Isan

The percentage of positive attitudes toward CT or Isan was unclear. The intermarriage
questions revealed more positive attitudes (88%) compared to the questions on children's
LWC use at home (41%). It's possible that the So favor CT more than Isan; some clear
negative attitudes were inferred regarding Isan use, but none for CT.
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Research Concepts Tool Inference
question
Attitudes to Ethnolinguistic | ISLQ Q#27 Few positive attitudes toward Thai or Isan (Thai
CT or Isan? identity appears more favored)
Language ISLQ Q#43 Less than half have positive attitudes to Isan and
attitudes CT. No clear negative attitudes to CT, but some
clear negative attitudes to Isan
ISLQ Q#44 Very few negative attitudes to Isan and CT
(Majority clearly positive to Isan and CT)

Table 57: Summary of inferences on attitudes to CT or Isan

5.3 Comprehension of the Photi Phaisan dialect

The So in this region seem to have adequate comprehension of the Photi Phaisan variety.
Most (at least 80%) are able to understand “everything” or “most things” when listening
to a speaker of the Photi Phaisan variety. So speakers also appear to be able to use their
own village varieties to communicate with other So from Photi Phaisan without
problems.

Nong Nang Leung may have fewer people who can comprehend the Photi Phaisan
variety of So without difficulty.

Research Concepts Tool Inference
question
Adequate Linguistic WL No So varieties are inherently unintelligible
comprehension | relatedness
of P.h ott Comprehension | ISLQ Q#34, Q#36 | Adequate comprehension both ways (village
Phaisan . . . .
ariety? varieties <> Photi Phaisan variety). Nong Nang
v | Leung might have fewer people with adequate
comprehension
ISLQ Q#63, Q#65, | Adequate comprehension
Q#68, Q#70
Observation Adequate comprehension

Table 58: Summary of inferences about comprehension toward Photi Phaisan variety of So

5.4 Attitudes toward the Photi Phaisan dialect

There do not seem any negative attitudes toward the Photi Phaisan variety of So. If
anything, most So in this region appear to have a favorable, at worst neutral, impression
toward the Photi Phaisan variety. In terms of a prestige dialect, many So view their own
village variety as the “best” i.e. spoken most clearly and beautifully. However, a quarter
to a third of the So community do consider the Photi Phaisan variety as the prestige
dialect, which shows a significant percentage of the population do favor the Photi Phaisan
variety.
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Research Concepts Tool Inference

question
Attitudes to Language ISLQ Q#45 Positive atttitudes; at worst, view as similar
5:22,[}};? aisan | attitudes ISLQ Q#71 1/4 to 1/3 show clear positive attitudes. Half show

positive attitudes to own village variety

Table 59: Summary of inferences about attitudes toward Photi Phaisan variety of So

5.5 Language vitality

In general, responses show higher counts of “high or medium/moderate vitality” than
“low vitality”. Most cases of “low vitality” are not absolute; they depend on other factors
(e.g. lots of youth speaking a LWC well would mean low vitality only if it can be proven
that So use is in decline). Across most of the villages, it would appear the So will
continue to be used by future generations indicating overall strong language vitality.

An exception to the norm is Nong Nang Leung. Nong Nang Leung registered seven
counts of low vitality (or potentially low vitality). This particular community may have
lower language vitality than other So villages in the region.

Research Concepts Tool Inference
question
Will So be Children's KSLQ Q#42, Q#43 | Unclear. Language vitality influenced by choice of
used in future | proficiency location to settle down. Data does not indicate this
ions?
generations: ISLQ Q#40 High vitality except for Nong Nang Leung
ISLQ Q#41 High vitality except for Nong Nang Leung
ISLQ Q#42 Potentially low vitality (depends on number of
intermarriages)
Bilingual KSLQ Q#36 Potentially low vitality (youth speak LWC well;
proficiency vitality depends on So use in future)
ISLQ Q#23 High vitality (So is best language for all)
ISLQ Q#24 (d), High vitality (Only So used with parents, and
(e), () between parents)
ISLQ Q#28-Q#33 | Unclear. More data needed about specific use in
these domains
Domains of KSLQ Q#44-Q#51 | Balanced vitality (neither high nor low)

language use

ISLQ Q#26

High vitality (depends on population; numbers do
indicate big population)

ISLQ Q#37, Q#38

High vitality except for Nong Nang Leung

ISLQ Q#39 Potentially low vitality (but only if proven So use is
declining at same rate)
Ethnolinguistic | KSLQ Q#28, Q#29 | High vitality except for Nong Nang Leung
makeup of . . N
village ISLQ Q#21 High vitality (99% first language)
Contact KSLQ Q#42, Q#43 | Potentially high vitality (few intermarriages with

non-So based on subjective responses)
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Research Concepts Tool Inference
question
KSLQ Q#52 Low vitality for Nong Nang Leung. Unclear for
other villages (youth leave regularly and frequently,
but they do return)
KSLQ Q#53 Vitality depends; some high (e.g. Na Tao, Noi
Siwilai), some low (e.g. Nong Nang Leung)
Geographical |Map High vitality (villages close by each other)
distribution
Population KSLQ Q#30 Potentially high vitality (increasing population),
except Nong Nang Leung
Educational KSLQ Q#32, Q#33 | Low vitality (CT language of instruction)
policy
Language ISLQ Q#38 Moderate vitality (not low vitality)
attitudes ISLQ Q#40 Potentially high vitality (but not statistically viable)
ISLQ Q#46 Moderate vitality (not low vitality)
ISLQ Q#47 Unclear (depends on “not clear” category)
ISLQ Q#48 High vitality (Able to give reasons)
ISLQ Q#53 High vitality (View So literacy positively)
ISLQ Q#54 Medium vitality
ISLQ Q#55 Moderate vitality
Ethnolinguistic | ISLQ Q#27 High vitality
identity ISLQ Q#48 High vitality

Table 60: Summary of inferences about language vitality

5.6 Summary

Four villages (Noi Siwilai, Don Yang, Kham Toey, and Na Tao) have sufficient self-
reported comprehension of the So variety from Photi Phaisan. All four also have positive
attitudes toward Photi Phaisan So and language vitality is high in these villages.
Therefore, it appears likely that materials developed in the Photi Phaisan variety can be
used in these four villages and their neighbouring communities. Further comprehension
testing using Recorded Text Testing (RTT) could be used to confirm this conclusion.

There is indication that fewer So in Nong Nang Leung have sufficient comprehension of
the Photi Phaisan variety, but this is based on one data set (table 28 on page 31). One data
set alone is insufficient to generalize as to whether or not the So in Nong Nang Leung
have inadequate comprehension of Photi Phaisan So. However, Nong Nang Leung has
indications of relatively lower So language vitality than the other villages. Nong Nang
Leung also appears to have higher potential of adequate mastery in Isan or CT compared
to other villages. The only negative indication of adequate mastery in a LWC is the older
generation speaking Isan poorly. Assuming Nong Nang Leung is unable to use materials
developed in the Photi Phaisan variety, they may be able to use materials developed in
either CT or Isan. Isan appears to be the LWC more widely used, but CT appears to be
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favored more. Additional research would need to be conducted to confirm this finding,
such as bilingualism testing in CT or Isan.

6 Recommendations

It is worth investigating the reasons why Nong Nang Leung may potentially not be able
to use materials developed in Photi Phaisan So. The team should probably find out if this
village is an exception to the norm, or if there may be factors that suggest other villages
with sociolinguistic situations like Nong Nang Leung would not able to use materials
developed using Photi Phaisan So.

The potential use of LWC materials in Nong Nang Leung (e.g. community development,
literature sharing) requires a decision to be made between the two LWCs in this region
(CT or Isan). Isan appears to be more widely used but CT seems to have a more positive
status. The team would have to choose between adequate mastery (Isan seems better) and
language attitudes (CT seems better).

It may be useful to consider conducting RTT to evaluate comprehension between other

villages and the Photi Phaisan variety of So. RTT results would help to determine the
extensibility of the current development project using Photi Phaisan So.
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Appendix A: List of So villages

Tables 61 and 62 contain a list of So villages in Sakon Nakhon and Nakhon Phanom provinces. Survey sites were selected from this list.
Some villages were not selected because these have been surveyed or researched before. Villages listed with Markowski as source were
provided by a So informant in Kusuman.

Sakon Nakhon province

District Subdistrict Village Population (village | Lat/Long Distance to Other Notes Village group Near main road Selection rationale
dna fua ny1inu leader or KKU) nY1inu Kusuman®’
Kusuman Kusuman Kusuman ~17° 19’ 45” Mixed So and Isan; | A yes
a. nFNRE a. NFUAL U. NJURE ~1040 20 15~
Kok Samhong ~17-17° 40” ~4 km Two separate areas | A no
u. nn&UTE [3. ~104-19°20” on RTS, marked
u159] the larger
I Kut 672 ~17-2215” ~5km A yes
u. 8nA ~104° 19720
Nong Hoy ~17223°0” ~7km Officially listed as | A yes
1. iuavuatl ~104- 19 50” one village, but
[2. uavaan ia, 3. have two parts,
uavaay Au] separated
geographically
NaPho Ban Born 566 ~17°21°0” ~8km Maybe only 30- A yes
f. WING U uay ~104° 17°20” 40% So
Kha Kai 587 ~17- 21’ 40” ~9km A yes
u. a'lA ~104- 17° 40”
Khok Muang 325 ~17222°0” ~10km A yes
u. Tanig ~104° 18”0
Khok Sawang 283 ~17-22’30” ~12km A yes
u. 1AN&I9 ~104- 18’40

27 Average distance calculated from Map Magic program.
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District Subdistrict Village Population (village | Lat/Long Distance to Other Notes Village group Near main road Selection rationale
dna Fua ny1inu leader or KKU) NY1inu Kusuman
Muang Kao 113 ~172 20 40” ~4km Surveyed before A yes Not selected —
u. iagtan ~1040 18°25” surveyed before
Photi Phaisan Photi Phaisan 621 (VL) ~17-22°10” ~Tkm Spelled differently | A yes Selected for pilot
&, TWglwea . Twd'lwena 579 ~104°22° 107 on some maps. test and as
Surveyed before reference/ prestige

dialect village (even
though surveyed
before)

Khok Nong Pheu | 244 ~17220* 50” ~8km Newer village, not | A no

u. Tannuagiia ~104° 23°30” named on RTS

Kutsagoi 415 ~17-21°30” ~11km A yes

1. NARLNa ~104- 24°30”

Phon Phaeng 755 ~17023*25” ~9km A yes

U TWULWY ~104°23°0”

Huay Kok 381 ~17-24°0” ~11 km A yes

u. renan ~104-22°20”

Nong Khem 268 ~17-24° 07 ~12km A yes

U, NUDILAN ~104°22°0”

Khok Klang 170 Not on RTS yes

u. Tannane

Kut Hu 660 ~17-24°0” ~13km A yes

U. NeE ~104°21°20”

Phon Muang ~17¢23*30” ~12 km A yes

u. Twuse ~104° 217 40”

Table 61: So village list in Sakon Nakhon including selection rationale
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Nakhon Phanom province

District Subdistrict Village Population (village | Lat/Long Distance to Other Notes Village group Near main road Selection rationale
dna FAUR nyiinu leader or KKU) EGTRLT] Kusuman
Phon Sawan Ban Kho Na Kham 4107 523? Only older speak. Not selected —
2. TWuaIssd a. fhuda™ 1. A Surveyed before surveyed before
Na Tao 425 172 32°0” ~27km Not on RTS, but C yes Selected for
U. U6 104 17° 40” school is on Map medium population
Magic
Ngiw 544 ~17°31°0” ~26km C yes
1. 37 [3. 6379] ~104- 18’0
Sang Kaew 302 ~26km New village; C yes
. #5190 mostly moved
from Ngiw
Khon Khii (?) Not sure, possibly
So
Na Hua Bo Nong Saeng ~27 km Not sure how
a. wiia U. NUDILY many still speak So
Phon Tum ~17°31°0” ~27km
. Twugu ~10422°0”
Phon Chan Phon Chan 817 ~17°26’0” ~16km Alternative
f. Twuau U, TWuau ~104° 25’0 spellings,
especially
subdistrict
Bong Kham 329 17- 24’ 10” ~14km Informant’s student | A1l no
U. WA 2. Tuud] 1040 25° 30” is there; school
director is his
friend; south of
highway 2028
Phon Chareon
U, TWuLIsgy
Noi Siwilai Al no Selected because
u. taad3ian 2. most isolated

28 Ban Kho subdistrict has mostly Yaw speakers.
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District Subdistrict Village Population (village | Lat/Long Distance to Other Notes Village group Near main road Selection rationale
dna fua ny1inu leader or KKU) wyinu Kusuman
gaaane]
Phon Sawan Nong Nang Leung | 806 ~17° 26’ 45” ~22 km B yes Selected for big
0. ITWURITTA U. BUDIUIILRY ~104- 28> 35” population
[3.8 1a9]
Khok Kong ~17°26°25” ~25 km B yes
1. 1anfag ~104- 29" 30”
Phon Bok ? Phon Phek ? 714 ~172650” ~25km Need to confirm if | B yes
f. Twuun u. Twuin ~104° 297 50” this Phon Phek or
in T. Phon Sawan
OR T. Na Hua Bo
Na Khamin (Ban) Dong ~17°31°30” ~28km Not sure how
a. iy 1. 69 ~104° 26’ 0” many speak So;
informant's
ancestors are from
here
Khok Na Di ~17°31°30” ~30 km D yes
u. Tnuné ~104°29°0”
Na Khamin 470 ~17232°0” ~31 km D yes Not selected —
u. w2fiu . Ay ~104- 29’ 30” similar to village
LY group B and C
Don Yang 163 ~35km D no Selected for small
1. eauy 3. N6 population
dgAenn]
Thung Noi 653 ~17°32°0” ~35km D no
1. viviiag ~104° 32°0”
Don Sawan
1. AaURITIA
Na Nam Kham 187
U. WA 2. 10
A1)
Tha Uthen Tha Cham Pa Huai Phra 452 ~17- 34’0~ ~36 km Not named on E yes
a. vihainu a. vind1ih U. WIaNW5E ~104° 30’0 RTS, but marked
as village.
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District Subdistrict Village Population (village | Lat/Long Distance to Other Notes Village group Near main road Selection rationale
dna fua ny1inu leader or KKU) wyinu Kusuman
Surveyed before
Kham Haak Not in KKU
U. AEn [2. uav website, so not
L] sure this is listed in
the right tambon;
out past Thung
Noi/Don Yang
Don Daeng 223 ~17235°0” ~39 km E yes
1. AAULAY ~104-29°0”
Don Daeng Noi E yes
1. eauuadiiad
Don Tiw
1. Aaus?
Kham Toey 605 ~17°34°0” ~42km E yes Selected for large
U. AL6E ~104- 27°30” population
Pha Thai Pha Thai 320 ~17°45°0” ~65 km Maybe 30-40 km Not selected —
/. Wene U, wenna 2. dsd ~104 19’0 north of Tha surveyed before
el Uthen. Surveyed
before
Na Kha Tha
U. w12 vin
NaDi? Not sure if this was
u. Wb for Pha Thai
subdistrict; KKU
does not list Na Di
there

Table 62: So village list in Nakhon Phanom including selection rationale
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Appendix B: Word list analysis methodology

The word list analysis follows lexicostatistical comparison methods. Words from
different speech varieties are compared to see if cognate relationships exist between
them. Lexically similar words are considered cognate pairs. The percentage of the sum of
cognate pairs is then calculated to see if two speech varieties might be intelligible or not.

Words are broken down into segments and segment pairs between different speech
varieties are compared following a set of criteria based on the Blair method (Nahhas and
Mann 2007). Each segment pair is then assigned a category depending on whether it
meets any of the criteria in the categories or not. The following categories show criteria
used for this survey.

Category 1
a) exact matches
b) vowels differ by one phonological feature
c) phonetically similar consonants that occur consistently for at least 3 word pairs

d) the following consonant pairs occuring in the same position: [r-1], [tf-t¢], [?-k]

Category 2
a) vowels differ by more than one phonological feature
b) phonetically similar consonants by not consistently attested (less than 3 word
pairs)

Category 3
a) phonetically dissimilar consonants
b) segments that correspond to nothing (absence-of-segment) in other variety

Ignore
a) breathy distinctions
b) vowel length
c¢) tonal distinctions

Once all segment pairs are assigned a category, the following rule is then applied to
determine if the two words are lexically similar or not.

Two items are judged to be phonetically similar if:

1. atleast 50% of the segments compared are in category 1, AND
2. atleast 75% of the segments compared are in category 1 and category 2
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Only segments from the word's main syllable have been compared and analysed. So
words, like most other Mon-Khmer languages, are made up of pre-syllables and main
syllables. As with other Mon-Khmer languages, the semantic root lies in the main
syllable. In his reconstruction of proto-Katuic, Sidwell (2004: 20) mentions that pre-
syllables generally reflect secondary information such as derivation or transitivity. Word
studies on Katuic varieties such as Katu (Costello 1966) and Pacoh (Watson 1966)
provide evidence for this.

The following four words in table 63 from the So survey provide an example in
identifying the main syllables for analysis:

English stone dog fruit tree
Photi Phaisan ko:l etfor pelej eluan tenom eluan
Noi Siwilai koil eteoir pelaj tenom eluar
Nong Nang Leung kol atgorr palaj ?aluan tanom ?aluar
Don Yang ko:l BteDIr pelaj eluan tenom eluar
Kham Toey ko:l etfoth pelaj eluan tenam eluan
Na Tao ko:l etfo: pelaj eluan tenam aluan

Table 63: Example of four So words with minor and major syllables

The first word “stone” is unambiguously monosyllabic and can be compared directly. The
following word “dog” contains a minor syllable in the form [a] or [e], and a major

syllable in the form [t{o:r], [t¢pir], or other equivalents. The minor pre-syllable is ignored

from the lexicostatistical analysis as it does not add anything to the core meaning of the
word. Only the main syllables are compared. In the following two words “fruit” and

“tree”, the segment containing [luag] suggests semantic content as relating to trees or

plants and is ignored in the lexicostatistical analysis as it also likely does not impact the
core meaning of the word.

Applying this method of identifying segments for comparison, the words are only
compared based on the main syllable forms as found in table 64.
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English stone dog fruit tree
Photi Phaisan ko:l tfor lej nom
Noi Siwilai ko:l teoir lazj nom
Nong Nang Leung ko:l teoir laj nom
Don Yang ko:l teoir laj nom
Kham Toey kol tfoh laj nom
Na Tao kol tfo: laj nom

Table 64: Example of four So words with only the major syllables (containing root content)

The words are then compared between each village variety and each segment is assigned
a specific category following the pre-determined criteria. For the four example words,
this step would yield the following results in table 65.

English stone dog fruit tree
Photi Phaisan — Noi Siwilai lalala 1d 1a la lalbla lalala

Photi Phaisan — Nong Nang Leung | lalala | 1dlala | lalbla | lalala

Photi Phaisan — Don Yang lalala | 1dlala | lalbla | lalala
Photi Phaisan — Kham Toey lalala lala3a | lalbla | lalala
Photi Phaisan — Na Tao lalala | lala3b | lalbla | lalala

Noi Siwilai — Nong Nang Leung lalala lalala | lalala | lalala

Noi Siwilai — Don Yang lalala lalala | lalala | lalala
Noi Siwilai — Kham Toey lalala | 1dla3a | lalala | lalala
Noi Siwilai — Na Tao lalala | 1dla3b | lalala | lalala
Nong Nang Leung — Don Yang lalala lalala lalala lalala
Nong Nang Leung — Kham Toey lalala Idla3a | lalala lalala
Nong Nang Leung — Na Tao lalala | 1d1a3b | lalala | lalala
Don Yang — Kham Toey lalala | 1dla3a | lalala | lalala
Don Yang — Na Tao lalala | 1dla3b | lalala | lalala
Kham Toey — Na Tao lalala | lala3b | lalala | lalala

Table 65: Lexical similarity criteria application

Applying the two rules for judging phonetic similarity, word varieties from each village
can then be determined as lexically similar or not. See table 66.
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English stone dog fruit tree
Photi Phaisan — Noi Siwilai Yes Yes Yes Yes
Photi Phaisan — Nong Nang Leung Yes Yes Yes Yes
Photi Phaisan — Don Yang Yes Yes Yes Yes
Photi Phaisan — Kham Toey Yes No Yes Yes
Photi Phaisan — Na Tao Yes No Yes Yes
Noi Siwilai — Nong Nang Leung Yes Yes Yes Yes
Noi Siwilai — Don Yang Yes Yes Yes Yes
Noi Siwilai — Kham Toey Yes No Yes Yes
Noi Siwilai — Na Tao Yes No Yes Yes
Nong Nang Leung — Don Yang Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nong Nang Leung — Kham Toey Yes No Yes Yes
Nong Nang Leung — Na Tao Yes No Yes Yes
Don Yang — Kham Toey Yes No Yes Yes
Don Yang — Na Tao Yes No Yes Yes
Kham Toey — Na Tao Yes No Yes Yes

Table 66: Lexical analysis showing phonetic similarity (Yes or No)
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Appendix C: Domains of language use

26 | 260) | 2600 | 26@ | 260 | 260 | 260 | 2600 | 260 | 260) | 2600 [ 2600 | 26m) | 260) [ 2600 [ 26(0)
HOME SOCIAL SETTING VILLAGE LEVEL BUSINESS | GOVT
With Grand Siblings | Spouse | Children | Grand Home So Non-So So in Non-So | Funeral Village Spirit Govt Teacher
parents parents children... friends friends market | in market meeting | ceremony | worker

So, Isan & | So — — — — — — — — — — — 2 1 — — —
Yaw

So & Yaw — — — — — — — — — — — — 1 — — —
So & others — — — — — — — — — — — 1 — — — —
So & Isan 1 — 1 1 2 6 — 1 — 2 — 15 8 3 — —
So & CT — — — 1 — — — 1 — — — — — — — —
So 58 59 58 33 35 47 16 58 — 57 — 39 36 53 — —
Isan & Yaw — — 1 — — — — 10 — 6 — — — 1 —
Isan — — 1 2 — 3 1 — 34 1 36 2 5 1 23 2
CT & Yaw — — — — — 1 — — 1 — — — — — — —
CT & Isan — — — — — — — — 7 — 5 — 2 — 6 —
CT — — — — — — — — 1 — 2 — 3 — 28 6
Yaw — — — 2 1 — — — 5 — 5 — — — — —
-their — — — — — — — — 2 — 6 1 — — 2 —
language

-skip- — — — 20 22 3 43 — — — — — — — — 52
-not asked 1 1 — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
-don't know — — — — — — — — — — — — 4 3 — —
TOTAL 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60

Table 67: Domains of language use
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Appendix D: Distribution of So phones based on collected
word lists

Tables 68 and 69 show the phone distribution list based on the 117-item word lists
collected in Photi Phaisan, Noi Siwilai, Nong Nang Leung, Don Yang, Kham Toey, and
Na Tao

Consonants

Bilabial/Labiodental | Dental/Alveolar/Post-alveolar | Palatal/Velar | Glottal
Plosives p,p" p%. b t,t", d k, k" ?
Nasals m n 0, 1’
Trill r
Fricatives s, f h
Affricates v tf, tc, tch
Approximants W, 0 1 J

Table 68: List of consonants based on collected word lists

Vowels
Front | Central Back
Close i, 1 i u, u, U
Close-mid e 35 0
Open-mid e e} 5
Open a e D

Table 69: List of vowels based on collected word lists
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Appendix E: Map

The following map shows the location of known So villages, including those that were
visited for this survey.
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Appendix F: Word lists

The following 117-item word list was used to survey Noi Siwilai, Nong Nang Leung,
Don Yang, Kham Toey, and Na Tao. The “Ref.434” column refers to the numbering of the
same word-item in the 434-item word list. This word list takes only the words from the
MSEA 434-item word list which have a weight of 3 based on Mann’s MSEA comparative
word list (matching 2004 print copy). Some words were not found in the 434-item MSEA
wordlist and have been added with their Thai translations: These are #38, #73, and #80.

# I:;ﬁ English Central Thai # I:;f‘ English Central Thai
1 1 sky viauvh 60 | 200 | tosew (cloth) | ufiu (§1)
2 2 sun wazaiad [ 61 | 212 | fire W

ANaARE]
3 3 moon WIvAUN3 (29 62 | 213 ashes fén
AUNS]

4 4 star YA 63 | 214 | smoke AU
5 |5 cloud R 64 | 223 | tosmell éinau
6 7 rain Wy 65 | 224 | tosee LAY
7 11 wind AU 66 | 227 to eat iy
8 |12 night nanvAu 67 | 230 | tobe full Au
118 | year 1 68 | 232 E‘v’vgtr;‘;‘ du ()
10 |23 water 1 69 [ 234 | tovomit aigu
11 |24 river Wit 70 | 235 | tospit el [6y]
12 |26 earth, soil fiu 71 | 239 to breathe mweala
13 |29 stone #u 72 | 240 to blow (air) 1ih (aw)
14 |35 mountain N 73 to squeeze So/du
15 | 38 tree Au'lyl 74 | 244 | to laugh sy
16 | 42 root 57n 75 | 252 to know 5
17 | 43 leaf Tu 76 | 259 | to be afraid nf
18 | 44 flower Aan 77 | 261 to sleep UBUNALU
19 | 45 fruit wa'ldl 78 | 267 to scratch L
20 | 47 grass wein 79 1269 | todie ]
21 |71 salt 1naa 80 to live (not die) | ag (‘lainne)
22 |72 animal dad 81 | 271 to sit 119
23 |81 dog W [l 82 | 272 | tostand flu
24 | 83 to bite Aa 83 | 283 to fall fnn
2 g7 ?kl)lrlel;s il | T 84 | 288 | togive o
26 horn (of L2 (adn .

&9 buffago) 8) 85 | 289 to tie WA
27 190 tail AN 86 | 291 to rub, scrub )
28 | 93 bird un 87 | 292 to wash A9
29 |95 wing in 88 | 297 | tocut (hair) AR (W)
30 | 96 feather AUUN 89 | 301 to dig AR
31 | 98 egg "lai 90 | 308 | toburn LW
32 | 101 fish lan 91 | 314 | tohunt a
33 102 snake N 92 | 315 to kill 9in
34 | 110 louse (head) N 93 | 322 one (person) wily (AY)
35 | 116 fly wuagiu 94 | 323 two (persons) &av (AU)
36 | 119 head Lip) 95 | 324 three (persons) | & (AYW)
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Ref.

Ref.

434 English Central Thai # 434 English Central Thai

37 | 122 hair Al 96 | 325 four (persons) & (AY)
38 neck Aa 97 | 326 five (persons) | ¥ (AW)
39 1125 | eye o 98 | 334 Eg::pgmy wane (Au)
40 | 127 nose YN 99 | 341 to be long )
41 | 129 ear % 100 | 345 to be thick nun
42 | 130 mouth 1A 101 | 346 to be thin U9
43 | 131 tongue au 102 | 353 to be round nau
44 | 133 tooth u 103 | 355 right (side) (87u) 1
4 130 ?E;‘l’;)len viag 104 | 356 | lefi (side) (6nu) dne
46 | 141 heart mla 105 | 358 to be far na
47 | 143 liver [}1] 106 | 359 to be near 1na
48 | 144 intestines a'l& 107 | 362 | black i
49 | 145 | hand fia 108 | 363 | white 217
50 | 150 | fingernail dufia 109 | 364 | red ey
51 | 157 foot LN 110 | 368 | to be new Twal
52 to be old

159 bone nseqn 111 | 369 (thing not LA

person)
53 | 162 fat lugiu 112 | 383 to be cold “un
1163 | skin AN 113 | 384 Eﬁlzef:)harp AU (fin)
55 | 164 | blood LRan 114 | 386 | to be heavy niln
56 | 171 person AU 115 | 416 I (1* singular) | iU
57 174 child (one’s an 116 | 420 you, thou (2™ -
own) N singular) '

58 | 182 name fia 117 | 430 warm au
59 184 road, path auU, N9
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Appendix G: Knowledegeable sociolinguistic questionnaire

Questions

Central Thai

Interviewee Number

Survey

Village Name

Interviewer Name

Date

Language of Elicitation

Language of Response

Interpreter Name (if needed)

AR RIS Pl P A

Comments (anything unusual or noteworthy
about this interview)

10. What is your name?

Adiaay'ls A5y

11. Gender

12. How old are you?

anevin'lug asu

13. Are you married?

LEIULRINI AL ASY

14. (if MARRIED) Do you have any children?

fignluu a3y

(a) (fYES) How many?

fidau A%y

15. What is your job?

vihauagls sy

16. Up to what level of education did you
complete?

Fauauduasls asy

(a) What school did you go to?

FauntsEauliu asy

(b) Over there, what language do the teachers
use to teach?

ATuasliaayilssau afu

17. Where were you born?

AaT Iy Asu

18. Where did you grow up?

WBuTa7lvu Afu

19. Where do you live now?

aauflagiluu a¥u

20. How long have you lived there/here?

agi /79U nuuwinlsudl e

21. What language did you speak first as a child?

aautfluidnwanimazlsladuaimiusn Ay

22. Now, can you speak any other languages?

aautl wan e aulévuu Ay

23. Which language do you speak best?

wanaylsinefign Ay

(a) ....doyou speak second best?

. yaidaflududuiizas avasu

(b) ....do you speak third best?

LwatAvfududuianu azasu

24. Where was your father born?

walhn?'luu asu

(a)

What about your mother... where was she
born?

wiazAsy... witiain'lvu asu

(b) What people group is your father?

waduauniagls asu

(©

What about your mother... what people
group is she?

wiazasy... Juauxiagls afy

(d) What language did your father usually speak

to you when you were a child?

aaufiudn wawanwaylsiud a¥u
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(¢) What about your mother... what language did
she usually speak to you when you were a
child?

wiaAsy... winanmazlsdun afu

(f) When you were a child, what language did
your parents speak to each other?

aaudiuidin waAuwinaamaylsiu Ay

25. (if MARRIED) Where was your husband/wife
born?

fil/ns5en tAndi'luu A%y

(a) What people group is your husband/wife
from?

&13i/as5en Jueuknagls afu

26. What is the official name of this village?

fFadflumenisuasvtinud faazls asu

(a) What “Tambon” is it in?
(b) What “Amphoe” is it in?

fnuaayls A5y
dnaazls sy

27. How many houses are in this village?

myjtihudfidindoa3au a3y

28. What is the total number of people in this

village?

%
<

wyjtihutiffonuaiau asu

29. In this village, what are the people groups here?

Tuvyjtinutl fiauein ag'lsting asu

(a) Which group is the most?

N lnu finuainnfgen a5y

(b) Which group is the second most?

Ll druunndlududuingay afu

i. About how many houses?

filsyanan Avdvani3au asy

ii. About how many people?

fiaudszunadnu a3y

(¢) Which group is the third most?

v udfieuunadlududuiiain asy

i. About how many houses?

fidlszanan Andvaidau asu

ii. About how many people?

fiaudszunaAnu a3y

30. Now, if counting by percentage, are there more

So people or fewer?

uilaaiiudl drdaduilafidusd dauld wndu
wiailasay AfY

31. Where did the people who live in this village

come from?

2 tiulungtinug draananniiiug asu

(a) Since when did they move here?

fhesnagidl dousiiialug asu

(b) (if moved here RECENTLY) When they
moved here, what other groups were they
around?

aauifnauniauni avlsagsinduting asu

(c) (if moved here RECENTLY) When they first
moved here, what other languages were used
here?

Lazmaurfnaunauusaiiniraglstinen tgng
AU

(d) Why did they move here?

wniineunadiid wwzagls asu

(e) Do people from here still keep in contact
with people from [mention place came
from]?

Auiidl dodinsaduauiiuasivu asy

32. Is there a school in this village?

myjtiudfitsedaulug sy

(a) (GfYES) Until what levels are taught?

faudofiu'lviu asu

(b) (f YES) What language is used for teaching?

msxauldarzayls asu

(c) Do you know if the teachers use So to help
in teaching?

Ansuivaii aslinne11d Mhalunissaumnsa
ila Ay

(d) (Gif YES) The students in this school are what
people groups?

WnEauitsedeu uaukinazlsting asu

(e) (GfYES) Which ethnic group has the most
students?

winluufiinFawinnige asu
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(f) (f YES) Which ethnic group has the second
most students?

N lnufidnBaunnndudungay Asu

(g) (GfYES) Which ethnic group has the third
most students?

i lufiinGaunnasuduiiain asu

33. Do any children go to any other villages/towns
for school?

P a = | a = P o
filgn 9 TdFeu Nvijiinudu wialudaslvy afy

(a) (if YES) Mostly, do the children study here
or other places? How many?

v
Ao o

fHhunnndinBauiiiviadeunidu asu
unaa'liny Asy

(b) (if YES) Where? 7Alvu A%y
(¢) (if YES) What levels do they go for? wn'lddeuduayls asu
(d) (if YES) What is the language of instruction | T39i3ausiu sauliinnmnayls afu

in that school?

(e)

Do you know if the teachers use So to help
in teaching?

Ansuivaii aslinne1d dhalunisgaunia
& AU

(f) (GfYES) The students in that school are what

people groups?

WnEaulsedautiu Huaukiaglsiing Ay

34. About how many years of education do

children from this village usually complete?

fHunn 1in 9 Beuauduazls asu

35. Other than So, what other languages do people

speak in this village?

Avytinut uanatnae & wdr 1tihunaniz
azl5dniing Ay

36. [Ask for each language given in #35]

(a) What type of people speak [language] well?

AunaluAnan1= [ ]9 afu

(b) Are there any types of people in this village
who speak [language] poorly?

wdflaunwaniz [ ] luaeluu a3y

i. What types of people?

tiHulastine asu

37. Other than So, which language is used by the
most people in this village?

NN TE ud? Tunsitinud ausulueld
M ay'ls asu

38. Meaning to say, in this village, the language
used by the most people is So, and the second-
most is [Refer language #37]. If so, what is the

third-most?

U3 tungjiinud a8 ainadgedududu
wie uay Mae [ ] inadlududuingas usn
M Munnadududunaudanizagls asu

(a) About how many speak [Refer language
#37]? (1) All (2) Most (3) Half (4) Some

aufiyanm [ ] fldszne Aau A%y
iy (nnau (2)&ruunn (3)a3enils (4)uvau

(b) About how many speak [Refer language
#38]? (1) All (2) Most (3) Half (4) Some

auriyanim [ ] fidszane Anu A%y
tdu (Dnnau (2)adruunn (3)azvnile (4)uvau

39. Do you know of any So people in this village
who don’t speak So any more?

TunytinuitauTdnbinam e Tdudr’'ve asu

(a) (fYES) Are there many?

flunnlnu adu

(b) (f YES) What languages do they speak?

winwan=1azlsing asu

40. Are there So people in this village who speak
So poorly?

Tuvytinutl fauldinanun1d Lidaaae n
A%u

(a) (f YES) What types of people?

Huaungu'lvu asu

(b) (f YES) What languages do they speak

WINLNHWANEaL 151NN AfY

well?
(¢) (if YES) What language do you use with wdIwanHaLlsiuin asy
them?
41. Are there people in this village who speak only | unyjtinufl fautdiwausaiw 114 winiu luu
So? Ay
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(a) GfYES) What types of people?

tHueunau'lvu afu

42. In this village, is it common for So people to
marry people from other groups?

vajtinutl auldusvnuduaueinduiiuiEas
555101 11 A%Y

(a) (GfYES) What people groups do they marry?

weisufuauLthiaylsting Ay

(b) People who marry people from other groups;
are there many? (1) All (2) Most (3) Half (4)
Some

AuiusonuduauEnay funn'lue afu
iy (Dnnau 2)duunn (3)a39uils (4)unvau

43. Ifa So person from this village marries a
person from another group, usually where do
they live? [in So area or outside]

dfiautdannnyiinuiuseuduaunidy Und
nazadnluudu asu [Nniinuld wia Mau]

(a) Usually, what language do their children
speak first?

Unsigataazwanizaylsldnau afu

(b) (if NOT So) Can they speak So?

wdrgnwan1= & 1a'luu adu

44. Are there cassettes/CDs in So?

find vida wrudd Adluneid un asu

(a) Do people listen to them?

fiauile 1uy asu

45. Have you ever seen anything written in So?

Aaaivazlsidaumdun= 18y sy

(a) What things?

Huagls asu

(b) Do people read them?

fiauau 1h9'luu sy

46. What language is used at public meetings?

Tunsiseguuasnyiinu Tda1asls adu

(a) (fNOT So) Do they ever use So in public

taafinslda e i&lunisdssynaasnjiinuluu

meetings? Afu
47. What language is used in official notices? nunalsendnalg 1darazls asu
48. What language is used at funerals? nNaAeAGaAw 1da1wasls asu
49. Are announcements (loudspeaker) made in So? | \&aganuana Tda1#+11& Ty A5y
50. Do you know of outsiders who have lived in Ainsutine'lvuasuii fiaufaamnagidliuu

the area for a while and researched about So?

wae vinnsdTaAmAune1d uasu

(a) Who?

Hulas asu

51. Are there radio programs in So?

fsamsinaiduns 1§ v asu

(a) Do you listen to it?

Aeaasiuluy Ay

(b) Do you know if other people listen to it?

Ansuluuit fauduilesranisiusiavdalan
AU

52. Are any of your young people from this village
now living in towns/cities? Example: Bangkok,
Khon Khaen

fimumingnannnytinud ldagludiasluu asuy
LAY UDULLAYU ATILNW 1R

(a) (fYES) Why did they go?

wintanldvinaglsiine asu

(b) GfYES) Do very many go?

auiily funnlvu a¥y

(c) (GfYES) Do they come back to live here (to

wdaatanagiinanaunnagnillvu adu

stay)?
53. Do people from this village visit other So AuvytinuiléllaumntinuTdAdutinelue asu
villages?
(a) Where? A1y A%y

Which villages do you think speak differently from
this village?

AARI Mt Inuinan s Td sreanavyjtinud
1ing A5Y

The villages that speak differently...
The villages that speak the same...

mjtinufine srofu...
njiunine tmllaudu...

(b) Do very many go?

..auluunnlug asu

(¢) Why do they go?

.Jdvinaglsting asu
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(d) How often do they go?

Llddaswalvuy asy

(e) Are they able to speak to each other in So or
do they have to use another language?

LHaiaadu N ldae 181y via dasldnimn
au ATy

(f) (if they USE So) Do they have any trouble
understanding each other?

Lanfiflagwtuaisidintadutine lvy adu

(g) (if they USE So) Do they have to adjust the
way they speak So to communicate?
[Example: accent, vocabulary, slower]

..Waagaalviiinladu wndaslfuniswanim 1
wavta' vy Asu [adrvidu &wdiny Adwil wadn
avJ]

54

. Were there any distractions or interruptions that

interfered with the flow of the interview or
seemed to influence some of the responses?

55.

Did the subject seem to understand the
language of elicitation?

56.

Did the subject seem shy or fairly confident
about expressing his/her opinions?

57.

Did the interpreter change any of the questions?
Note what was actually asked.

58.

Other observations about the interview?

59.

Were there any questions that seemed to work
really well? Which questions? Why?

60.

Were there any questions that seemed to not
work well? Which questions? Why?
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Appendix H: Individual sociolinguistic questionnaire

Preliminary Information

Central Thai

Interviewee Number

Survey

Village Name

Interviewer Name

Date

Language of Elicitation

Language of Response

Interpreter Name (if needed)

AR RN Pl P

Comments (anything unusual or noteworthy
about this interview)

10. What is your name?

Afiaayls Ay

11. Gender

12. How old are you?

angin'lug Ay

13. Are you married?

WEIIULRINIALY Ay

14. (if MARRIED) Do you have any children?

fignlviu asu

(a) (GfYES) How many?

fiiau A%y

15. What is your job?

1rinuayls asu

16. Up to what level of education did you
complete?

Bauauduaz'ls asy

(a) What school did you go to?

o

Gauilsedeulvu asy

(b) Over there, what language do the teachers
use to teach?

v
o

Adunpsliinayissau afu

17. Where were you born? W'l a3y

18. Where did you grow up? WuTadlvu asu

19. Where do you live now? aaufiagiluu a¥u

20. How long have you lived there/here? agi /1% nuuwin'lsudr adu

21. What language did you speak first as a child? | paufluifnyanizazlsladunaivusn asu
22. Now, can you speak any other languages? naufl wan 1 aulalva asu

23. Which language do you speak best? wammaglsinefign asu

(a) ....do you speak second best?

waanilududuiiaa azasu

(b) ....do you speak third best?

. yaidalududuiiau azasu

24. Where was your father born?

waltia'luu a5y

(a)

What about your mother... where was she
born?

WHALASL... WilART1HY A%y

(b) What people group is your father?

warlluauinnayls asu

(©

What about your mother... what people
group is she?

wiazasy... Wuaudiagls asu

(d) What language did your father usually speak

to you when you were a child?

aaudiiiuidn wayanmavlsiud asu
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(e) What about your mother... what language
did she usually speak to you when you were
a child?

wiazAsy... winaaazlsdun afu

(f) When you were a child, what language did
your parents speak to each other?

aaudduidin waduwinaaaylsiu afu

25. (if MARRIED) Where was your husband/wife
born?

fil/ns5en vAndi'luu asu

(a) What people group is your husband/wife
from?

&3i/assen Juaukinagls asu

26. What languages do you speak...

AWanrayls...

(a) .... with your parents?

LAuwaud asu

(b) ....with your grandparents?

§

Auiledhanene asu

(c) ....with your siblings?

§

Auditiag a3y

°

(d) (if MARRIED) ...with your husband/wife? |...Au a&fi/as5e1 AU

(e) (if HAVE children) ...with your children? ..AURNRE ATY

(f) (if OLD and HAVE children) ...with your LAuanuay asu
grandchildren / nieces / nephews?

(g) [if NOT CLEAR] So, in your house, what dnatnafu lutinuuai ﬁw mm:nas”tsmnﬁam
language do you use the most? Ay

(h) What languages do you speak with So fiyanmarlsfuiauauld asu
friends?

(i) ....with non- So friends? .Auiauilildauld asu

(i) ....at the market with So people? ..Auaulédfinann Ay

(k) ....at the market with non- So people? .Auauilildldieaa afu

(D) ....ata funeral? .. Toudw afu

(m) ....at a village meeting? LJunsdszuniitiny asu

(n) ....with a government worker? AU wdneusy asy

(0) ....at a spirit ceremony? LA WhREAENAUR A%y

(p) ....with your teacher? ..AuAg AFY

27. Do you think of yourself first as Thai, Isan, So,
or something else?

ANuAaLsn Adaindianiluauazls a¥u
AUlng AUaE U AUTH K52 AULKIAY

28. Can you buy something in Central Thai/Isan?

Agunsald M lne/dau lunisdazaslélivu
AT

29. Can you tell about your family in Central Thai/

Isan?

A &unsalit an'lve/dsu @dadndy
Asaums? el A5y

30. If you overhear two Central Thai/Isan people
speaking Central Thai/Isan in the market can

you describe in So again (what you heard)?

fildauaulng/dsu wa Men'lng/danu
Aae Nazauisaaduraehilun=w 18 16l uu
ATy

31. Could you use Central Thai/Isan to explain
work to a Central Thai/Isan speaker so he can

do it himself?

fuufiiRazadinanulviduauine/dau wialv
wvineuaadtas Wazadunefuniwlne/
daulaluu afu

32. Can you speak Central Thai/Isan as fast as a
Central Thai/Isan person and still be

understood?

Awaas'neg/dau Fivinduaulne/danulé
v wazauivazidilalvn asy

33. Can you speak Central Thai/Isan as well as a

Central Thai/Isan person?

AR Awa A lne/danu dawvinduaulne/
a

f&u'lun asy
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34. Do you ever meet So people from Photi
Phaisan village?

ALrawuAUAUNNIRNA LAY TN T AsY

(a) (If YES) What language do you use when
speaking with So people from Photi Phaisan
village?

Aliawagisdfianaduauiiinann ias T afu

(b) Do you speak the kind of So from this
village or the kind from Photi Phaisan
village?

'
o

Aya e Tduuuvtinudl vdauuuuas wias T
AL

(¢) Do you have to change your style of
speaking to understand each other?

Agiavdsunisne tRaaslidinladulvuu adu

i. (if YES) Change how?

d5ueiale Ay

35. [If they answer something other than “So”]
Why don’t you use So with them?

'l td a1 & AU Ay

36. When you hear someone speak Photi Phaisan
village So variety, do you understand (1)
everything (2) most things (3) some things or

(4) nothing at all?

nafldauauyam N Tduuy Wag I Wdinla
16 (1)visnua (2)druunn (3)uvaeing (4)1
ihlaae

(a) (@GfNOT “everything”) How is So from Photi
Phaisan village different with So from this

Téuuy Wao Tw Ay T&wuuvytinud sredu do'le
ATy

village?
37. What language do So children in this village | 16inq T&#Amiiud wansazisidunaiwusn
speak first? Ay
38. When So children in this village play together, | mauiidng T&Antinuiiaudradu wldaimw

what language do they use?

as'ls asu

(a) How do you feel about that?

W38nea'le A

39. When the children in this village have never
even gone to school at all, when they are still
small, can they speak any other languages other
than So?

aaudiin 9 uithuddelinallisedauan aau
NSnag LLNFUITANAAIHIAUUANIINATEN
1& 1611 A%y

(a) (if YES) What languages?

A1y 1sting AU

40. Do you think the So children in this village
speak So well?

AAanIdng T&luvajtinut waam11&neluu
Asu

(a) (if NO) How do they not speak well?

wanm 18 inede'le afu

(b) (if NO) How do you feel about that?

A58nda'le a¥u

41. When speaking with their children, what
language do So parents use?

nanawiauldaadugn 9 wwaaxayls afy

(a) (If not So) Why?

wzasls asu

42. If a So person is married to a non-So person,
what language do they use with their children?

drautdusgnuduauilildeuld wiagldnanm
ay'lsaadugnuadian Asy

(a) (if So NOT mentioned) Do they use So?

wnagldaie 18Ty asu

(b) (if DON'T use So) Why?

wzaylsasu

43. Do your children ever speak Central Thai/Isan
at home?

anuadiinayan e lng/dau Atinulve asu

(a) [For each language] How do you feel when
they do that?

W38nea'le Ay

(b) [For each language] Why?

wzasls asu

44. If a young So person married a Central
Thai/Isan person, do you think it is good or
not?

dfiautdusvouduaulng/dsu RAaindvia
wan asu
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(a) (if NO) Why?

Wszasls asu

(b) Are there a lot of marriages between So and
Central Thai/Isan?

uviytinud AsusivouauTdfuauing/dau §
an'luy asu

i. How many?

fife a3y

45. If a young So person married a person from
Photi Phaisan village, do you think it is good or
not?

ffiauTdus9Iudy fiunann ag Tw AdaInG
wiadan asu

(a) (if NO) Why?

szayls sy

(b) Are there a lot of marriages between So and
people from Photi Phaisan village?

unyjtinudl nsusvnuAuTdAuauAINaIn Wiag
I flunn'luu A3y

(c) How many?

fifau a3y

46. Are there So people in the village who have
stopped speaking So?

uviytinud fauld Adnwan1=Tdudl Win

(a) (if YES) Why?

szayls asy

(b) (GfYES) How do you feel about that?

W58nda'le Asu

47. 20 years from now, will there be children of
this village who can speak So?

AAnIan 20 fdneniin azdonafivdin 9 Tumnyjtinu
Awanm1dag T afy

(a) (if NO) How do you feel about that?

A5&nale asu

48. Do you want to see your children pass on and
preserve So identity?

Aamaiugnaiu &unas uaz shanuiu
AUl& 1 un Ay

(a) What do you want them to pass on and
preserve?

aennashitndunas way $haylsiing asy

(b) Why?

szayls sy

49. Are the young people in this village
abandoning the So customs?

fauvyuanlunytinui Adnvinenu sssudiau
auld'lvuu afu

(a) (if YES) Why?

szayls asu

50. Do you know of any books written using So?

fAnsu'luuin futedadiiduniuTaineglu asu

51. Have you ever read or written So?

Apsauvdaidauns 1&g asu

52. (if LITERATE in So)

(a) Read what?

auayls asu

(b) Write what?

wWauay'ls asu

53. Do you think being able to read and write So is
beneficial?

AdaIAsaudaunE 1 16dilse Taanilwy
AT

(a) (if YES) How is it beneficial?

flse e 9l AU

(b) (if NO) Why?

szayls asu

54. Suppose someone wrote books in So, what
kinds of things would you like to have written
in your language?

suyiinfiou Wauniodaiduaim1a Aaenasli
@autigduaasaylsing afy

55. If someone came to your village to teach how
to read and write So, would you go?

fuNAN fausndaunisarudauniw1d Wagly
Gaudua’luu ey

(a) How many hours per day would you go?

agld 3oy JuazAdug asy

56. Do you know any other villages that speak So?

Asnuytinudu AyanmT&1lun afy

(a) (fYES) Where?

Alnuting a3y

57. Which villages speak So the same as here?

ayinuluiine a1 wislauduiid asu

58. Which villages speak So a little different from
here, but you can still understand each other

P}
aaa

Ay inuluY Awane Tdseanniidifinwian
weiffaariinladule afu
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59. Which villages speak So very differently from
here, so different that you have trouble
understanding each other?

Laginuluu Awenw 18 srvanafiunnau
ihladulaenn afu

60. The villages that speak the same, (remind them | w3jtinufiwanE 1 T&uiiaudu Riannamiuin
which villages they named) what do you call Meazls asu
their language?

61. The villages that speak a little different, mjthuriwasredufianias Awaeladivg afu

(remind them which villages they named) have
you gone to those places?

(a) Where?

7N'luu Ay

62. Do you often talk with people from there?

Anaduauiutasluu Ay

63. (if YES) What language do you use when
speaking with each other?

Aldawayisda audu afu

(a) Do you speak the kind of So from this
village or the kind from that village?

Awam s T&@wuuvytinud vdalduuuvejtinuiu
5

(b) Do you have to change the way you speak to
understand each other?

D

AsiavdFunisye tNaastinladuldniallan asu

i. (if YES) Change how?

d5ufia'ly asu

64. [If they answer something other than “So”]
Why don’t you use So with them?

'ulilaldar &AL asy

65. When you hear them speak their variety, do
you understand (1) everything (2) most things
(3) some things or (4) nothing at all?

naildiuauiiunaa s lduuurasan A
116 (1)vienua (2)duunn (3)uvaein (
HlirdinTaae

(a) (@fNOT “everything”) How are they
different?

A uge'ly Ay

(b) What do you call that language?

AZaanEfuIaEalsasu

66. The villages that speak a very different,
(remind them which villages they named) have
you gone to those places?

wytinuriyaseduann Weelydlve ey

(a) Where?

A'lnu Asu

67. Do you often talk with people from there?

figaAuauiiutiasivy a¥u

68. (if YES) What language do you use when
speaking with each other?

Aliawayisdianadu afu

(a) Do you speak the kind of So from this
village or the kind from that village?

]
o

Aya e Tduuuvajtinudl valduuunstinuiu

u

(b) Do you have to change the way you speak to
understand each other?

D

Adasdfuniswe aasdinladu'ldvidailan asu

i. (if YES) Change how?

U5udia'ly Ay

69. [If they answer something other than “So”]
Why don’t you use So with them?

ulilaldar &AL asu

70. When you hear them speak their variety, do
you understand (1) everything (2) most things
(3) some things or (4) nothing at all?

nafldiuauituna s Tduuuaadan i
i1l (1)venua (2)duuna (3)unvating (
Al Taae

(a) (IfNOT “everything”) How are they
different?

AaAUEN' T A5

(b) What do you call that language?

AZaanEfuIaEaylsasu

71. In what place would you say So is spoken the
nicest and clearest?

AARI Audlvuyam 1§ wsiige fafige
AsU
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72.

Were there any distractions or interruptions that
interfered with the flow of the interview or
seemed to influence some of the responses?

73.

Did the subject seem to understand the
language of elicitation?

74.

Did the subject seem shy or fairly confident
about expressing his/her opinions?

75.

Did the interpreter change any of the
questions? Note what was actually asked.

76.

Other observations about the interview?

77.

Were there any questions that seemed to work
really well? Which questions? Why?

78.

Were there any questions that seemed to not
work well? Which questions? Why?
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Appendix I: Observations from Pha Thai and Khok Muang

After completing fieldwork for the five selected villages, the team made an unscheduled
visit to two other So villages in the region — Pha Thai and Khok Muang. The purpose was

simply to make sure there were no obvious differences in the sociolinguistic situation
among the So; data from the earlier five villages had not shown any data outside the

team's expectations.

The team did not collect any word lists or questionnaires, but talked to some of the
people about language use. Their responses, comments, and other observations were
written down in a notebook. These have been tabulated and correlated with the survey
research questions so that inferences can be made. Tables 70 and 71 show the inferences
drawn from the written responses and comments.

Responses, comments, and
observations

Inferences

Social gatherings see high use of
So and Isan; So currently the most
used

Possibly stong bilingualism in
Isan

Possible adequate mastery of Isan

Pha Thai villagers can
communicate easily with our
guide

No comprehension problems
between Pha Thai and Photi
Phaisan variety

Adequate comprehension to Photi
Phaisan So

Na Tao perceived as speaking
different So variety, but can still
understand with no problems

Na Tao is one of closest So
villages to Pha Thai. Perception as
“different” might suggest Photi
Phaisan variety (further) is also
“different”. Distance may impact
comprehension

Unclear comprehension to Photi
Phaisan So

Consider all So the same; still
communicate using So

Perception could possibly include
Photi Phaisan So

Possible positive attitudes to Photi
Phaisan So

Ancestors came from Kusuman

Possibly retain some sense of
kinship to Kusuman So

Possible positive attitudes to Photi
Phaisan So (if perception that
Kusuman = Photi Phaisan)

Kutsagoi uses “older, ancient” So

May perceive Kutsagoi variety as
purer; Kutsagoi is nearby Photi
Phaisan and may be very similar

Possible positive attitudes to Photi
Phaisan So (if Kutsagoi= Photi
Phaisan)

So lady impressed that Kusuman
youth maintain So use

Perceive that own village use of
So is less than in Kusuman

Possible positive attitudes to Photi
Phaisan So (if perception that
Kusuman = Photi Phaisan)

Low language vitality

Children's use of So declining.
Even if both parents So and speak
So with them, the children will
reply in Isan

Declining use of So among
younger generation

Low language vitality

One lady is ethnically So but
speaks So with Isan accent (not
natural)

Ethnic So adults not speaking So
well

Low language vitality
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Responses, comments, and
observations

Inferences

Youth in nearby So villages Suan
Kluay and Na Ka Tha speaking
So less

Sociolinguistic situation in
surrouding So villages may
influence or reflect use in Pha
Thai

Low language vitality

Ethnic So lady speaks Isan to her
own children

Language used in home domain is
non-So

Possible adequate mastery of Isan
Low language vitality

Ethnolinguistic makeup is ~50%
mix between So and Isan

High percentage of mixed
ethnicities may influence
language use

Possibly low language vitality

Children can understand So, but
don't speak as much as adults
(mentioned in two separate
conversations)

Possibly decreasing language
vitality

Know about COC books from 20-
30 years ago

Knowledge of So literature, but
unsure about attitudes to them

Unclear language vitality

Pha Thai and surrounding villages
divided into 10 sections (“muu’).
7/10 sections inhabited by So

No population numbers to
determine the concentration of
ethnic So...

Unclear language vitality

Pha Thai has annual So festival on | Possibly increased pride in So High language vitality
17 February ethnolinguistic identity
Two Isan people were found to So language is exerting influence | High language vitality

speak So fluently!

instead of being influenced

Na Tao, Ngiw, Sang Kaew, Phon
Phaeng, Kusuman considered
same variety

Perception of sameness extends as
far as Kusuman (furthest of
villages)

Dialect perceptions: So
everywhere is same

Possible adequate comprehension
and positive attitudes to Photi
Phaisan So (if perception that
Kusuman=Photi Phaisan)

So in Pha Thai and surrounding
villages speak the same i.e. no
differences in sounds or accents

Pha Thai and surrounding So
villages speak similar variety

Dialect perceptions: Pha Thai and
surrounding villages (Na Ka Tha
and Kaeng Samho) are same

Table 70: Responses, comments, and observations from informal visit to Pha Thai

A subjective assessment of the comments and responses from Pha Thai suggest possible
positive attitudes to Photi Phaisan So; although adequate comprehension is suspect.
However, there do seem to be many opinions that hint at low So language vitality in Pha
Thai. There are too few responses to infer anything about mastery and attitudes toward

CT or Isan.
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Responses, comments, and
observations

Inferences

Mentioned that “all So are the
same; equally good; no specific
place as the best”

Could suggest acceptance
attitudes to Photi Phaisan So as
reference dialect

Possibly positive attitude to Photi
Phaisan So

Considers Na Tao as more pure
So, with 100% So words
compared to 90% in own village

May indicate that Photi Phaisan is
not considered prestige dialect i.e.
purest or nicest. But doesn't mean
a negative attitude to Photi
Phaisan So either

Unclear attitudes to Photi Phaisan
So

Ethnolinguistic makeup: Only
five non-So (Isan) live here and
they “become So” i.e. learn So
language, customs etc..

High percentage of ethnic So in
this village; they exert influence
on non-So who live here

High language vitality

Comment on other village Na
Phiang: Older middle-aged people
still speak So

Infer that younger generation not
using So as much

Low language vitality in Na
Phiang

Comment on other village Kha
Kay and Ban Born: age-group
<40 cannot speak or understand
So; age-group 40-50 can
understand but cannot speak; age-
group >50 can speak and
understand

So used only among older people;
So use is lost in the younger
generation

Low language vitality in Kha Kay
and Ban Born

Comment on other village
Mueang Kao: speak Isan mostly

LWC (Isan) is used more
frequently than So

Low language vitality in Mueang
Kao

Comment on other village Pha
Thai: language use is declining

So use declining

Low language vitality in Pha Thai

Comment on other villages Khok
Sawang, I Kut, Nong Hoy, Don
Daeng: considered as “same So”

Perception that the villages
mentioned speak the same variety

Dialect perceptions: Khok
Sawang, I Kut, Nong Hoy, and
Don Daeng are same

Comment on other village Na
Phiang Kao: different language
used here (half vocabulary is
different), called Tri

Possibly different language
spoken in Na Phiang Kao

Dialect perceptions: So language
boundaries possibly at Na Phiang
Kao

Table 71: Responses, comments, and observations from informal visit to Khok Muang

Most of the Khok Muang responses were about language use in other villages. The
comments suggested declining So language vitality in selected villages. The information
might be useful to help decide survey sites if there were to be a survey done on So
villages with declining language vitality (see paragraph on Nong Nang Leung under

section 6: recommendations).
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Appendix J: Population

The village demographics show populations from 400+ to about 1,500 people (table 72).
The data has been further analysed by calculating the average number of people in each
household and comparing this with the “population per private household” statistic
(National Statistical Office of Thailand n.d.?).

The estimates of “population per household” show four So villages had higher ratios than
the district-wide average. Kham Toey's score was equivalent to the national statistical
averages. Correlating “population per household” scores with village populations indicate

that So villages may have larger populations than the district-wide average.

Village Q#26 (a) Q#26 (b) Q#27 Q#28
Sub-district District Number of | Number of Average District

(Tambon) (Amphoe) houses people number of | average for

people per population

household per private

household
Noi Siwilai | Phon Can Phon Sawan 84 464 5.5 4.1
Nong Nang | Phon Sawan |Phon Sawan 240 1,473 6.1 4.1

Leung

Don Yang Na Khamin | Phon Sawan 83 419 5.0 4.1
Kham Toey | Thacampa Tha Uthen 241 1,004 4.2 4.2
Na Tao Ban Kho Phon Sawan 197 963 4.9 4.1

Table 72: KLSQ responses showing selected village demographics (name, places and population)

Assuming the correlations are valid, all the villages would not seem to have low language
vitality as the populations appear to be equal to or above the national average.

29 The National Statistical Office of Thailand did not have data showing average population per village.
The data was modified to make like-for-like comparisons.
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