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Abbreviations and definitions

cfm – Falam Chin

cnh – Hakha Chin/ Laiholh

ctd – Tedim Chin

csy – Siyin (Sizang) Chin

czt – Zotung Chin
Domain – In sociolinguistics domain refers to a group of institutionalized social situations typically 
constrained by a common set of behavioural rules, e.g. the domain of the family is the house, 
of religion is the church, etc. The notion is seen as of particular importance in the analysis of 
multilingual settings involving several participants, where it is used to relate variations in the 
individuals’ choice and topic of language to broader sociocultural norms and expectations of 
interaction (Crystal 2008).

KC – Kuki-Chin

L1 – First Language

L2 – Second Language
Language Attitude(s) – A term used in sociolinguistics for the feelings people have about their own 
language or the language(s) of others. These may be positive or negative: someone may 
particularly value a foreign language (e.g. because of its literary history) or think that a 
language is especially difficult to learn (e.g. because the script is off-putting). Rural accents 
generally receive a positive evaluation, whereas urban accents do not. Knowing about 
attitudes is an important aspect of evaluating the likely success of a language teaching 
programme or a piece of language planning (ibid.).
MLE – Mother Language Education

mya – Burmese (Language)

SB – Spoken Burmese
Sociolinguistics – A branch of linguistics which studies all aspects of the relationship between 
language and society (ibid.).

1 Introduction

1.1 The Country of Myanmar
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In order to understand the culture and sociolinguistic situation of the subjects of this study, it’s best to first understand a few things about their country.  Burma (or Myanmar), called officially in the Burmese language: ပြည်တောင်စု သမ္မတ မြန်မာနိုင်ငံတော် [The Republic of The Union of Myanmar], is located in the geographical region of Mainland Southeast Asia (MSEA), between the countries Bangladesh, China, India, Laos, and Thailand (The World Factbook, Accessed 12 Dec., 2014). 
1.1.1 Geographic and Political Features

Concerning its size, Burma (Myanmar) is slightly smaller than the U.S. state of Texas, at 676,578 km².  There are seven regions within the country, namely: Ayeyawady (Irrawaddy), Bago, Magway, Mandalay, Sagaing, Taninthayi, and Yangon, where the former capital of the country, Yangon (Rangoon) is located.  There are also seven states, namely: Chin (the home state of the subjects of this study), Kachin, Kayah, Kayin, Mon, Rakhine (Arakan), and Shan (ibid.).

1.1.2 Languages of Myanmar

According to Ethnologue, “The number of individual languages
 listed for Myanmar is 118. Of these, 117 are living and 1 is extinct. Of the
 living languages, 11 are institutional [used in official education and government], 33 are developing [wide use with a standard literary form], 50 are vigorous [the language is used for face-to-face communication by all generations and the situation is sustainable], 19 are in trouble [no definition given], and 4 are dying [no definition given]” (Lewis et al., 2014).  One concern that appears when looking at these data, is that of the languages of the participants in the interviews, none are considered “institutional” and only one of the languages is used as a Language of Wider Communication (LWC), namely Hakha (chk).  However, the other languages of the participants are considered to be “Developing” by Ethnologue, which means that there is vigorous use of each language and a strong effort being made by the language communities to preserve them.
1.1.3 Language Use and Education in Myanmar
It is important to first understand the education system in Burma to learn how its peoples acquire Burmese formally.  Due to the recent opening of Burma to the U.S., research on this specific topic should become more accessible.

Over the years, UNESCO (the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization) has been releasing informational materials on the systems of education in many parts of the world as a means to promote literacy and Mother Language Education (MLE) in those countries.  Dr. Kimmo Kosonen writes that “... some 30 percent of children do not speak Myanmar when entering the education system” and that until the late 1980’s, “most people received basic education in the most dominant regional language” (Kosonen, 2009).  However, due to the organization of the modern education system in Burma, all government education from primary school to high school is conducted mostly in the Burmese language, leaving almost no room for the minority languages in the educational setting.

This does not necessarily mean, however, that minority languages are fully repressed.  According to Kosonen, “local languages are widely used in non-formal education and adult literacy programmes by civil society organizations and language communities, particularly in northern states predominantly inhabited by ethnolinguistic minorities” (2005).
Naw Khu Shee is another advocate for Mother Language Education (MLE) in Burma.  In her graduate thesis, Assessing the Impact of Using the National Language Instead of the Learners' Mother Tongue in Primary Education in Myanmar, she investigates “the situation of minority children’s eduation with respect to the language of instruction and its impact on the achievement of the learners, mainly in the context of pre-primary and primary education in [Burma]” (2011, p. 1).  
She argues that the majority of the education system of the government of Myanmar is designed to have kids learn solely in the Burmese language, and that it would be beneficial for children to begin in their L1s and slowly transition to using Burmese in school.

The teaching method of the Burmese education system, according to Naw Khu Shee is rote learning, which in her opinion is “not student-centered and there is not much participation.  Learners are afraid of asking questions, since the children cannot speak [Burmese] well, so that they could not have a chance to practice their critical thinking [skills] or learn to reason” (p. 6).  Without the curriculum of the respective L1s of each student, the L1 will not be formally learned, possibly leading to not only deficits in the L1, but also in the L2 (Burmese).

The reverse may happen if the children’s teacher was a S’gaw Karen speaker who did not have a B.A. degree, and there were deficits in other subjects (p. 67).  If students were placed in a school with a teacher who did not speak their L1, they may have been discouraged from using it within the classroom and even punished.  These ideas, along with other sociolinguistic research, were contributing factors to the development of my survey questions.
1.2 The Peoples of The Chin Hills
[image: image4.emf]The subjects of this study are peoples from the Chin Hills of Burma (Myanmar).  To understand their sociolinguistic situation, it seems important to first observe their location, culture, and languages.

1.2.1 Location of The Chin Hills

The Chin Hills of Burma is known in the literature as either ချင်းပြည်နယ် in Burmese, or Zoram/Zogam in Hakha (chk) and Tedim (ctd), respectively.  It is located North of the Rakhine State and the Magway division, West of the Sagaing Division, and East of India and Bangladesh.  Zoram/ Zogam also often refers to the entire area shared by the common “Zo” peoples, which extends from Myanmar across Northeast India and Bangaldesh.  This study will solely focus on the peoples of Zoram from the country of Myanmar.
[image: image5.emf]1.2.2 Languages of The Chin Hills

Besides the Burmese language (bur), the majority of the languages spoken within the Chin Hills of Burma are part of the Kuki-Chin language family.  Their typology as compared to that of the Burmese language is shown in the figure to the right (modeled from Lewis et al. 2014).

There are four main sub-groups of the Kuki-Chin family, namely: Northern, Central, Maraic, and Southern.  The Northern group includes languages such as Tedim (ctd) and Sizang/ Siyin (csy).  The Central group contains languages such as Hakha (chk), Mizo (lus), and Falam (cfm).  The Maraic group contains languages such as Senthang (cez), Zotung (czt), and Zyphe/ Zophei (zyp).  The Southern group contains languages such as Asho (csh), Daai (dao), and Müün (mwq).  
1.2.3 Discussion of “Zo” Unity
Another important aspect to discuss regarding the peoples of the Chin Hills of Burma, is the idea of unity under the name “Zo”.  According to Lehman, 

No single Chin word has explicit reference to all the peoples we customarily call Chin, but all—or nearly all—of the peoples have a special word for themselves and those of their congeners with whom they are in regular contact. This word is almost always a variant form of a single root, which appears as zo, yo, ksau, sau, and the like. The word means, roughly, "unsophisticated." A few groups in the Southern Chin Hills have adopted a variant of the term "Chin" for themselves  (1963, p. 3).

This claim has been confirmed by ethnic Chin scholars such as Dr. Vumson Suantak (aka “Vum Son”), a political activist for the collective “Zo” peoples.
The author chooses Zo as the designation of all Zo people, because it appears to him that Zo is the most widely used name, whether it be Zo, Yo, Jo, Cho, Sho. Khxou. or Yaw. The author does not insist that “Zo” is the proper or right designation. However, he believes that names such as Kuki and Chin which originated as abuse names should not be adopted as designation of a people. Such names could hinder understanding between the abuser and the abused. It will be in the interest of all Zo people to be known by a common name most possibly Zo (Vumson, 1986, p. 6).

Both works present the Chin/Zo as a united people and that the name “Zo”, presented in either that form or in a variant, is the name accepted by the majority of peoples of the Chin Hills.  In other sections of his aforementioned monograph and other works, Lehman goes into more depth of other terms used to describe these peoples (see Lehman, 1963, pp. 30-31; Chit Hlaing, 2009).  One term that is frequently used by Zo peoples to refer to the Burmese/Burmans is kawl, and Lehman describes this term as follows:
Most of the peoples of the Chin Hills have culturally stereotyped ideas about Burma and its civilization, although they usually lack genuine substantive knowledge of Burma based upon direct acquaintance with this country. The Central Chin of the Haka Lushai, Lakher, and related areas refer to Burma and to the Burmans in two ways. The term kawl, which seems to be used only by the Lushai and the Haka Chin proper (speakers of Lai holh)
 refers to the Burman as a man and to the country he inhabits (kawl ram) in a somewhat derogatory sense. These Chin profess low regard for the Burmans and Burman social behavior, but their conception of Burman behavior is largely a stereotype based on very limited first-hand experience. They have a much higher regard for their own Chin codes of social and interpersonal behavior and a much clearer idea of the latter. They have always felt at a disadvantage among the Burmans, since they lack—and envy—the wealth of the latter and cannot well obtain what they need because widespread Chin ignorance of or inefficiency in the Burmese language is a handicap to successful trading (1963, pp. 28-29).

The knowledge of these two specialized terms: kawl and zo, led me to wonder whether the participants in my study had any positive or negative connotations to these words, which inspired me to ask them what comes to mind when they think of the word kawl (see §2.2.3).
1.3 The Languages of The Participants of This Study

I interviewed and analyzed seven participants who spoke three different languages from the Kuki-Chin family:  Falam Chin (cfm), Hakha Chin aka Lai holh (chk), and Zotung Chin (czt).  With the exception of czt which comes from the Maraic sub-group of Kuki-Chin, both cfm and chk come from the Central Chin sub-group (see §1.2.2 for review).

1.3.1 Falam (cfm)
Cfm according to Lewis et al. (2014) is considered a language that is “Developing”
. Meaning, “the language is in vigorous use, with literature in a standardized form being used by some though this is not yet widespread or sustainable” (Web).  There is a complete Christian Bible translation into Falam, where the New Testament was published in 1951, and its revision along with the Old Testament in 1991 (Go, 1996, p. 82).  There is a dictionary published in 2009 by the Lailun Foundation.  Besides these works there are also various linguistic papers published regarding the grammar of Falam.  Of the three speakers of cfm that were interviewed, one stated he speaks dialect called “Khualsim” (or “Kwelshin”).  Ethnologue’s article on cfm lists ten different regional dialects of Falam.

1.3.2 Hakha (chk)

Hakha Chin (chk), known as Lai holh to its speakers, is considered a language of “Wider Communication” (LWC).  Meaning, “the language is used in work and mass media without official status to transcend language differences across a region” (Lewis et al., 2014).  The Christian Bible began being translated in the early 20th Century, with the complete Bible being published by United Bible Societies in 1978 (Go, 1996, p. 80).  There is a large dictionary for chk which was originally written by David VanBik, a native Lai (Hakha person) who also assisted in the translation of the Bible.  There is also an old grammar published in 1948 by D.R. Haye-Neave entitled Lai Chin grammar and dictionary.  There are also many linguistic papers written on chk, and one can find its vigorous use even on social media.  Out of the three languages, chk has the most resources available.

1.3.3 Zotung (czt)

There were three native speakers of Zotung (czt) that were interviewed, and out of the three languages, czt is the most impovershed in terms of resources with only a New Testament, published in 2004 (Lewis et al. 2014).  Like cfm, it is “Developing” according to Ethnologue.

2 Research Conducted

In August 2014, I traveled to Indianapolis, Indiana to interview seven random and anonymous individuals whose mother tongues belong to the Kuki-Chin language family.  The interviews focused on the participants’ language use and attitude toward the Burmese language (henceforth known by its Ethnologue code bur), in comparison to their L1s.

My inspiration for carrying out this investigation came from two unpublished manuscripts that I had written for Professor Shannon T. Bischoff, Assistant Professor of Linguistics at Indiana University – Purdue University Fort Wayne.  The first of which, entitled Diglossia in Fort Wayne's Burmese Community, was a sociolinguistic paper containing an interview of two participants; one a native Burmese speaker, the other a native Kayan (Padaung) speaker.  This paper addressed several sociolinguistic inquiries I had regarding the views of the Burmese people in Fort Wayne about their attitudes of bur as compared to English and their position on maintaining the use of the language for their children.  The second manuscript was a paper very similar to this one, where I briefly investigated the sociolinguistic situation of the peoples of the Chin Hills of Burma (Myanmar) and interviewed one individual on this matter.  This paper is an expansion on that previous research, containing a slightly-different set of interview questions, and a more in-depth methodology of analysis.
2.1 Purpose of Research

Given the socio-political situation of Burma (Myanmar), which was described in the Introduction, I sought to find out the attitudes towards Burmese (bur) of several speakers of various languages within the Kuki-Chin branch of the Tibeto-Burman language family residing in the United States of America.  I also wanted to find out what their views of the Burmese people were and if any of these views had changed since their arrival in the United States.

2.2 Method and Procedure

I worked in cooperation with the Chin Community Center of Indianapolis which is a 501(c)3 dedicated to helping the various peoples of the Chin Hills residing in Indianapolis.  I had first contacted the center personally during a previous visit to Indianapolis and remained in contact via e-mail and phone conversations.  I was connected with seven participants from the local community of speakers of Kuki-Chin languages who were selected at random.  I was not provided with any details on how the individuals were contacted and informed about my project.  The recommended constraints that I gave to the manager of the Chin Community Center of Indianapolis when selecting participants, was that they must have lived in Burma (Myanmar) for a few years before coming to the United States, and because I am not yet fluent in any Kuki-Chin language, they must know how to speak Burmese in order to communicate with them effectively during the interview.

Using my previous manuscripts as a model, I wrote a set of interview questions in the Burmese language to orally ask each participant (see Appendix A for an English translation of each question).  I then had an individual of Kuki-Chin descent, who speaks and writes bur fluently, check each of my questions for possible cultural conflict.

Using a digital audio recording device, I orally asked the participants each question on my questionnaire in bur and recorded their responses.  There were several motivations to choose this method for gathering responses over that of a written questionnaire: The first is that I wanted the responses to be as natural and accurate as possible.  Because I was already eliciting information, I did not want any more pressure to be put on the participants.  The second reason is because I was uncertain of the level of fluency of these individuals’ Spoken Burmese (SB).  Being able to speak and reword or adapt the questions when necessary would allow me to obtain a response for each question.  As a written form might have been problematic if an individual was illiterate in the Burmese script
 or was unable to understand the questions in their original wording.

After I collected the data, I listened to all of the interviews and prepared codes for the questions and responses.  I used the following formats: yes/no (e.g. “Do you speak Burmese?”), demographic information (e.g. “What is your ethnicity?”), and basic language and culture attitude information (e.g. “Were you punished for speaking your L1 at school?”) (see Appendix C for the tokens and their corresponding codes).

2.2.1 Assessing Fluency in Burmese

I created a scale from the numbers zero (0) to five (5) to assess each participant’s fluency in spoken Burmese.  The scale is defined in the following table:

Table 1: Scale For Assessing Fluency in Burmese
	0 – Fluency not Measurable
	The participant was not able to either understand the questions asked in Burmese or answer the questions in Burmese.  Elaborations to responses were not given.

	1 – Slightly Proficient
	The participant was able to give very minimal answers to questions asked or would often give responses that were unrelated to the question, and often needed clarification or re-wording of the question.  Elaborations to responses were minimally given and grammatical and/or lexical errors were frequent.

	2 – Moderately-Comprehensible Fluency
	The participant did not need clarification on many of the questions, but may have given responses that were unrelated to the question with or without an elaboration to each response and grammatical and/or lexical errors were present.

	3 – Mostly-Comprehensible Fluency
	While there may have still been miscommunication between the interviewer and the participant, the majority of the participant’s responses were mostly-clear and relevant to the question asked, with elaborations when elicited and grammatical and/or lexical errors were minimal.

	4 – Fully-Comprehensible Fluency
	The participant’s responses were clear and relevant to the question asked, with elaborations when elicited.  There may have been mistakes in grammar, but those mistakes were not detrimental to the content of the participant’s response.

	5 – Native-Like Fluency
	The participant’s responses were clear and relevant to the question asked, with elaborations when elicited.  There were no mistakes in grammar.


The participants were graded on this scale according to both the discourse (lexical and grammatical features) and the responses given to the questions (statistical features).  While this scale may not accurately account for the fluency of the participants, it allows the data which was presented to have both a statistical value and be connected with the other sections of the assessment which will be described in §2.2.2.
Table 2: The Participants and Their Fluency According to The Scale

	Participant Number
	1
	2
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Scale of Fluency
	0
	1-2
	3-4
	1-2
	2-3
	3-4
	4


Given that the nature of the interview is not something that one would expect each person in a random selection to think about daily, these results show that the majority of speakers were at least able to communicate their ideas and respond to the questions given, with little assistance from the interviewer or their peers.
2.2.2 Assessing Language Attitude

In order to assess the language attitudes of the speakers, my interview contained eleven questions which had to do with language attitude.  A complete list of the interview questions is available in Appendix A.  There were four (4) questions which dealt specifically with the participants’ L1s
, five (5) questions which dealt with Burmese, and two (2) questions which dealt with both languages.

To measure the general attitude of each speaker with regard to bur and their L1, the responses given in the survey with a yes or no nature will be analyzed to see if the response was positive or utilitarian
 (+) or negative (–).  For example, in these data it was asked whether each participant enjoyed speaking Burmese or not.  One participant said, “yes, I do” and then after being assured that he did not have to lie, he recanted and said, “oh, no, I don’t”.  The open-ended responses pertaining to the domains in which Burmese is used will be answered with a number, depending on the number of domains listed by each participant.  For example, if a participant stated that (s)he uses Burmese at church, place of work, and during medical visits to the hospital, that is counted as three (3) domains, even if the categories are similar.  The goal is not to categorize the domains, but to assess how much the speakers themselves use the language.

2.2.3 Language Attitudes For Burmese
This section, represented graphically by Table 3, deals with the participant’s attitudes toward the Burmese language, assessing both their positivity and negativity, and the number of domains in which Burmese is used.  The questions used in the table are the following:

8. (Positivity) What do you think about when you hear the word “Burmese”?

9. (Positivity) Do you enjoy using the Burmese language?

12a. (Domains) In Burma, in which situations did you use Burmese?

14. (Domains) In which situations do you use Burmese in the United States?

15. (Positivity) Have your feelings about the Burmese language now changed?

16a. (Positivity) If you have children would you want them to learn Burmese?
Table 3: Language Attitudes For Burmese Results
	Participant ID #
	Positivity Questions
	Domain Questions

	
	8
	9
	15
	16a
	Positivity/ Participant
	12a
	14
	Total Domains

	1
	+
	+
	—
	+
	3
	2
	0
	2

	2
	+
	+
	—
	+
	3
	N/A
	N/A
	0

	4
	+
	—
	+
	+
	3
	3
	3
	6

	5
	+
	+
	+
	+
	4
	4
	2
	6

	6
	+
	—
	—
	+
	2
	1
	N/A
	1

	7
	+
	+
	—
	+
	3
	2
	1
	3

	8
	+
	+
	—
	+
	3
	2
	2
	4


2.2.4 Language Attitudes for L1

This section, represented graphically by Table 4, deals with the participant’s attitudes toward their respective L1s, assessing both their positivity and negativity (see Footnote 4), and the number of domains in which their L1 is used.  The questions used in the table are the following:

3. (Positivity) Since you are [Ethnicity], can you speak that language as well?

10. (Positivity) When you lived in Burma, were you punished for using your ethnic language at school?

11. (Positivity) Did you also learn your ethnic language at school?

12b. (Domains) In Burma, in which situations did you use your ethnic language?

17. (Positivity) Is there a dictionary or grammar for your language?

18. (Positivity) If foreigners would learn your language as many are learning Burmese, would you enjoy it?

Table 4: Language Attitudes for L1 Results
	Participant ID #
	Positivity Questions
	Domain Questions

	
	3
	10
	11
	17
	18
	Positivity/ Participant
	12b
	Total Domains

	1
	+
	+
	+
	—
	+
	4
	1
	1

	2
	+
	+
	+
	—
	+
	4
	2
	2

	4
	+
	+
	—
	—
	+
	3
	2
	2

	5
	+
	+
	—
	—
	N/A
	3
	1
	1

	6
	+
	+
	—
	—
	+
	3
	3
	3

	7
	+
	+
	+
	+
	N/A
	4
	2
	2

	8
	+
	+
	—
	+
	+
	4
	1
	1


2.3 Complications and Adjustments
It should be noted before looking at the data, that when there was an N/A response given to a question regarding Domain, the response was removed from the analysis.  This was done so as to not give the value of 0 to a speaker who may have responded differently, had he actually responded.  The majority of the N/A responses were caused by the participants either not elaborating completely on a multi-part question, or choosing not to answer the question.  I did not ask the participants why they chose not to answer.

2.4 Results and Trends
2.4.1 Fluency in Burmese as Compared to Positivity Towards Burmese

This trend is observed visually in the following graph, with the Participant ID # on the x-axis and the scale of fluency (0-5) along with the positivity (rated out of five questions) represented on the y-axis.

[image: image2]
The only thing that can be observed from these data, is that reported positivity toward bur does not seem to affect fluency.  I’ve reached this conclusion based on the fact that participants 1,2, and 5 appear to not correlate well in the data, but there are still four points that do.  However with a small sampling size, it is difficult to draw conclusions based on what is displayed in this graph.
2.4.2 Fluency in Burmese as Compared to Domains in Myanmar

This section deals with the fluency of the speakers in bur in comparison to the number of domains
 bur was used in the country of Burma (Myanmar) by each speaker.  This trend is observed visually with the Participant ID # again represented on the x-axis (with unusable data omitted).  The number of reported domains (with a maximum of four ever given) and the scale of fluency (0-4 here, since there were no 5’s) are represented on the y-axis.

[image: image6.emf]
Again, there does not appear to be a consistent correlation, because the speaker who did not feel comfortable enough to use bur in the interview claimed to have used it in two domains in Burma (Myanmar), and the individual with the most domains still had a relatively low fluency.

2.4.3 Fluency in Burmese as Compared to Domains in The U.S.

The graph is organized in the same manner as §2.4.2’s, but this trend observes fluency in comparison to the domains bur is used by each speaker in the United States.  It’s important to remember that all of these participants arrived in the U.S. as refugees.  Each individual interviewed here confirmed that they resided in Malaysia for some time before finally arriving here.  Thus, their sociolinguistic situation had changed greatly since living in Burma (Myanmar).
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With this graph, there is now an observable correlation between most points.  For example, Participant #1 spoke no bur during the interview, and also reported that he does not use bur at all in the United States.  #4 and #5’s levels of fluency also tend to correspond with the number of domains.  However, for #7 and #8, their level of fluency are high, yet their domains are low.  This could mean a number of things, including frequent use of bur in only one or two domains in the United States, or that the high fluency was attained before arrival and between emigrating from Burma (Myanmar) and arriving in the U.S., there was minimal loss of the L2.
2.4.4 Fluency in Burmese as Compared to Attitude Towards L1
Because my thesis deals mostly with bur and not the respective L1s of the participants, not much analysis was done regarding their L1s.  It is also seen in the following graph that, besides Participant #5, there seems to be no correlation between fluency in bur and positivity/domain in the L1 for these participants.
[image: image8.emf]
3 Conclusions
Based on these data, a few conclusions can be drawn.  Although not many factors corresponded, based on the figure in §2.4.3, it is evident that for certain individuals, arriving in the U.S. may be a large factor that contributes to their fluency.  Although the number of domains tend to be lower than those of the figure in §2.4.2, the fluency for each participant corresponds more.  One speculation that can be made, is that for those who are higher in fluency, yet stated they did not use bur often in Burma (Myanmar), may have to use bur more often in the United States since all participants came from the Chin State, where speaking bur is not necessary.  In the United States, bur serves as a neutral code for refugees from Burma (Myanmar) of different ethnicities.  Regarding attitude, it is evident that attitude does not correlate to fluency and this may indicate that their attitudes toward bur were not accurately portrayed.  The participants could have either been telling me what they thought I wanted to hear (the “acceptable” response), or there may have been a misunderstanding of the questions (e.g. question 8).  One other issue is that the number of domains in which bur is spoken does not correlate to fluency.  This leads me to conclude that if a sociolinguistic interview of this nature is to be conducted again, the interviewer should form questions to help determine how important or how often each domain is entered in the speaker’s daily life.
4 Suggestions for Future Research
For anyone who would like to replicate or expand upon this research, I recommend the following things:  A larger sample size will most-likely show more correlation overall, as compared to a smaller sample size (i.e. the one in this study).  Also, a larger sample size will have more diversity (more languages, different genders, various ages, etc.) than a smaller one.  This sample, for example, contained only men with the majority being between forty and almost sixty-years old, and only three languages and two sub-groups of Kuki-Chin were represented.  I would also recommend that the interviewer be able to compensate the participants for sacrificing their time, as it will perhaps give more motivation to take the interview seriously.  Also, it appears that more-detailed questions are needed in order to assess the sociological situation more carefully, and that would also require more time of both the interviewer and the participants.  This of course can be aided if the interviewer were to train research assistants from the community who are able to interview other people, which not only will save time, but will also remove the degree of separation if there is a cultural or linguistic barrier.
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Appendix A – Interview Questions
Introduction
Greet the participant and ask how they are.
1. Can you speak Burmese?

2. What is your ethnicity?

3. Since you are [Ethnicity], can you speak that language as well?


If yes go to – Home Life

If no go to – Adult Life
Home Life

1. Did you live in the Chin state when you lived in Burma?

2. Which city did you live in? (Chin state or not)

3. Which language did you use most at home?

(if Burmese) – Why didn't you use [Ethnicity]'s language?

(If Ethnic language) – Did you also speak in Burmese at times?

4. How did you learn Burmese?  Did you also learn it outside of school?

5. What do you think about when you hear the word “Burmese”?

6. Do you enjoy using the Burmese language?

7. When you lived in Burma, were you punished for using your ethnic language at school?

8. Did you also learn your ethnic language at school?

9. In Burma, in which situations did you use Burmese? Your ethnic language?

Adult Life

1. How many languages do you speak now?

1. (If more than before) How did you learn them?

2. In which situations do you use Burmese?

3. Have your feelings about the Burmese language now changed? (If so, how?)

4. If you have children would you want them to learn Burmese?  Why?

5. Is there a dictionary or grammar for your language?  Do you use it?  Is it good?

6. If foreigners would learn your language as many are learning Burmese, would you enjoy it?  Would you support them and help them learn it?

Appendix B – Consent Form
On this day, Friday, August 1, 2014, I give full permission to Tyler D. Davis to record, analyze, and publish all information given by me, under the condition that my identity will be kept anonymous and any information unnecessary to the original purpose will be disregarded.  I realize that I will receive no monetary compensation for the following interview, and thus will not seek it.

ယနေ့ သောကြာ၊ ဩဂုတ် 1, 2014 ၌၊ ကျွန်ုပ်၏ ကိုယ်ရေးကိုယ်တာအကြောင်းအရာများကို ကျွန်ုပ်၏ အမည် မဖော်ပြဘဲ အင်တာဗျူးလုပ်ရန် ကျွန်ုပ် ကိုTyler D. Davisကို ခွင့်ပြုပါသည်။ ဤ အင်တာဗျူး၌ ကို TD လိုအပ်သော ဘာသာဗေဒနှင့်မသက်ဆိုင်သည့် အကြောင်းအရာများ ပါဝင်ခ့ဲသော စာရေးသူသည် ထို အကြောင်းအရာများကို မဖော်ပြပါဟု ကတိပေးပါသည်။ ဤ အင်တာဗျူးအတွက် အခကြေးငွေရမှာဖြစ်သည် မဟုတ်ဟု ကျွန်ုပ်နားလည်ပါသည်။
_________________________________________

Name အမည်
Appendix C – Method of Coding
	Question (Cell)
	Response(s)

	Can you speak Burmese? (B1)
	Yes/No

	What is your ethnicity? (C1)
	Lai, Tedim, Sizang, Falam, Matupi, Multi-ethnic, Other

	Since you are [Ethnicity], can you speak that language as well? (D1)
	Yes/No

	Did you live in the Chin state when you lived in Burma? (E1)
	Yes/No

	Which language did you use most at home? (F1)
	Burmese/ Ethnic

	Do you enjoy using the Burmese language? (G1)
	Yes/No

	Did you also learn [Burmese] outside of school? (H1)
	Yes/ No

	When you lived in Burma, were you punished for using your ethnic language at school? (I1)
	Yes/ No

	Did you also learn your ethnic language at school? (J1)
	Yes/ No, didn’t go to school

	In Burma, in which situations did you use Burmese? (K1)
	School, work, family/friends/neighbors, officials, church, other

	In Burma, in which situations did you use your ethnic language? (L1)
	School, work, family/friends/neighbors, officials, church, other

	How many languages do you speak now? (M1)
	More than before/ same

	What are those languages? (N1)
	English, Burmese, Malay

	In which situations do you now use Burmese? (O1)
	School, work, family/friends/neighbors, officials, church, other

	Have your feelings about the Burmese language now changed? (P1)
	Yes/ no

	If you have children would you want them to learn Burmese? (Q1)
	Yes/no

	Why would you want them to learn Burmese? (R1)
	Career, education, heritage, their choice, other

	Is there a dictionary or grammar for your language? (S1)
	Yes/no

	Do you use the grammar? (T1)
	Yes/no

	Is the grammar good? (U1)
	Yes/no

	If foreigners would learn your language as many are learning Burmese, would you enjoy it? (V1)
	Yes/no

	Would you help the foreigners to learn? (W1)
	Yes/no


�Figure 2: The Location of The Chin Hills (Sakhong xxiv)
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�Figure 1: Map of Burma (Myanmar)
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��
	I disagree that it is only used by Lushai and Hakha peoples, because I have heard it used to describe Burmese people ‘kawlmi’ or ‘kawl te’ and the country of Burma (Myanmar) ‘kawlgam’, or ‘kawlngam’ in Tedim Chin (ctd), and Sizang Chin (csy), as well.


�	For more information on how Ethnologue rates “Language Status”, the reader is referred to this webpage: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ethnologue.com/about/language-status"��http://www.ethnologue.com/about/language-status�.


��
	All Kuki Chin languages with the exception of Asho Chin ([reference]) use a roman script.


�	Upon the request of Participant #3, they were not included in this analysis.


�	None of the participants spoke Burmese as an L1.


�	It is important to note that I, as the observer, am unable to truly know the thoughts and attitudes of each individual based on a single elicited response.  The + symbol is assigned when the answer is not negative, meaning the response could genuinly be expressing positive emotions and opinions toward bur, or meaning that the response was utilitarian, for example, “my child should learn Burmese, because it would help him to get a job”.  It was easier to assess whether a response was truly negative than whether the response was genuinely positive or utilitarian.


�	The original question had three parts and read as: “If foreigners would learn your language as many are learning Burmese, would you enjoy it?  Would you support them and help them learn it?”  None of the participants save one actually answered the latter two parts of the question, so only the first part has been included in these data.


�	The reader is referred to the DEFINITIONS page at the beginning of this thesis for a definition of “Domain”.
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