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Abstract

This paper presents the design rationale and pilot demonstration of the GramAdapt
Social Contact questionnaire; a research tool developed for collecting global compar-
ative sociolinguistic data on language contact scenarios. The questionnaire is qualita-
tive with quantitative potential, inviting language community experts to provide best-
assessment answers to questions about social contact in their communities of exper-
tise. The main purpose is to compare contact scenarios, however the questionnaire can
also be a broad survey of any given contact situation as it was designed to target fac-
tors associated with language contact and change phenomena at large. Two experts
of small-scale multilingual communities answer an abridged version of the question-
naire to qualitatively demonstrate this proof of concept. The experts of Mawng and
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2 KASHIMA ET AL.

Kunbarlang (northern Australia), and Tundra Enets and Nganasan (northern Siberia)
were chosen as these communities defy nation-based models of multilingualism. The
responses are broadly successful, thus demonstrating the theoretical contribution and
methodological potential of this questionnaire.
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1 Introduction

Is it possible to compare the social and cultural dimensions of languages across
time and place? Questions about what and how to compare across social
contexts have become more common within linguistic typology as linguistic
comparison alone has been unable to explain the global distributions of lin-
guistic structures. Yet macro-comparative approaches to sociolinguistics have
remained nascent over the decades (see, however, Nichols, 1992, and Bickel
and Nichols, 2020, as examples of attempts which generated influential ideas),
while crosslinguistic comparison has progressed along with the field of linguis-
tic typology.

Typologists have predominantly directed their attention towards readily
accessible socio-demographic factors like population size, while sociolinguists
have primarily concentrated their research efforts on specific linguistic com-
munities. When sociolinguists address comparison, it typically occurs within
tightly circumscribed contexts, such as examining similar grammatical con-
structions through the establishment of parallel corpora (e.g., Tagliamonte,
2013; Barth et al., 2021; and see de Pietro, 1988, for an early attempt). Global com-
parison of socio-demographic and cultural factors has not been a central con-
cern in sociolinguistics. Rather, the feasibility of comparing such phenomena
across time and place is often met with skepticism, echoing arguments made
within social anthropology in the late twentieth century (see Gingrich, 2015).

We argue that large-scale comparisons are crucial for transcending localized
observations and gaining a comprehensive understanding of language change
broadly construed. The key challenges lie in determining which social, cultural,
and demographic factors to compare and devising appropriate methodologies
for comparison.
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A SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 3

This paper demonstrates the feasibility of a sociolinguistic questionnaire
that was designed to collect data for a sociolinguistic typology of language
contact. Sociolinguistic typology, or comparative sociolinguistics, is an interdis-
ciplinary approach to the study of linguistic diversity where the distribution
of language structures is investigated from the perspective of the social his-
tory of language communities. Sociolinguistic typological approaches focus on
how contact between human populations influences language variation and
change, such as in classic studies by Trudgill (2o11), Bentz and Winter (2013),
Winters et al. (2015), and Wray and Grace (2007). The term “language contact”
refers to the linguistic consequences of a situation where “at least some people
use more than one language” in the same place at the same time (Thomason,
2001:1). In this paper language contact is defined as social interaction between
speakers/signers that results in bi- or multilingualism at the level of individuals
and of groups.!

The GramAdapt questionnaire (hereafter “the questionnaire”) serves as a
tool to describe and compare contact scenarios worldwide. We characterize the
contact scenarios in terms of the time frame of contact as well as with respect
to a number of factors that are deemed crucial for the assessment of language
change dynamics more generally. These factors range from general cognitive
abilities and social cognition to historical contingencies pertaining to the struc-
ture and nature of social relationships in a given population network.

The questionnaire solicits expert assessments on the sociocultural and
demographic (what is sometimes called “sociolinguistic” as a shorthand)
aspects of a pair of languages in contact. The experts may be either outside
scholars who study a given community or members of the communities in
question. Whichever their role, there would ideally be a collaboration between
the scholar and the community under study. The goal of the questionnaire is to
survey a number of specific sociolinguistic factors that are proposed to affect
language contact outcomes for any given contact pair. The questionnaire was
designed to compare contact situations across time and place for hypothesis
testing, but it can also stand as a broad survey of a single contact situation
in the past or present. The questionnaire therefore differs in goal and focus to
questionnaires of multilingualism that investigate language choices in a com-
munity, or individuals’ repertoires.

1 The terms “bilingualism” and “multilingualism” will be used interchangeably for the remain-
der of this paper. The terms are understood broadly rather than narrowly to distinguish the
use of two vs. more languages.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



4 KASHIMA ET AL.

The questionnaire combines both qualitative and quantitative aspects. It
includes questions with predetermined answers that can be quantified, but it
also emphasizes qualitative explanations from respondents. This paper pres-
ents a qualitative demonstration of the questionnaire, supplemented by a small
example of quantification. The quantified responses can later be utilized for
statistical analysis if desired.

The first part of the paper describes the theoretical and methodological
underpinnings of the questionnaire. In Section 2 we discuss the conceptual
contributions made by a range of prior studies towards this questionnaire.
Section 3 introduces the design principles of the questionnaire, focusing on
contact scenarios, explanatory factors of language change in contact situations,
and how we understand the historical dimension of contact. The structure of
the questionnaire and its implementation are described in Section 4.

The second part of the paper provides the proof of concept of the question-
naire. Ruth Singer and Olesya Khanina responded to an abridged version of the
questionnaire as experts of small-scale multilingual communities to demon-
strate that the questionnaire can cover types of societal multilingualism that
are underrepresented in the literature (Section 5). The case studies consider
contact between Mawng (1s0 [mph], glottocode [mawni240]) and Kunbar-
lang ([wlg], [kunbi2s1]) from northern Australia, and Tundra Enets ([enh],
[tundi254]) and Nganasan ([nio], [ngani291]) from northern Siberia. The find-
ings related to the questionnaire demonstration are discussed in Section 6.
Section 7 concludes the paper with reflections on the strengths and weaknesses
of the questionnaire, with comments on the applicability to comparative soci-
olinguistics, and considerations for future work.

2 Review of sociolinguistic factors

This section is a literature review of earlier work on the characterization of mul-
tilingual language ecologies and on the sociolinguistic factors that are proposed
to account for the unfolding of language variation and change.

The first subsection, Section 2.1, is devoted to the definition of societal mul-
tilingualisms. The following, Section 2.2, is a review of influential factors pro-
posed by sociolinguists as drivers of language variation and change. The third,
Section 2.3, surveys recent studies correlating broad socio-demographic factors
with the worldwide distribution of specific linguistic structures. We address
each of these topics by discussing their relevance to the comparative study of
language contact and to the design of our questionnaire.
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A SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 5

2.1 Societal multilingualisms: Nation-based models and small-scale

Language contact studies, which have their origins in historical linguistics,
have tended to focus on grammatical consequences of contact. The publica-
tion of Thomason and Kaufman (1988), however, accelerated the research trend
towards seriously considering non-linguistic aspects of contact. While Thoma-
son and Kaufman’s book was still mostly concerned with the grammatical out-
comes of contact, they mention some sociocultural factors that they thought
affected the trajectories of language change. These factors are broadly at the
level of a community or society, such as “imperfect learning of an additional
language [by individuals in the contact area],”

» o«

cultural pressures,” “sociopo-
litical dominance,” and “prestige economic forces” (Thomason and Kaufman,
1988: 72). In other words, features concerning societal multilingualism are iden-
tified as pertinent for explaining language contact and change. Researchers
continue to investigate these kinds of factors to this day.

The GramAdapt questionnaire was designed to capture aspects of societal
multilingualism. In this paper the term “societal multilingualism” refers to the
multilingual language behaviors and practices of a society. By society, we mean
a collection of interdependent people linked by mutual interests and shared
norms and who can be roughly distinguished from other such groups. The term
“society” is used in the sense of “group” and is independent of notions such as
the nation-state or hierarchical political structure. Likewise our use of the term
“societal multilingualism” is without implication of nationhood or hierarchy
and we see it as a general cover term to refer to any type of multilingual setting.

In the broader literature, however, the term “societal multilingualism” is
often associated with a particular societal model; that is, a society within a
nation with compartmentalized sociolinguistic ecologies, functional special-
ization of linguistic codes, and a hierarchical semiotic relationship between
these codes. The prototype of this model is diglossia? as popularized by Fergu-
son (1959), though according to Kaye (2001), it was the French Arabist William
Marcais who first introduced the term “diglossie” in 1930. Diglossia has been
a central theme in much of the literature on multilingualism from a societal
perspective. The chapter on societal multilingualism in a recent textbook by
Buschfeld et al. (2023) deals almost exclusively with national multilingualisms
based on a typology by Stewart (1968), where concepts such as an official lan-
guage are part of the characterizations. While the idea of diglossia has been

2 Diglossia describes contexts where two languages are used extensively within society, where
one is a standardized High variety and the other a vernacular Low variety. Each variety is used
for specific kinds of activities and situations.
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6 KASHIMA ET AL.

added to and adapted over the decades (e.g., Platt, 1977; Kaye, 1994, 2001; Gar-
cla, 2013; Saxena, 2014) the fundamentals of what are thought to be relevant
factors of a multilingual society are relatively consistent under this model.

In this paper, we refer to these kinds of multilingual settings as “nation-based
models of multilingualism.” We use this term to include diglossia and its off-
shoots such as polyglossia,® noting that these models hinge on the concept of
the nation-state with its “heavy investment of institutionalizing linguistic divi-
sions of labor” (Jaspers, 2016:180).

Jaspers (2016) suggests that one of the reasons for the popularity of the
diglossic model in sociolinguistics and beyond is its relevance to describe colo-
nial and postcolonial language contact contexts. Jaspers notes that Ferguson
(1959) demonstrates the notion of diglossia in relation to postcolonial Haiti,
making it an attractive and useful term since much of the world has been and
continues to be affected by the dynamics of colonialism and its power struc-
tures.

Asmany have pointed out, however, nation-based societal multilingualism is
an ineffective model for many other contexts. According to Vaughan and Singer
(2018: 88) polyglossia was initially proposed as just one kind of societal multi-
lingualism “but because no other kind of societal multilingualism has ever been
elaborated into a fullyfledged model, alternatives are rendered invisible by the
ubiquity of Fishman’s model.” In other words, a model of societal multilingual-
ism that stands beyond the nation-state is yet to take hold in linguistics and
adjacent subfields.

In more recent years however, research on small-scale multilingualism has
offered the basis from which alternative models of multilingualism are emerg-
ing. Small-scale multilingualism is not a singular “fullyfledged model” but
rather alabel that refers to societal multilingualisms that are non-urban (“rural”
to use the term from Di Carlo et al., 2019), and are characterized by a small num-
bers of speakers in societies with modest economic organization (Evans, 2018:
912). In other words, small-scale multilingual societies show varying degrees of
independence from the institutions and instruments of the nation-state. Small-
scale multilingualism research shifts attention to a number of sociolinguistic
factors that challenge the supposed cross-contextual applicability of nation-

3 Fishman’s (1967) notion of polyglossia suggests that the multiple languages and varieties spo-
ken in a nation can be ranked on a continuum between High, Medium, and Low; perhaps akin
to Thomason and Kaufman’s “socio-political dominance” and “prestige economic forces.” The
criteria for where a language or variety falls on the spectrum include whether it is a language
of education, whether there is a corresponding standardized orthography, whether it is pres-
tigious, and whether it is perceived as useful for social mobility.
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A SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 7

based models. The findings from small-scale multilingualism research thus
help to critically consider sociolinguistic factors presented in nation-based
models by describing alternative manifestations of commonly attested phe-
nomena.

For instance, small-scale multilingualism research emphasizes the relational
aspects of language use and choices. Examples from Africa illustrate how
speakers choose languages based on their relationship with their conversation
partner, incorporating local pragmatics into their communication; see Liipke
and Storch (2013: 22—24) with a case study in southern Senegal, and Di Carlo
and Good (2020) for Lower Fungom in Cameroon. Proponents of diglossia have
suggested that linguistic divisions of labor are “an inevitable feature of social
life” (Jaspers, 2016: 180; see also Woolard, 1985), but the focus on relationships
challenges the notion that language choice is best understood through com-
partmentalized spheres of activity. Di Carlo et al. (2019) argue that societies can
lack social compartmentalization entirely, having fluid sociolinguistic ecolo-
gies instead. For example, rather than home and work being distinct private
and public spheres, the family unit may be the central unit by which economic
activity is organized. We show that this seems to be the case in the Tundra
Enets-Nganasan contact situation presented in this paper. One could construe
such cases as home and work domains overlapping, but it is likely more reflec-
tive of local perceptions to see an absence of the notion home vs. work; that is,
a fluid sociolinguistic ecology.

Non-hierarchical semantic relations between languages and varieties is an-
other observed characteristic in some small-scale multilingual societies. “Egal-
itarian multilingualism,” a term popularized by Frangois (2012) in reference
to northern Vanuatu, attests that there are no hierarchical semantic relations
between the languages of the area. The term “reciprocal or balanced multi-
lingualism” (Jourdan, 2007) has a similar meaning. As Schokkin (2021: 294)
points out, however, “egalitarian” does not mean that all languages are con-
sidered completely equal, or that there are absences of judgment, preference,
or conventions around language variation. It is merely that local languages are
viewed as functionally equivalent, and there are no local prestige varieties. This
lack of a hierarchical semantic relation between local languages is in contrast
to nation-based models of multilingualism which presuppose a prestigious
High language and a vernacular Low language; though colonial languages are
attributed high prestige in some of these egalitarian multilingual communi-
ties. There may be asymmetries in language repertoire of the local languages,
but as Pakendorf et al. (2021: 847) argue, this is not a function of prestige but of
relationality. Speakers are often loyal to their patrilect not because it is presti-
gious but because of the speaker’s relationship to and identification with their
patriline.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



8 KASHIMA ET AL.

The questionnaire was designed to apply to a range of multilingual settings.
Insights from small-scale multilingualism assisted in critically assessing various
sociolinguistic factors discussed in the broader studies of societal multilingual-
ism. We have incorporated lessons garnered from small-scale multilingualism
research, for example, being open about the possible socio-indexical associa-
tions and relationship between identified languages in a society (e.g., hierar-
chical H vs. egalitarian L). Nonetheless the questionnaire still relies on aspects
of nation-based models (as elaborated in Section 4.2) owing to the ubiquity
and familiarity of these models. The questionnaire can thus capture aspects of
diglossic contact scenarios in addition to scenarios outside this prototype.

2.2 Multicausal sociolinguistic factors

Sociolinguistic research has proposed a number of general social factors affect-
ing language change broadly construed. Many of these comprise multiple
causal factors, whose extent of influence may vary across cultures. In this ques-
tionnaire we incorporate some of these classic factors in the attempt to capture
the various causal elements related to them.

We use the notion of gender to illustrate our point. Sociolinguists have long
acknowledged the impact of gender on language variation and change, begin-
ning with classic studies by Labov (1963, 1966) and Trudgill (1972, 1974). These
studies observed a tendency for women to employ more prestigious or standard
linguistic variants compared to men, if they are stable variants (as opposed to
innovative variants). This pattern has been consistently found across a num-
ber of English-speaking communities, such as by Macaulay (1977) for Glasgow
English and Gordon (1997) for Pakeha English in New Zealand, as well as in
other language communities such as Baghdadi Arabic by Abu-Haidar (1989).
The common recurrence of this finding led some scholars to suggest that this
is “a strong contender for the status of a sociolinguistic universal tendency”
(Holmes, 1998: 473).

Subsequent case studies have challenged this notion of a universal sociolin-
guistic tendency for gender. For instance, research conducted in outer London
found that female speakers from certain ethnic backgrounds tended to use
more non-standard forms of the stable was/were variant than males (Cheshire
and Fox, 2009). Gender may not be a variable explaining language variation,
such as for vowels in Hawai'‘i creoles (Grama, 2015) and h-drop in the Papuan
language Nmbo (Kashima, 2020). These examples demonstrate how gender
can relate to linguistic variation in different ways across cultures, reiterating
the dynamic and contested nature of how gender, as a social factor contribut-
ing to language variation, manifests within each community (Okamoto, 2021;
Atanga et al., 2012; Meyerhoff and Holmes, 1999).
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A SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 9

Ergo it may not be gender as such that leads to women'’s preference for pres-
tigious linguistic variants, but rather that gender serves as a proxy of power
differentials within a society. This position has been articulated from early on
in qualitative sociolinguistics, especially in relation to women'’s speech and
politeness by, for example, Lakoff (1975) and Brown and Levinson (1987). The
questionnaire also uses the term “gender” across multiple questions to investi-
gate power, and other factors, that manifest as gendered behaviors.

Another factor related to power dynamics is the concept of the “socioe-
conomic structure” or “sociopolitical structure” of a given society. This factor
garners great interest due to its well-known effects on language, such as rapid
language shift or the emergence of mixed languages in highly stratified soci-
eties resulting from European colonization. Yet, as Yakpo (2020:132) notes, the
connection between socioeconomic and linguistic structures is raised only in
“diffuse ways” by linguists due to the complexities that make up this factor.
There is a lack of clarity over what other factors constitute socioeconomic-
sociopolitical structures, though language ideologies and subsistence patterns
are recurrently raised. Language ideologies research argues that ideologies and
attitudes are part of social structures, and, simplistically put, describe ide-
ologies as social constructs that create and maintain social realities. In lan-
guage contact of colonial kinds, ideologies are found creating and sustaining
inequalities and states of domination (Woolard, 2020: 5). Subsistence patterns
are raised in ways that intuitively feel meaningful, such as “hunter-gatherers,”
“agrarian,” or “industrial.” These are, however, closely intertwined with social
network structures, where rural communities tend to have networks of familiar
people (Milroy and Margrain, 1980: 48). Further examination is needed to bet-
ter understand the general components of socioeconomic structure and how
those relate to language change. All of this is addressed in our questionnaire
by directly eliciting a characterization of contact scenarios in terms of social
network structures and stated ideologies.

Lastly, we consider the influential ideas proposed by Trudgill (2011) in his
work on sociolinguistic typology, which comprise a number of multicausal fac-
tors.

Trudgill suggests that two broad types of communities can predict language
contact outcomes along the lines of simplification vs. complexification. There
are the “societies of intimates” (a term used earlier by Givén and Young, 2002)
resulting in language complexification, and “open communities” leading to
simplification. These community types vary across five factors related to their
composition: the extent of contact versus isolation, social stability, popula-
tion size, social network structure, and shared common ground. Openness to
out-group communication (“the relative degree of contact vs. isolation”) has
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been a prominent idea in studies of language contact outcomes, and is repre-
sented in out questionnaire at various points. This notion has variously been
called esoterogeny vs. exoterogeny (Thurston, 1989) or stranger vs. insider talk
(Croft, 2021). The contention is that groups who orient towards each other
share contexts and communicate with familiar interlocutors, resulting in the
development of linguistic complexities. On the other hand, groups who ori-
ent towards strangers outside their immediate group would communicate with
people who do not share knowledge, resulting in a regularized language with
semantic transparency. As Wray and Grace (2007: 557) outline in their paper,
eso-/exoterogeny itself is a concept that is comprised of multiple factors such
as the opportunities for adults to learn languages.

Trudgill highlights three key characteristics of social network structures:
openness, density, and multiplexity. Openness is covered in part by the notion
of eso-/exoterogeny which we just discussed. Density indicates the extent of
connections between individuals, reflecting how many people within the net-
work know each other. Multiplexity refers to the number of levels of inter-
actions between individuals. A tie that is based on more than one level of
interaction is multiplex, such as your cousin being your business partner as
well as your neighbor. Research indicates that speech communities with dense,
multiplex networks tend to uphold conservative norms (Bowern, 2010) with
a strong orientation towards the community vernacular (Milroy and Milroy,
198s5; Lippi-Green, 1989). Experimental and modeling work have both provided
some support for Trudgill’s claims, such as Raviv et al. (2019) for the former, and
Fagyal et al. (2010) and Clem (2016) for the latter.

Identifying Trudgill's proposed factors is relatively straightforward for the
prototypical extremes that he presents, but is challenging for other societies.
Furthermore, the majority of communities across the globe lack empirical data
on these factors due to the difficulty in operationalizing the data collection. The
continued referencing of Milroy and Milroy (1985) and Lippi-Green (1989) as
benchmarks for sociolinguistic studies of social networks demonstrates the dif-
ficulty in conducting empirical research of this kind. Despite limitations asso-
ciated with Trudgill’s factors, we have incorporated them in our questionnaire
due to their significance in contact sociolinguistics literature. Although there is
alack of published empirical data on communities’ openness to stranger com-
munication or network structures, fieldworkers often possess intuitive insights
about these dimensions in their respective field sites. We will argue later that,
currently, this is the best option for approximating data of under-described
communities for global comparative research.
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A SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 11

2.3 Sociolinguistic typology and global correlational studies
Quantitative sociolinguistic typological studies often follow the data collection
and presentation styles of linguistic typological studies. This results in the cre-
ation and use of databases inspired by the World Atlas of Language Structures
(Haspelmath et al., 2008), where “alanguage” is presented as having certain val-
ues for certain linguistic factors. The sociolinguistic variables are treated like
the linguistic variables, typically with a single value representing the language.
Our questionnaire aligns with these databases in some respects, but innovates
along other lines including which sociolinguistic variables are covered.

The Languages of Hunter-Gatherers and Their Neighbors (LHG; Bowern et
al., 2010), and the Atlas of Pidgin and Creole Language Structures (APiCS;
Michaelis et al., 2013) are the only existing typological databases which we
know of that consider social, cultural, and demographic factors alongside lin-
guistic structures for a global sample. Both databases focus on the social and
linguistic profile of a highly specificlanguage type from a sociocultural perspec-
tive; hunter-gatherer societies for LHG, and pidgin and creoles for APiCS. LHG
codes 34 ethnographic features across seven categories at the time of access,
while APiCS codes 27 sociolinguistic factors. Naturally, many of the features
chosen are those relevant to hunter-gatherers’ communities or creolistics; for
example, “sedentism” and “subsistence preference” in LHG, and “the identity
of the lexifier language” in APiCS. Domains of language use are also covered
in APiCS, with fine-grained categories such as “newspaper editorials,” “radio
and TV call-ins/discussions,” and “court.” The relevance of these factors to lan-
guage contact across time and place needs assessment case by case. For exam-
ple, some of the sampled languages in APiCS already show the limitation of
the chosen sociolinguistic variables. The entries for Yimas-Arafundi Pidgin (a
Papuan pidgin; Foley, 2013), for instance, show 18 out of the 27 sociolinguistic
variables coded as “not applicable.”

Another relevant database for identifying macro-sociolinguistic variables
is the Database of Places, Language, Culture and Environment (Kirby et al.,
2016), more commonly known as D-Place. It contains a wealth of ethnographic
data stemming from multiple pre-existing datasets, such as the Human Rela-
tions Area File (Murdock, 1983), and the Binford Hunter-Gatherer dataset (Bin-
ford, 2001). These ethnographic data are also linked to the linguistic phyloge-
nies of Glottolog (Hammarstrom et al., 2020). Since its publication, however,
the D-Place database has been under-utilized for testing hypotheses about
the relationship between language structures and sociolinguistic structures. It
has rather been used for answering questions related to cultural transmission
(Haynie et al., 2021), subsistence practices (Vilela et al., 2020), and population
movement (Moravec et al., 2018). Coelho et al. (2019) is the one published study

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



12 KASHIMA ET AL.

which uses D-Place for exploring language-related issues, notably the drivers of
language diversity in North America.

One reason for the slow uptake of D-Place in linguistic work may be that
the linguistic component of the database is limited to linguistic phylogenies
(i.e., language family trees). Another reason may be that the languages in D-
Place often do not match those languages for which we have sufficient linguistic
descriptions. For example, Mawng, which is represented in this paper, has 48
linguistics references listed in Glottolog (Hammarstrém et al., 2020), but has
no corresponding society represented in D-Place. The geographically closest
society is identified as “Gidjingali,” speakers of Burrara ([bvr], [bura1267]).

The creation and use of databases reflect typologists’ tendency to use quan-
titative variables when factoring sociolinguistic variables into the study of lin-
guistic diversity. The most investigated factors are population size and degrees
of community bilingualism. Hay and Bauer (2007) present one of the earliest
investigations of population size and linguistic variables, showing a positive
correlation between population size and phoneme inventory between 216 non-
randomly sampled languages. A number of studies have further investigated
demographic factors and morphological complexity (Lupyan and Dale, 2010),
adding nuance such as proportion of L1 to L2 speakers (Bentz and Winter, 2013;
Sinnemaéki and Di Garbo, 2018). As Greenhill (2015) points out, however, pop-
ulation appears to be a proxy for some other causal factor, such as population
structure and urban vs. rural lifestyle differences. More work is necessary to
identify other causal factors.

Another major discussion point in typology has been how one counts pop-
ulation. For instance a study by Sinneméki and Di Garbo (2018) investigating
typological variation in the domain of nominal and verbal complexity found
that statistical models combining population size and proportion of L2 speak-
ers have a better fit than models that consider the two variables as independent
of one another. Based on these results, the authors suggest that a variety of fac-
tors, both language-internal and -external, should be modeled together when
testing hypotheses about sociohistorical and sociolinguistic correlates of lan-
guage variation.

We suggest three related reasons for why global typological studies con-
tinue to focus on factors related to population numbers. One is a matter of
expertise. Linguists interested in the interaction between social and linguis-
tic structures tend to be experts of specific communities, and, as mentioned
earlier, the comparison of communities has not been a major tradition in
sociolinguistics. Typologists, on the other hand are experts of comparative
analyses of language structures, but may have fewer intuitions about what
sociolinguistic factors may be comparable across time and place. Relatedly,
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social, cultural, and historical factors are also largely affected by areality and
genealogical relatedness (Mace and Pagel, 1995; Jordan and Huber, 2013; Mace
and Jordan, 2011), making it all the more challenging for linguists to make judg-
ments about which sociolinguistic variables to compare when, and why. The
third reason is that population size can be easily extracted from published
census data and existing databases such as Ethnologue (Eberhard et al., 2022),
enabling the relatively easy linkage of population data to quantitative studies.

While we believe population counts are valuable to explore the relation-
ship between the social determinants of language change and diversity, in
this questionnaire, we aim to integrate a more fine-grained perspective on the
lower-level factors that may implicitly correlate to sheer speaker counts. Our
questionnaire thus incorporates demographic data both as broad quantitative
factors (see Section 4.1), and as fine-grained variables (Section 4.2). Through
this solution, we aim at making the dataset comparable with other sociolinguis-
tic typological databases, but also to make the questionnaire data amenable to
additional analyses on the characterization of contact profile, where the role
of lower-level factors pertaining to population structure can be assessed.

2.4 Summary

Prior works featuring the sociolinguistics of language change and contact serve
as valuable starting points for developing a new analytical framework for global
comparisons of language contact scenarios. Our questionnaire has attempted
to incorporate some of the underlying causal factors identified through this
review under the term “explanatory factors of language change.” We will dis-
cuss these and additional factors in Section 3.3. These explanatory factors form
the foundations of the questionnaire as a research tool for sociolinguistic com-
parisons of contact contexts worldwide. In Section 3, we describe how we incor-
porate these factors into the questionnaire design.

3 Questionnaire design

Here we outline the various components of the questionnaire. Since this ques-
tionnaire was designed to collect data on factors associated with language
change in contact situations, it makes a number of common assumptions
related to language contact. While being cognizant that questionnaires run
the risk of reinforcing worldviews that are implicit in the wording of questions
and in the way phenomena are measured (Leeman, 2018; Urla, 1993), we hope
our identification of known assumptions will spark discussion and aid future
improvements of comparative sociolinguistic research tools.
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We start by outlining the procedure of identifying contact scenarios world-
wide (Section 3.1). We continue by addressing the question of how to delimit
the time frame of contact between the targeted groups (Section 3.2). Finally
we introduce four explanatory factors for (contact-induced) language change,
which constitute the building blocks of the questionnaire (Section 3.3).

31 Selecting contact scenarios

Investigating the social dimensions of contact between speakers of different
languages requires a systematic approach to selecting the language commu-
nities involved. Ideally this process is uniform and enables the selection of
contact scenarios between neighboring language communities worldwide. The
aim is to collect comparable descriptions of the contact dynamics attested in
each scenario.

Any language is likely to be in contact with more than one language at any
given time. We established that the sociolinguistic scenarios studied through
our questionnaire would consist of pairs of language communities in contact.
These pairs of language communities in contact consist of what we call the
“Focus Group” and the “Neighbor Group.” As mentioned above, the aim is to
elicit descriptions of the relationships and opportunities of contact that exist
between these two groups. For manageability’s sake, these descriptions are
framed from the perspective of the Focus Group only.

A research design where the contact profiles of both Focus and Neighbor
Groups are in full scrutiny would require the involvement of experts equally
acquainted with the history of both communities, as well as, more crudely, a
longer and more time-consuming questionnaire. Even though limited to the
Focus perspective, the selection procedure is flexible enough to be adapted to
larger units. For instance, one and the same contact region could be explored
through multiple contact pairs, with one and the same group acting as the
Focus in one set and the Neighbor in the other. However, given that most of
the individual questions in the questionnaire are framed following a pair-wise
scheme, applying the questionnaire to contact scenarios consisting of three or
more languages would at least require some reformulation of the actual ques-
tions (see Section 4).

Focusing on language pairs rather than larger sets of languages in contact
reduces the complexities of highly multilingual contact scenarios. This is a
trade-off we made in order to get deeper data on specific contact pairs. The
greater context of contact is still of interest, hence information is briefly elicited
about other language communities involved in contact. These languages may
be global majority languages, lingua francas, or other vernacular languages.
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3.2 Approximating the time frame of contact

The research design also calibrates when contact takes place. We call this the
“time frame of contact” between Focus and Neighbor Groups. In principle,
the questionnaire can be used to document the dynamics of social interac-
tion between Focus and Neighbor Groups at any given point in time. However,
given that the time span of contact may vary a great deal across language com-
munities of the world, and that contact dynamics also vary through time, we
established that the sociolinguistic descriptions elicited through the question-
naire should identify one relevant time frame of contact between Focus and
Neighbor Groups.

More specifically, we operationalize time as “the densest period of contact
between Focus and Neighbor Group,” or “the time frame with the greatest
opportunities of (linguistic) interactions between the two groups, such that
linguistic consequences could have arisen.” For instance, contact between Mex-
ican Spanish (Indo-European, Romance) and Toluca Otomi (Otomanguean,
South-Western Otomi) goes back to the eighteenth century, but the period
with the greatest opportunities of interactions for the largest number of people
goes from the mid-twentieth century until the present (Rosnataly Avelino, per-
sonal communication). In the eyes of this questionnaire, the densest period of
contact for this contact pair is this latter time stretch. The questionnaire thus
assumes a view of language change where a long period of stable multilingual-
ism is assumed to be necessary for grammatical changes to take effect.

Three cut-off points are used as a way of further systematising the varying
time frames of contact relations across pairs:

1.  Contact started in the (remote) past and is still ongoing

2. Contact occurred in the (remote) past, but is no longer ongoing

3. Contact has been only recently established over the last two centuries*
When paired with linguistic data, these three cut-off points can be used to test
proposals made about the relationship between types of contact influences at
the linguistic level, and the duration of contact. For instance, is it that strong
similarities in language structures of the Focus and Neighbor Group languages
always presuppose long-lasting contact relations between the two communi-
ties? In addition to duration, these dimensions also capture whether contact

4 This cut-off point is an attempt at capturing recent societal developments connected to
urbanization and modernization worldwide. Modernization and urbanization are invariably
tied to colonization in some places. However, the time period of colonization differs across
the globe. For instance, while European colonization of South America was already taking
place in the fifteenth century, colonization of Australia begins later in the seventeenth cen-

tury.
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between the two groups bears any relevance to the present. In this sense, con-
tact scenarios with ongoing contact from the remote past are the most dense,
temporally speaking.

The realities of language contact are of course temporally complex. The deci-
sion to restrict the representation of a contact situation to one specific time
window was motivated by the need to make the questionnaire manageable
in terms of time commitment and knowledge, especially given the absence of
knowledge in many communities concerning multiple contact points across
time. We acknowledge this simplification upfront to the respondents of the
questionnaire, and ask about other possible contact groups and time peri-
ods that may be consequential. We rely on the expert respondents’ knowledge
and intuitions of the contact situation under investigation to interpret the
responses that we receive.

In some contact situations the densest period of contact by our definition
may be the present time. This would be the case in some colonial contexts
where traditional speakers of a language may interact more in the present due
to colonial policies, for example in the forced consolidation of indigenous peo-
ples onto reservations in North America. In such cases, respondents can only
answer about contemporary social contact since the questionnaire definition
specifies what the densest period of contact is.

Another assumption related to the operationalization of the time frame of
contact is the uniformitarian principle. This principle suggests that processes
which we observe today can “help us to gain knowledge about processes in
the past” (Bergs, 2012: 83). The principle assumes that fundamental processes
related to the functioning of language are the same across time and place, and
are unchanging enough that parallels can be drawn between the present and
the past. This principle is invoked in historical linguistics, sociolinguistics (his-
torical and contemporary, such as Labov, 1972, and Wray and Grace, 2007), and
in sister disciplines such as archaeology.

There are obvious dangers in drawing parallels from the present to the past
(Trudgill, 2020, for sociolinguistics; Hodder, 1998, for archaeology). For exam-
ple, anachronisms are a major issue identified by Bergs (2012). There is, how-
ever, some evidence from across the globe that historical patterns of interaction
may persevere even despite major historical upheavals. For example, Lindstedt
(2016) suggests that some local linguistic situations in the Balkans today reflect
the multilingualism of the past despite one hundred years passing since the
Balkan Wars. Dickson (2015) shows the maintenance and transmission of cul-
tural knowledge in certain domains are robust among traditional speakers of
Marra in Northern Australia. The grandchildren of the oldest Marra speakers
are now speaking Kriol, but transmission is still occurring in, for example, the
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knowledge domain. A similar observation has been made about Maori in New
Zealand (Chrisp, 2005). Sookias et al. (2018) found that deep cultural ancestry
can explain contemporary cultural phenomena (although more recent histori-
cal events are a better predictor of cultural similarity across groups). Our solu-
tion to this difficult issue of invoking the uniformitarian principle is to consider
the responses to each questionnaire independently, and assess whether it is
appropriate to assume it or not.

3.3 Explanatory factors of language change as the basis of data

collection

The review of sociolinguistic aspects of language change broadly construed
(Section 2) helped develop the theoretical scaffolding of the questionnaire
design. Through this review, we identified four groups of factors that are recur-
rently associated with accounts of language change, including contact-induced
change; some of which we have already mentioned in the review. These are:
cognitive processes, social cognition, social networks, and macro-contexts of
language use. We refer to these four groups of factors as “explanatory fac-
tors.”

1.  Cognitive processes: This label gathers a range of proposals that rely on
domain-general cognitive abilities at the level of the individual. These
include: memory, categorization, perceptual saliency and how they fare
in language learning, production, and perception. Many of the studies in
this domain are experimental or corpus-based (see, e.g., Kuhl, 1991; Lit-
cofsky et al., 2016), but case studies and comparative studies also abound
(see, e.g., Ross, 2007; Blevins, 2017). Explanations of contact effects appear
to rest on the assumption that there is a fundamental divide between
native and non-native language learning and processing, which affects
the type of changes that we observe in contact situations (Kempe and
Brooks, 2018). Studies in this domain tend to focus on L1 transfer effects
on patterns and structures of the L2 as well as on differences in parsing
preferences between L1 users and adult L2 users (for an overview of both
transfer effects and parsing preferences in L1 and L2 processing, see Clah-
sen et al,, 2010). Implicit in the idea of L1 influences on L2 learning and
processing (the transfer approach) is the basic human cognitive mech-
anism of applying familiar patterns, routines, and habits to less familiar
ones. Thus, an alternative way to address this family of effects is to talk
about the effect of prior learning on bi- and multilingual language use.
On the other hand, differences related to varying preferences in parsing
between L1 and adult L2 users are to be understood as a physiological
correlate of age of acquisition. In our questionnaire, we therefore seek
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responses on language production (what we call “output”) and compre-
hension (based on prior exposure and “input”). The questionnaire asks
about both adults and children.

Social cognition: These are explanatory factors related to individuals in
interaction. In this category, we consider domain-general cognitive abil-
ities that pertain to individuals in interaction and, more generally, to
humans’ ability to understand and make inferences about the intentions,
goals, and communicative resources of their interlocutors (e.g., “theory
of mind” by Happé et al,, 2017). An illustration of contact-induced pat-
terns of language use, which tend to be explained as a function of human
social-cognitive abilities and are thought to have potential repercussions
on contact-induced change is “foreigner-directed speech” (see, among
others, Ferguson, 1975; Chun et al., 2016; Dale and Lupyan, 2012), which
can be broadly described as an instance of audience design (Bell, 2002).
This is a behavior where speakers adapt their speech to interlocutors per-
ceived to be non-native. Constructions that are perceived or known to
be difficult for learners are avoided in order to facilitate communication.
In our questionnaire, we address this interactional component of indi-
vidual linguistic behavior by asking questions about the occurrence of
foreigner-directed speech in Focus-Neighbor interactions, as well as the
expectations related to choice of language in a given interactional con-
text.

Social networks: This group of explanatory factors consider the interac-
tion between individuals and groups, studying how linguistic variants dif-
fuse in social networks, and how network structures may affect trajecto-
ries of change in language structures. Traditionally, the data used in these
studies stem from (sociolinguistic) fieldwork (e.g., Milroy and Milroy,
1985; Lippi-Green, 1989). Agent-based modeling and experimental work
has also gained ground in assessing the impact of social network struc-
ture and density on the patterning of linguistic structure (e.g., Ravivetal.,
2019, 2020; Fagyal et al., 2010), although there is doubt as to how essen-
tial network structures are in trajectories of language change (see Clem,
2016). Broader research on social networks was also consulted (such as
Granovetter, 1973; Easley and Kleinberg, 2010). Social networks feature
prominently in our questionnaire design through a variety of questions
addressing their density and structure.

Macro-contexts of language use: This heterogeneous group of explana-
tory factors address the broader contexts of language use, and are united
by macro and societal focus. The factors encompass demographic, histor-
ical, economic, and political variables like population size and structure,
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subsistence practices, language policies, and language vitality. Examples
of studies addressing linguistic diversity and change from the perspective
of such variables were discussed under global correlational studies in Sec-
tion 2. Language ideologies and attitudes are also counted in this family
of explanatory factors, and interpreted as social constructs that affect tra-
jectories of variation and change (Irvine and Gal, 2000; Lindstedt, 2016).
The questionnaire asks about ideologies and attitudes in the communi-
ties under study, both in general, and in relation to language.

4 Questionnaire structure and implementation

The questionnaire consists of two sub-questionnaires: the Overview Question-
naire and the Domains Questionnaire. The Overview Questionnaire is a wide
look at social, historical, and political features of predominantly the Focus
Group. The Domains Questionnaire elicits responses on spaces and modes of
interaction between Focus and Neighbor Groups by considering six different
social domains. The instructions and content of the entire questionnaire are
presented in Appendix A.

41 Overview Questionnaire
The Overview Questionnaire is designed to gain a macro-perspective of the
Focus Group society. There are 34 questions, nine of which ask about data
sources and respondent confidence assessments with respect to each social
domain (Appendices B-H, questions 0E1—3, 0C1-6). The Overview Question-
naire follows some of the categorizations found in the Human Relations Area
File (Murdock, 1949), such as population density groupings. The unit of inves-
tigation is a singular “society” and its characteristic features such as levels of
jurisdictional hierarchy (question 0s1) and subsistence practices (0s6). While
limited in scope, this sub-questionnaire supplements the Domains Question-
naire and links our questionnaire and its factors to those investigated in other
global correlation studies (Section 2.3). These variables include population
size, and proportions of L1 and L2 speakers. The Overview Questionnaire has
unique identifiers always beginning with O, followed by a letter that represents
the section associated with the question.

Table 1 shows the different sections of the Overview Questionnaire, their
two-letter unique identifiers, and one example question with its unique ques-
tion identifier. The Overview Questionnaire is presented in Appendix H.
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TABLE 1 The Overview Questionnaire: Examples of sections and identifiers.
Section Section Example question (with unique identifier)
identifier
Demographics oD What is the total number of native-like speakers of Focus?
(op1)
Language geography 0G What is the population density within the area where

Focus is spoken? (0G1)

Language and identity 01 Is Focus stated as an expression of identity of any of the
following? Yes or No answer to each of the following: (011)
Group centered around shared descent, such as clan,
house, lineage group, kinship group [...]

Social structure 0s Typically, how many levels of jurisdictional hierarchy are
there in the Focus speaking society, beyond the local com-
munity? (0s1)

History OH Have there been any natural disasters or major societal
upheaval during the densest period of contact between
Focus speaking and Neighbor speaking people, such that
it impacted people’s mobility, and Focus speaking people
talk about it? (0H1)

Fieldwork experience =~ OE How long have you spent working with this community?
(oE1)
Confidence assessment 0C How certain are you in your responses to the set of ques-

tions about each domain? (0c1)

4.2 Domains Questionnaire

The Domains Questionnaire assesses social interactions between Focus and

Neighbor communities in the context of six social domains. These are:

— Local Community (DLC): pertaining to relationships in the private sphere
beyond the household

— Trade (DTR): pertaining to transaction of goods

— Social Exchange & Marriage (DEM): pertaining to relationships through mar-
riage and practices of (ceremonial) exchange

— Family & Kin (DFK): pertaining to relationships in the household

— Knowledge (DKN): pertaining to relationships in the sphere of formalized
learning

— Labor (DLB): pertaining to relationships in the sphere of production

The notion of domains of language use, popularized by Fishman (1965), has
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long been employed to systematically investigate linguistic behavior across
varying social contexts. Domains probabilistically circumscribe contexts of
activity, role relationships, and topics of communication in various sociocul-
tural situations.

Domains were chosen as a way to organize the questionnaire for several
reasons, the critiques of nation-based models not withstanding (Section 2.1).
Firstly, social domains practically divide the questionnaire into manageable
components, rather than having one monumental questionnaire for the
respondent to tackle. Secondly, domains are a familiar concept to linguists,
sociologists, and anthropologists, though our understandings and assumptions
around the term may vary. Finally, domains were developed as a concept for the
purpose of comparison, therefore they suit the needs of the questionnaire. In
its original conception, Schmidt-Roher (1933) organized German language use
into domains of activities to assess language choice across the domains. While
our goals differ to Schmidt-Roher’s, the systematicity afforded by the model of
domains provides some structure to facilitate comparisons across contact con-
texts.

We share, up to a point, Fishman’s assumptions that some activities increase
the probability of certain linguistic behaviors. We suggest, however, that it is
not necessarily the domain and activity itself that probabilistically triggers
linguistic behaviors, but the fact that certain activities tend to be done with
certain people. It is these interlocutors that affect the likelihood of linguistic
behaviors, and the activity is one way of narrowing the focus to a manage-
able size. One of the reasons why the Domains Questionnaire revolves around
conventions between Focus and Neighbor Group peoples is because who the
interlocutor is matters for language variation.

We take a critical approach to some of the assumptions built into the notion
of domains. For example we do not assume that there is a dominant language
per domain. Questions about which languages are spoken in the target domain
include an answer that is, in essence, a “there is no clear preference” option. We
have received feedback that this response option reduces the range of possible
phenomena and motivations of language variation. Our response has been to
reiterate that the purpose of this questionnaire is to globally compare contact
situations, and that fine-grained distinctions at this level of macro-comparison
are beyond our scope.

A warning against the use of domains is that it may reinforce the domi-
nance of domains as a model by requiring respondents to consider language
variation by domains. A recent paper by Di Carlo (2023) presents a design of
a multilingualism survey of speaker’s practices, attitudes, and ideologies that
charts locally meaningful relationships and affiliations. The survey is geared
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towards small-scale multilingual societies, reflecting Di Carlo’s concern that
the uncritical adoption of nation-based models for surveys may “obliterate the
signals of non-diglossic patterns” found in these kinds of communities (2023:
379).

The shortcomings of domains as a model are made clear by small-scale mul-
tilingualism research (Section 2.1). We also see this in our demonstration below
with some proposed domains showing significant overlap with one another in
the northern Siberian context. Typology, however, necessarily requires some
model to facilitate comparison. We refer again to Vaughan and Singer (2018),
who observe the ubiquity of polyglossia as a model, and that domains are one of
the few well-elaborated comparative models available. The notion of domain
was therefore chosen primarily for its utility in structuring the questionnaire
into manageable components.

In the absence of a well-developed alternative model that facilitates system-
atic comparison, we have tried to compensate for the blind spots of domains
by providing opportunities for respondents to indicate issues posed by the var-
ious domains through qualitative comments. We have also attempted to free
the notion of domains from some of the assumptions inherent in the Fishma-
nian sense, such as being neutral about the dominance of a language being
spoken when undertaking certain activities. As mentioned in Section 2.1, we
have tried to remain neutral about how certain factors may manifest in any
given community; for example, that ideologies may not assume a hierarchical
semantic relation between languages. Despite the name of this questionnaire
subset, to our mind this is a step in deconstructing the dominance of a nar-
rowly construed domains model in questionnaires. The shortcomings of this
questionnaire will hopefully provide lessons for the development of an alter-
native comparative sociolinguistic model.

We identified the six domains listed at the beginning of this section (Local
Community, Trade, Social Exchange & Marriage, Family & Kin, Labor, Knowl-
edge) by carrying out a review on the dynamics of social and linguistic interac-
tions in contact situations. Specific research will be cited in Sections 5.3-5.8
where each domain is defined. We formulated our definitions with the goal
of maximizing comparability across time and place, and do not, for exam-
ple, consider the role of modern communication technologies in contact. In
addition, many of our definitions are functional in nature, in the sense that
they approach a given domain from the activities and societal functions associ-
ated with it (e.g,, as done by Vincent, 2015). For instance the domain of Family
& Kin is characterized as a space associated with child-bearing and -rearing.
Some have argued that functional definitions of cultural practices and social
institutions are prone to missing the dynamic aspects of practices and insti-
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TABLE 2 Domains Questionnaire: Sections and the first letters of the cross-domain identifiers associ-

ated with each section.

Section Cross-domain Description of section

identifier
Preamble P Speakers, occurrence, and time frame of contact
Domain-specific D Characterization of the domain
Social network S Social network comprising Focus and Neighbor Groups
Behavior-affecting B Ideologies and attitudes in the domain
biases
Output (0] Linguistic production of Focus Group people in a domain
Input I Linguistic input that Focus Group people receive
Transmission T Language use by children in the domain
End E Data sources, other languages/groups featured in the

domain, response confidence assessment

tutions (Yanagisako, 1979: 164-165), as they ignore the meanings of cultural
practices to their practitioners. Yet, this approach is still useful for identifying
similarities across varying societies, especially in the absence of any precedent
in the field of comparative (socio)linguistic research (see a similar argument
by Goodenough, 1980, with respect to comparative approaches in anthropol-
ogy).

From here on we will make references to specific questions from the Do-
mains Questionnaire. Each question has a cross-domain identifier and a do-
main-specific identifier. The cross-domain identifiers refer to the different sec-
tions of the Domains Questionnaire which are repeated in the same order-
ing across each and every domain. The cross-domain identifiers comprise two
characters: a letter character representing the specific section of the question-
naire (e.g., P for preamble questions and S for questions pertaining to social net-
works), and a cardinal number or letter character representing individual ques-
tions within a broader section (e.g., P1 is the first question inside the preamble
section and BA within the behavior-affecting biases section). The cross-domain
identifiers are summarized in Table 2. The wording of individual questions is
given in the appendices along with the corresponding identifiers, though some
examples can be seen in Table 5.

Domain-specific identifiers are particular to each domain. They comprise
five characters, where the first three characters refer to the domain to which
the question applies; for example, the three letter abbreviations such as DLC
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TABLE 3 Examples of the relationship between cross-domain identifiers and domain-specific identi-
fiers.

Cross-domain Domain-specific Question identifier

identifier
BA DTR16 What is the overall attitude that Focus Group people have
towards Neighbor Group people in trade?
BA DLC18 What is the overall attitude that Focus people have towards
Neighbor people in the local community?
S1 DLC16 How often do Focus people interact with Neighbor people in

the local community?

TABLE 4  The correspondence between the explanatory factors of language change and the cross-
domain identifiers.

Explanatory factor of language Sections of the questionnaire Cross-domain
change identifiers
Cognitive processes Opportunities for language learning anduse I, 0, T

Social cognition Accommodation, foreigner-directed speech 1,0, T

Social networks Social network structure and density S
Macro-contexts of language use  Linguistic ideologies and attitudes B

for the domain of Local Community. These will only be referred to when neces-
sary. For this paper, the most crucial identifier is the cross-domain identifier as
described above. Table 3 shows concrete examples of the relationship between
cross-domain identifiers and domain-specific identifiers. For each question
cited, we will use unique identifiers that allow to trace the details of the ques-
tion in the appendices.

The questions asked for each domain are divided in two categories: those
that aim at characterizing the peculiarities of a given domain (and whose for-
mulation may slightly vary across domains), and those that cut across domains
(and whose formulation stays the same across domains). These cross-domain
questions were designed as implementations of the four groups of explanatory
factors identified in Section 3.3, schematized in Table 4.

Questions related to the cognitive processes and social cognition explana-
tory factors concern patterns of language learning and use at the level of the
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TABLE 5 Relationship between explanatory factor type and section identifiers, and examples of ques-
tions related to the explanatory factor.
Explanatory factor ~ Section Example question (with cross-domain identifier)
identifier
Cognitive processes O What language do Focus Group people typically speak with
(output) Neighbor Group people in domain X? (O1)
Cognitive processes I What language do Neighbor Group people typically speak
(input) with Focus Group people in domain X? (I)
Cognitive processes T What language do Neighbor Group adults typically speak to
(transmission) Focus Group children? (T2)
Social cognition (0] Do Focus Group people typically simplify their language
(accommodation) when speaking with Neighbor Group people in domain X?
(02)
Social networks S How often do Focus Group people interact with Neighbor
(density) Group people in domain X? (S1)
Social networks S How many people are typically involved in interactions
(density) between Focus Group people and Neighbor Group people
in domain X? (S3)
Macro-contexts of B What is the overall attitude that Focus Group people have
language use towards Neighbor Group people in domain X? (BA)
Macro-contexts of B How do Focus Group people view themselves overall in

language use

relation to Neighbor Group people, within the context of
domain X? (BH)

individual. The focus is on language input or exposure (the I set of section iden-
tifiers) and output or production (O set). These particular questions concern
adults, but the questionnaire also tries to get information on opportunities for
language transmission and use with children (T set).

Then there are the questions related to the explanatory factor of social net-
works (S set). These questions try to capture elements of the social network
structure involving Focus and Neighbor peoples; for example, the frequency of
interactions between the two groups, as well as the proportions of people that
are typically involved in these interactions.

Finally the questions relating to the explanatory factor of macro-contexts
of language use cover the broader contexts of language use affecting the group.
This includes factors of attitudes and ideologies that may sway language behav-
ior, labeled under the umbrella term of behavior-affecting biases (B set).
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Table 4 shows the correspondence between the explanatory factors and
cross-domain identifiers, and Table 5 shows examples of questions and the
explanatory factor that they are related to.

The questions of the Domains Questionnaire follow the same patterns
across all six domains. We begin by asking whether the domain in question
is relevant for contact (questions P1). The respondent is then asked to estimate
the duration of contact (P2), and to identify when the densest period of contact
may have been (P3). All subsequent questions for any given domain should be
answered using the densest period of contact as the time frame of reference,
as discussed in Section 3.2.

The questions related to the occurrence and the time frame of contact are
then followed by questions about the particularities of each social domain. In
the domain of Labor, for example, we ask “How commonly are Focus Group
and Neighbor Group people involved in public modes of production?” (ques-
tion D1/DLBo2). The majority of the remaining questions are shared across
domains and are designed to characterize the dynamics of social and linguistic
interaction between Focus and Neighbor. For example, in every social domain
there is some iteration of the question “How do Focus Group people view
themselves overall in relation to Neighbor Group people, within the context
of domain X?” (questions BH), or “How much do Focus Group children partici-
pate in domain X?” (questions T1). Table 3 introduced earlier shows an example
of question Ba (attitudes) asked in the domains of Trade and Local Community.

The Domains Questionnaire ends with a set of final questions addressing
data sources, the respondent’s confidence assessment of the answers provided
for each domain, as well as any other language that may have played a relevant
role during the suggested time frame of contact. These are questions E1, E4, E5,
and E6, where E stands for “Ending questions.”

The Domains Questionnaire is presented in Appendices B-G.

4.3 Question and answer format

The wording of the questions attempts to avoid jargon and upfront analysis of
the contact situation. Questions are worded in a way that experts can report on
the basis of their own knowledge and experience of the Focus Group. For exam-
ple, we ask “What languages do Focus Group people typically speak with the
Neighbor people” in a given domain and vice versa (e.g., the input and output
set of questions). These questions give an indication of the type of multilin-
gual mode observable in the domain. Focus people may speak the Neighbor
language in one domain, or there may be no clear tendency because both
Focus and Neighbor people may frame their choice of language depending on
the interactional context. If we had asked whether Focus and Neighbor Group
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practice receptive multilingualism, or whether one group shifts to the other
group’s language, we would have needed the expert to provide a response based
on some kind of prior analysis informed by these very notions. By eliciting
responses based on observed behaviors, we then interpret the data post hoc,
that is building upon the expert’s responses in a bottom-up fashion.

Most questions have sets of predetermined answers. The predetermined
answers often have specific parameters related to the question, and these are
provided to the respondent so they may choose the best answer. For exam-
ple, the question concerning physical proximity of Focus and Neighbor Group
people in a given domain (S4) is specified as follows. The answer “Very proxi-
mate” is accompanied by the following explanation: “There is little to no effort
inreaching one another, and does not bear considering as effortful.” Conversely,
the answer “Very far” is accompanied by the note: “There is considerable effort
required to reach one another. Logistic considerations and planning must be
made. Requires one or more overnight travel.” Adding these specifications to
the answer types contributes to guiding the respondents in their choice of
answers, and to make responses comparable across contexts.

A comment field is available for each question so the respondents may elab-
orate, nuance, and further qualify their responses. The qualitative comments
are crucial for interpreting the predetermined responses, as well as for making
judgments on the applicability of the question to the contact pair under inves-
tigation; a point we will discuss further below.

The predetermined answer types are either binary (yes vs. no), scalar (Likert
scale), or a selection of predetermined types. An example of a scalar response
is the one given for question DEmMo6 (Social Exchange & Marriage), which asks
“How much do Focus Group children participate in practices of exchange?”
The possible answers are a scale between 1 and 5, where 1 corresponds to “They
practically never participate” and 5 to “They practically always participate.” An
example of predetermined types are the answers to question DTRu (Trade),
“What language do Focus Group people typically speak when trading with
Neighbor Group people?” with options of “Focus Group language,” “Neighbor
Group language,” “Some other language,” or “This is highly contextual.” While all
the other possible answers target some form of monolingual interaction (with
choice between the Focus, Neighbor, or some other language), the last possi-
ble response stands for a mode of interaction that encompasses multilingual
practices of various kinds. These may include: code-switching, code-mixing,
audience design based on the interactional context, and knowledge of inter-
locutor’s language biography.

Predetermining the possible responses has its merits and demerits. One risk
is that it simply forces respondents to choose an answer, hence forcing the data

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



28 KASHIMA ET AL.

into a particular format. For example, as one anonymous reviewer pointed out,
having a single “this is highly contextual” response for the range of possible
response strategies possibly implying the use of multiple languages in a given
interactional context means that most small-scale multilingual contexts would
fall under this response. This may result in an asymmetry of signals from poly-
glossic vs. non-polyglossic contexts. While we cannot exclude that this may be
the case, it is also possible that this is not the case. As far as the literature on
societal multilingualisms is concerned, currently there is no clear knowledge
about whether one type of multilingualism is more common than the other.
The purpose of this questionnaire is to get some basic facts about contact, and
the responses to the questionnaire may help us get some insight into this ques-
tion about prevalence of multilingualism types. The only way to discern a “real”
asymmetry vs. an asymmetry brought about by the questionnaire design is to
view the responses in light of the qualitative comments provided by the respon-
dent.
Definitions of the scales are presented in Appendix I.

5 Demonstration

There are two goals to this demonstration. The first is to showcase the utility
of the questionnaire for assessing the frequency and tightness of contact rela-
tions between Focus and Neighbor Groups across domains of interactions. The
second goal is to illustrate how the questionnaire contributes to gain an under-
standing of the type of bilingualism that is spread in language communities
in contact (adult vs. child bilingualism). We qualitatively describe how each
domain manifests in each contact pair and present responses about whether
the domain in question is one where intergenerational language transmission
could take place. We summarize key points from each and every section for
readability’s sake, rather than providing a point-by-point illustration of the
questionnaire. The entire questionnaire is, however, attached in the appen-
dices.

When referring to the pair of Mawng-Kunbarlang, we will use the abbrevia-
tion MK. For Tundra Enets-Nganasan, we use the abbreviation TN.

5.1 Introducing Mawng-Kunbarlang and Tundra Enets-Nganasan: Who
are the speakers?

The contact contexts under investigation are two small-scale multilingual soci-

eties. Ruth Singer tested the questionnaire by answering for Mawng (1so [mph],

glottocode [mawni240]) and Kunbarlang ([wlg], [kunbi251]) in Arnhem Land,
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TABLE 6 Contact pairs from Australia and Siberia

Contact pair Mawng-Kunbarlang Tundra Enets-Nganasan

Area Northern Australia Northern Siberia

Focus Group Mawng (Iwaidjan) Tundra Enets (Samoyedic)

Population Approximately 300, pre-  For Enets as a whole, 3000 in the 1600s,
and post-colonization 500 in the late 1800s, 200 in 2002

(Khanina and Meyerhoff, 2018: 223)

Neighbor Group Kunbarlang (Gun- Nganasan (Samoyedic)
winyguan)

Densest time 1600-1800 CE 1700-1930 CE

northern Australia. Olesya Khanina responded for Tundra Enets ([enh],
[tundi254]) and Nganasan ([nio], [ngani291]) of the lower Yenisei in Siberia.
A notable difference between the two contact pairs is that while the Australian
pair features contact between speakers of two genealogically unrelated lan-
guages, the Siberian contact pair involves two genealogically related languages
of the Samoyedic family. This suggests the questionnaire can consider social
contact between neighboring communities regardless of their historical lan-
guage and group affiliations. The questionnaire took Singer about seven hours
to complete. Khanina took less time, as fewer social domains were relevant.
Both authors have worked with their respective communities of expertise for a
minimum of 19 years.

Both MKk and TN have social contact in multiple domains, with European
documentation noting social contact for at least the past 200 years. Both
respondents, however, estimate that social contact has been ongoing for longer.
Table 6 reports population figures and estimated densest time frame of contact
as defined by the questionnaire (Section 3.2).

While the focus of this section is the demonstration of the Domains Ques-
tionnaire, Table 7 shows some examples of responses to selected questions
from the Overview Questionnaire (Section 4.1) for completion’s sake.

In the instructions at the beginning of the Domains Questionnaire, the
Focus Group speakers are defined and identified (Appendix A). “A speaker
of language X” is understood in the questionnaire as a person who is locally
viewed as a speaker of the language with some kind of proficiency speaking
it. We do not intend to connote ethnolinguistic unity, although the definition
allows for the inclusion of such contexts. We assume to an extent that such
speakers are the numerical majority when considering a given contact sce-
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TABLE 7 Demonstration of select questions and answers from the Overview Questionnaire.
Identifier Question Mawng Tundra Enets
oD1 What is the number of native-like users of Focus 100-999 100—999
Group language?
0G1 What is the population density within the terri- Less than 2 per-  Less than 2
tory controlled by the Focus Group community? sons per1osq. km persons per
10sq. km
on Is the Focus language stated as an expression of ~ Yes No
identity of: Group centered around relationships
of shared descent, such as clan, house, lineage
group, kinship group?
0s1 How many levels of jurisdictional hierarchy* No levels No levels
are there in the Focus Group, beyond the local
community?
OH1 Have there been any natural disasters or major ~ No Yes
societal upheaval during the densest period of
contact between Focus Group and Neighbor
Group that the Focus Group people talk about as
having impacted people’s mobility?
OE1 For how long have you worked with this commu- 20 years 19 years
nity?
oc1 How certain are you in your responses to the set  Very certain Somewhat

of questions about each domain?

*In this questionnaire “jurisdictional hierarchy” refers to a rank with jurisdictional authority, such as the abil-
ity to punish transgressors. The term “local community” refers to the closest social circle to the household
environment, but outside the realm of family and kin, who typically reside together in face-to-face associa-

tion.

nario; that is, there may be a numerical minority who speak language X often
and well, but they are not locally viewed as speakers of the language. Local ide-
ologies concerning speaker identity have bearings on speaker behaviors, and,
therefore, it is crucial to know which people are the focus of the questionnaire
response. Who gets considered “a Mawng speaker” or “a Tundra Enets speaker”
becomes immediately significant for the questionnaire responses. In Arnhem
Land, languages are often associated with clan. Therefore a person belonging
to any one of the clans associated with Mawng is considered “a Mawng person.”
A person of a different clan may speak Mawng very well, but they are excluded
from local definitions as being a Mawng speaker. Singer thus specifies that
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the questionnaire responses concern this local perspective of who is a Mawng
speaker, thus excluding people who speak the language just as fluently, but
who are associated with other clans. For Siberia, the different language groups
roughly correspond with ethno-territorial groups. A person identified by a lin-
guist as a Tundra Enets speaker may speak a variety of other languages, and peo-
ple of other ethno-territorial groups may also speak Tundra Enets proficiently.

In addition to the issues entailed by defining speakerhood, we also acknowl-
edge that groups that speak a particular language can be internally sociocul-
turally diverse. We have tried to account for within-group heterogeneity by
providing opportunities for the respondent to indicate this throughout the
questionnaire. For example, for each social domain, there is a set of questions
that asks the respondent to answer the questionnaire based on the social group
where contact between Focus Group and Neighbor Group people is densest
(D10). This question was included to recognize that only some speakers of alan-
guage may engage in language contact phenomena. Contact experiences may
also differ, in part, based on one’s social background. The questions of set D3
were included to help interpret the answers of the questionnaire, and to pro-
vide a nuanced picture of the sociocultural particularities of a given contact
scenario.

5.2 Sections chosen for demonstration: Intergenerational transmission
and language choice

In what follows, we provide an overview of test responses by social domains.
The responses are then summarized in Section 5.9 where we demonstrate
how the two contact scenarios can be compared with one another using the
questionnaire as a grid. The purpose of this demonstration is to showcase the
answerability of the questionnaire through the grid of these test responses,
rather than to break new grounds of knowledge about these communities, or
to provide a content analysis of individual responses.

Since the Domains Questionnaire in its entirety has 231 questions, we have
chosen to present a qualitative analysis of the responses to just a couple of
these. Here we will look at opportunities for intergenerational language trans-
mission, and the language choices of adults.

The opportunity for intergenerational language transmission is addressed by
asking about children’s participation in each domain (specific questions for the
six domains: DEM06, DKN22, DLB17, DLC31, DTR18, DFK00). By asking whether
children actively participate in the activities typical of a domain, we can infer
whether the domain provides an opportunity for children to learn the Neighbor
Group language or other linguistic codes. The predetermined responses to the
question are scalar, from children “practically always participate” with a value
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of 5, through to “they practically never participate,” value 1. In theory, the higher
the value, the more likely that children have the opportunity of exposure to the
Neighbor language.

The questionnaire is limited to considering children under the age of five
years. While language learning and socialization undoubtedly continue
throughout life, the choice of this age threshold reflects knowledge from child
language research. Bilingual language acquisition studies demonstrate that
bilingual children show the ability to tailor their own choice of language to the
interlocutors’ language from around their second year of life (Mishina-Mori,
2011: 3122, and references therein). The literature on cognitive and language
development suggests that at around age three or four, children start showing
the ability to take the perspective of others both in terms of visual perception
(Flavell, 2004; Frick et al., 2014) and linguistic behavior. There is evidence show-
ing that children around this age also understand and utilize sociolinguistic
variables (e.g., Fischer, 1958; Stanford, 2008), and cultural linguistic norms (e.g.,
Davidson, 2018, for northern Australia).

For both contact pairs, the language choices of adults are highly variable
across all domains. In Australia, one of the many factors that inform language
choice is a strong cultural convention of speaking the language of the place
one is presently at (see Merlan, 1981), meaning that language choice is highly
dependent on context and interlocutor. For the Siberian pair, Khanina reports
that speakers engage in receptive bilingual modes of interaction, with contex-
tual power being a strong determinant of language choice. For instance, if there
are greater numbers of any given language present, those who can speak that
language may choose to speak it. Thus, while the details of variable language
choice differ across the two contact pairs, in both cases, the social domains are
spaces of (socio)linguistic negotiation, rather than being associated with a sin-
gle language in some strong polyglossic mode.

5.3 Local Community
5.3.1 Definition
Local Community concerns the spaces closest to the household, but extend-
ing beyond it. The neighborhood or village are examples of a local community.
From a linguistic point of view, it is a space of in-group relationships where
unmonitored speech likely occurs. Local communities are considered likely
domains of linguistic innovations (see Labov, 1966, 1972, and his particular defi-
nition of “vernacular speech”; see also Coupland, 2016 ) and transmission (Clark
and Watson, 2016; Labov, 2007).

Possible local community forms predefined for the questionnaire are “nu-
clear family,” “band,” “neighborhood or village,” “town or city,” and “other”

» «
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(p1/DLCO2). We include both sedentary and mobile units to contrast agri-
cultural vs. non-agricultural language communities (following Bowern, 2010).
While there is diversity of configurations within the categories we have cho-
sen, the intention of this question is to give a rough approximation of group
size and mobility on a global level.

5.3.2 Response

The type of local community for both contact pairs was “band”: a collection of
families that are connected by some culturally meaningful bond such as shared
descent, marriage, and friendship. Both Mawng and Tundra Enets groups have
historically been non-sedentary and organized themselves as more-or-less
politically autonomous groups centered around kinship relations. In the case
of the Australian pair, people were historically nomadic and traveled in groups
that constantly varied in composition. Members of this band would have spo-
ken up to 10 western Arnhem Land languages that bordered Mawng territories
(e.g., Iwaidja, Kunwinjku, Bininj Kunwok), including the Neighbor Group lan-
guage of Kunbarlang.

Local Community overlaps functionally with other domains for TN: with
Family & Kin, Labor, and Social Exchange & Marriage. The responses to the
questions about languages spoken (I and O set) and social networks (S set)
are therefore the same across these four domains. Social contact is assessed
as occurring predominantly through marriage in the case of Tundra Enets,
therefore many activities of daily life revolve around the household of mar-
ried couples. Local Community for Mk also appears to overlap with the domain
of Family & Kin, but the social contact in the domains of Labor and Social
Exchange & Marriage are more specific.

Children are present in both contact scenarios. Singer chose “children prac-
tically always participate” in the local community of the Australian pair. Chil-
dren are reported as speaking their own Mawng language to both Kunbarlang
adults and children, but Singer suggests that Kunbarlang adults would, where
possible, speak Mawng to Mawng children. Khanina chose “children partici-
pate somewhat” for the Siberian pair. Tundra Enets women are reported as
tending to stay at home with children under the age of five, meaning that
young children are perhaps partially segregated from public local community
spaces. Khanina was unable to assess typical language choices of children in
this domain.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



34 KASHIMA ET AL.

5.4 Trade

5.4.1 Definition

Trade is often mentioned as a significant domain in language contact studies.
From the transmission of loanwords from Arabic into Hausa (Yalwa, 1992) to the
emergence of trade jargons such as Chinook (Thomas, 1935) and Tanim Tok (a
Yimas-Alamblak trade pidgin; Williams, 2000), a variety of linguistic outcomes
have been hypothesized and observed from trade relations.

The operational definition of the Trade domain is the transaction of objects
and services by individuals and groups of people. The prototype is a transac-
tion of commodities, by the modes of money, barter, or some mixed form. Trade
is operationally characterized by two aspects in this questionnaire. First, that
there is a clear understanding by participants of immediate or future gains or
returns, and second, that the acquisition of objects, money, or service, is a clear
motivator of the exchange. The purpose of this definition is to keep trade as
distinct as possible from acts of exchange which build relationships, such as
gift exchange addressed, in the domain of Social Exchange & Marriage (Sec-
tion 5.5).

While it is often impossible to separate transactional trade from relational
exchange (see Strathern and Stewart, 2012), there is some evidence that mone-
tary transactions have distinct behavioral characteristics. These characteristics
are relevant to concepts such as social network structure, or the larger con-
cept of societies of intimates. For example, currencies have historically been
used by groups with multiple levels of jurisdictional hierarchy, having devel-
oped out of a specific sociohistorical context of early state taxation (see Smith,
2004: 91). This in turn may suggest exoteric kinds of interactions and linguistic
exchanges. An experimental study by Vohs et al. (2006) suggests that the use of
cash results in more solitary and individualistic behaviors, which may in turn
have consequences for interactions and linguistic norms.

5.4.2 Response
The responses reinforce the difficulty of separating gift exchange and trade
in small-scale multilingual societies. Trade is a “no social contact” domain for
both MKk and TN precisely because exchange is less transactional and more
relational. For example, Singer points out anthropological observations which
mention gift exchanges between groups via elders as representative gift-givers
and receivers. The precise answer here is that transactional trade is not a
domain of social contact, but people from both contact pairs most certainly
exchanged goods with one another.

Since transactional trade is a “no contact” domain, there are no responses
concerning children’s involvement in this domain.
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5.5 Social Exchange & Marriage

5.5.1 Definition

We broadly define this domain as concerning practices of (semi-)codified ex-
change that regulate relationships between individuals and movement across
groups. The domain therefore covers practices of gift and ceremonial exchange,
as well as marriage exchange. All deal with the circulation of goods and people
for the purpose of relationship-building. Social Exchange naturally interacts
with the domain of Trade, while Marriage with the domain of Family & Kin.
Nevertheless, we chose to distinguish these in an attempt at reducing the inter-
nal complexity of these domains.

Gift and ceremonial exchange include deliberate ceremonies such as the
poo a, a ceremonial exchange ritual of the northwestern Amazon (Chernela,
2003). Regional systems of exchange such as the kula of east-coast New Guinea
(Malinowski, [1922] 2013) would also fall in the ceremonial exchange category.
Finally, the gifting of Christmas presents in the contemporary USA would be
an example of a semi-codified exchange event.

By marriage exchange, we are interested in patterns associated with mar-
riage, such as endogamic and exogamic patterns, polygamy and monogamy,
and residency rules surrounding marriage events. This helps characterize mar-
riage-based population movements between Focus and Neighbor Groups at a
group level. The dynamics of linguistic interaction within the marriage rela-
tionship are part of the Family & Kin domain (Section 5.6). The questions
from this conglomerate domain thus focus on goods exchange and marriage
exchange, separately. The results of marriage will be analyzed with those of the
Family & Kin domain.

While the relationship between marriage patterns and language change is
relatively well researched at various scales of investigation,® we could find lit-
tle on exchange practices outside those commonly labeled as “trade.” Anthro-
pological works have documented and theorized much on various forms of
exchange and their social meaning (see, e.g., Strathern and Stewart, 2012), and
this is an area that could be of greater research interest for linguists interested
in language contact.

5 Research on kinship patterns, populations, and languages suggest that these phenomena
affect one another in complex ways. Lansing et al. (2017) find that postmarital residence
patterns, which promote movements of individuals between speech communities, also lead
to uniparental language transmission. In areas of high linguistic diversity or high levels of
multilingualism, fieldworkers have noted a certain propensity to some kind of linguistic
exogamy—either as a deliberate ideology (Stenzel, 2005) or as an epiphenomenon of some
other exogamy rule (eg. clan exogamy, village exogamy, see Stanford and Pan, 2013).
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5.5.2 Response

Both contact pairs reported “yes” for social contact in this domain. For MK,
Singer estimates that social exchange has been ongoing for a few hundred years.
Khanina expresses certainty about social exchange for the past 100 years, but
comments that it also likely occurred in earlier times. Khanina notes that the
TN involvement in social exchange is asymmetrical across the populations, in
the sense that at least half of the Tundra Enets population would interact in
social exchange with Nganasan speakers.

Both contact pairs report social exchange as a highly multilingual affair, with
other local languages spoken in addition to the two contact pair languages.
Singer responds that most Mk people will or will have experienced some form
of social exchange, meaning that this is a significant contact domain in terms
of opportunities for linguistic interaction. TN, however, have limited opportu-
nities of social exchange as it is only those who occupy adjacent territories that
are involved in contact. There are no precise figures available, but the assess-
ment is that at least half the Tundra Enets who border Nganasan people would
interact in social exchange, while only a minority of Nganasan people directly
interact in social exchange.®

Both respondents report the presence of children in exchange, but the
degree of involvement in exchange practices varies. Khanina chose “children
participate alot.” Singer comments that children travel with the older members
of their families to attend ceremonies, but the amount of participation depends
on the ceremony. The Mamurrng ceremony, for example, involves children a
lot since it features gifting a toddler who is expected to sit up in front of the
audience for most of the ceremony. Other ceremonies, however, do not require
children’s participation at all. The response for Mx was therefore chosen over-
all as “children participate a little.” Typicality judgments of children’s language
choices in this domain were unavailable.

5.6 Family & Kin
5.6.1 Definition
This domain concerns the interaction between family and kin members. For
the purposes of this questionnaire, family and kin are characterized as relation-
ships revolving around child-bearing and -rearing, as well as food production
and consumption (e.g., following Yanagisako, 1979:162-163). The goal here is to

6 The questionnaire in its entirety has questions about the proportion of Focus Group and
Neighbor Group people involved in this domain (cross-domain identifiers S6 and S7, respec-
tively).
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elucidate general information about language use and attitudes within family
to compare across a range of situations involving language contact via families.

Family and kin dynamics are significant for language transmission, given
the role caregivers play in the language acquisition and socialization of chil-
dren. For example, the vitality of language use in the family space relates to
successful intergenerational language transmission in colonial, and migratory,
contexts (Clyne, 2003: 22), especially when coupled with positive parental atti-
tudes towards the family languages (Mbakop and Ndada, 2021; Kircher, 2019).
Areas of high multilingualism appear to have exogamic marriage patterns that
result in the movement of spouses across language communities (Pakendorf et
al., 2021: 843-844). Tolerant attitudes towards multiple language use is observed
in such small-scale multilingual communities, and some have suggested that
this tolerance allows the acquisition of multiple languages from early child-
hood (e.g., Francois, 2012; however see Khachaturyan and Konoshenko, 2021,
and Stanford, 2009, about language shame).

We focus on familial relationships between spouses and affines (in-laws)
in this questionnaire. The importance of affinal relationships on linguistic
behavior is observed cross-culturally, seemingly due to strong social obligations
between in-laws. This often manifests linguistically in lexical avoidance (Flem-
ing, 2014; Mitchell, 2015; Stasch, 2011), and the use of special address terms and
registers (King, 2001; Rushforth, 1981). In this questionnaire we constrain the
questions to the issues of whether there are marked linguistic behaviors and
attitudes, and rough assessments of language use.

5.6.2 Response

Marriage patterns (see Section 5.5) are reported as mostly virilocal in both
MK and TN; that is, a woman will typically relocate to her husband’s location
of residence. Both contact pairs have reciprocal marriages across groups. For
instance, a Mawng woman may live with a Kunbarlang husband in his terri-
tory, and a Kunbarlang woman may live with a Mawng husband in his territory.
The preferred language of use is stated as the husband’s language, but Singer
states that children are spoken to by their mother in her own language and that
they respond to their mothers in this same language, circumstances permitting.
For TN, a Tundra Enets person will typically speak the language of the numeri-
cal majority of the area, so a Tundra Enents woman would speak Nganasan in
the household if she lives in an area where the Nganasan are a majority. She
may speak Tundra Enets to her husband in the early days of the marriage as
she is still becoming familiar with Nganasan (see also Khanina, 2021:1070), but
it is also likely that she will have learned some Nganasan from her relatives as
a child because of a possible future marriage to a Nganasan speaker.
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There are qualitative differences between the Australian and Siberian re-
sponses regarding when children could speak their mothers’ languages. In the
case of Siberia, Khanina states that children were encouraged to speak the
language of the majority group present. Multiethnic households are typically
monolectal, speaking the language of the numerical majority (Khanina, 2021:
1070), so the children of Tundra Enets mothers would speak Nganasan in the
household. However if a child were in a situation surrounded by maternal kin,
they would likely speak her language. As for Australia, Singer reports that a
Mawng child could speak their mother’s language at any time, but the loca-
tion may sway their decision, that is, a child may prefer to speak their mother’s
language in territories associated with her language, as per cultural convention.

Regarding interaction between in-laws, both pairs report that the preferred
languages of communication are highly dependent on individuals’ biographies.
For TN, one may find that relatives speak in receptive bilingual modes, or may
switch to the interlocutor’s language due to context or ability. Singer relays
reports of Mawng women learning Kunbarlang so that they may speak to their
grandchildren who are Kunbarlang speakers. Because both northern Australia
and northern Siberia are traditionally highly multilingual, the range of possible
language repertoires in in-law interactions is highly variable (both in terms of
languages, and ability). While coarse-grained, these answers suggest an envi-
ronment where children are exposed to many languages, and are themselves
likely to partake in multilingual interactions.

5.7 Knowledge
5.7.1 Definition
The knowledge domain is broadly defined as social institutions practicing
knowledge transmission through some kind of master-novice relationship. The
mode of transmission can be oral or literacy based. The precise details of the
nature of knowledge being transferred are of secondary interest at this stage.
This domain prototypically covers practices around education, religion, and
ritual knowledge. Knowledge domains often appear to have cultural authority,
and are likely to have some kind of coercive power that stems from and forms
the basis of their authority and legitimacy. Some concrete examples include
historical literary spaces such as those dedicated to the study of theological
texts, such as the Sanskrit Dharmasastra (Indosphere), temple-administered
secular education of literacy and arithmetic for children in eighteenth-century
Japan. Institutions of non-literary modes of knowledge transmission may also
be included, such as Hopi ceremonial sodalities where children receive ritual
knowledge over the course of their lives from extended family, and into which
they are initiated as adults later in life (Glowacka, 1998: 389).
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The definition of this domain is motivated by general research findings on
the consequences of standardized national languages and language of religion.
For example, codified and standardized national varieties are effectively dis-
seminated over a large population, in conjunction to shaping the attitudes and
behaviors of the next generation (see, e.g., Ferguson, 2006: 33—35; Spolsky and
Lambert, 2006: 561). Educational and religious institutions both often dissem-
inate literacy (Spolsky, 2003; Sawyer, 2006: 522, for religion). National/colonial
and religious languages are often linked to ideologies of purism and notions of
“good vs. bad” language (Spolsky and Lambert, 2006: 561-562, for standard lan-
guages in education; Fudge, 2006, and Spolsky, 2003, for religious languages).
Both often idealize a conformity to a singular form (e.g,, as stated by Bamgbose,
1994, in the colonial context of Africa).

5.7.2 Response

The broad definition of the domain of Knowledge appears applicable to a range
of societal contexts given that both respondents were able to answer the ques-
tionnaire for these small-scale multilingual contexts. Both contact pairs have a
“yes” response for this domain. For the purposes of this questionnaire, practices
centered around ceremonies and ceremony planning are considered knowl-
edge transmission.

For MK, participation in ceremonies differs depending on one’s age, gender,
descent group, land owning group, and place-based identity. Elders and older
people are recognized in the community for their spiritual knowledge or lead-
ership skills, and plan ceremonial activities together. Most Mawng and Kunbar-
lang speakers lived in an area claimed by Mawng speakers during the densest
period of contact (1930-1980 CE), so Singer suggests that the common language
of choice for both Mawng and Kunbarlang speakers was likely Mawng.

Mawng children are reported as participating “somewhat” in the Knowl-
edge domain. Some knowledge such as sacred knowledge is unsuitable for
children, so akin to the social exchange response, children are present only in
some knowledge contexts. The language typically spoken by Mawng children
is reported as Mawng.

For TN, the domain of Knowledge manifests in involvement in shamanistic
rituals. Rituals often involved a shaman and his/her helpers whose main lan-
guage may be different from the language used in the family where the ritual
was performed.” As far as Khanina is aware, shamanistic rituals mostly took

7 Being a shaman was a gift, and the share of gifted individuals was not too high. Therefore if
a shaman speaking your language was not in your whereabouts, but one speaking a different
Northern Samoyedic language was, the latter was consulted.
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place inside a tent. This meant all the family was present, and that children
were present also.

5.8 Labor

5.8.1 Definition

In this domain we investigate interactions in labor, production, and economic
activity. Economic activity is defined as human labor and production where
people transform nature into a cultural domain (Seremetakis, 2007: 101). The
economic activity may lie anywhere along the domestic-public mode contin-
uum. Domestic economic activities refer to contexts where work activity, pro-
duction, and consumption all occur in the domestic sphere, while for public
modes there is a split between the public and private domains (Seremetakis,
2007: 102). In public modes of economic activity, individuals sell their labor
in public (Seremetakis, 2007: 102). These modes roughly overlap with certain
kinds of sociopolitical organizations: domestic modes with hunter-gatherers
and horticultural societies on one extreme, and public modes with societies of
specialized labor and/or economic stratification on the other.

Labor is often a domain of contact. Work places in migration contexts
are often multilingual (Gunnarsson, 2013), and use of languages in such a
space are greatly affected by greater attitudes and ideologies. For example, sec-
ond language socialization “often occurs in a relatively hostile environment”
(Roberts, 2010: 217), for example in Canada where migrant workers are involved
in “unskilled labor” (Li, 2000; Katz, 2000). On the other hand, professionals in
cosmopolitan transnational corporate environments tend to have more egali-
tarian relationships across different strata of staff (e.g., “bilingual professionals”
in Day and Wagner, 2008). Like many other domains, the differences in power
between different groups appears to be of key interest.

5.8.2 Response

Both Mk and TN report Labor as a domain of contact. In both cases, the Focus
and Neighbor Groups have worked with one another in different ways over
time; the notable shift in labor type occurring around the turn of the twentieth
century. Singer reports that Mawng and Kunbarlang worked together between
1916 and the 1970s during the mission era at Warruwi. For Tundra Enets and
Nganasan, as mentioned earlier, Khanina reports that the domains of Local
Community and Family & Kin overlap significantly with Labor, which is cen-
tered around the tent and herding. Comparing these two pairs, it seems that
laboris along-enduring and kin-based domain of social contact for the Siberian
pair involving multiple generations and genders, while it is an intense, recent,
and socially concentrated domain for the Australian pair.
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TABLE 8 Australian and Siberian domains of contact

Domain Mawng-Kunbarlang Tundra Enets-Nganasan
Local Community Yes Yes*

Trade o o

Social Exchange & Marriage Yes Yes

Family & Kin Yes Yes*

Knowledge Yes Yes

Labor Yes Yes*

* Family and kin are also the units of labor, and local community
** Exchange of goods as social exchange rather than transactional trade

Both pairs report children as present, and as participating “somewhat” in
Labor. The language typically spoken by Mawng children is reported as Mawng,
while for Tundra Enets, typicality judgments of children’s language choices in
this domain were unavailable.

5.9 Comparative summary of responses by social domain

Having presented a qualitative overview of responses by social domain for each
of the two example contact pairs, we will now illustrate how these responses
can be used to draw comparisons between contact scenarios. Allowing for a
broad exploration of the social foundations of language contact in individual
contact settings and enabling comparisons across contact settings are precisely
the goals of the sociolinguistic questionnaire and the general principles that
ultimately guided its design.

We compare the responses for the contact pairs of Mk and TN, focusing on
three aspects: the number and types of contact domains, the degree of over-
lap between contact domains, and the participation of children in the contact
domains. We chose these three aspects as frames of comparison as each of
them contributes to key notions in sociolinguistic typological research on lan-
guage contact, notably: the intensity of contact, the difference between small-
and large-scale contact, and the type of multilingualism (adult- or child-based).
Comparing responses through the eyes of these phenomena demonstrates how
our questionnaire can collect data for the investigation of factors associated
with language contact and change.

Table 8 summarizes the relevance of the six social domains with respect
to each of the two contact pairs. Both MK and TN pairs report “yes” for five
domains with “no” for transactional trade. These “yes” responses are, however,
not completely equivalent across the two contact pairs.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



42 KASHIMA ET AL.

TABLE 9 Participation of children across domains

Domain Mawng-Kunbarlang Tundra Enets-Nganasan

Local Community  Children practically always participate ~ Children participate somewhat

5 3

Trade i o
*k wok

Social Exchange Children participate a little Children participate a lot
2 4

Family & Kin Children always present Children always present
5 5

Knowledge Children participate somewhat Children participate somewhat
3 3

Labor Children participate somewhat Children participate somewhat
3 3

** Exchange of goods as social exchange rather than transactional

Khanina specifies that the domains of Local Community, Family & Kin, and
Labor overlap significantly. Tundra Enets and Nganasan speakers are docu-
mented as marrying across language groups (Dolgikh, 1962, cited in Khanina
and Meyerhoff, 2018: 233), and form linguistically mixed families, where a fam-
ily “tent” constitutes a local community. The functions of the tents are to raise
families and engage in food production, therefore we have overlap between the
three domains of Family & Kin, Labor, and Local Community.

For the Australian pair, Singer also reported “yes” for five of the six social
domains. The domains of relevance however appear qualitatively more dis-
tinct in their activities as compared to the Siberian pair. For example, the rel-
evant activity in the domain of Labor for Mawng and Kunbarlang speakers
involves men working for Macassan traders, while the local community com-
prises linguistically mixed families. The strategy for how to deal with these
differences for the purpose of comparison would depend on the research ques-
tion. What is relevant here is that, given the questionnaire format, it is possible
for respondents to single out the extent of overlap or mutual distinctness of the
social domains. The comment function accompanying the questions address-
ing occurrence of contact in each of the social domains further allows for a
better contextualization of individual answer choices.

Table 9 compiles the Australian and Siberian responses to the questions
about children’s participation in each domain. By default, children are consid-
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ered absent where there is “no contact” reported for the domain. The quantified
responses would allow for further numerical explorations of the data (see, e.g.,
Sinnemaki, 2024).

The responses for the Australian and Siberian pairs show that children tend
to be present whenever there also is contact between adult speakers in any
given domain. All domains with adult contact report the participation of chil-
dren to some extent. This ultimately suggests that there is a potential for early
language socialization in the Focus and Neighbor Groups’ languages to occur in
any of these domains. The responses to the Family & Kin domain show a high
degree of child participation, suggesting that both Mk and TN bilinguals are not
adult learners. Likewise, the Local Community domain shows a high degree of
child participation, further supporting the description of both Australian and
Siberian pairs as contact situations involving child bilingualism (that is, not
adult learner contact).

6 Discussion

We now focus on issues related to the answerability of the questionnaire and its
broad applicability to sociolinguistic typological research. The questionnaire
was overall considered answerable by both respondents, who have personal
experience with communities from the contact pair (in both or either one of
the two speech communities in contact). Both contact pairs are relatively self-
contained, with most speakers being part of a geographically circumscribed
community with low population numbers. This questionnaire is arguably more
challenging for large language communities, but can still be useful when con-
sidering specific regional or sociolectal varieties. The necessary step would be
to delimit the sociocultural context as tightly as possible so that typicality judg-
ments can be made.

In addition, as mentioned throughout the paper, both contact pairs instan-
tiate scenarios of small-scale multilingualism where several languages beyond
those singled out as the Focus and Neighbor Groups’ languages are available to
the repertoire of the community members. These additional languages may be
actively used depending on the interactional context. Both Singer and Khanina
respond to the questionnaire when asked to frame these small-scale multilin-
gual settings in terms of pair-wise relations between one Focus Group and one
Neighbor Group. This speaks to the applicability of the questionnaire to these
types of multilingual language ecologies.

The feedback from Singer and Khanina was that while the questionnaire was
answerable, it was challenging in parts. Both Singer and Khanina mentioned
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the lack of historical data available for the communities, and Singer specifically
mentioned the difficulty in choosing the most relevant time period of contact
for each domain. Khanina expressed a degree of uncertainty for the answers
provided, and suggested that the very nature of the phenomena (i.e., multi-
lingual practices) cannot be categorically captured. Khanina also mentioned,
however, that some questions were straightforward to answer and thus kept
her engaged with the questionnaire. Despite these reservations, both Singer
and Khanina indicated that the questionnaire could be completed, and that
the supporting text and answer types were adequate despite the loss of quali-
tative richness.

A few caveats need to be acknowledged from this demonstration. To begin
with, the responses to the questionnaire are a subjective assessment of the con-
tact pairs. Both respondents stress that they can only report what they know
from their experience with the communities, meaning that a “no” response to
any question may be an “I do not know” rather than a true negative. While
there are multiple opportunities for respondents to qualify their responses
by using a comment box, by and large, the respondents felt that some things
were immeasurable. This “bad data problem” of gaps in knowledge and uncer-
tainties are common in historical (socio)linguistic research (as pointed out by
Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2016), and more generally, when eliciting
expert assessments based on observational data.

Ideally we would want to know with more certainty about the multiple facets
of language communities, such as child socialization, or common expecta-
tions on language choices, and how both of these might have evolved through
time. The current state of the field is such that this information may be either
non-existent for the communities under study, or not accessible to general lin-
guists who do not have training in anthropology, sociology, history, and related
fields. This latter point can be addressed in future research where deeper inter-
disciplinary work can be conducted. We contend, however, that the type of
assessment elicited through our questionnaire is still preferable to a black-box
approach to the social dimension of language or to cases where these aspects
of language contact are ignored entirely.

Another issue is the low granularity of the answers associated with each
question. Cross-cultural variation is flattened in the name of comparability,
and there is little room to explore nuances or individual speaker choices except
through qualitative comments. The loss of sociocultural richness is particu-
larly evident when considering the questions which cross-cut domains and
require answer selection from a predetermined set. The low granularity is,
however, compensated by the number of data points (207 per contact pair in
the Domains Questionnaire, omitting those questions relating to confidence
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assessment). This is comparable to existing typological databases of language
structures such as 144 features for the World Atlas of Language Structures
(Haspelmath et al., 2008) and 195 features for Grambank (Skirgard et al., 2023).
All in all, the questionnaire affords the opportunity to compare contact con-
texts, counterbalancing the shortcomings. Attention should be paid as to what
can and cannot be said by the data, and to interpret the data with caution.

Finally, the length of the questionnaire has been identified as a barrier to its
wider uptake. On the other hand, a relatively comprehensive investigation of
sociolinguistic factors relating to language contact necessarily involves multi-
ple dimensions. We thus view the length of this questionnaire as necessary to
collecting data of this kind. A future iteration of the questionnaire should con-
sider a shorter and more accessible format, so a wider range of people may
use it, such as, for instance, members of the communities under investiga-
tion.

The questionnaire makes two broad contributions to research in compara-
tive sociolinguistics and sociolinguistic typology. Firstly, it provides a qualita-
tive and quantitative tool for estimating the intensity of contact between pairs
of neighboring speech communities. This can be done in a number of ways,
but one option is by considering just the number of domains where interac-
tions between Focus and Neighbor Groups occur. Another option is to consider
the frequency and nature of Focus-Neighbor interactions within each social
domain, focusing on social network density and structures, as well as reported
expectations on language choice and competence. When applied to a large
dataset of language communities of the world, and in combination with actual
linguistic data, this questionnaire has the potential as a resource to empiri-
cally test the oft-repeated claim that the nature and extent of contact-induced
change depend on how much contact there is between speakers of neighboring
communities.

Secondly, by eliciting expert assessments on language choice and use in
adult-adult interactions, and by including at least some cursory information
about adult-child, and child-child interactions between Focus and Neighbor
Group members, the questionnaire offers a window into the dynamics of lan-
guage use and language transmission in a range of contact situations. The
responses concerning these topics are undoubtedly coarse due to the design
constraints. However, having access to even some data about language use and
transmission in contact situations and across different interactional contexts is
an unprecedented possibility in comparative contact research; sociolinguistic
and linguistic alike. For instance, combining data collected through the ques-
tionnaire with linguistic data targeting specific structural features in a large
sample of languages of the world would provide a unique testing ground to the
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oft-repeated claim that adult bi-/multilingualism and child bi-/multilingualism
fundamentally differ with respect to their impact on language variation and
change (Kempe and Brooks, 2018).

7 Conclusion

We have presented here the design principles of the GramAdapt Social Contact
questionnaire, which is a tool for systematically collecting comparative data on
sociolinguistic factors of language contact scenarios from around the world.
The theoretical contribution of the questionnaire lies in problematizing com-
parative approaches to language contact scenarios, and suggesting a different
approach. The questionnaire questions are based on a synthesis of explana-
tory factors suggested by a range of studies including small-scale multilingual-
ism and global typological studies. The questionnaire’s methodological contri-
bution to comparative sociolinguistics is the usability of this questionnaire,
demonstrated through the case studies of two distinct contact scenarios of
Mawng and Kunbarlang contact in Australia and Tundra Enets and Nganasan
contact in Siberia.

The questionnaire has the potential to present new sociolinguistic materials,
in spite of the caveats to the data obtained through the responses. The potential
for the comparative study of contact-induced change is manifested by consid-
ering, for example, opportunities for intergenerational transmission in various
social contexts. This kind of data has hitherto been lacking in prior compara-
tive studies with a global focus. Such a global comparative approach inevitably
coarsens the complexities of individual language ecologies and contact sce-
narios. Nevertheless, the transparency of the design principles by which the
questionnaire is informed provides a new baseline to comparative language
contact research.
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A Appendices

The following appendices include the wording of the questionnaire and the
possible answer selections. The wording and style used here reflects the state
at which the questionnaire was administered to our collaborators, including
any errors in punctuation and particularities of question numbering.

In the interest of space the full set of supplementary information concerning
each question and answer type is excluded. The supplementary information
is available in the relevant “Rationale” page (searchable by domain-specific
identifier) at https://gramadapt.clld.org. Each question is accompanied by its
five-character domain-specific identifier and its two-character cross-domain
identifer (see Section 4.2).

Appendix I provides further detail on how the scalar responses are defined.

Aa Appendix A: Instructions

Prior to the commencement of the questionnaire the nature and details of the

questionnaire are discussed so respondents understand that the questionnaire

seeks an assessment of social contact to the best of the respondent’s knowl-
edge.

During the pre-commencement phase, respondents are asked to provide
their expert opinion on the choice of Focus and Neighbor languages. The crite-
ria for deciding the Focus and Neighbor group are discussed with the respon-
dent, highlighting the following:

— Sampling criteria (Section 3.1), including the choice of which Neighbor
Group language;

— Community internal criteria (Section 5.1): Defining the a speaker of the
Focus or Neighbor language as a person who is locally viewed as a speaker
of the language, and has some kind of proficiency speaking it.

Once the language/community choices are made the responses to the ques-

tionnaire begin.

The domains questionnaires are answered first (Section 4.2). The domains
can be answered in any order, however some domains are more straightfor-
ward to understand than others. Respondents read the goal of the domain and
the rationale as an introduction to what kind of activities and situations would
fall under the domain purview. In all domains we ask whether the domain is a
domain of contact. If not, the respondent will skip the questionnaires for that
domain. If yes, they begin answering the questions for that domain.

Once the domain is established as a contact domain, an approximate time
frames is sought (Section 3.2), as well as information on other languages that
are relevant for contact in this domain.
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After the completion of all six domains the respondent will begin the Over-
view Questionnaire (Section 4.1). This is the final stage.

Once the questionnaire is completed, the responses are checked by investi-
gators to identify any possible misunderstandings or clarifications. If any issues
are identified, the investigator would clarify with the respondent.

A2 Appendix B: Domain of Trade (DTR)

Goal

Trade is a domain of interest where there is a clear case of contact, where
groups come together for exchange. Put another way, trade situations are fruit-
ful for investigating the relationship between groups.

Definitions

For this questionnaire, trade is characterized by two aspects. The first is that
there is a clear understanding by participants that there will be immediate
gains or returns. If not immediate, there is an explicit understanding of future
returns. “Explicit” here includes strong cultural norms, such that violating the
norm of expected return would result in a predictable and clear penalty.

The second characteristic of trade in this questionnaire is that the acqui-
sition of objects, money, or service, is a clear motivator of the exchange. This
domain thus excludes acts of exchange whose purposes can be characterized
more-so as building relationships, such as gift-giving. Exchanges that are simul-
taneously a transaction and relationship building are considered trade trans-
actions for this questionnaire. The key point of interest is that there is some
transaction involved.

QID:DTROO CID:P1 DTRobB P3Begin

1. Has trade ever been a relevant 3. What is the time frame when the
domain of contact between Focus largest number of people had the
Group and Neighbour Group? most opportunities for interaction in
- Yes trade?

- No [Free response]

DTRoaB P2Begin DTRo1 P4

2. How long have Focus Group and 4. What other languages, if any, are
Neighbour Group people traded for? spoken in trade?

[Free response] [Free response]
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DTRoz D1

5. Traded good types. Yes or No answer

to each of the following:

— Do Focus Group people trade raw
materials and primary produce to
Neighbour Group people?

— Do Focus Group people trade lux-
ury items to Neighbour Group
people?

— Do Focus Group people trade man-
ufactured goods to Neighbour
Group people?

— Do Neighbour Group people trade
raw material and primary produce
to Focus Group people?

— Do Neighbour Group people trade
luxury items to Focus Group people?

— Do Neighbour Group people trade
manufactured goods to Focus Group
people?

DTR24 Dg

6. Typically when trading with Neigh-
bour Group people, the Focus Group
people will:

— Use money

— Exchange objects

— This is contextual

DTR06 D6

7. Where does trade between Focus

Group and Neighbour Group people

typically take place?

— At places which belong to the
Focus Group

— At places which belong to the
Neighbour Group

— At places which belong to some
other group

— This is highly contextual

61

DTR17 D11

8. How much influence can the Focus

Group exert over the Neighbour Group

in terms of trade?

— Influence is practically always
exerted

— Influence is often exerted

— Influence is somewhat exerted

— Influence is exerted very little

— Influence is practically never
exerted

DTR28 D9

9. Are there any speech styles used in
trade?

- Yes

- No

DTR35 D12

10. How often are these speech styles
typically used in trade, in comparison
with unmonitored speech?

— Very often

— Often

— Sometimes

— Rarely

Very rarely

DTRo3 D3

11. Involvement in trade. Yes or No

answer to each of the following:

— Does involvement in trade differ
based on hierarchies associated to
profession or wealth, such as a per-
son’s class or caste?

— Does involvement in trade differ
based on whether a person belongs
to some magico-religiously sanc-
tioned group, such as religious
denomination?
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— Does involvement in trade differ
based on a person’s descent group,
such as clan, house, lineage group,
kinship group?

— Does involvement in trade differ
based on a person’s group of land
ownership, such as tribe, clan, terri-
torial group?

— Does involvement in trade differ
based on a person’s race, ethnicity,
or some other similar grouping?

— Does involvement in trade dif-
fer based on a person’s age or life
stage?

— Does involvement in trade differ
based on a person’s place identity
and affiliation?

— Does involvement in trade differ
based on a person’s sex or gen-
der?

— Does involvement in trade differ
based on any other communities of
practice?

DTR32 D1o

12. Do Focus Group people experience
trade differently depending on social
group?

— Yes

- No

DTR14 S1

13. How often do Focus Group people
trade with Neighbour Group people?
— Very often

— Often

— Sometimes

— Rarely

Very rarely

KASHIMA ET AL.

DTR22 S3

14. How many people are typically

involved in interactions between Focus

Group people and Neighbour Group

people when trading? Practically

always under 5 people

— Practically always under 5 people:
e.g., up to 9o

— Often under 5 people: e.g up to 70

— Sometimes under 5 people: up to
50

— Rarely under 5 people: up to 30

— Practically never under 5 people: up
to 10

DTR36 S4

15. How physically proximate to each
other are people involved in trade?

— Very proximate

— Proximate

— Somewhat proximate to each other
— Far from each other

— Very far

DTR23 S5

16. How would you rate the overall
relationship between Focus Group
and Neighbour Group people in
trade?

— Friendly

— Somewhat friendly

— Neutral

— Somewhat hostile

— Hostile

DTR33 S6

17. What is the proportion of total
Focus Group people who have oppor-
tunities for contact with Neighbour
Group people in trade?
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— Almost everyone

Many people

Some people

A few people
— Almost no one

DTR34 S7

18. What is the proportion of total
Neighbour Group people who have
opportunities for contact with Focus
Group people in trade?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

— Some people

— A few people

— Almost no one

DTR16 BA

19. What is the overall attitude that
Focus Group people have towards
Neighbour Group people in trade?
— Very positive

— Positive

— Neutral

— Negative

— Very negative

DTR29 BH

20. How do Focus Group people view
themselves overall in relation to Neigh-
bour Group people, within the context
of trade?

— Very superior

— Superior

— Neither superior or inferior

— Inferior

— Very inferior

DTROS BI
21. What language do Focus Group

people expect to be used when trading
with Neighbour Group people?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

This is highly contextual

DTR11 O1

22. What language do Focus Group
people typically speak when trading
with Neighbour Group people?

— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DTR12 O2

23. Do Focus Group people typically
simplify their language when speaking
with Neighbour Group people during
trade?

- Yes

- No

— This is highly contextual

pTR13 O3

24. Typically in trade, how fluently do
Focus Group people speak the Neigh-
bour Group language?

— Very fluently

— Fluently

— Somewhat fluently

A little fluently

Not fluently at all

DTRo9 I

25. What language do Neighbour
Group people typically speak when
trading with the Focus Group?

— The Focus Group language
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— The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DTRi1O I2

26. Typically in trade, how well do
Focus Group people understand the
Neighbour Group language?

— Very well

- Well

— Somewhat

— Poorly

— Very poorly

DTR18 T1

27. How much do Focus Group chil-
dren participate in trade?

— They practically always participate
— They participate a lot

— They participate somewhat

— They participate a little

— They practically never participate

DTR27 T6

28. Looking after children during trade.

Yes or No answer to each of the fol-

lowing:

— Typically, do adults other than the
parents look after children up to
five year of age during trade?

— Typically, do parents look after chil-
dren up to five year of age during
trade?

— Typically, do children from sibling-
kin groups look after children up to
five year of age during trade?

— Typically, do children up to five
year of age look after each other as
part of the same peer group during
trade?

KASHIMA ET AL.

DTR31 T

29. Typically, how much supervision do
adults provide to children in trade?

— Constant supervision

— A lot of supervision

— Some supervision

Little supervision

— No supervision at all

DTR1g T2

30. What language do Neighbour

Group adults typically speak to a

Focus Group children in trade?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

Some other language

This is highly contextual

DTR20 T4

31. Typically, what language do Focus
Group children from four/five year of
age prefer to speak with Neighbour
Group adults?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DTR37 T5

32. Typically, what language would a
Focus Group child speak to Neighbour
Group children in trade?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DTR96 E1
33. List any other groups that the
Focus Group traded with in the past,
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in so far as you believe this had lin-
guistic consequences for the Focus
Group language. Where possible,
please also give an indication of when
this happened.

[Free response]

DTR97 E4
34. What type of data informed
your answers to the questions in the

— Published materials by researchers
in other fields
— Other

DTR9S E5

35. How certain are you in your
responses for the domain of local
community?

— Very certain

— Certain

domain of trade, overall? — Somewhat certain

— Impressions from my own fieldwork - Uncertain
with a related community — Very uncertain
— Reports from language consul-

tants DTR99 E6
— Published or ongoing research 36. List any comments or notes that
project of my own on topics cov- you feel are relevant to this section of
ered in this questionnaire the questionnaire.
— Published material by linguists [Free response]

A3 Appendix C: Domain of Local Community (DLC)

Goal
Here we wish to understand what kind of interactions occur between Focus
Group and Neighbour Group people in the contexts closest to the household
environment, but outside the realm of family and kin. Within this space, we are
interested in capturing face-to-face interactions between both individuals and
groups where so-called “unmonitored speech” is likely to occur.

For some societies, the domains of local community and labor will overlap
significantly. If local community and domain of labor are one and the same,
please answer for both domains.

Definitions
Local Community: Domain concerning the surroundings closes to the house-
hold environment, but outside the realm of family and kin. A space of interac-
tion that may extend beyond a bounded geographical place (this is done in or-
der to capture mobile groups (e.g., nomads) and other communities of practice.
Unmonitored speech: Ways of speaking where speakers are paying less at-
tention to the forms they produce, compared to situations where they do (such
as formal situations). Overlaps somewhat with notions of “vernacular speech”.
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QID = DLCOO, CID = P1

1. Has the local community ever been
a relevant domain of contact between
Focus and Neighbour?

— Yes

- No

DLCoaB P2Begin

2. How long have Focus and Neigh-
bour people been in contact in the
local community?

[Free Response]

DLCobB P3Begin

3. What's the time frame of densest
contact between Focus and Neigh-
bour as far as family formation is
concerned?

[Free Response]

DLCo1 P4

4. What other languages, if any, are
spoken in the local community?
[Free Response]

DLCo2 D1
5. Choose one of the following where
Focus people are most likely to speak

in an unmonitored way.

Nuclear Family
- Band
— Neighbourhood or village

Town or city
— Other

DLC28 D6

6. Where do Focus and Neighbour

people typically meet up in the local

community?

— At places which belong to the
Focus

KASHIMA ET AL.

— At places which belong to the
Neighbour

— At places which belong to some
other group

— This is highly contextual

pLC27 Dn

7. How much influence can the Focus

exert over Neighbour in the activities

of the local community?

— Influence is practically always
exerted

— Influence is often exerted

— Influence is somewhat exerted

— Influence is exerted very little

— Influence is practically never
exerted

pLcz25 D3

8. Involvement in the Local Commu-

nity. Yes or No answer to each of the

following:

— Does involvement in the local
community differ based on hier-
archies associated to profession or
wealth, such as a person’s class and
caste?

— Does involvement in the local com-
munity differ based on whether a
person belongs to some magico-
religiously sanctioned group, such
as religious denomination?

— Does involvement in the local com-
munity differ based on a person’s
descent group, such as clan, house,
lineage group, kinship group?

— Does involvement in the local com-
munity differ based on a person’s
group of land ownership, such as
tribe, clan, territorial group?
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— Does involvement in the local com-
munity differ based on a person’s
race, ethnicity, or some other simi-
lar grouping?

— Does involvement in the local com-
munity differ based on a person’s
age or life stage?

— Does involvement in the local
community differ based on a
person’s place identity and affilia-
tion?

— Does involvement in the local com-
munity differ based on a person’s
sex or gender?

— Does involvement in the local com-
munity differ based on any other
communities of practice?

DpLC29 D1o

9. Do Focus people experience the
local community differently depending
on social group?

— Yes

- No

DLC16 S1

10. How often do Focus people inter-
act with Neighbour people in the local
community?

— Very often

— Often

— Sometimes

— Rarely

— Very rarely

DLC15 S3

1. How many people are typically
involved in interactions between Focus
people and Neighbour people in the

local community?

— Practically always under 5 people:
e.g., up to go

— Often under 5 people: e.g up to 70

— Sometimes under 5 people: up to
50

— Rarely under 5 people: up to 30

— Practically never under 5 people: up
to 10

DLCO5 S4

12. How physically proximate to each

other are people in the local commu-
nity?

— Very proximate

— Proximate

— Somewhat proximate to each other
— Far from each other

— Very far

DLC14 S5

13. How would you rate the overall
relationship between Focus and Neigh-
bour people in the local community?
— Friendly

— Somewhat friendly

- Neutral

— Somewhat hostile

— Hostile

DLC32 S6

14. What is the proportion of total
Focus people who have opportunities
for contact with Neighbour people, in
the form of local communities?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

Some people
— A few people

Almost no one
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DLC33 S7

15. What is the proportion of total
Neighbour people who have opportu-
nities for contact with Focus people,
in the form of local communities?

— Almost everyone

Many people
— Some people

A few people

Almost no one

DLC18 BA

16. What is the overall attitude that
Focus people have towards Neighbour
people in the local community?

— Very positive

Positive

— Neutral

Negative

Very negative

DLC19 BH

17. How do Focus people view them-
selves overall in relation to Neighbour
people, in the context of the local
community?

— Very superior

— Superior

Neither superior or inferior
Inferior

— Very inferior

DLCO4 BI

18. What language do Focus people
expect to be used with Neighbour peo-
ple in the local community?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

This is highly contextual

KASHIMA ET AL.

pLcn O1

19. What language do Focus people
typically speak with Neighbour people
in the local community?

— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language
— This is highly contextual

pLC12 O2

20. Do Focus people typically simplify
their language when speaking with
Neighbour people in the local commu-
nity?

— Yes

- No

— This is highly contextual

prcig O3

21. Typically in the local community,
how fluently do Focus people speak
the Neighbour language?

— Very fluently

— Fluently

— Somewhat fluently

A little fluently

Not fluently at all

DLCog In

22. What language do Neighbour peo-
ple typically speak with Focus people
in the local community?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DLC10 I2

23. Typically in the local community,
how well do Focus people understand
the Neighbour language?
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Very well
Well
Somewhat
Poorly

Very poorly

prcs1T1

24. How much do Focus children par-

ticipate in the activities of the local

community?

They practically always participate
They participate a lot

They participate somewhat

They participate a little

They practically never participate

DpLCo3 T6

25. Looking after children in the local

community. Yes or No answer to each

of the following:

Typically, do adults other than the
parents look after children up to
five year of age in the local com-
munity?

Typically, do parents look after chil-
dren up to five year of age in the
local community?

Typically, do children from sibling-
kin groups look after children up
to five year of age in local commu-
nity?

Typically, do children up to five
year of age look after each other

as part of the same peer group in
the local community? (Peer group =
children from the same age cohort
and not necessarily related by kin.
Sibling-kin group = children from
different age cohorts who are also
related by kin.)

DLC20 T11

26. Typically in the local community,
how much supervision do adults pro-
vide to children’s own activities, such
as playing?

— Constant supervision

A lot of supervision
— Some supervision

Little supervision
— No supervision at all

pLC21T2

27. What language do Neighbour
adults typically speak to a Focus chil-
dren?

— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language

This is highly contextual

pLC22 T4

28. Typically, what language do Focus
children from four/five year of age
prefer to speak with Neighbour adults?
— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language
— This is highly contextual

pLc23Ts

29. Typically, what language would a
Focus child speak to Neighbour chil-
dren in the local community?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

Some other language

This is highly contextual

DLC96 E1
30. List any other groups that the

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



70

Focus formed local communities with
in the past, in so far as you believe
this had linguistic consequences for
the Focus language. Where possible,
please also give an indication of when
this happened.

[Free Response]

pLCc97 Eq
31. What type of data informed your

KASHIMA ET AL.

— Published materials by researchers
in other fields
— Other

DLC98 E5

32. How certain are you in your
responses for the domain of local
community?

— Very certain

— Certain

answers to the questions in the — Somewhat certain

domain of local community, overall? — Uncertain
— Impressions from my own fieldwork - Very uncertain
with a related community
— Reports from language consultants DLC99 E6
— Published or ongoing research 33. List any comments or notes that
project of my own on topics cov- you feel are relevant to this section of
ered in this questionnaire the questionnaire.
— Published material by linguists [Free Response]

A4 Appendix D: Domain of labor (DLB)

Goal
In this domain we wish to get some insight into interaction as it pertains
to labor, production, and economic activity. Here we consider both domestic
and public modes of economic activity. We will exclude economic activities
that primarily concern trade, or overlap with labor. These activities can be
addressed in the relevant domains of this questionnaire.

For some societies, the domains of local community and labor will overlap
significantly. If local community and domain of labor are one and the same,
please answer for both domains.

Definitions

Work. Activities that pertain to production and consumption, which transform

the natural world into the cultural domain.
Examples:

— Subsistence work such as agricultural labor, fishing, animal husbandry.

— Production of cultural matter, such as physical structures, crafts, tools, other
kinds of material culture.

— Exclude activities that primarily concern trade, or overlap with labor.

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



A SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 71

QID = DLBOO, CID = P1

1. Has work ever been a relevant
domain of contact between Focus and
Neighbour?

— Yes

- No

DLBoaB P2 2. How long have Focus
people and Neighbour people worked
together for?

[Free Response]

DLBobB P3

3. What is the time frame when the
largest number of people had the
most opportunities for interaction in
the labor domain?

[Free Response]

DLBO1 P4

4. What other languages, if any, are
spoken in the labor domain?

[Free Response]

DLBO2 D1

5. How commonly are Focus people
and Neighbour people involved in
public modes of production?

— Very commonly

— Commonly

— Somewhat commonly

— Uncommonly

— Very uncommonly

DLBo4 Dg

6. Is there hierarchy involved in work?
— Yes

- No

DLBo5 D6
7. Where do Focus people and Neigh-
bour people typically work together?

— At places which belong to the
Focus

— At places which belong to the
Neighbour

— At places which belong to some
other group

This is highly contextual

DLB29g Dn1

8. How much influence can the Focus

exert over the terms of work?

— Influence is practically always
exerted

— Influence is often exerted

— Influence is somewhat exerted

— Influence is exerted very little

— Influence is practically never

exerted

DLB0O6 Dg

9. Are there any speech styles used
during work?

- Yes

- No

DLB31 D12

10. How often are these speech styles
typically used during work, in compar-
ison with unmonitored speech?

— Very often

— Often

— Sometimes

— Rarely

— Very rarely

DpLBo3 D3

1. Involvement in work. Yes or No

answer to each of the following:

— Does involvement in work differ
based on hierarchies associated to
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profession or wealth, such as a per-
son’s class and caste?

— Does involvement in work differ
based on whether a person belongs
to some magico-religiously sanc-
tioned group, such as religious
denomination?

— Does involvement in work domain
differ based on a person’s descent
group, such as clan, house, lineage
group, kinship group?

— Does involvement in work domain
differ based on a person’s group of
land ownership, such as tribe, clan,
territorial group?

— Does involvement in work differ
based on a person’s race, ethnicity,
or some other similar grouping?

— Does involvement in work differ
based on a person’s age or life
stage?

— Does involvement in work differ
based on a person’s place identity
and affiliation?

— Does involvement in work differ
based on a person’s sex or gender?

— Does involvement in work differ
based on any other communities of
practice?

pLB30 D10

12. Do Focus people experience work
differently depending on social group?
— Yes

- No

DLBO7 S1

13. How often do Focus people work
with Neighbour people?

— Very often

KASHIMA ET AL.

— Often
— Sometimes
— Rarely
— Very rarely

DLBOg S3

14. How many people are typically

involved in interactions between Focus

people and Neighbour people when

working?

— Practically always under 5 people:
e.g., up to go

— Often under 5 people: e.g up to 70

— Sometimes under 5 people: up to
50

— Rarely under 5 people: up to 30

— Practically never under 5 people: up
to 10

DLBI10 S4

15. How physically proximate to each
other are people when working?

— Very proximate

— Proximate

— Somewhat proximate to each other
— Far from each other

— Very far

DLB11 S5

16. How would you rate the overall
relationship between Focus and Neigh-
bour people involved in work?

— Friendly

— Somewhat friendly

— Neutral

— Somewhat hostile

Hostile

DLB27 S6
17. What is the proportion of total
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Focus people who have opportunities
for contact with Neighbour people, in
work?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

— Some people

— A few people

— Almost no one

DLB28 S7

18. What is the proportion of total
Neighbour people who have opportu-
nities for contact with Focus people,
in work?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

Some people
— A few people

— Almost no one

DLB22 BA

19. What is the overall attitude that
Focus people have towards Neighbour
people in work?

— Very positive

Positive
Neutral

— Negative
— Very negative

DLB23 BH

20. How do Focus people view them-
selves overall in relation to Neighbour
people, within the context of work?

— Very superior

— Superior

— Neither superior or inferior

— Inferior

Very inferior

DLB25 BI

21. What language do Focus people
expect to be used when working with
Neighbour people?

— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DLB32 01

22. What language do Focus people
typically speak when working with
Neighbour people?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

Some other language

This is highly contextual

pLB13 O2

23. Do Focus people typically simplify
their language when working with
Neighbour people?

— Yes

- No

— This is highly contextual

DLB14 O3

24. Typically in work, how fluently do
Focus people speak the Neighbour lan-
guage?

— Very fluently

— Fluently

— Somewhat fluently

— A little fluently

— Not fluently at all

DLB15 I1
25. What language do Neighbour peo-
ple typically speak when working with

Focus people?
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— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DLB16 I2

26. Typically in work, how well do
Focus people understand the Neigh-
bour language?

— Very well

- Well

— Somewhat

— Poorly

— Very poorly

pLB17 T1

27. How much do Focus children par-
ticipate in work?

— They practically always participate
— They participate a lot

— They participate somewhat

— They participate a little

— They practically never participate

DLB21T6

28. Looking after children during work.

Yes or No answer to each of the fol-

lowing:

— Typically, do adults other than the
parents look after children up to
five year of age during work?

— Typically, do parents look after chil-
dren up to five year of age during
work

— Typically, do children from sibling-
kin groups look after children up to
five year of age during work?

— Typically, do children up to five
year of age look after each other as

part of the same peer group dur-

KASHIMA ET AL.

ing work? (Peer group = children
from the same age cohort and not
necessarily related by kin. Sibling-
kin group = children from different
age cohorts who are also related by
kin.)

DLB26 T11

29. Typically, how much supervision do
adults provide to children in work?

— Constant supervision

— A lot of supervision

— Some supervision

Little supervision
— No supervision at all

DLB18 T2

30. What language do Neighbour
adults typically speak to a Focus chil-
dren in work?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DLB19 T4

31. Typically, what language do Focus
children from four/five year of age
prefer to speak with Neighbour adults
in work?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DLB20 T5

32. Typically, what language would a
Focus child speak to Neighbour chil-
dren in work?

— The Focus Group language
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— The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DLB96 E1

33. List any other groups that the
Focus people worked with in the past.
List any other group in so far as you
believe they had linguistic conse-
quences for the Focus language. Where
possible, please also give an indication
of when this interaction happened.
[Free Response]

DLB97 E4

34. What type of data informed

your answers to the questions in the

domain of labor, overall?

— Impressions from my own fieldwork
with a related community

— Reports from language consultants

— Published or ongoing research

project of my own on topics cov-
ered in this questionnaire

— Published material by linguists

— Published materials by researchers
in other fields

— Other

DLB9S E5

35. How certain are you in your
responses for the domain of labor?
— Very certain

— Certain

— Somewhat certain

— Uncertain

— Very uncertain

DpLBg99 E6

36. List any comments or notes that
you feel are relevant to this section of
the questionnaire.

[Free Response]

A5 Appendix E: Domain of Knowledge (DKN)

Goal

The aim is to gain some insight into social contact in a domain that focuses
on formalized learning. We are interested in teasing apart the relationships
between Focus Group and Neighbour Group along the lines of masters and
novices, peers of novices, and peers of masters.

We are also interested in getting some sense of the mechanisms that sup-
port the instruction that takes place. The prototypical forms of the knowl-
edge domain, such as formal education and/or magico-religious learning, often
seem to have specialized oral and graphic-symbolic techniques used to aid and
transmit the knowledge. This domain also appear to have cultural authority.

While we have some interest in the nature of the knowledge that is being
transmitted (see below under definitions), the precise details are of secondary
interest. The main concerns about knowledge in the domains questionnaire
are 1) the relationship between the Focus Group and Neighbour Group peo-
ples, and 2) that the domain is recognized by people within the community as
having some authority and/or legitimacy.
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Definition

We use the general terms master to mean the knowledge bearer, and novice to
mean the one that is receiving the knowledge. By formalized we mean loosely
two things: the situation is recognized by people within it as a circumscribed
one where knowledge holders are transmitting that knowledge; there is some
kind of understood protocol of instruction and learning; knowledge transmis-
sion occurs in cohorts or groups, rather than between individual master &
novice pairs. The protocol of may be rigidly defined in the form of a curricu-
lum, or it may be loosely understood as, for example, age-sensitive and learnt
atvarious points throughout one’s life. The knowledge learnt should emphasize
recognition of things rather than physical skill; that is, the learner is required
to memorize and recognize names of things, stretches of text, and abstract
knowledge pertaining to the world (natural, supernatural or otherwise). Thus
we include knowledge pertaining to the environment (e.g., botanical knowl-
edge, navigational knowledge). In addition, the knowledge learnt should have
a linguistic component, such as the knowledge of narratives, specialized lexi-
con, oral/orthographic texts, and learning of orthographies.

QID = DKNOO, CID = P1

1. Have Focus and Neighbour people
occupied the same spaces of knowl-
edge transfer together?

[Free Response]

DKNoaB P2

2. How long have Focus and Neigh-
bour people been involved in the
knowledge domain together for?

[Free Response]

DKNobB P3

3. What is the time frame when the
largest number of people had the
most opportunities for interaction in
the knowledge domain?

[Free Response]

DKNo1 P4

4. What other languages, if any, are
spoken in the knowledge domain?
[Free Response]

DKNo2 D1

5. The most influential form of knowl-
edge in this contact scenario is:

— Global

— Local

DKNo4 D4

6. The relationship between Focus

people and Neighbour people in the

knowledge domain can typically be

characterized as:

— Focus people are masters, Neigh-
bour are novices

— Neighbour people are masters,
Focus are novices

— None of the above

DKNos D6

7. Where does knowledge transmission
between Focus people and Neighbour
people typically take place?
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— At places which belong to the
Focus

— At places which belong to the
Neighbour

— At places which belong to some
other group

— This is highly contextual

DKN28 D1

8. How much influence can the Focus

people exert over the decision of what

constitutes legitimate knowledge in

this domain?

— Influence is practically always
exerted

— Influence is often exerted

— Influence is somewhat exerted

— Influence is exerted very little

— Influence is practically never
exerted

DKN06 Dg

9. Are there any speech styles used in
the knowledge domain?

— Yes

- No

DKN31 D12

10. How often are these speech styles

typically used in knowledge transmis-

sion, in comparison with unmonitored
speech?

— Always

— Often

— As much as unmonitored speech

— Rarely

— Never

DKNo3 D3

11. Involvement in the knowledge

domain. Yes or No answer to each of

the following:

— Does involvement in the knowledge
domain differ based on hierar-
chies associated to profession or
wealth, such as a person’s class and
caste?

— Does involvement in the knowl-
edge domain differ based on
whether a person belongs to some
magico-religiously sanctioned
group, such as religious denomi-
nation?

— Does involvement in the knowledge
domain differ based on a person’s
descent group, such as clan, house,
lineage group, kinship group?

— Does involvement in the knowledge
domain differ based on a person’s
group of land ownership, such as
tribe, clan, territorial group?

— Does involvement in the knowledge
domain differ based on a person’s
race, ethnicity, or some other simi-
lar grouping?

— Does involvement in the knowledge
domain differ based on a person’s
age or life stage?

— Does involvement in the knowledge
domain differ based on a person’s
place identity and affiliation?

— Does involvement in the knowledge
domain differ based on a person’s
sex or gender?

— Does involvement in the knowledge
domain differ based on any other
communities of practice?

DKNo7 D1o

12. Do Focus people experience the
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knowledge domain differently depend-
ing on social group?

- Yes

- No

DKNoS8 S1

13. How often do Focus people interact
with Neighbour people in the knowl-
edge domain?

— Very often

— Often

— Sometimes

— Rarely

— Very rarely

DKN10 S3

14. How many people are typically

involved in interactions between Focus

people and Neighbour people in the

knowledge domain?

— Practically always under 5 people

— Often under 5 people

— Sometimes under 5 people

— Rarely under 5 people

— Practically never under 5 peo-
ple

DKN11 S4

15. How physically proximate to each
other are people in the knowledge
domain?

— Very proximate

— Proximate

— Somewhat proximate to each other
— Far from each other

— Very far

DKN12 S5
16. How would you rate the over-

all relationship between Focus and

KASHIMA ET AL.

Neighbour people in the knowledge
domain?

— Friendly

— Somewhat friendly

— Neutral

— Somewhat hostile

— Hostile

DKN29 S6

17. What is the proportion of total
Focus people who have opportunities
for contact with Neighbour people, in
the knowledge domain?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

— Some people

— A few people

— Almost no one

DKN30 S7

18. What is the proportion of total
Neighbour people who have opportu-
nities for contact with Focus people,
in the knowledge domain?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

Some people
— A few people

Almost no one

DKN13 BA

19. What is the overall attitude that
Focus people have towards Neighbour
people in the knowledge domain?

— Very positive

Positive
Neutral

— Negative
— Very negative
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DKN14 BH

20. How do Focus people view them-
selves overall in relation to Neighbour
people, in the context of the knowl-
edge domain?

— Very superior

— Superior

— Neither superior or inferior

— Inferior

— Very inferior

DKN16 BI

21. What language do Focus peo-
ple expect to be used with Neigh-
bour people in the knowledge
domain?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DKN17 O1

22. What language do Focus people
typically speak with Neighbour people
when in the knowledge domain?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DKN18 O2

23. Do Focus people typically simplify
their language when speaking with
Neighbour people in the knowledge
domain?

— Yes

- No

— This is highly contextual

DKN1g O3

24. Typically in the knowledge domain,
how fluently do Focus people speak
the Neighbour language?

— Very fluently

Fluently

Somewhat fluently
— A little fluently
Not fluently at all

DKNzo0 I

25. What language do Neighbour peo-
ple typically speak with Focus people
in the knowledge domain?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DKNz21I2

26. Typically in the knowledge domain,
how well do Focus people understand
the Neighbour language?

— Very well

- Well

— Somewhat

— Poorly

— Very poorly

DKN22 T1

27. How much do Focus children

participate in the activities of the

knowledge domain?

— They practically always participate

— They participate a lot

— They participate somewhat

— They participate a little

— They practically never partici-
pate
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DKN23 T6

28. Looking after children in the

knowledge domain. Yes or No answer

to each of the following:

— Typically, do adults other than the
parents look after children up to
five year of age in the knowledge
domain?

— Typically, do parents look after chil-
dren up to five year of age in the
knowledge domain?

— Typically, do children from sibling-
kin groups look after children up to
five year of age in the knowledge
domain?

— Typically, do children from sibling-
kin groups look after children up to
five year of age in the knowledge
domain? (Peer group = children
from the same age cohort and not
necessarily related by kin. Sibling-
kin group = children from different
age cohorts who are also related by
kin.)

DKN27 Tnn

29. Typically, how much structured
instruction do adults provide to chil-
dren in the knowledge domain?

— Constant supervision

— A lot of supervision

— Some supervision

Little supervision
— No supervision at all

DKN24 T2

30. What language do Neighbour
adults typically speak to a Focus chil-
dren in the knowledge domain?

— The Focus Group language

KASHIMA ET AL.

— The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DKN25 T4

31. Typically, what language do Focus
children from four/five year of age
prefer to speak with Neighbour adults?
— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DKN26 Tg

32. Typically, what language would a
Focus child speak to Neighbour chil-
dren in the knowledge domain?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DKN96 E1

33. List any other groups that the
Focus people intereacted with in

the past, in the knowledge domain.
List any other group in so far as you
believe they had linguistic conse-
quences for the Focus language. Where
possible, please also give an indication
of when this interaction happened.
[Free Response]

DKN97 E4

34. What type of data informed

your answers to the questions in the

domain of knowledge, overall?

— Impressions from my own fieldwork
with a related community

— Reports from language consultants
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— Published or ongoing research — Very certain

project of my own on topics cov- Certain

Somewhat certain

ered in this questionnaire

— Published material by linguists — Uncertain
— Published materials by researchers — Very uncertain

in other fields
— Other DKNgg E6

36. List any comments or notes that

DKN9S E5 you feel are relevant to this section of
35. How certain are you in your the questionnaire.
responses for the domain of knowl- [Free Response]
edge?

A6  Appendix F: Domain of Social Exchange & Marriage, and Family &
Kin: Social Exchange & Marriage (DEM)

The Domain of Social Exchange & Marriage (DEM) and the Domain of Family

& Kin (DFK) are administered together due to the close conceptual relationship

between marriage as social exchange and kinship.

Goal

We wish to understand the repercussions of exchange on linguistic behavior in
contact situations. For exchange, we are interested in things such as norms and
ideologies surrounding language and ways of speaking around gift exchange,
and spaces with ceremonial speech styles.

Definitions

Exchange: (semi-)codified practices of exchange that regulate relationships
between individuals and groups as a result. For the purposes of this ques-
tionnaire we consider exchange to be characterisable more-so in terms of
relationship-building rather than transaction. The motivations for forming the
relationships may be various. Our definition of exchange encompasses gift
exchange and ceremonial exchange.

For the purposes of the questionnaire, exchange should be treated as distinct
from trade. The operational definition of trade is “the explicit promise of imme-
diate gains or returns, and concerns the acquisition of object, money, or service.
Acquisition and transaction of such things is a primary motivator of trade.” The
emphasis is on the transactional element of interaction. For exchange, then,
the transactional characteristic is either absent or ambiguous. In traditional
societies, gift and ceremonial exchange tend to occur between people that are
related by kin or other types of close relationships, while trade tends to occur
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between people and groups that are not intimately connected with each other.
Gift and ceremonial exchanges can also occur between rival groups, as a form
of negotiation and a sign of mutual recognition.

Gift exchange: The exchanging of gifts. Gift exchange can occur at the indi-
vidual and group-level, between people of similar social status (horizontal
exchange) or across social ranks (vertical exchange), and can be more-or-less
ritualized. Gift giving entails expectations of return (reciprocal gift giving) but
can also function as a mere statement of prestige (of the donor over the recip-

ient, and the other way around) without necessarily implying reciprocity.

DEMOoo P1

1. Has exchange ever been a relevant
domain of contact between Focus and
Neighbour?

[Free Response]

DFKoo P1

2. Do Focus people and Neighbour
people marry each other, or have they
done so in the past?

[Free Response]

DEMoaB P2

3. How long have Focus and Neigh-
bour people been involved in the
knowledge domain together for?
[Free Response]

DEMOobB P3

4. What is the time frame when the
largest number of people had the
most opportunities for interaction in
the knowledge domain?

[Free Response]

DEMo1 P4
5. What other languages, if any, are
spoken in this domain?

[Free Response]

DEMoz2 D1

6. Characteristic of the domain of

Exchange. Yes or No answer to each

of the following:

— Is Exchange between Focus and
Neighbour the individual’s initia-
tive?

— Is Exchange between Focus and
Neighbour an institutionalized pro-
cedure?

— Is Exchange between Focus and
Neighbour part of a ceremonial
event to which both communities

participate?

DEMo4 D6

7. Where does exchange between

Focus and Neighbour people typically

take place?

— At places which belong to the
Focus

— At places which belong to the
Neighbour

— At places which belong to some
other group

— This is highly contextual

DEM19 D11
8. How much influence can the Focus

exert over exchange?
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— Influence is practically always
exerted

— Influence is often exerted

— Influence is somewhat exerted

— Influence is exerted very little

— Influence is practically never
exerted

DEM38 Dg

9. Are there any speech styles used
during practices of exchange?

— Yes

- No

DEM45 D12

How often are these speech styles
typically used during practices of
exchange, in comparison with unmoni-
tored speech?

- Always

— Often

— As much as unmonitored speech

— Rarely

— Never

DEMo3 D3

1. Social categories. Yes or No answer

to each of the following:

— Does involvement in Exchange
practices differ based on hierar-
chies associated to profession or
wealth, such as a person’s class or
caste?

— Does involvement in Exchange prac-
tices differ based on whether a
person belongs to some magico-
religiously sanctioned group, such
as religious denomination?

— Does involvement in Exchange prac-

tices differ based on a person’s

descent group, such as clan, house,
lineage group, kinship group?

— Does involvement in Exchange
practices differ based on a per-
son’s group of land ownership,
such as tribe, clan, territorial
group?

— Does involvement in Exchange prac-
tices differ based on a person’s race,
ethnicity, or some other similar
grouping?

— Does involvement in Exchange prac-
tices differ based on a person’s age
or life stage?

— Does involvement in Exchange prac-
tices differ based on a person’s
place identity and affiliation?

— Does involvement in Exchange prac-
tices differ based on a person’s sex
or gender?

— Does involvement in Exchange
practices differ based on any other
communities of practice?

DEM41 D1o

12. Do Focus people experience
exchange differently depending on
social group?

- Yes

- No

DEMO8 S1

13. How often do Focus people
exchange with Neighbour people?
— Very often

- Often

— Sometimes

— Rarely

Very rarely
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DEM11 S3

14. How many people are typically
involved in interactions between
Focus and Neighbour in the context
of exchange?

— Practically always under 5 people
— Often under 5 people

— Sometimes under 5 people

— Rarely under 5 people

— Practically never under 5 people

DEMI0 S5

15. How would you rate the over-
all relationship between Focus and
Neighbour people in the domain of
exchange?

— Friendly

— Somewhat friendly

Neutral

Somewhat hostile

— Hostile

DEM40 S6

16. What is the proportion of total
Focus people who have opportunities
for contact with Neighbour people in
the context of exchange?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

— Some people

— A few people

— Almost no one

DEM44 S7
17. What is the proportion of total
Neighbour people who have opportu-

nities for contact with Focus people in

the context of exchange?
— Almost everyone
— Many people

KASHIMA ET AL.

— Some people
— A few people
— Almost no one

DEM17 BA

18. What is the overall attitude that
Focus people have towards Neighbour
people in the context of exchange?

— Very positive

— Positive

— Neutral

— Negative

— Very negative

DEM18 BH

19. How do Focus people view them-
selves overall in relation to Neighbour
people in the context of exchange?

— Very superior

— Superior

— Neither superior or inferior

— Inferior

— Very inferior

DEMO5 BI

20. What language do Focus people
expect to be used when interacting
with Neighbour people through prac-
tices of exchange?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DEMi14 O1

21. What language do Focus people
typically speak during practices of
exchange with Neighbour people?
— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language
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— Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DEMi5 O2

22. Do Focus people typically simplify
their Focus language when speaking
with Neighbour people during prac-
tices of Exchange?

- Yes

- No

DEM16 O3

23. Typically in the context of
exchange practices, how fluently to
Focus people speak the Neighbour lan-
guage?

— Very fluently

— Fluently

— Somewhat fluently

- A little fluently

— Not fluently at all

DEMi2 I

24. What language do Neighbour peo-
ple typically speak to Focus people
during practices of exchange?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DEM13 [2

25. Typically in contexts of exchange
practices, how well do Focus people
understand the Neighbour language?
— Very well

- Well

— Somewhat

- Poorly

— Very poorly

85

DEMO6 T1

26. How much do Focus children par-
ticipate in practices of exchange?

— They practically always participate
— They participate a lot

— They participate somewhat

— They participate a little

— They practically never participate

DEM39 T6

27. Child socialization. Yes or No

answer to each of the following:

— Typically during practices of
exchange, do adults other than the
parents look after children up to
five year of age?

— Typically during practices of
exchange, do parents look after
children up to five year of age?

— Typically during practices of
exchange, do children from sibling-
kin groups look after children up to
five year of age?

— Typically during practices of
exchange, do children up to five
year of age look after each other as
part of the same peer group? (Peer
group = children from the same age
cohort and not necessarily related
by kin. Sibling-kin group = children
from different age cohorts who are
also related by kin.)

DEM20 Tn

28. Typically, how much supervision
do adults provide to children during
practices of exchange?

— Constant supervision

— A lot of supervision

— Some supervision
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— Little supervision
— No supervision at all

DEM21T2

29. What language do Neighbour
adults typically speak to Focus chil-
dren during practices of exchange?
— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DEM22 T4

30. Typically, what language do
Focus children prefer to speak with
Neighbour adults in the context of
exchange?

— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DEM25T5

31 Typically, what language do
Focus children speak to Neigh-
bour children during practices of
exchange?

— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DEM26 D1

32. Marrying out: When marrying each

other, should Focus people and Neigh-

bour people marry somebody:

— Outside their village or other kind
of local community?

— Outside their descent group or

clan?

KASHIMA ET AL.

— Outside their designated marriage
group such as a moiety?

— Outside their hierarchical social
group such as class or caste?

— Outside their linguistic group?

DEM27 D1

33. Marrying within: When marrying

each other, should Focus people and

Neighbour people marry somebody

from:

— The same village or other kind of
local community?

— The same descent group or clan?

— The same designated marriage
group such as a moiety?

— The same hierarchical social group
such as class or caste?

— The same linguistic group?

DEM28 D1

34. Polygyny.

Is polygyny possible for Focus men?
- Yes

- No

DEM29 D1

35. Polyandry. Is polyandry possible for
Focus women?

- Yes

- No

DEM37 D1

36. What type of marriage payments
and transfers are expected when Focus
and Neighbour marry?

— Bride wealth

— Dowry

— Other
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DEM31 D3

37. Intermarriage. Yes or No answer to

each of the following:

- Is it typical for Focus men to marry
Neighbour women?

— Is it typical for Focus women to
marry Neighbour men?

DEM32 D6

38. Where do marriage ceremonies

between Focus and Neighbour take

place?

— At places which belong to the
Focus

— At places which belong to the
Neighbour

— At places which belong to some
other group

— This is highly contextual

DEM34 S5

39. How would you rate the overall
relationship between Focus and Neigh-
bour people in practices of marriage
exchanges?

— Friendly

— Somewhat friendly

— Neutral

— Somewhat hostile

— Hostile

DEM42 S6

40. What is the proportion of total
Focus people who have opportu-
nities for contact with Neighbour
people in the context of marriage
exchanges?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

— Some people

87

— A few people
— Almost no one

DEM43 S7

41. What is the proportion of total
Neighbour people who have oppor-
tunities for contact with Focus
people in the context of marriage
exchanges?

— Almost everyone

— Many people

— Some people

— A few people

— Almost no one

DEM35 BA

42. What is the overall attitude that
Focus people have towards Neigh-
bour people in practices of marriage
exchanges?

— Very positive

— Positive

— Neutral

— Negative

— Very negative

DEM36 BH

43. How do Focus people view them-
selves overall in relation to Neighbour
people, within the context of marriage
— Very superior

— Superior

— Neither superior or inferior

— Inferior

— Very inferior

DEM33 BI
44. What language do Focus people
expect to be used in marriage cere-

monies with Neighbour people?
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— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language

This is highly contextual

DEM30 T6

45. Yes or No answer to each of the

following: Does marriage impose any

child rearing obligations for:

— Both parents and grandparents on
both sides?

— One parent, and grandparents on
both sides?

— One parent, and grandparents on
that side?

— One parent, and grandparents from
the other side?

DEM96 E1

46. List any other groups that the
Focus practiced Social Exchange
with in the past, in so far as you
believe this had linguistic conse-
quences for the Focus language.
Where possible, please also give
an indication of when this contact

through Social Exchange practices hap-

pened.
[Free Response]

A
Kin: Family & Kin (DKN)

KASHIMA ET AL.

DEM97 E4

47. What type of data informed

your answers to the questions in the

domain of social exchange overall?

Impressions from my own fieldwork
with a related community

Reports from language consultants
Published or ongoing research
project of my own on topics cov-
ered in this questionnaire
Published material by linguists
Published materials by researchers
in other fields

Other

DEM9S E5

48. How certain are you in your

responses for the domain of social

exchange?

Very certain
Certain
Somewhat certain
Uncertain

— Very uncertain

DEM99 E6

49. List any comments or notes that

you feel are relevant to this section of

the questionnaire.

[Free Response]

Appendix G: Domain of Social Exchange & Marriage, and Family &

The Domain of Social Exchange & Marriage (DEM) and the Domain of Family
& Kin (DFK) are administered together due to the close conceptual relationship

between marriage as social exchange and kinship.

Goal

This section asks about the relationships between family members. Unlike the
questions about marriage in the domain of exchange and marriage, this section
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will ask about interactions between individuals within a family. The domain of
exchange and marriage is concerned with macro characterisations of the social
institution of marriage, such as patterns of exogamy. Here we are looking at
micro elements.

Definitions

Family: At a minimum, a woman and her dependent child. This definition of
family can also include a man who is culturally recognized as “the husband”
(i.e. a man who is in some culturally recognized relationship analogous to the
English word “marriage”). Note that so-called fictive kin (e.g., adoptive father)
are also included in this definition of family.

In-law: refers to ego’s spouse’s relatives. The spouse’s relatives of interest are
their parents, and siblings. For example for the purposes of this questionnaire,
if you are a married man, your in-laws are your wife’s parents, and your wife’s
siblings.

Coresidential group: a group of people who share a space where matters
of child-bearing and rearing, food production, and/or food consumption take
place. The coresidential group is identified as a separate group from the fam-
ily as defined above, since 1) the family may not necessarily reside with one
another, and 2) an individual may have multiple coresidential groups at any
given time. Examples of coresidential units include “single men’s houses”.

The parameters included under the term kinship for this questionnaire are
the following: residency rules (e.g., matrilocal, ambilocal), marriage patterns
(e.g., exogamy, endogamy), and relationships with one’s in-laws (i.e. affines).
DFKOO, CID: P1 bour as far as family formation is
1. Do Focus Group people and Neigh- concerned?
bour Group people marry each other, [Free Response]
or have they done so in the past?

QID: DFKo1 P4

4. What other languages, if any, are
DFKoaB P2Begin spoken between family members?
2. How long have Focus and Neigh- [Free Response]
bour peoples been forming families

with each other for? DFK35 D6

[Free Response]

DFKobB P3Begin
3. What's the time frame of densest

contact between Focus and Neigh-

5. What is the typical pattern of relo-
cation for Focus women when starting
a new family?

— Focus women practically always

relocate to Neighbour locations
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— Focus women often relocate to
Neighbour locations

— Focus women sometimes relocate to
Neighbour locations

— Focus women rarely relocate to
Neighbour locations

— Focus women practically never relo-
cate to Neighbour locations

DFK39 D6

6. What is the typical pattern of relo-

cation for Neighbour women when

starting a new family?

— Focus women practically always
relocate to Neighbour locations

— Focus women often relocate to
Neighbour locations

— Focus women sometimes relocate to
Neighbour locations

— Focus women rarely relocate to
Neighbour locations

— Focus women practically never relo-
cate to Neighbour locations

DFKoz D1

7. Co-residential units. Yes or No

answer to each of the following:

— Do mothers (and their children)
live with their husbands as part of
a co-residential unit?

— Do mothers (and their children)
live with their mothers?

— Do mothers (and their children)
live with their mothers-in-law?

DFK40 D1o

8. Do Focus people experience fam-
ily life differently depending on social
group?

[Free Response]

KASHIMA ET AL.

DFKo03 S1

9. Typically, how much of their lives

do spouses spend with each other dur-

ing the course of their lifetime?

— Practically all their lives: e.g., cohab-
itation starting from childhood.

— Much of their lives: e.g., cohabita-
tion starts around puberty

— Some of their lives: e.g., cohabita-
tion starts from marriage which is
later in life than puberty

— A little of their lives: e.g., charac-
terisable as “for some parts of the
year”, frequent enough cohabitation
that it is difficult to characterize as
“very rarely”

— Practically none of their lives: e.g,,
the marriage is consummated, but
then the husband and wife do not
live together

DFK37 S4

10. How physically proximate to each

other are the households of the hus-

band and wife?

— Very proximate

— Proximate

— Somewhat proximate to each other
— Far from each other

— Very far

DFK16 BA

1. What is the overall level of affec-
tion that the Focus person has towards
their Neighbour spouse?

— Very affectionate

Affectionate

— Neutral
Unaffectionate

Very unaffectionate
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DFK06 O1

12. What language do Focus people
typically speak with their Neighbour
spouse?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DFKo7 O2

13. Do Focus people typically simplify
their Focus language when speaking
with their Neighbour spouse?

— Yes

- No

— This is highly contextual

DFKo08 O3

14. Typically in the domain of family,
how fluently to Focus people speak
the Neighbour language?

— Very fluently

— Fluently

— Somewhat fluently

— A little fluently

— Not fluently at all

DFKog It

15. What language do Neighbour peo-
ple typically speak with their Focus
spouse?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DFK10 2

16. Typically in the domain of family,
how well do Focus people understand
the Neighbour language?

91

— Very well
Well
Somewhat

— Poorly
— Very poorly

DFKo4 T6

17. Looking after children. Yes or No

answer to each of the following:

— Typically, do fathers look after chil-
dren up to five year of age?

— Typically, do mothers primarily look
after children up to five year of
age?

— Do adults other than the parents
look after children up to five year
of age?

— Do children from sibling-kin groups
look after children up to five year
of age?

— Do children up to five year of age
look after each other as part of the
same peer group? (Peer group =
children from the same age cohort
and not necessarily related by kin.
Sibling-kin group = children from
different age cohorts who are also
related by kin.)

DFK24 T

18. Typically, how much supervision do
grandparents provide to children?

— Constant supervision

— A lot of supervision

— Some supervision

— Little supervision

— No supervision at all

DFKO5 BI
19. What language are children
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expected to speak to their Neighbour
parent?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DFK20 T7

20. What language do Focus parents
typically speak with their children?
— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DFK21T8

21. What language do Neighbour
parents typically speak with their chil-
dren?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DFK22 Tg

22. What language do children typi-
cally speak with their Focus parent?
— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language

Some other language
— This is highly contextual

DFK23 T10

23. What language do children typ-
ically speak with their Neighbour
parent?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language

This is highly contextual

KASHIMA ET AL.

DFK25 T2

24. What language do Neighbour
grandparent/aunts/uncles typically
speak to the children?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DFK26 T4

25. Typically, what language do Focus
children speak with their Neighbour
grandparents/aunts/uncles?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

Some other language

This is highly contextual

DFK38 Dg

26. Are any of the following features

characteristic when speaking to one’s

Neighbour in-laws?

— Lexical avoidance

— The use of certain morphosyntactic
forms

— The use of certain pronominal
forms

DFKi2 S1

27. Thinking about the Focus person
and their Neighbour in-laws, how
often would they typically meet?

— Very often

— Often

— Sometimes

— Rarely

Very rarely

DFKi15 S3
28. How many people are typically
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involved in interactions between a
Focus person and their Neighbour in-
laws?
— Practically always under 5 people
— Often under 5 people
— Sometimes under 5 people
— Rarely under 5 people
— Practically never under 5 peo-

ple

DFK11 S4

29. How physically proximate to each
other are a Focus person and their
Neighbour in-laws?

— Very proximate

— Proximate

Somewhat proximate to each other
— Far from each other
— Very far

DFK14 S5

30. How would you rate the overall
relationship between a Focus person
and their Neighbour in-laws?

— Friendly

— Somewhat friendly

Neutral

— Somewhat hostile
Hostile

DFK33 BA

31. What is the overall attitude that a
Focus person has towards their Neigh-
bour in-laws?

— Very positive

Positive
Neutral

— Negative
— Very negative

DFK30 O1

32. Your child has married a Neighbour
person. What language do you typi-
cally speak when speaking with your
Neighbour son/daughter-in-law?

— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language

This is highly contextual

DFK31 02

33. Typically, does a Focus person
simplify their Focus language when
speaking to their Neighbour in-
laws?

- Yes

- No

— This is highly contextual

DFK32 03

34. Typically, how fluently does a
Focus person speak the Neighbour
language when speaking to their
Neighbour in-laws?

— Very fluently

Fluently

Somewhat fluently
— A little fluently
Not fluently at all

DFK28 I1

35. Your child has married a Neigh-
bour person. What language does your
child’s spouse typically speak to you, a
Focus person?

— The Focus Group language

The Neighbour Group language
— Some other language

This is highly contextual
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DFK29 I2

36. Typically, how well does a Focus
person understand the Neighbour in-
law’s language?

- Very well

- Well

— Somewhat

— Poorly

— Very poorly

DFK34 I1

37. You have married a Neighbour per-
son. What language do you typically
speak to your Neighbour in-laws (your
spouse’s parents and siblings)?

— The Focus Group language

— The Neighbour Group language

— Some other language

— This is highly contextual

DFKXX I2

37b. Typically, how well does a Focus
person understand the Neighbour in-
law’s language?

— Very well

- Well

— Somewhat

— Poorly

— Very poorly

DFK96 E1
38. Who do Focus people typically
form families with besides Neighbour

KASHIMA ET AL.

people?
[Free Response]

DFK97 E4

39. What type of data informed

your answers to the questions in the

domain of family and kin, overall?

— Impressions from my own fieldwork
with a related community

— Reports from language consultants

— Published or ongoing research
project of my own on topics cov-
ered in this questionnaire

— Published material by linguists

— Published materials by researchers
in other fields

— Other

DFK98 E5

40. How certain are you in your
responses for the domain of family
and kin?

— Very certain

— Certain

— Somewhat certain

— Uncertain

— Very uncertain

DFK99 E6

41. List any comments or notes that
you feel are relevant to this section of
the questionnaire.

[Free Response]

A8  Appendix H: Overview Questionnaire (OV)

Goal

The Overview Questionnaire is designed to gain a macro-perspective of the
Focus Group society. The questions in this questionnaire were chosen to cap-
ture variables that could not captured in the Domains Questionnaire. The vari-
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ables in this questionnaire were also chosen so that answers could be matched

to prior studies investigating correlations between linguistic and macro socio-

cultural factors.

Some of the questions, particularly those pertaining to demographics, may
be difficult to answer without conducting specific research. If this is the case,

please answer to the best of your knowledge, and provide details on sources

which we can consult to gather more accurate data.

oT1

1. How long have Focus and Neighbour
people been in contact overall?

[Free Response]

oT2

2. What is the overall time frame
when the largest number of people
had the most opportunities for interac-
tion?

[Free Response]

oD1

1. What is the total number of native-
like speakers of Focus?10-99 speakers
— 100-999 speakers

- 1,000-9,999 speakers

— 10,000—99,999 speakers

— 100,000-999,999 speakers

— 1,000,000-9,999,999 speakers

- 10,000,000-99,999,999 speakers

— 100,000,000-999,999,999 speakers

oDn3

2. What is the total number of native-
like speakers of Neighbour?10-99
speakers

— 100—999 speakers

- 1,000-9,999 speakers

- 10,000—99,999 speakers

- 100,000-999,999 speakers

- 1,000,000-9,999,999 speakers

- 10,000,000—99,999,999 speakers
— 100,000,000—-999,999,999 speakers

oD4

3. What is the approximate propor-

tion of native-like speakers in the total

population of all speakers of Focus?

— High proportion: an overwhelming
majority (roughly 80% or higher)
of speakers are native-like speak-
ers

— Fairly high proportion: the majority
of speakers (roughly 60-80%) are
native like speakers

— Intermediate proportion: roughly
half of all speakers (roughly 40—
60%) are native-like speakers.

— Fairly low proportion: a minority of
all speakers (roughly 20-40%) are
native-like speakers.

— Low proportion: a small minority
(roughly 20% or less) of all speak-
ers are native-like speakers

oD5

4. What is the approximate propor-

tion of native-like speakers in the

total population of all speakers of the

Neighbour Group language?

— High proportion: an overwhelming
majority (roughly 80% or higher) of
speakers are native-like speakers
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— Fairly high proportion: the majority
of speakers (roughly 60-80%) are
native like speakers

— Intermediate proportion: roughly
half of all speakers (roughly
40-60%) are native-like speak-
ers.

— Fairly low proportion: a minority of
all speakers (roughly 20-40%) are
native-like speakers.

— Low proportion: a small minority
(roughly 20% or less) of all speak-
ers are native-like speakers

0G1

5. What is the population density
within the area where Focus is spo-
ken?

— Less than 2 persons per 10sq. km
— 2—4 persons per 10sq. km

— 5-19 persons per 10sq. km

— 20-99 persons per 10sq. km

— 100-399 persons per 10sq. km

0s7

6. What is the mean size of the Focus

speaking communities at the local

level?

— Fewer than 50 persons

— From 50 to 99 persons

— From 100 to 199 persons

— From 200 to 399 persons

— From 400 to 1,000 persons

— More than 1,000 persons in the
absence of indigenous urban aggre-
gations

— One or more indigenous towns of
more than 5,000 inhabitants but

none of more than 50,000

KASHIMA ET AL.

0s9

7. How frequently do Focus people
generally interact with out-group peo-
ple?

— Very Frequently

Frequently

Neither frequently nor infrequently
— Infrequently

Very infrequently

on

8. Is Focus stated as an expression of

identity of any of the following? Yes or

No answer to each of the following:

— Group centered around shared
descent, such as clan, house, lin-
eage group, kinship group

— Race, ethnicity, or some other simi-
lar grouping

— Micro-level (politico-)territo-
rial group, including regional
or areal groups, clans, bands,
tribes

— Formal or informal relationships
between non-kin, such as alliances,
sodality membership, ad-hoc rela-
tionships between families or
individuals

013

9. Is there a codified standard variety
for Focus?

— Yes

- No

016

10. What are the Focus speakers’ atti-
tudes towards linguistic transfers from
Neighbour, such as lexical or grammat-

ical borrowing?
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— Very positive

Positive
Neutral
Negative

— Very negative

o1y
1. What are the Focus speakers’
general attitudes towards linguistic
transfer, such as lexical or grammatical
borrowing, from any other language
than Neighbour?

— Very positive

— Positive

— Neutral

— Negative

— Very negative

019

12. What are the Focus speakers’ atti-
tudes towards lectal differences within
Focus?

— Very positive

— Positive

— Neutral

— Negative

— Very negative

o018

13. How significant is language as part
of group identity for the speakers of
Focus?

— Very significant

— Significant

— Neither significant nor insignificant
— Insignificant

— Very insignificant

0B1

14. There is an emic conception of

Focus as “a language” or some other
categorical or objective thing?

- Yes

- No

oL3

15. Do the Focus speaking people use

some orthography in writing their lan-

guage?

— Yes, in a non-standardized way

— Yes, in a standardized way

— No, the Focus Group language is
not written

oL1

16. What is the approximate rate of
formal literacy in the Focus speaking
community?

- High

— Fairly high

— Intermediate

— Fairly low

— Low

oLz

17. Restrictions in access to literacy

in terms of social categories. Is the

ability to read and write restricted, in
practice, to people of certain hierar-
chy groups associated with profession
or wealth (such as class and caste)?

Answer yes or no for the following.

— Is the ability to read and write
restricted, in practice, to people
of certain magico-religiously sanc-
tioned groups (such as religious
denomination)?

— Is the ability to read and write
restricted, in practice, to people

of certain descent groups, such as
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clan, house, lineage group, kinship
group)?

— Is the ability to read and write
restricted, in practice, to people
of certain races, ethnicities, or some
other similar grouping?

— Is the ability to read and write
restricted, in practice, to peo-
ple of certain age cohorts or life
stages?

— Is the ability to read and write
restricted, in practice, to a certain
sex or genders?

— Is the ability to read and write
restricted, in practice, to other com-
munities of practice not mentioned
above?

0s1

18. Typically, how many levels of juris-

dictional hierarchy are there in the

Focus speaking society, beyond the

local community?

— Four levels: for example, described
as large states. Often has some cen-
tralised structures.

— Three levels: for example, described
as states. Often has some cen-
tralised structures.

— Two levels: for example, described
as large chiefdoms. Often has some
centralised structures.

— One level: for example, described as
petty chiefdoms.

— No levels: no political authority
beyond community.

052
19. Typically, how many levels of

jurisdictional hierarchy are there in

KASHIMA ET AL.

Neighbour society, beyond the local

community?

— Four levels: for example, described
as large states. Often has some cen-
tralised structures.

— Three levels: for example, described
as states. Often has some cen-
tralised structures.

— Two levels: for example, described
as large chiefdoms. Often has some
centralised structures.

— One level: for example, described as
petty chiefdoms.

— No levels: no political authority
beyond community.

0S4
20. Which of the following best char-
acterizes the dominant form of the
Focus speaking group’s mobility and
sedentism, in regards to subsistence?
— Sedentary: A group is completely
sedentary or group moves into and
out of a central location that is
maintained for more than one year.
— Mobile: A group is mobile and
moves the entire population from
camp to camp as they go about the
subsistence round.
— Mixed: Group is mobile for at least
half the year, and are otherwise
sedentary at designated locations.

0s5

21. Which of the following best char-
acterizes the dominant form of Neigh-
bour Group mobility & sedentism,

in regards to subsistence: sedentary,
mobile, or mixed?

— Sedentary: A group is completely
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sedentary or group moves into
and out of a central location that
is maintained for more than one
year.

— Mobile: A group is mobile and
moves the entire population from
camp to camp as they go about the
subsistence round.

— Mixed: Group is mobile for at least
half the year, and are otherwise

sedentary at designated locations.

0s6

22. The Focus speaking society’s sub-
sistence pattern can be broadly charac-
terized as:

— Hunter-gatherer

— Fishing

— Animal Husbadry

— Agricultural, casual

— Agricultural, shifting

— Agricultural, Permanent

— Highly Mixed

OH1

23. Have there been any natural disas-
ters or major societal upheaval during
the densest period of contact between
the Focus speaking and Neighbour
speaking people, such it impacted
people’s mobility, and Focus speaking
people talk about it?

— Yes

- No

OE1
24. How long time have you spent
working with this community?

[Free Response]

99

OE2

25. Whom did you mostly interact
with during your stay and through
community-based research?

[Free Response]

OE3
26. Was your interaction with mem-
bers of the community typically medi-
ated by one/a few person(s)? Who
were they?

[Free Response]

oc1

27. How certain are you in your
responses to the set of questions
about each domain?

— Very certain

— Certain

— Somewhat certain

— Uncertain

— Very uncertain

ocz

28. How certain are you in your
responses to the set of questions
about social networks (The S-Set of
questions)?

— Very certain

— Certain

— Somewhat certain

— Uncertain

— Very uncertain

ocs

29. How certain are you in your
responses to the set of questions
about attitudes and ideologies (The
B-Set of questions)?

— Very certain
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— Certain
— Somewhat certain
— Uncertain

— Very uncertain

ocq

30. How certain are you in your
responses to the set of questions
about language production (The O-
Set of questions)?

— Very certain

— Certain

— Somewhat certain

— Uncertain

— Very uncertain
ocCs
31. How certain are you in your

responses to the set of questions

A9  Appendix I: Scale definitions

KASHIMA ET AL.

about the languages spoken to the

Focus people (The I-Set of questions)?

Very certain
Certain
Somewhat certain
Uncertain

Very uncertain

0cC6

32. How certain are you in your

responses to the set of questions
about children (The T-Set of ques-
tions)?

Very certain
Certain
Somewhat certain
Uncertain

Very uncertain

The standard scales used for the questions identified by their double digit
identification codes (the Correspondence 1Ds, or CIDs). Further details can be

found at https://gramadapt.clld.org.

S1: How often do Focus Group people
interact with Neighbour Group?

— Very often: Characterisable as “con-
sistently throughout the year”. Other
possibilities: frequently recurring
but short interactions (e.g., a few
days every week), or prolonged
interaction for limited periods of
time (e.g., once a year for several
weeks).

— Often: Characterisable as “some
parts of the year”, or an aggregate
of approximately 4—5 weeks/28—35
days of interaction in a year. Often

enough, but not enough to charac-
terize as “very often”.

Sometimes: Characterisable as
“some parts of the year”. Neither
often nor rarely.

Rarely: Characterisable as “rarely
in a year”, or an aggregate of 2—

3 weeks/14—21 days of interaction
in a year. Rarely enough that it is
difficult to characterize as “very
rarely”

Very rarely: Characterisable as
“almost never”, or less than 5 days
maximum in a year. Other possi-

bilities: once year for a couple of
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days, or interactions occur based on
incidental opportunities.

S3: How many people are typically
involved in interactions between Focus
Group and Neighbour Group when
interacting in domain X?

— Practically always under 5 people:
e.g., up to 9o% of the time up

— Often under 5 people: e.g up to
70% of the time

— Sometimes under 5 people: up to
50% of the time up

— Rarely under 5 people: up to 30%
of the time

— Practically never under 5 people: up
to 10% of the time

S4: How physically proximate to each

other are people involved in domain X?

— Very proximate: There is little to
no effort in reaching one another,
and does not bear considering as
effortful.

— Proximate: There is some effort in
reaching one another, but no real
planning is necessary.

— Somewhat proximate to each other:
There is some effort required to
reach one another, and some
planning may be necessary. The
effort required is not so large as to
dissuade travel if there is an imper-
ative. Less than a days worth of
travel.

— Far from each other: There is effort
required to reach one another,

and some degree of planning is

required, with some physical dis-
comfort expected. Maximum, a days
worth of travel.

— Very far: There is considerable effort
required to reach one another.
Logistic considerations and plan-
ning must be made. Requires one

or more overnight travel.

S6 and S7: What is the proportion of
total Focus/Neighbour Group people
who have opportunities for contact
with Neighbour/Focus Group people in
domain X?

— Almost everyone: A very high
proportion, estimating roughly
90% or more of the total popu-
lation

— Many people: A fairly high pro-
portion, the majority of the Focus
Group people, estimating around
66% of the total population

— Some people: An intermediate pro-
portion, roughly 50% of the Focus
Group total population have oppor-
tunities for contact with Neighbour
Group people.

— A few people: A fairly low propor-
tion, a minority of the people in
the Focus Group, estimating around
33% of the total population

— Almost no one: A very low propor-
tion, estimating 10

BH: How do Focus Group people view
themselves overall in relation to Neigh-
bour Group people, within the context
of domain X?

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



102

Very superior: Clearly stated beliefs
that the Focus Group are better
than the Neighbour Group in some
way.

Superior: Some stated beliefs that
Focus Group are better than the
Neighbour Group in some way.
Neither superior nor inferior: e.g,
there are no clear or obvious stated
beliefs that Focus Group are better
than the Neighbour Group in some
way.

Inferior: Some stated beliefs that
Focus Group are not as good as the
Neighbour Group in some way.
Very inferior: Clearly stated beliefs
that Focus Group are not as good
as the Neighbour Group in some

way.

BI, Oy, In, T2, T4, T5, T7, T8, Tg, T10

— The Focus Group language/The

Neighbour Group language/Some
other language: So-called monolin-
gual modes of interaction. These
options are mutually exclusive, that
is, if more than one language is
used in interaction, please select
the fourth option, “This is highly
contextual”.

This is highly contextual: encom-
passes interaction in which more
than one language is used, includ-
ing but not limited to phenomena
that come under the umbrella
terms “code-switching” and/or

“code-mixing”.

KASHIMA ET AL.

03: Typically in domain X, how flu-
ently do Focus Group people speak the
Neighbour Group language?

— Very fluently: Almost a complete
absence of linguistic markers that
differentiate the speech of a Focus
Group person from a Neighbour
Group person, e.g., or use of fea-
tures that fall entirely beneath the
level of speaker/interlocutor con-
sciousness,

— Fluently: High level of produc-
tion, but a few linguistic markers
of “late acquisition’, such as hav-
ing an accent. A non-native linguist
would not necessarily be able to
ascertain level of fluency from a
textual transcription without audio.

— Somewhat fluently: Many markers
of late acquisition, but does not
impede communication and com-
prehension. A non-native linguist
would likely be able to acsertain
level of fluency from a textual tran-
scription without audio.

— A little fluently: Many markers of
late acquisition. It hampers commu-
nication and comprehension.

— Not fluently at all: Usage limited to
lexical items, and rote learned set
phrases.

I2: Typically in domain X, how well do
Focus Group people understand the
Neighbour Group language?

— Very well: Focus Group people have
high comprehension skills of Neigh-
bour Group language & understand

LANGUAGE DYNAMICS AND CHANGE 15 (2025) 1-103



A SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 103

the contextual situation very well

— Well: Focus Group people have low
comprehension skills of Neighbour
Group language but understand the
contextual situation very well.

— Somewhat: Focus Group people
have low comprehension skills
of Neighbour Group language but
understand the contextual situation
to some extent.

— Poorly: Focus Group people have
low comprehension skills of Neigh-
bour Group language and do not
understand the contextual situation
too well either

— Very poorly: Focus Group people
have almost no comprehension of
the Neighbour Group language and
do not understand the contextual

situation.

T1: How much do Focus Group children
participate in domain X?

— They practically always participate:
children are actively involved in the
activities and verbal interactions of
this social domain.

— A lot: Not as much as the adults,
but still participate in some activi-
ties and verbal interactions of this
social domain.

— Somewhat: They participate in the

activities and verbal interactions
of this social domain., but are less
involved than adults.

— A little: ie. just being present in

the space of this social domain, but
uninvolved in interactions

They practically never participate:
children are not involved in this

social domain.

T11: Typically, how much supervision do
adults provide to children in domain X?

Constant supervision: if participat-
ing in activities, children always do
that in the presence of adults and
under their explicit and constant
guidance.

A lot of supervision: if participating
in activities, children mostly do that
in the presence of adults and under
explicit guidance.

Some supervision: if participating in
activities, children partially do that
in the presence of adults and under
explicit guidance, and partially on
their own.

Little supervision: if participating in
activities, children mostly do that
on their own, with little input and
guidance from the adults.

No supervision at all: children are
left alone in activities.
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