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foreword

0f necessity, communication involves standardizaticn. The
sender and receiver adjust to each other's idiclect or dialect or
language. For written communication to be used successfully, it is
desirable for the sake of the people invelved that a single form be
used by as large a number of communities and dialects as possible. It
is desirable because increasing the number of people who can commu-
nicate with each other increases the pool of potential authors and
readers. Having more audlance motivates the authors to write. Having
more to read motivates literacy. Governments request maximum standard-
ization in language planning. It reduces the cost to government and for
education thus allowing them to accomplish what otherwise they find
difficult or Impossible. Knowing vour neighbors better should also
lower tension and promote unity.

Yet, the circle must not be drawn too large. If people cannot
learn to understand the standard form easily and quickly, literacy will
fall just as surely as it will if the circle is drawn too small The
chosen standard must be both understandable and desired by the people
involved. Thus the task 1s to discover the optimum speech form to
serve the maximum feasible number of dialects or languages; it involves
both linguistic and non-lingulstic factors.

In the past, boundary drawing has usually been part of dialect
intelligibility analyslils, modified subsequently by the results of
language attitude evaluation. Political and soclal pressures in many
places, however, indicate the need for efforts toward standardization
over a broader scope of dialects and languages than has been assumed
from intelliglbility tests. Over time the written form for major lan-
guages such as English and German has adegquately sarved dialects with
wide differences. We need to find ways to facilitate and promote that
in other language continua where the circumstances (political, soclal,
motivational) make it appropriate. There 1s strong interest in, indeed
insistence on, standardization in many countries of Africa. We assume
this will include initial literacy and preparation of some literature in
a greater number of dialecta/languages coordinated with definite
promotion and instructicn toward a smaller number of standards,

To put 1t differently, standardization may be possible between speech
varieties that are not comprehensible on first meeting, but which with
adeguate exposure may become comprehensible. One can talk of a two-day
or of a three-week difference, for example, referring to the langth of
time living with the new varlety before understanding it. People with
wildely differentiated speech may be able to agree on a standard written
form while retaining differences in spoken form and pronunciation.

Although a large body of literature exists on language planning on a
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national or large regional level, not much has been written for the
local level. This round table conference was sponsored by SIL and the
J. Howard Pew Freedom Trust in September 1988 to begin correcting that
situation. It is anticipated that more will be developed on this

subject in the future.

Frank Robbins Ted Bergman
Africa Area Director Task Assessment Coordinator
summer Institute of Linguistice Summer Institute of Linguistics

Nairobi - Kenya Nairobi - KENYA



preface

The idea that the Summer Insatitute of Linguistics should
proactively study the possibilities of wider dialect standardization is
an idea that crystalized with Frank Robbins after talking with Mark
Karan. Mark outlined the situation in sounthern Benin with the many Gbe
dialects, the problems this presents to the Benin government, and the
potential advantages that would accrue if the way to unite these many
speech varieties could be found. Frank decided SIL should find ways to
put its best efforts into wider standardizatien and asked me to
organize the task.

Language planning at the national and regional level has been astudied
extensively. But slmost nothing exists in the literature describing
standardization on the local level. It was thought that a major contri-
bution would be made if projects that SIL embarked upon should be well
documented 50 that whether successful or not, cthers could learn from
the experience.

The first phase of any such project is background research, next,
language survey assessment, then, strategy planning. A proposal was
written for this beginning phase which set objectives, outlined a plan
of action, and estimsted costs. Supplemental funding was requested and
granted from the J. Howard Pew Freedom Trust. Eight dialect groups from
different parts of Africa where SIL was working were selected and
sociolinguists, both gquests and members of SIL, were invited to attend a
round table to discuss the issues and help each other with ideas and
information. Travel expenses for the Round Table were provided by the
Trust.

Since this was the first meeting in this effort, it was primarily the
invited guests who had prepsred material to present For most
participants, there was interacticn on a more informal basis. Although
it wss not planned beforehand, the guality of the prepared
presentstions by our guests was such that it was felt thst others would
benefit if a proceedings were prepared for general distribution. A
second round table meeting is planned for May 1959.

The chart which follows shows the elight African dialect cluaters that
were chosen for special study and development. The persona shown as
SIL leaders were chosen by the SIL administrators of the countries
involved and were each participants in the Round Table. They are QOle
Bjorn Kristensen, Rene Vallette, Andrew Ring, Robert Carlson, Richard
Watson, Kelth Beavon and Gordon Willlames., Other participants were Frank
Robbins, Ethel Robbins, Elizabeth Johnson, Constance Kutsch Lojengs, Mark
Karan, Deborah Hatfield, Kate Ring, and Ted Bergman in addition to the
authors of the articles in this volume listed later.

- vif -
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LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Frof. Dr. Ursula Wiessmann, who is the principal technical consultant to
this project, gsve the keynote address. Her paper concerns the
Kaingang people with whom she worked in Brazil where standardization
was successful. Not only does it provide us with a scientific case
study, but it also provides inspiration that standardization, at least in
the circumstance cited, is possible. She saw people with varying
apeech varieties come together to use a common literature who would
not have done so at all based on the usual linguistic differences
criteria.

Dr. Etienne Sadembouo proposes two procedures: how to combine community
involvement and sociolinguistic expertise through the use of a langusage
committee, and how to choose the beat speech form out of a dialect
complex for written standardization. He bases these recommendations on
his very extensive review of each of the language programs in his
country, Cameroon, where he has drawn from their experience in failures
and successea. The typology and weighting procedure recommended for
decision making was tried out by the participants of the Round Table
who felt that It works very well. If it proves to be acceptable it
provides the missing link between S$IL's Sociolinguistic Profile, which
is a checklist of factors important to decision making, and the
decisions themselves. Dr. Sadembouc finds that even in the early stage
of language survey assessment, the communities affected should par-
ticipate in the planning.

Prof. Dr. H. B. C, Capo's paper concerns orthographic principles and ideas
for uniting the huge number of Gbe dialects--22 spoken in scuthern
Benin, 16 in Togo, 18 in Ghana, and 7 in Nigeria. Dr. Capo thinks that 211
speakers could learn to read the Gen varlety with just a little effort
and write the way they speak once s unified orthography could be agreed
upon. He himself speaks four of the dialects belonging to three of the
five clusters within the Gbe network

Mr. Leonce Bouka has written a paper for us deacribing the Teke
dialects in Congo and Gsbon. His paper was translated for us from the
French by Mr. Ole Bjorn Kristensen. Both these men have begun work on
this dialect chain which has four main divisions and other subdivisions.
Although he is Congolese he is not 3 native Teke speaker. His doctoral
studies in Brussels are concerning the whole Teke continuum.

Dr. Richard Watson coordinates three survey teams conducting the first
phase of research on the Moro-Ms'dl dialect complex. One team works
among the people living in Sudan, another works In Zaire and the third
is in Uganda. His paper hss to do with the orthography approach

- Ix -



ROUND TABLE ON DIALECT STANDARDIZATION

necessary to standsrdize in the different nations with their differing
literacy and political expectations.

Dr. Musimbi Kanyoro offers balance out of her knowiedge of the Luiva,
cautioning against combining too many dialects without adequate basis
for doing so or without adequate provision of necessary concomitants.
Dr. Kanyoro's native tongue is one of the 17 varieties of Luyia. Her
grandfsther was one of the principais invoived when the Bible was
produced in a “standard" Luyia. And, she has studied the language
prfessionally. When the Scriptures were first published, they were
received and bought with great enthusiasm. But despite great hope they
have not been used widely at all. Verb tenses can change to mean
opposite tenses 1n certain dialects, word meanings change drastically,
only five of seven contrasting vowels are written, tone is not marked at
all. People do not identify with it as their language. At the time when
the "union transistion! came out, the people were feeling a need for
unity against other, larger groups which threatened them. Later when
the threat was removed, there was more felt need for emphasizing indi-
viduality. As Dr. Kanyoroc analyses the situation, seversl things must be
recognized: Bible translation alone is not sufficient, other written lit-
erature must be produced as well, the orthography decided upon must be
backed by the government and taught in the public schools; the
churches, too, must support the Union translation; the mood of the
people needs to be positive toward wanting to become unified.
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What Can be Learned from the Luyis Project
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Nairobi - Kenya



MUSIMBI KANYORO

THE ABALUYIA OF KENYA: ONE PECPLE, ONE LANGUAGE

What Can be Learned from the Luyia Project

Until a few years ago, the name Luyia (Luhya) was not known In Kenvya.
Today, some nearly three million people identify themselves in one way
or ancther by this name, and yet its origins are as unclear sz its

interpretation seems to be.

The problem is that the term isn't simply a tribal or ethnic label 1lika,
for exampla, “Luo" or "Kamba” in the same countryl, and that a Mluvia, on
be ing asked what tribe he belongs to, may not necessarily answer "Luyla”
at all; in addition, he may claim not to understand the speech of other
groups which are also classified as Abaluyia This may in fact be true
for him; inter-intelligibility among the Luyia dialects varies consider-
ably - so much so that uncertainty atill exists as to whether some
dialects should be classified as Luyia or not. In the sixties the
Ragoli Bible was well received by Maragoll speakers, and its language
was slso widely sccepted by some Bukusu gspeakers becsuse of a shared
Quaker connsction, despilte the fact that Maragoll and Bukusu are proba-
bly the furthest removed from each other linguistically of all Luyia
dialects. In contrast, the 1975 Union Luyia version? hsd a very mixed
reception in all dialect areas.

In 1978, I carried out a research to find out why thls was so. Unilon
Luyia does not differ from some central Luyla dialects a fraction as
much as Maragoli does from Bukusu; why, then, the unpopularity of the

Unlon version?

The reazons are clearly not just linguistic, and if the situation were
to be understood, it seemed necessary to obtsin a more accurate plcture
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of the speakers’' self perceptions, and to learn what, in the light of its
historical origins, the term "Luyia" really meant to people identifying

themselves as such.

Findings indicated that the notion of QObuluyia, or "Luyianess”, is often
paradoxical; criteria elicited included "people speaking the same lan-
guage"”, "people llving in the same area”, "people eating the same food",
etc.,, criteria which could equally well spply to any other superficially
similar, but nsvertheless distinct, groups such as the English and
Scots. This paradox 1s 1llustrated in conversation recorded with a mem-
ber of one of the Luyla dialect groups:

Q. What tribe do you belong to?
A. Mnyore.

Q. I thought you were a Luyia.
A, I am. I'm a Mnyore Luyia.

Q. Are all Luyia Wanyore then?
A. No.

Q. What other kinds are there?
A. Tiriki, Wanga, Isukhs., . .

If there are so many, what makes you all Luyla?

e

A. Well, we all live in western Kenya, and ws speak the same language
and greet with "mirembe"”, and we all est ugalil. . .

Q. Fine. What do you think of this Bible?
A. (flips through it} I can't resd It clearly.

Q. But you ssld you all speak the same language, and this is a Luyla
Bible!

A. Yes, but 1t's not my Luyila. It is an effort to read it.

- 88 -
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Why is it an effort to read? A linguistic comperison between Lunyore
and Union Luyia, which that Bible was written in and which is based on
the Marama-Wanga dialects, indicates a 91% rate of inter-intelligibility,
and there are no orthographic differences which might interfere with
reading it. PFurther questioning revealed that the informant was a mem-
ber of the Pentecoatal Assembly of God, in whose church the Union Bible
ia not used. The same questions directed at ancther Lunyore speaker,
this time an Anglican, in whose church the Union Bible is used, produced
guite different reaults. While the first informant claimed that the
wordes were unfamiliar and the constructions unnaturail, the second
identified with itz language in a positive way; significantly, the first
informant made it guite clear that he would rather read his Bible in
Maragoli, & Luyia dialect sharing only 66% inter-intelligibility with
Lunyore, or in Swahili, a totally different language, than in the closely-
related Union Luyia.

A survey of these different loyalties to the wvarious dialects brought a
number of facts to light: in many locations where Union Luyia is used
{eapecially in Anglican areas, since the Anglicana sponsared the pro-
duction of the union version,) other translations from it into the local
dialect are often made for the congregation In contrast, an example of
different language loyalties among apeakera of the same dialect where
the Roman Catholic church uees the Union version and the Quakers,
whose church iam a stone's throw away across the road, uae the Maragolil
version, Again, Swahilif, besidea being the language of the Salvation
Army servicea throughout Kenya, is also widely used by all churches in
multilingual areas. Significant is the fact that in emotional situa-
tions, such as funerals, or in informal cnes, auch as the reading of the
announcements, the tendency ia to use the language of the arez regard-
less of the official church dialect



ROUND TABLE ON DIALECT STANDARDIZATION

Research Method

The 1969 Census was used as the basis for determining the ratio of
informants from each dialect area. I did this initially by district,
aince the Census treats all the Abbaluyia as a single tribe. It was
followed by Bungoma and then Busia (figure i}

District Male Female Total % interviewed, by area

Kakamega 185 200 388 64.12%

Bungoma 73 75 148 24.70%

Pus ia 31 36 67 11.18%
Figure 1.

The objective of this research among the Abaluyia was to establish both
the linguistic and the attitudinal criteria for defining their sup-
posedly monolithlic tribe.? My focus was upon determining the people's
self-perception vis-a-vis their own (inner} group, and the same people's
perception of other (or outer) groups in the light of the lingulistic
evidence. In other words, the study was to lock at language in its
social and cultural context.

Three separate tests were designed to achieve this. The most elaborate
was 1in the form of = sociolinguistic questionnaire, which incinded sec-
tions on language and ethnic attitude, languags use, language loyalty
and language needs among the Abaluyia; in addition, it elicited cultursl,

political, religious and soclo-economic Information.

The second was an Iintelliglbility test The purpose of this was to
determine how well speskers of different Luyla dialects could under-
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stand one ancther; the third test was also an intelligibility test, but
des igned specifically to ascertsin reactions from speakers of different
dialects to the ianguage of the Union Luyis Bible, published in 1975.
This I calied the ‘'scripture test' and I hoped to learn from it the
extent to which different Luyia groupe could share the same literature
(e.g. religious literature written in Union Luyia).

As well as these tests, a word-list of 100 items, and a supplementary
list of 75 sentences (both originally used for the Survey of Zambian
Languages, 1967~1971) were elicited for the 17 dislects I consider to
exist in the langusge. I alsc collected a selsction of orally trans~
mitted texts in the same 17 djalects. These were to form the basis of a
more detailed linguistic comparison in order to ascertain the degree of
linguistic proximity among them.

The Luvyia sociolinguistic profile

The Kenya government lists the Abaluyla as one tribe. Further scurces,
both governmentsl and academic, indicate that there are between 15 and
22 subgroups within the Asbaluyia. My own estimation, based upon these
documents and the data I elicited in the field, indicate that there are
seventeen such subgroups, the others either being non-linguistic divi-
sions within one of these, or s fragmenting linguistic group whose clas-
sification remains to be determined.® The Abaluyia are s highly mobile
people, and many communitiss of migrants are found elsewhere in Kenya,
in particular in South Nyanza district, Rift Valley Province and Naircbi.
In sarlier years there was also substantial migration into Uganda and
Tanzania, though recent political events hsve prompted the return of
many of these, The particularly high population density in Western
Province ia probably the largest single factor accounting for large-

scale migration from the ares.

The Aabaluyia have had a vary substantial exposure to western educa-
tion. There have been schools in that part of the country since 1500,

- 21 -
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all originally organized by the churches and missions: for thia reason,
religious involvement of one sort or another, sometimes guite
excese jve, has become very characteristic of the people of Western Pro-
vince. In some areas, 1 was unable to find anybody who did not identify
with a ‘church; 24 different denominations, nearly all Christian, have
been retrieved from the guesionnaires, (Kanyoro 1983} and at least a
dozen more are known to exist throughout that area

Most Abaluyls claim to be bil- or multi~lingual, usually iIn their own
dialect, Swahill, and sometimes English. A substantial nmumber alec
claimed proficiancy in aome other languages, in particular Luo, Kalenjin
and Kikuyu. In the case of the firat two, this usually proved to be
true in border areas; some ‘Wanyore, Marachi, Nyala-B and Samia were
quite at home in Luo, while some Bukusu, Tachoni, Kabras and Tiriki
spoke Kalenjin with varying degrees of fluency. On the other hand, when
investigated further the claim to a knowledge of other languages was
usually found to be an exaggeration; individuals who sald they spoke
Kikuyu, for example, almost always turned cut to know only a few words

and gree tin.g‘e.s

Both children and adults are familiar with the term Luyia and will
either identify themselvee verbally by this label, or by the name of
the ir subgroup, though not usually by both at once. It was not, however,
the case that they were able to name all other Luyia groups; most
peopls readlly gave thelr own and the names of thome subgroupe border-
ing them - sometimes neighboring non-Luyia groups were also counted as
Luyia (the Luo, Masaba, Gishu, and Terik ware liated in tha quastionnaire
returns), suggesting a geographical rathar than an ethnic link, like the
earlier term Kavirondo, 1lAsked who should not be counted as Abuluyila,
informants consistently named thoee aubgroups the furthest away from
their own arsa, and in particular Bukuaun and Lugooli.

The question on self-estimatlon indicated that moet Abaluyia were con-
tent with their identity both as Luyia and as their particular subgroup,

- 92 -
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and had no wish to be anything else. A few individuals, all of them in
the poorly-educated, low income category, claimed to want to be Euro-
peans, or sometimes Asians, the reason being that these people don't do
any menial labour and have many privileges in Kenya. Less than 10% of
those interviewed wanted to use a language other than their own in
the ir church, and iless than 5% wanted to teach their children Swahili or
English before the ancestral language. This would indicate a high
degree of linguistic pride, though significantly, less than 0.1% of the
respondents wanted all Abbaluyia to learn the Union dialect in school
The three choices were consistently English, Swahill and their own
diaject, with Swahiii always second to their own.

Conciueions to be drawn from the above are thast over the past few
decades there has developed a conscicusness of Luyia a5 a politicai
and social entity, e.g. one based on more than linguistic criterla, It is
also evident that each individusi perceives himself above all in terms
of his dialect group, and is oniy a Mluyia beyond that, A small number
{ca. 4%) of respondents refiected the term Luyia altogether and
identified only in terms of their subgroup; these were found ameong the
Bukusu and Maragell in particular, and seemed to be motivated by poilti-

cal reasons.

Dialect inteliigibility

In my study, I employed the techniguss outlined by Casad (1974) for
testing dialect inteiligibility. This involved testing spoken langusge
among the various subgroups; the corpus used for this purpose was col-
lected on cassette tape in each area I visited, and played to speakers
in other areas on subsequent visits. Thsir understanding of the texts
was measured and ister compared. Fifteen sentences from esch of the
seven dialects I worked with wsre elicited; thess were designed in such
a way that they approximsted s master set as closely as possible in

- 83 -
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topic and structure. The reason for uaing such model sentences was to

maintain the same degree of difficulty and to keep the aubject matter
in the same ares.

Isukha

et H

R ety
.J_—dgk]‘;lg:. LA

Figqure 2.

Lack of time prevented my carrying out tha same test for all 17
dialects. The seven I chose to work with were Samis, Wanga, Nyore,
Maragoli, Idakho, Bukuau and Bunyala Myale Kakamega (Nyala-K). I chose
these in particular since they preresent the major differences found in

8]l aeventsen dislects. The locations of sll the Luyia dialects are
ahown in Fig. 2.
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Testing scores

The intelligibility testing scores are summarised in Flg. 3; here, the
dlalact area 1ls liated in the left-hand column, and the speech samples
along the top row. Far example, test subjects speaking Nyare
understood 66% aof the Maragoll sample, 85% of the Idakho sample, 65% af
the Nyala-K sample, and sa on; canversely, the Nyore Speech sample was
understood to a degree of 93% by the Maragoli, 92% by the Idakho, 89% by
the Nyala-K speakers, and so an.

Language being tested

Margoli idakho Nyala—-K Bukuau Wanga Samia Nyore

Margoli 1.00 0.93 0.87 0.54 0.84 0.68 0.93
Idkho 0.89 1.00 0.65 0.63 0.82 Q.70 0.92
Nyala-K 0.55 0.90 1.00 0.85 0.92 0.94 0.89
gukuai 0.21 0.60 0.89 1.00 0.82 0.80 0.7%
Wanga 0.42 0.86 0.85 0.79 1.00 0.96 0.92
Samia 0.20 0.71 0.95 0.84 0.94 1.00 0.88
Nyore .88 0.85 0.85 0.80 0.91 0.77 1.00
Figure 3.

These reeults may be shown schematically (Fig. 4} to make the rels-
tionships clearer. Here, for purposes of detarmining ths degrees an
intelligibility, esch af the seven dialects indicated is msde to
represent the other dialects in jits subgrouping: thus, Samia and Busia
Nyala (Nyalis-B) are trsatad ss ane subgrouping, which 1s then
represented by Samia Maragoli, Bukusi, Nyala-K and Nyore are treated

- a5 -
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singly, Idakho algo includes Isukhya and Tiriki, and Wanga includes the
greatest number with Marama, Kisa, Tsotso, Khayo, Marachi, Kabras and
Tachoni, Note that although these groupings are based upon the
responses of the informants themselves, later analysis has indicated
some discrepancies; thus Tachoni appears to be lexically closer to
Bukusu and morphesyntactically cleser to Nyore than it is to Wanga in
which group is it placed here.

¢ e 954-100% intelligibilizy in this direction
———> §52-0%% intelligibility in this direction
--------- > 75%-84% Intelligibdlity in this direczien

Figure 4.

Scorea below 75% are not shown in Fig. 4. since these are considered to
be degrees of poor understanding. The general indication of the diagram
is that greatest understanding is between dialects which are geographi-
cally closest. This 1s undoubtedly because of the greatar degree of

= g6 -
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interaction between the speakers, and the levelling effect which is
coontinually taking p lace.

For each dialect, the test subjects were chosen from a location close to
the geographical centre of the area. Informapts were discounted if

they had lived out of their dialect area for a month or longer.

The overall indications were that the entire Luyia area is marked in
general by a fairly good degree of understanding but, at the same time,
very good understanding between groups is rare; no two dialect groups
share mutual intelligibility to this degree (that is, between 95% and
100%). Furthermore, in as far as significant intelligibility is con-
carned, Samia appears to be guite separate from the Eastern group
including Idakho and Maragoli, while Maragoli and Bukusu also seem to be
distinct in major ways from all other Luyia dialects. If we count the
broken wavy line (~e-~v~s), le. very good understanding, as 3 points, the
solid line (———), i.a. fair understanding, as 2 points, and the
dotted line (:"""""'), l.e. marginal understanding, as 1 peint, the following

breakdown is arrived at:

Wanga 19 points
Idakho 14 points
Ryore 12 points
Nvala-K 10 points
Samia 10 peoints
Bukusu 9 points
Maragoli 7 points

In other words, Wanga is most likely to be undarstood by a random selec-
talects, while Maragoli is least likely to ke understood.

The test described sbove was designed to ascertain the varying degrees
of mutusl intelligibility among the different Iluyjis dialects. In addji-
tion to this, the same consultants were tested toc detarmine how well
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they understood the Union Luyia Bible. The percentsge of the text in
the Union dislect which the informants failed to understand is given in
Fig. 6. From 1t it can be seen that speakers of Bukusu failed to under-
gtand approximately 1/5 {(or 18%) of the three scripture texts presented,
the Maragoli 13% the Idakho 9.5% the Nysla-K 8.5% and the Samla and
Nyore anly sbout one word in twenty, l.e. they had a rate of misunder-

standing of only 5%.

Maragoli Idakho  Nyala-X Bukusu Wanga Samia Nyore

MK-CN .03 .03 .03 .10 0 .03
MK-NC .07 .05 .04 .18 0 .0z
MK Mean .05 .04 .03 .18 0 .02 .02
RM-CN .09 .08 .06 .14 .02 .04
RM-NC .12 .08 .08 .18 .02 .04
RM Mean .10 .07 .07 .16 .oz .07 .04
PV-CN .20 .15 .12 .23 .01 .08
PV-NC .26 .19 .20 .29 o .08
PV Mean .23 .17 .18 .28 .01 .07 .09
cN Mean 11 .08 .07 .18 .01 .05
NC Mean .15 11 .10 .21 .01 .05
Mean .13 .10 .09 .18 .01 .05 .05

The three scripture texts selected were St Mark V, 1-10 (MK), Romans 1,
18-23 and Proverbs XVI, 1-2 and 4-5; both Christian (CN) and non-
Christian (NC} informants were included.®

although Bukusu and Maragoli both scored quite poorly, they each hsvs
scriptures in their own dialect (the first translation into Marsgoll
sppearing in 1930, and the Bukusu translation being currently in prog-
ress). It is the Idakho group which seems to be in the greetest need of
s Bible version in s representstivs of their cluster, from the point of
view of sttitude and comprenension; respondents in this group missed
almost ten percent of the texts glven them. Since Idakho stands half-
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way between Wanga and Maragoli, according to the tests, its speakers
cannot comfortably make use of translation in either of those dialects.
The assumption that a translation is needed for this dlalect especialily
is substantiated by the findings of the Catholic fathers who have used
the Union Bible with Idakho-speaking congregations, and who report con-
giderable misunderstanding of its text Some priests in fact have found
it neceasary to translate portions of scriptures Into Idakho. The
Idakho have a very close linguistic and attitudinal affinity with the
Isukha speakers, the two forming a single dialect cluster, and could
share scriptures with them translsted into either dialect. The same
scriptures might slisoc serve the Tiriki who, although linguistically
closer to the Maragoll are less favourably inclined towards them. Here,
attitudinal ties are of more practical significance than the linguistic

ones.

The Nyala-K situation im not as clear-cut as the Idakho. Here, the
degree of misunderstanding i1s somewhat lower (8.5% as opposed to 9.5%),
and despite considerable linguistic differences, Nyala~K speakers have
learned Bukusu to a remarkable degree. Another possibility is the
Nvala~-K speakers shsare literature written in their own dislect with the
Samia; this has been suggeated by some Nyala-K speakers. Thus Nyala-K
speakers can use Bukusu translations, and Samia speakers might use
Nyala-K translations, but would be unsble to read Bukusu translations
with which there is only marginal understanding.

Church leaders in the Samla-speaking area were more positive about the
Union Luyias Bible than were the Idakho. One Samia minister began za
translation into this dialect but abandoned it under pressure from mem-
bers of the translation team of the Union version. Samiz and Nyala-K
shars an Intelligibility rate of 95% and could both use the same trans-
lJations, However, there are arguments in favour of choosing Samis over
Nyala-K, in particular becauss Samis has a much grester speaking popu-—
lation, extending even into Uganda, and In addition can be comfortsbly
understood by speakers of Khayo and Marachi, who ars equally st home
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with Union Luyla and other Cantral dialects. The same speakers would
have more difficulty with Nyala-K.

Insufficient results have been obtained for Nyore for any concluslions

to be reached at this stage.

01d/Young and Christian/non-Chriatian factors

As Indicated above, a contrast was made between Christian and non-
Christian informanta. The latter were mostly Muslim, with small numbers
of individuals who were uncommitted to any church. In Filg. 6 these fac-
tors are compared with factora of age (young va old). The latter are not
given for Idakho because no older, non-Christian informants were avail-
able during the research period. '"01ld" here refera arbitrarily to indi-
viduals of 45 years and older. Flig. 6 summarizea the average degrees to
which the informants underatood the teet material - both the
intelligibllity testa and the union Luyila texts (IT and UL). It can be
acen, for example, that older respondents in Maragoli understood an
average of 82% of the intelligibility tests and 90% of the acripture

texts.
Lenguage of teat gubject
Maragoli 1ldekho Nyala-K 8ukuau Wanga Samia Nyore Average
IT-01d .82 X .91 .71 .98 .78 N .81
IT-Young .79 X . B8 .72 .81 .BO .70 .79
IT-CN .82 .82 .87 75 .81 .81 .76 .81
IT-NC .78 .82 .B3 .69 .85 .78 .BO .BO
UL-CN .80 .92 .94 .85 .89 X .85 .93
UL-NC .85 .B9 .90 .79 .98 .4 .85 .80

Figure 8

- 100 -



MUSIMB] KANYORO

For UL/CN and UL/NC, the figures have been arrived at by subtracting the
error-percentage (given in Fig. 5) from 100%. Both old and young were
tested because it is commonly believed that older speakers have a bet-
ter knowledge of the vernacular than younger speakers. If it can be
demonstrated that younger people are in fact losing fluency in thelir
dialect, then those planning new literature would have to be cautlous
about producing further materisl in 1t Findings indicate, however, that
there is no significant difference between the acores of older and
yvounger respondents. The older people as an average made 81% on the
intelligibility tests, and the vounger slightly below that, at 79% It
may be concluded, therefore, that both age groups can understand the
vernacular equslly well. The 3% discrepancy may be due to the reten-
tion of older Jlexical forms by more elderly speakers, and the cor-
responding innovation of new forms by younger speakers.

Similarly, the Christian/non-Christian distinction was 3also found to be
insignificant. It was emploved because it is sometimes claimed that
Christians espeaking one dialect can more readily learn to understand a
Bible written in another dialect. 1t is wiedly believed that because of
exposure to the scriptures in church, Christlans can more esasily master
the same tests in any related dialect. This infact proved to be the
case to some extent; in no dialect did Christians score lower than non-
Christjans in the scripture testing, though this is probably as much
the result of prior famillarity with the content of the texts as any-
thing else. in no instance was the difference in CN/NC scores here
significant enough to warrant special attention

One of the mzain objections to the Union Luyia version was that it
sounded unnatural, in much the same way as "I have hunger", a literal
translation of the French idiom would be understood but rejected by an
English speaker. Selecting a higher rate of cognate forms among the
dislects iam possible, but while it might achieve greater comprehension,
it would produce in each case a synthetic dialect - the very reason for

the poor response to the Union version.
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Notes

1. As well as Luyia, there are two other recently-formed tribal cover names; XKalenjin
which has 13 dialects {van Otterian, 1979} and Miji-Kenda, which refers to a ciuster of
nine diajects on the coast. In a atudy by Sim (1978) an attempt has been made to estsb-
iish a similar cover-term for the Kikuyu and Embu dialects, which would be known col-
lectively as the Mount Kenya group, theugh for linguistic rather than eccial or political

purposes.

2. Union Luyia (also called Luyia Unlon} was the product of a committee set up In 18942
by the LNC {Local Native Councii), the Colonjal District Education Board and by varioue
churches in western Kenya, then known as North Nyanza. Three principles were to be
followed in the creation of this dialect: orthography was to be baaed on the prosuncia-
tjon of the majority; grammar was to follom that of the central diaiects (Marama, Wanga,
fisa and Tsotsc) without reference to any other diajects, and the vocabulary was to uvae
itema common to ail dialects. A much more detslled discuaalon of these principles may
be found in Appleby (i955). Lee Appleby waa aecretary to the committee and a member of
the Anglican church at Buters, In the Marama-apeaking area. Eatsblishing a common
grammar for the Union dialect maa oo problem, aince all central diaiects share the same
atructure, The greatest problem and one which remaina to be adeguately dealt with was
jexical. Appleby maa also responaibie for the ouly published grammar of Union Luyia

(1961).

3. Shorter (1974:3-4) refera to such creatlcona aa "super-tribes": Colonial governmeat
certainiy placed a premium on tribai loyaltiee, and tribai consciousneas was helghtened
as a reauit. JArbitrary llats of tribes were compiifed. . .these activitiea encouraged
rather than prevented the coming into exlatence of new ethnic groupinga. . .and the
formation of such “super-tribes” or amalgams as the Abaluyia and the Kaienjin of Keuya
are cases In point.

4. Appleby (1955:181} alao posits 17 dialects for Luyja. Sluch a fragmenting or emerg-
ing language ia Kinyang'ori, indicated in Fig. 2. This ia sometimea clagssed aa a Luyis
dialect, a.g. by Were {1967:82), and ia apoken iIn an ethnically-mixed area wbere Terik,
Tiriki, Luo, Nyore and Maragoll apeakere all live. Tha common dielect appears to have
jexical and structurel characteristics from Blantw, Nilotic and Afroaalatic, and may be
clesaifiable as a pidgin

5. Thia may be for reaaons of prestige alone. McLane (1978:312) reports ppeakers of
Calo mho “when asked by a atranger If they know [it] wlll usually say yee even though
tfurther questioning reveela that they know caly a few itema™.

8. Teat results for Samia have not included the Chriatian/non-Christian distinctions
because the decision to compare theae two groups for this dialect had not been made
unti] after the Samia teating had been completed.
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POST RESEARCH EXPERIENCE

The Abaluyis of Western Kenvya

Between 1980 and 1987 I interacted with the Abaluvia peoplie on dif-
ferent levels. First, as @ speaker of the language and secondly as a
Bibie translation consultsnt My interest in language intelligibility
coontinued, but by the participant participstion method. I have noticed
that Luyia people actually make a great effort to understand one
ancther, which they do. I have come to believe that the kind of dialect
intelligibility testing that we do using the linguistic tocls such as
the Casad test helps us to be able to guantify cur data and make it
neat and scholarly. But they do not tell us the whole story. It is
granted that face tc fsce language interaction yields better
inteliligibility results due to extra-linguistic factors. But the gques-
tion of intelligibility between relsted dialects seems to depend not
only on the linguistic features, but on the wiliingness of people to go
an extra mile for each aother. They will always count the cost and
profit. When I was doing research among the Abaluyia, the people knew
that I was & researcher, perhaps from a governmentsl institution.

The people wanted to emphasize the unigueness and legitimacy of each
dialect, and so they did nct slways make a sufficient effort to under-
stand another dialect In the later years I observed that many wWomen
who marry into adjacent Luyia dialect areas do not make the effort to
learn their husband's lsnguages. Rsther, they maintsin their own
dialect, and they are understood in their new homes. If there had been
a problem, the women would ncoct have been sllowed to maintain their own
language. If one comparea this with women of other languages who marry
Luyia men, one will find that they always have to learn their husband'a
langusage.
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Another observstion I made was that intelligibility factors fluctuate
with the peolitical climate. Between 1986-87, I followed closely a
political diesgreement between two prominent luyia politicians. Mr.
Moses Mudavadl, a Logooll speaker, and Mr. Martin Shilkuku, a Marama
speaker, were both members of the Keny'a.n parllament. The two disagreed
on a number of political ilssues affecting Western Kenya where the Luyia
chister of languagea are located. Luyla speakers started taking sides
with each one of these two. During that time, quite a lot of subjective
attltudes regarding intelligibility in ILuvia cluster appeared. Those
who aligned with Marama member of parliasent emphasized the distinc-
tion of Logooll as a separate language. Those who aligned with Mr.
‘Mudavadi, if they were not themselves Logooll speakers, tended to see
Loogooli as one of the Luyia cluster. The story was not as eimple as
that. Within thles cluster of Luyla, people were deciding to understand
or not to understand one another by interprating the political ecene of
the time.

fhue the volatile mature of dialect intelligibility brings certain ques-
tions to the eurface. How seriously should we rely on the results of
the dialect intelliglbility measure that we make? What does this mean
when we translate our results into something more permanent like liter-

atura?

The Luyia Blble is an example., For the 40 vears that the Anglican
Church worked on its translation, many Luyia people participated in
some form or another, even though 1t is a well known fact that meaning-
ful participation of the African people in translation was very minimal
during that time., But could it be that for eome reason or another the
Australian deaconees, Appleby, based her judgment on the then current
intelligibility "attitudes” whlch showed that these people could indeed
understand each other? This theory could be supported by other fac-
tors, During these elight yaars among tha Abaluyla I found out that the
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factors alone. The Luyia Bible was translated when a lot of people in
Kenya were interested in solidarity. They were opposed to beling frag-
mented in the "divide and rule" policy of colonial Britain The
"obuluyianese”, the Luyia unity was important, and therefore a lot ot

pwople might have made the necessary effart to understand each aother.

After Independence, new political and administrative divisions were
made. Although these were not drawn along dlalect boundaries, Luyia
people at this time did not feel thelr unity was being threatened and
therefore they started to re-emphasize their diversity. Hence
speakera of different dislects began to highlight the uniqueness of
their language. Tt Is within that mood that the 1975 translation of the
Bible came. Together with the political climate of the 70's was the fact

that there was no other material written and promoted in Union Luyia

My present thinking is that if the churches or the Kenyan educational
system had supported the use of Union Luyla, then we would have had a
totally different story to tell That is to say, as much as I am still
opposed to Union languages, because they are unnatural and nobody's
real language, I am also aware of the fact that such languages can work
1f there are proper support systems, and if the basis of the unlon is
not Iinguisticslly too far removed from the language of the readers.
For me this is a significant shift from where I was in 1980 {Angcgo-
Kanyorao, 1983), when the fis=ld research among the Abaluyia people con-
firmsd to me over and over agaln that the people could not all use
shared literature,

I still, however, stand by my suggestion for dividing Luyia into smaller
units. A cluster of 17 or more dialects is too bilg to address either
for a single study or for providing omne literature, It was guite
obvioue in the case of Luylsa that intelliglbility was better between
dialects adjacent to each other, for reasons of essy moblility, inter-
marriage and the sharing of market centers., Similarly, attitudes within
neighboring dislects are more positive. Hence, I suggested that the
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Luyia cluster needed to be divided into five clustera (see Agogo
Kanyoro 1983:256.) I still stand by the number but have slightly changed
the members of each cluster to the following:

Bukusasu (including Tachoni Nyala of Kakanega)

Samia (Nyala Busia, Marachi Xayo)

Wanga - including Marama, Kisa Tsotso, Kabras, Nyore
Idaxo - Isukha Tiriki

Logoolil

The three division possibility in Angogo Kanyoro 1983:256 still holda.
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