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Abstract 

This survey was conducted to investigate the need for development projects in the Northern 
Mao, Kwama, and Komo speech varieties of western Ethiopia. A team of four surveyors 
conducted two trips to the area in December 2003 and January 2004. They used questionnaires, 
gathered wordlists, and conducted both Oromo proficiency testing and intelligibility testing.  

If language development was started in the area covered by this survey, current findings indicate 
project needs in the Northern Mao, Kwama, and Komo speech varieties. Although Oromo is the 
most important language of wider communication (LWC) in the area, the majority of people 
belonging to these ethnic groups have only limited proficiency in Oromo. The results of this 
survey confirmed the existence of a separate Komo speech variety; however, they show that 
development in Kwama could also benefit the Komo people. Future development in Northern 
Mao could benefit the Mao speakers of both the Bambassi area and the Didessa Valley.  

1. Introduction 

The Northern Mao, Kwama, and Komo speech varieties are used by people living in western 
Ethiopia. Although neighboring Nilo-Saharan speech varieties have influenced Northern Mao, it 
is classified as Omotic, based on a comparative study of lexical items (Fleming 1986). Both 
Kwama and Komo are Nilo-Saharan and belong to the Koman subgroup (Bender 1983).  

1.1 Geography 

According to the sixteenth edition of the Ethnologue, Northern (Bambassi) Mao is found in the 
Benishangul-Gumuz Region, in and around Bambassi town (see figure 1). Kwama is found along 
the Ethiopia-Sudan border in the southern Benishangul-Gumuz Region, from south of Asosa to 
Gidami, and in Gambella and Bonga. There is one Kwama-speaking community in the Yabus 
area of Sudan. Komo speakers are found south and west of Kwama; the majority of Komo 
speakers are living in Sudan (Lewis 2009). 

Samuel Burns (1950) researched “Koma,” spoken by a small people group living between 9° and 
10° N latitude in Sudan. This is almost certainly the same as the “Komo” of the Ethnologue. 
According to Burns, the Koma name for the Kwama is “Gwama,” which is also what the Komo 
of Ethiopia call the Kwama. “Koma” is known to be an alternative name for Komo, which is a 
cross-border speech variety (Lewis 2009). 
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Figure 1. Map of Mao and Koma areas of Ethiopia. 

1.2 Peoples and languages 

According to the Mao people we interviewed during this survey, the Northern Mao and the Begi-
Mao have a common ethnic identity; however, they recognize the varieties they speak as being 
mutually unintelligible. The speech variety of the Northern Mao is identified as “Bambassi” in 
the Ethnologue, while the Begi-Mao speak Hozo or Seze (Lewis 2009). 

M. Lionel Bender (2000) classified Mao as North Omotic. He also stated that speech varieties 
from the Koman branch of Nilo-Saharan have influenced it, although Mao itself is not Nilo-
Saharan (Bender 1997). 

Harold Fleming (1986) worked on the historical linguistics of Mao in order to reconstruct the 
consonant phonemes of Proto-Mao. In his classification, he shows Bambassi and Didessa Mao as 
two separate varieties in the eastern branch of Proto-Mao. The western branch is depicted as 
branching further into Hozoid and Sezoid. These two sub-branches include Hozo and Seze, 
respectively, along with several other Mao varieties (see figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Branches of Proto-Mao, from Fleming (1986:35). 

Surrounding people generally consider the Kwama and Komo to be one ethnolinguistic 
community, which they call “Koma” or “Komo.” Some Kwama people do not seem to recognize 
the existence of a separate Komo people or speech variety, whether from lack of awareness or 
for other reasons; they consider them to be one of the Kwama clans. Those who do recognize the 
Komo people’s existence may understand little or none of their speech variety. The Komo people 
who were interviewed and tested during the current study were fully aware of the differences 
between the two varieties and were bilingual in Kwama. This situation is reversed on the 
Sudanese side of the border, or at least it was at the time when Burns (1950) found that the 
Komo greatly outnumbered the Kwama; there the Kwama were bilingual in Komo. 

In reconstructing the phonology and lexicon of Proto-Koman, Bender (1983) lists Komo and 
Kwama as separate speech varieties under two different branches of Proto-Koman (see figure 3). 
However, there has been some debate about whether Komo and Kwama are actually two 
varieties of the same language (Teshome Yehwalashet, personal communication, 22 November 
2003); the discussion has most likely arisen from confusion over the ethnic identity of Komo and 
Kwama speakers. 

 

Figure 3. Branches of Proto-Koman (from Bender 1983:146) 

1.3 Other previous research 

SIL Ethiopia worked with the Institute of Ethiopian Studies (IES) of Addis Ababa University to 
conduct a preliminary survey of these speech varieties in 1993. While interviewing people in the 
area, the researchers encountered conflicting reports on whether Komo and Kwama are separate 
groups speaking different languages. They were told that “Kwama speakers call their language 
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T’wa Kwama, but their people Komo. Government officials and other ethnolinguistic groups call 
this speech variety and the people Komo. The names Kwama or Komo are neutral and in no way 
derogatory” (Kati Siebert et al. 2002). The preceding quoted report also contains 320-item 
wordlists of Kwama and Bambassi Mao. The second report on this same survey includes a 
summary of Northern Mao phonology and wordlists of Kwama, Komo, and “Begi Mao” 
(Wedekind and Wedekind 2002).  

2. Goals of the research 

The main research question of this survey is whether there is a need for language development 
projects in the Northern Mao, Kwama, and Komo speech varieties. The main concepts involved 
in addressing this question are language attitude and bilingualism. The objectives pertinent to 
these concepts include assessing the people’s attitudes toward both their mother tongue and 
Oromo, as well as testing their bilingual proficiency in Oromo.  

Additional research questions were investigated as follows: (1) determining the best location for 
development in Komo/Kwama and (2) determining if future development in Bambassi Mao 
could extend to the Mao speakers of the Didessa Valley. The research team attempted to find the 
best variety to use as a standard for Komo/Kwama by studying the linguistic and social 
relationship between these two groups. Finally, the inter-comprehension of Bambassi and 
Didessa Mao varieties was investigated.  

The remaining sections of this report present the following: 

1) Methodology used to answer the previously mentioned research questions;  

2) the test results;  

3) an analysis of the data;  

4) the conclusions reached by the research team; and 

5) recommendations for language development.  

3. Methodology 

Four different methods were used to accomplish the research goals. The procedures, data 
sources, and analysis techniques for each are described in the following sections. Appendix A 
contains a table that lists the speech varieties, research locations, and what was done at each site.  

3.1 Procedures 

3.1.1 Sociolinguistic questionnaire 

In each community visited during this survey, a group sociolinguistic interview was conducted in 
order to get an overall picture of the sociolinguistic situation among the Northern Mao, Kwama, 
and Komo people (appendix B). The questionnaire was based on the S.L.L.E. Main 
Sociolinguistic Questionnaire revised by Ralph Siebert, Kati Siebert, and Aklilu Yilma; first 
published by Wedekind and Wedekind (2002). It was further revised and retranslated into 
Amharic by Hussein Mohammed. Conducting each interview took several hours and covered the 
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areas of multilingualism, language use, language attitudes, dialect attitudes, social interaction 
patterns, language vitality, and language development. 

3.1.2 Sentence Repetition Test (SRT) 

The Northern Mao, Kwama, and Komo people live in an area of Ethiopia where West-Central 
Oromo is the major LWC; therefore, bilingualism testing was conducted to determine the level 
of Oromo proficiency. This would also complement any evidence of language shift from the 
mother tongue to Oromo. Because the average level of education attained by the people of these 
groups is quite low, bilingualism in Amharic is not an issue here. 

The Oromo SRT was developed and administered as described by Radloff (1991). Test subjects 
listened to 15 Oromo sentences of increasing difficulty and tried to mimic each one in turn. Each 
sentence was scored on a three-point scale according to how many errors were committed in the 
repetition. The points for each individual sentence were added to get the total score, which is 
used as an indicator for Oromo proficiency. This is based on the calibration completed earlier 
among pilot test subjects, relating the total score to the Reported Proficiency Evaluation (RPE), 
an independent measure of proficiency.  

3.1.3 Recorded Text Test (RTT) 

The RTT protocol for this survey was a modified form of the Rapid Appraisal RTT (RA-RTT) as 
described by Stalder (1996). The research team tested comprehension by prompting subjects to 
retell the text, segment by segment. Both the prompting and the evaluation of the response were 
often done through an interpreter, because very few people in this area are able to speak 
Amharic. Group testing was conducted in the Kwama and Komo areas for purposes of evaluating 
this alternative methodology, while in Mao areas, individuals were tested. 

The scoring method was quantitative. To establish a baseline, the text was played (in either a 
group or one-on-one setting) and retold in the community where it was recorded. This allowed 
the survey team to establish the main points that could be expected in a retelling by mother 
tongue speakers of that speech variety. All subsequent retellings of the text in other communities 
were scored relative to this baseline. 

3.1.4 Wordlist 

During this survey, wordlists were collected using the 322-item elicitation list that was first 
compiled by Tim Girard (Wedekind and Wedekind 2002) and revised by the current SIL-
Ethiopia survey team. Mao wordlists were collected and checked in the areas of Kife and 
Gwome. A Kwama wordlist was collected in Zebsher, and a Komo wordlist was gathered in 
Tongo with language helpers from the Lak’i area. Both the Kwama and Komo wordlists were 
subsequently checked in Addis Ababa with students at the Idget Adult Boarding School. 

3.2 Data sources 

3.2.1 Sociolinguistic questionnaire participants 

In each interview group, there were at least ten participants aged 15 and older, preferably both 
men and women from a range of ages. The survey team waited to begin the interview until at 
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least ten participants were present. The team members used Amharic during each interview, 
working through an interpreter fluent in the local language so that all could understand and 
participate. Since such an interview is often held in an informal setting, participants come and go 
as they see fit. The information is taken as being from the group as a whole, instead of from 
individuals within that group. 

3.2.2 SRT test subjects 

The SRT methodology involved testing a sample of the residents of each community. Age and 
sex were judged to be the only variables impacting Oromo bilingualism in this study. Amharic is 
the language of education in the Benishangul-Gumuz region, so Oromo proficiency is only 
achieved by social interaction with Oromo speakers. 

Every effort was made to test 30 people at each location, ideally with five men and five women 
being tested in each of three age categories (15–24, 25–34, and 35+). The sampling method used 
was stratified judgment (quota) sampling, using the community’s social networks to find test 
subjects as described by Radloff (1991). 

3.2.3 RTT test subjects 

In the Kwama and Komo areas, for each segment of text, a different member of the group was 
asked to take the lead in retelling the story. To control for comprehension differences caused by 
unequal exposure to the other speech varieties, separate groups of five men and five women were 
tested at each location. Ten individuals, five men and five women, were tested separately in each 
of the two Mao areas. Northern Mao texts were only tested in the Northern Mao area, while 
Kwama and Komo texts were only tested in the Kwama/Komo area. 

3.2.4 Wordlist 

Each wordlist was gathered with the assistance of one or more mother-tongue speakers of the 
speech variety in question and double-checked with different individuals. 

3.3 Data analysis 

3.3.1 Evaluation of data from the sociolinguistic questionnaire 

The answers to interview questions in different locations were compared to each other and 
evaluated in light of other observations and test results. 

3.3.2 Comparison of SRT scores 

The SRT scores were compiled and compared in two different ways. 

(1) The mean and standard deviation were first calculated for men, women, each age group, 
and each location, as well as for groupings of speech varieties and the entire test 
population (see 4.2). The means were then compared, using the two-sample t-test to see if 
the differences between them are statistically significant. 

(2) The percentage of test subjects who scored 25 (out of 45) or lower was calculated for the 
age-sex categories within every test location and variety grouping. A score of 25 
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represents a proficiency level of 2+ according to the scale of the Reported Proficiency 
Evaluation (RPE) to which the SRT was calibrated (Radloff 1991). In other words, the 
percentage of test subjects who are likely to be at less than level 3 (good, general 
proficiency) was calculated. 

3.3.3 Comparison of RTT scores 

For both group and individual testing, the number of main points retold by the test subjects was 
divided by the total number of main points established in the pilot test. The resulting percentage 
was used to compare the final scores. 

3.3.4 Comparison of wordlist transcriptions 

The wordlist transcriptions from this and previous surveys (K. Siebert et al., R. Siebert et al. 
2002, Wedekind and Wedekind 2002) were entered into WordSurv version 5.0 beta for 
lexicostatistical comparison. The percent of similar lexical items was calculated and the 
represented speech varieties were grouped according to lexical similarity. 

4. Results 

4.1 Data from the sociolinguistic questionnaire 

4.1.1 Multilingualism 

All of the groups interviewed listed Oromo as one of the second languages spoken in their 
community. In the Komo area and the Mao communities of Kife and Gwome, it is more likely to 
be spoken by the younger generation. A common theme in second language proficiency is that 
more monolinguals are found among the women, especially of the older generation. 

Second-language speakers of Berta, a neighboring Nilo-Saharan speech variety, can be found in 
all but the Gwome Mao and Komo areas. Amharic was mentioned by all but the interviewees in 
the Kwama communities of Zebsher and S’uru but, apparently, even where some people do 
speak Amharic, they do not speak it well. Gumuz, another Nilo-Saharan speech variety in the 
area, can be spoken only by some of the Mao people of Gwome. Some of the Kwama people in 
Zebsher and S’uru use “Mao” (not the northern variety). 

Self-reported literacy levels were quite low among the interviewees. For example, in the Mao 
community of Kife only two of fourteen group members claimed some reading and writing 
ability in Amharic. This is not surprising in isolated rural areas of Ethiopia, where people may 
live far from the nearest school and may be too busy with farm work to attend. Those who are 
able to attend school in this area are taught in Amharic, but they usually do not have the 
opportunity to attend the higher primary grades or secondary school. The highest level of 
education attained by group interviewees in this survey was fifth grade, except for one Gwome 
Mao man who had attended grade ten. 

Without exception, both parents and children are speakers of the mother tongue, which is the 
language of the home. The children only learn second languages when they are old enough to 
start going to market. 
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4.1.2 Language use 

In general, the mother tongue is used in all situations, except in town, when speaking with 
administrators, at the market, and in mosques or churches. The mother tongue is also used for 
prayer at home and to count from one to 20. In the Komo area, the mother tongue is used in 
mosques; those living in the Kwama community of S’uru use their mother tongue when 
communicating with administrators. In the Zebsher Kwama area, Kwama is used at the market, 
in addition to Begi-Mao, Oromo, and Berta. In the Gwome Mao area, however, Oromo is 
sometimes used instead of Mao when speaking to friends, siblings, and elders. 

4.1.3 Language attitudes 

Investigating patterns of intermarriage is one way of getting at a community’s attitudes toward 
other speech varieties. Intermarriage with a neighboring ethnolinguistic group will often 
correspond with a more positive attitude toward that group’s mother tongue. In this survey, the 
interviewees’ attitudes toward intermarriage varied a great amount. The S’uru Kwama allow it 
with no apparent restrictions, whereas, for the Kife Mao, it is traditionally unacceptable. The 
group in both Mao communities of Kife and Gwome mentioned that they prefer intermarriage to 
be more restricted for their women. For example, in Gwome, men are allowed to marry Gumuz, 
Berta, or Oromo women. Women are allowed to marry Gumuz or Berta men, but not Oromo 
men. In the Zebsher Kwama and Komo areas, intermarriage with the Mao is allowed. 

All groups seemed to have a positive attitude toward their mother tongue. In the Kife Mao, S’uru 
Kwama, and Komo areas, the mother tongue would be the preferred medium of instruction in 
schools. In every location, Amharic was mentioned as a subject that should be offered at school. 
English was also listed everywhere, except for the Kwama community of Zebsher. Oromo was 
desired as a subject only in the Gwome Mao and Zebsher Kwama areas. 

4.1.4 Attitudes to dialects 

Consistently, the interview groups expressed that their village or the villages that are recognized 
as speaking exactly the same variety would be good places to learn their mother tongue. They 
pointed out several variations among the speech varieties spoken by related ethnic groups in the 
area. The Mao people of Kife recognize that their speech variety is different from the Mao 
spoken in the area of Begi and Tongo, farther to the south. The Kwama of Zebsher and S’uru do 
not understand either Komo or Ganza, an Omotic language that is related to Northern Mao and 
spans the Ethiopia-Sudan border. Likewise, the Komo do not understand Ganza, although they 
do understand Kwama. 

4.1.5 Social interaction patterns 

The communities have a range of customs regarding from where they bring their wives. In the 
S’uru Kwama area, wives can come from Kwama, Komo, or Mao villages. On the other hand, 
men in the Zebsher Kwama area most often marry women who are also from Zebsher. Wives in 
the Mao communities of Kife and Gwome usually come from nearby Mao villages, although, in 
Gwome, they specify that men must marry outside their own clan. Komo men can marry women 
from any Komo village. 
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Holidays are generally celebrated with people from the same village, with the exception of 
religious holidays. On these occasions, social interaction with neighboring groups may occur, 
with Muslims gathering at mosques and Christians at churches. 

The most commonly-used trade language is Oromo. The Kwama of Zebsher also use their 
mother tongue, Mao, or Berta at market. The Kwama of S’uru use their mother tongue at market, 
since they usually trade with the people of Zebsher. 

4.1.6 Language vitality 

In all the communities visited, children still learn the traditional speech variety as their first 
language. In the Gwome Mao, Zebsher Kwama, and S’uru Kwama areas, there was some 
uncertainty about whether this would continue with future generations. Interviewees in S’uru 
were particularly doubtful that Kwama children of the future would speak Kwama, “because they 
learn other languages.” However, the Mao of Kife and the Komo are confident that their mother 
tongue will be used for many generations. 

4.1.7 Language development 

Every group expressed interest in language development. Specifically, they would be interested 
in purchasing vernacular publications, attending vernacular literacy courses, and listening to 
vernacular radio programs. No one in any of these communities has ever seen anything written in 
their language, nor have they tried to write anything themselves. Most communities would like 
publications on their own history or culture. 

4.2 Mean scores from the Oromo SRT 

The Oromo SRT was administered in the following five places: the Northern Mao villages of 
Gwome (MYF-1) and Kife (MYF-2), the Kwama villages of S’uru (KMQ-1) and Zebsher 
(KMQ-2), and Tongo town (KOM-1). In Tongo, the survey team tested Komo students who had 
recently arrived from the countryside and Komo men working in town. Table 1 lists the mean 
SRT scores and the standard deviations within each category. 
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Category Mean 
Standard 

deviation 

Population 16.64 11.15 

Male 17.79 11.65 

Female 15.29 10.49 

Ages 15–24 17.25 11.89 

Ages 25–34 18.08 11.15 

Ages 35+ 14.24 10.04 

MYF-1 22.97 8.16 

MYF-2 20.42 10.33 

MYF 21.66 9.36 

KOM-1 15.08 11.82 

KMQ-1 5.21 6.25 

KMQ-2 7.00 4.92 

KMQ 5.90 5.75 

KOM-KMQ 8.47 8.81 

Table 1. Mean SRT scores and standard deviations within each category. 

Table 2 notes the percentage of people tested in each category who scored 25 or lower on the 
Oromo SRT; the highlighted groups are those in which less than two thirds of the test subjects 
scored 25 or lower. A score of 25 or less represents a proficiency level of 2+ or lower, in other 
words, more than one third of the test subjects in the highlighted groups are likely to have an 
Oromo proficiency of 3 or higher (at least good, general proficiency). 
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  15–24 25–34 35+ ALL 

Pop* MALE 65.2% 57.9% 78.9% 67.2% 

 FEMALE 81.0% 70.6% 100.0% 82.7% 

 ALL 72.7% 63.9% 87.9% 74.3% 

MYF-1 MALE 50.0% 25.0% 50.0% 43.8% 

 FEMALE 60.0% 50.0% 100.0% 66.7% 

 ALL 54.5% 41.7% 72.7% 55.9% 

MYF-2 MALE 33.3% 50.0% 83.3% 55.6% 

 FEMALE 66.7% 83.3% 100.0% 83.3% 

 ALL 50.0% 66.7% 91.7% 69.4% 

MYF MALE 41.7% 40.0% 66.7% 50.0% 

 FEMALE 63.6% 64.3% 100.0% 75.0% 

 ALL 52.2% 54.2% 82.6% 62.9% 

KOM-1 MALE 80.0% 33.3% NA 62.5% 

 FEMALE 100.0% NA NA 100.0% 

 ALL 88.9% 33.3% NA 75.0% 

KMQ-1 MALE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 FEMALE NA 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 ALL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

KMQ-2 MALE 100.0% 100.0% NA 100.0% 

 FEMALE 100.0% 100.0% NA 100.0% 

 ALL 100.0% 100.0% NA 100.0% 

KMQ MALE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 FEMALE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 ALL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

KOM-KMQ MALE 90.9% 77.8% 100.0% 88.9% 

 FEMALE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 ALL 95.2% 83.3% 100.0% 93.0% 

Table 2. Percentage of people in each category who scored 25 or lower on the Oromo SRT. 

4.3 Mean scores from the RTTs 

Tables 3 and 4 display the mean scores from the RTTs administered during this survey. Test 

points are listed across the top of the charts. A test point is a location where testing was 
conducted or, in the case of the testing carried out in Tongo town, the home area of the test 
subjects. Reference points are listed on the left side of the charts. A reference point is the source 
of the speech variety being tested. 
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4.3.1 Northern Mao RTTs 

Reference 
points 

Test points 

Kife Gwome 

Men Women Mean Men Women Mean 

Kife 100 100 100 79 79 79 

Gwome 93 85 89 100 100 100 

Table 3. Tests conducted in Kife and Gwome. 

4.3.2 Kwama and Komo RTTs 

Reference 
points 

Test points 

Zebsher S’uru Tongo (Komo) 

Men Women Mean Men Women Mean Men Women Mean 

Zebsher  100 92 96 100 92 96 83 67 75 

S’uru 89 79 84 100 100 100 74 74 74 

Komo 0 0 0 47 0 24 100 100 100 

Table 4. Tests conducted in Zebsher, S’uru, and Tongo. 
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4.4 Lexicostatistics 

Based on the data from this survey and the previous SIL-IES joint surveys, table 5 lists the 
percentages of similar lexical items between the different wordlists. 

Bambassi 

Mao 

92% 

Gwome 
Mao 

18% 17% Seze  2 

17% 16% 58% Seze  1 

16% 15% 37% 50% Hozo 

9% 8% 8% 8% 9% 

Zebsher 

Kwama 

6% 6% 7% 8% 8% 77% 

Tenze 
Shishur 
Kwama 

6% 7% 8% 9% 8% 67% 71% Begi Mao
1
 

3% 6% 3% 4% 6% 19% 21% 16% Begi Komo 

4% 3% 4% 4% 5% 16% 13% 13% 65% Laki Komo 

Table 5. Percentages of similar lexical items between the different wordlists. 

5. Discussion of results 

5.1 Evaluation of the sociolinguistic questionnaire results 

When the results of the sociolinguistic group interviews are compared to the results of the SRT, 
RTT, and wordlist analysis, there are some areas of overlap where the other methodologies 
confirm or shed more light upon the questionnaire results. For example, interviewees in Gwome 
mentioned that they sometimes use Oromo, instead of Mao, with friends, siblings, and elders (see 
4.1.2). This was the only place where the interviewees admitted to using anything besides their 
mother tongue in these domains. Although the difference between the mean SRT scores in 
Gwome and Kife is not significant, the mean score for the Mao area, as a whole, is significantly 
higher than the mean for the Kwama/Komo area. This reflects the Northern Mao’s greater 
exposure to and proficiency in Oromo, as implied by the Gwome interviewees’ statement.  

                                                 1 This wordlist is labeled as it was in the original report (Wedekind and Wedekind 2002); however, it does not 

represent either Hozo or Seze, as discussed in section 5.4.  
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The percentages of SRT subjects who scored 25 or lower also show some interesting patterns 
that confirm the questionnaire data. There are noticeably fewer low scores among the Mao 
subjects, particularly in Gwome. Although no significant difference can be proven between the 
overall mean scores for men and women or for the age categories, it can be seen from table 2 that 
there are consistently higher percentages of low scores among women and the 35+ age category. 
Except for locations where all subjects scored 25 or lower or where there was insufficient data, it 
is apparent that the middle age category usually has the fewest low scores. In Kife, the only 
location where the youngest age category had the fewest low scores, residents of the area 
confirmed that there had been a relatively recent influx of Oromo settlers. Normally, members of 
the middle age category have the highest proficiency in Oromo, because they have the most 
opportunity for interaction with Oromo speakers (particularly at market).  

The RTT data suggests that the Kwama people of Zebsher and S’uru speak the same variety, as 
asserted by the interviewees at those locations. The data also shows that neither Zebsher nor 
S’uru residents can understand the Komo speech variety, although the Komo people can 
understand the Kwama spoken in those locations (see 4.1.4).  

Finally, the lexicostatistics underline those differences between speech varieties that were 
mentioned during the group interviews. Table 5 shows that the Northern Mao varieties of 
Bambassi and Gwome share few similar lexical items with Hozo and Seze, which are Mao 
varieties spoken farther to the south. It is also apparent from the lexicostatistics that Kwama and 
Komo may be different languages, as the highest lexical similarity in any Komo-Kwama 
comparison is only 21 percent. This explains why Kwama interviewees said that they can not 
understand Komo, and why three of four Kwama test groups scored zero on the Komo RTT. 
Acquired bilingualism (rather than inherent intelligibility) probably explains the fact that the 
Komo can understand Kwama, as stated in the group interview. Their high RTT scores for the 
Kwama texts, averaging in the 70s, further reinforce this. 

5.2 Discussion of SRT score comparisons 

As previously stated, a significant difference could not be proven between the mean SRT scores 
either for men and women or for any of the age categories, nor was there any significant 
difference between the mean scores for the two Mao villages or for the two Kwama villages.  

In nearly all comparisons between Komo/Kwama speakers and Mao speakers, the Komo/Kwama 
mean scores proved to be significantly lower. The only exception is the comparison between the 
means for Komo speakers and Kife Mao speakers, which showed no significant difference. In 
fact, the mean scores for Kwama speakers were significantly lower than the mean for Komo 
speakers. (See appendix C for descriptive statistics and the two-sample t-test.) 

All people tested in S’uru (KMQ-1) and in Zebsher (KMQ-2) scored 25 or lower, meaning that 
all of the Kwama speakers tested have an Oromo proficiency of 2+ or lower (see table 2). In 
Gwome (MYF-1), however, less than two thirds of the people in all age-sex categories, except 
for the older women, scored 25 or below. In the other Mao community of Kife (MYF-2), less 
than two thirds of the men in the lower and middle age groups scored 25 or below. Therefore, 
considerable portions of the Mao-speaking population may have an Oromo proficiency of 3 or 
higher. Komo-speaking men in the middle age group may also tend to have higher Oromo 
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proficiency, although this sample of men living and working in town most likely skewed the 
results.  

5.3 Discussion of RTT score comparisons 

5.3.1 Northern Mao score comparisons 

Subjects from the Gwome area scored lower on the Kife text than the Kife subjects scored on the 
Gwome text. This was because the text from the Kife area had many Berta loan words that were 
difficult for the people in Gwome to understand. On the other hand, loan words from Oromo in 
the Gwome text had no influence on the Kife Mao’s comprehension of it. The mean score of 79 
percent for the Kife text in Gwome is significantly lower than 85 percent, although it is 
statistically well above 70 percent (see appendix D). 

The mean scores for men and women in Gwome are the same. Although there is a difference 
between the mean scores for men and women in Kife, it is not statistically significant (see 
appendix D). Even if it were, it may reflect that the women are more unfamiliar with the 
technology used (i.e. audio equipment and headphones) and testing situations in general, since 
they tend to have less exposure to the world outside their community; also, less formal 
schooling. 

Despite geographical separation and loan words in each text, subjects from Gwome recognized 
the Kife text as their language and vice versa. 

5.3.2 Kwama and Komo score comparisons 

As with the results from the Mao areas, women’s lack of exposure to technology and testing 
situations must be considered here, when looking at the differences between the mean scores for 
men and women. Lower scores for women may not necessarily reflect lower comprehension 
under normal conditions (see section 5.3.1). However, two other factors must also be taken into 
account. Because group testing was conducted in the Kwama and Komo areas, these scores are a 
less accurate measure of comprehension, and therefore the analysis should focus on differences 
greater than 15 percent. In addition, the scores for the Komo text in Kwama areas (Zebsher and 
S’uru) and the Komo subjects’ scores for the Kwama texts probably reflect levels of acquired 
bilingualism, rather than inherent intelligibility between the two speech varieties. 

Subjects from Zebsher scored lower on the S’uru text rather than vice versa. This probably 
happened because subjects from Zebsher were young and a little afraid. The fact that the mean 
scores are relatively close (12 percentage points) indicates that these two varieties are very 
similar. In both Zebsher and S’uru, despite the discrepancy in scores, subjects recognized the 
Kwama text from the other location as their language. 

On average, the Komo test subjects’ scores for the Zebsher and S’uru texts are almost the same. 
These relatively high scores for Kwama texts stand in contrast to the much lower scores in 
Kwama areas for the Komo text. All Kwama test groups, except the men’s group in S’uru, 
scored zero on the Komo text. The men’s group in S’uru scored eight out of 17 points (47 
percent). However, this was the result of the effort of one older man in the group. The other four 
group members were unable to understand any of the text. This means that, out of 20 subjects in 
four test groups, 95 percent of them had no understanding of the Komo text. Apparently, 
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bilingualism in Kwama is common among the Komo people, but very few Kwama people can 
understand Komo. 

5.4 Groups based on lexical similarity 

The wordlists in table 5 can be divided into at least four groups: 

(1) The speech varieties with less than 10 percent lexical similarity are from different 
language families. The Mao varieties (Bambassi Mao, Gwome Mao, Hozo, Seze 1, and 
Seze 2) are Omotic. The Komo and Kwama varieties (Begi Komo, “Begi Mao”, Laki 
Komo, Tenze Shishur Kwama, and Zebsher Kwama) are Nilo-Saharan.  

(2) The speech varieties with 10 to 21 percent lexical similarity are members of the same 
language family, but are not closely related varieties. A division between Komo and 
Kwama is evident. The percentage of lexical similarity of any Komo variety with any 
Kwama variety spans from 13 percent to 21 percent. Similarly, the percentages indicate a 
division between Northern Mao and Hozo-Seze. The Hozo-Seze varieties have merely 15 
percent to 18 percent lexical similarity with the Northern Mao varieties.  

(3) The varieties with 35 to 75 percent lexical similarity are members of the same language 
family that are more closely related members of the same language family. Laki and 
Begi, the two Komo varieties, share 65 percent of their lexicon. Among the Kwama 
varieties, “Begi Mao” and Tenze Shishur share 71 percent, “Begi Mao” and Zebsher 67 
percent, and Tenze Shishur and Zebsher 77 percent. Hozo, Seze 1, and Seze 2, the true 
Begi-Mao varieties, have 37 percent to 58 percent lexical similarity with each other. 

(4) The varieties that are more than 90 percent lexically similar are probably the same. 
Bambassi Mao and Gwome Mao, which share 92 percent of their lexicon, are the same 
Northern Mao variety. 

The “Begi Mao” and Begi Komo wordlists were both elicited from members of the Kirin clan. 
This prominent clan is multilingual in many of the surrounding speech varieties. They apparently 
have their own speech variety, which is probably a variant of Kwama and probably represented 
here by “Begi Mao.” Initially, this research team had assumed that the term “Begi Mao” referred 
to Hozo and Seze. That is not the case with this particular wordlist, since “Begi Mao” has 8 to 9 
percent lexical similarity with Hozo and Seze.  

The Zebsher and Tenze Shishur wordlists were checked with a speaker of “pure” Kwama, who 
claimed that certain words on the Tenze Shishur list are “Mao.” Perhaps he was referring to the 
variety spoken by the Kirin clan as “Mao.” 

Some of the differences between the Begi and Laki Komo wordlists may be the result of the Begi 
Komo informant giving words from the multiple speech varieties in which he is fluent.  

6. Conclusions and recommendations 

If a language-development program were started in the area covered by this survey, these 
findings indicate a need for separate projects in the Northern Mao, Kwama, and Komo speech 
varieties; these groups seem to have a positive attitude toward their mother tongue. In Kife, 
S’uru, and the Komo area, the people would prefer to learn in their mother tongue at school. 
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Only people in Gwome and Zebsher mentioned wanting to have Oromo as a school subject. 
Although Oromo is the most important LWC in the area, most of the people who were tested 
have inadequate proficiency in it. Even in Gwome, where only 25 percent of men in the middle-
age category scored 25 or less on the SRT, 55.9 percent of all test subjects scored below that 
level. Most of the people belonging to these ethnic groups have very limited ability in Oromo, 
which is, therefore, not able to serve their literacy needs. 

The optimal location for language development in the Kwama/Komo area would probably be 
Zebsher or S’uru, near Tongo town. The results of this survey have confirmed the existence of a 
separate Komo language but have also shown that many Komo people are bilingual in Kwama. 
Because only a few Kwama people are able to speak Komo, and Kwama appears to be the 
prestige variety in this area, language development in Kwama could benefit both groups. Ideally, 
Komo would also be developed, as it seems to be vital and is only distantly-related to Kwama. 

Future development in Northern Mao could benefit the Mao speakers of both the Bambassi area 
and the Didessa Valley. The results of the comprehension testing and wordlist analysis show that 
the varieties spoken in Kife and Gwome are mutually intelligible; however, development in any 
of the Begi-Mao varieties could not be extended to benefit speakers of Northern Mao, as can be 
seen from the low degree of lexical similarity. Northern Mao speakers recognize ethnic unity 
with the Begi-Mao but also acknowledge that their own speech varieties are completely different, 
making it necessary for them to communicate in a second language. 
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Appendix A 

Activities conducted in each location
2
 

 
 

Group 
interview 

Wordlist 
gathering 

Wordlist 
checking3 

Bilingualism 
testing 

Recording 
of text 

Hometown 
panel 

Intelligibility 
testing 

Northern Mao        

Gwome4 (Didessa)  X X X X X X X 

Kife (Bambassi) X X X X X X X 

Kwama        

S’uru X   X X X X 

Zebsher X X  X X X X 

Komo        

Tongo X X  X X X X 

                                                 
2 All locations where the same speech variety is spoken are grouped together. 
3 The Kwama and Komo wordlists were checked with students at the Idget Adult Boarding School in Addis Ababa. 
4 Sometimes an activity was begun at one location and completed at another location within the same k’ebele 

(township).  The activities were not repeated in their entirety at every closely-related location, since the data would 

have been redundant. In order to avoid confusion, these other communities are not specified by name in the report. 
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Appendix B 

Sociolinguistic questionnaire 

A. Identification of respondent 

1. Name 

2. Sex 

3. Age 

4. Occupation 

5. Religion 

6. Education 

7. Place of birth 

8. Place of residence 

B. Multilingualism 

9. What is your first language? 

10. What languages do you speak and understand? Do you speak one better than the others? Rank 

them. 

11. Which of these can you read and write? 

12. Apart from your own village, where have you lived for at least 1 year of your life? 

12a. How long have you lived there? 

12b. What languages did you speak there? 

12c. Did the people there understand you well? 

13. What was the first language your father learned as a child? 

14. What other languages does he speak and understand? Does he speak one better than the 

others? Rank them. 

15. Can he read and write any of these languages? 

16. What was the first language your mother learned? 

17. What languages does she speak and understand? Does she speak one better than the others? 

Rank them. 

18. Can she read and write any of these? 

19. What languages do your parents speak to each other? 

20. What languages do your brothers and sisters speak and understand? 

21. Can they read and write any of these? 

22. What was the first language your husband/wife learned? 

23. What languages does he/she speak and understand? Does he/she speak one better than the 

other? Rank them. 

24. Can he/she read and write any of these languages? 

25. What is the first language of your children? 

26. What languages do your children speak and understand? Do they speak one better than the 

other? Rank them. 

27. Can they read and write one of these languages? 

28. What language do children in this village learn first? 

29. Do many children learn another language before they start school? Which? 
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30. Do young people in your village speak their mother tongue (MT) well, the way it ought to be 

spoken? 

C. Language use 

31. What language do you speak most often…with your father? 

32. With your mother? 

33. With your brothers and sisters? 

34.  your husband/wife? 

35. With your children? 

36. With your friends? 

37. In your village? 

38. At the local market? 

39. With the elders of your village? 

40. In the fields / at work? 

41. At the big market? 

42. At the clinic? 

43. In church / mosque / traditional religious ceremonies? 

44. With the administrators of the district? 

45. When you are dreaming? 

46. When you are praying at home? 

47. When you are angry? 

48. When you are counting money or things? 

D. Attitudes to languages 

49. Is it good to allow a young (MT speaker) man or woman to marry a woman or man who is not 

a MT speaker? 

50. Does this happen very often? 

51. What language is best for a teacher to use in school? Why? 

52. What languages should be taught in school? 

53. If a young person speaks (L2 / trade language) at home, would an old person be unhappy 

about it?  

54. What is the most useful language to know around here? 

55. Is it OK for your child to marry a non-MT speaking person? 

E. Attitudes to dialects 

56. Which villages speak MT exactly like you? (List them.) 

57. Which villages speak your language differently- but you can still understand them? 

58.  speak it so differently that you don’t understand? 

59. Which is the best village for an outsider to live in to learn your language? 

60. Are there MT people who speak it poorly? Where do they live? 

F. Social interaction patterns 

61. Which villages do most of your wives come from? 
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62. Which villages invite you for feasts and dances? 

63. Which villages do you trade with? 

64. What language(s) is/are used for communication when you go to the villages previously 

mentioned? 

G. Language vitality 

65. Do you think that your people are in the process of changing? Do they adopt the customs of 

any other group(s)? 

66. Do you know any MT people who do not speak MT anymore? Are there very many? Where 

do they live? 

67. Do you think that young MT people speak MT less and less? 

68. When the children of this village grow up and have children of their own, do you think those 

children will speak your language? 

H. Development of the language 

69. What language do you think would be best to choose for making books and newspapers? 

Why? 

70. Do you think it would be good to have something published in your language? What would 

you like most? 

70a. Would it be good to have other written MT materials (books, magazines, or newspapers)? 

71. If there were schools to teach you how to read and write in your language, would you attend 

them? 

72. Would you like your children to learn to read and write the MT? 

73. If there were books in your language, would you be willing to pay for them- say 2 Birr? 

[About the equivalent of a quarter (US $ 0.25)- insert an appropriate amount in local currency 

here]. 

74. Have you ever seen anything written in your language? What? 

75. Have you ever tried to write in your language? 

76. Is there a program on the radio in your language? Do you listen to it?  

77. Would you like to hear your language on the radio? 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive statistics 

Population 
Variable N N* Mean Median TrMean StDev 
Age 113 0 29.45 26.00 28.31 13.70 
Edu 112 1 2.179 0.000 2.030 2.458 
SRT 113 0 16.64 18.00 16.48 11.15 

       
Variable SE Mean Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3  
Age 1.29 15.00 74.00 18.00 35.00  
Edu 0.232 0.000 7.000 0.000 5.000  
SRT 1.05 0.00 38.00 5.00 26.00  

       

 
Male 
Variable N N* Mean Median TriMean StDev 
Age 61 0 30.00 26.00 28.93 13.70 
Edu 60 1 2.717 2.500 2.630 2.457 
SRT 61 0 17.79 19.00 17.73 11.65 

       
Variable SE Mean Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3  
Age 1.75 15.00 74.00 19.00 37.00  
Edu 0.317 0.000 7.000 0.000 5.000  
SRT 1.49 0.00 37.00 7.50 27.50  

       

 
Female 
Variable N Mean Median TrMean StDev SE Mean 
Age 52 28.81 26.00 27.57 13.79 1.91 
Edu 52 1.558 0.000 1.326 2.330 0.323 
SRT 52 15.29 16.00 15.07 10.49 1.46 

       
Variable Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3   
Age 15.00 65.00 16.00 35.00   
Edu 0.000 7.000 0.000 4.000   
SRT 0.00 38.00 5.00 24.00   

       

 
Ages 15–24 
Variable N Mean Median TrMean StDev SE Mean 
Age 44 17.545 16.500 17.375 2.547 0.384 
Edu 44 3.818 4.000 3.850 2.170 0.327 
SRT 44 17.25 20.00 17.10 11.89 1.79 

       
Variable Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3   
Age 15.000 24.000 15.250 19.000   
Edu 0.000 7.000 2.000 5.000   
SRT 0.00 38.00 5.00 27.00   
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Appendix C (continued) 

Ages 25–34 
Variable N Mean Median TrMean StDev SE Mean 
Age 36 27.778 26.000 27.594 2.716 0.453 
Edu 36 1.167 0.000 0.875 1.993 0.332 
SRT 36 18.08 19.00 18.06 11.15 1.86 

       
Variable Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3   
Age 25.000 34.000 25.250 30.000   
Edu 0.000 7.000 0.000 2.000   
SRT 0.00 37.00 7.25 27.75   
       

 

Ages 35+ 
Variable N N* Mean Median TrMean StDev 
Age 33 0 47.15 45.00 46.45 10.89 
Edu 32 1 1.062 0.000 0.821 2.078 
SRT 33 0 14.24 14.00 13.90 10.04 
       
Variable SE Mean Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3  
Age 1.90 35.00 74.00 37.00 55.00  
Edu 0.367 0.000 6.000 0.000 0.000  
SRT 1.75 0.00 33.00 4.50 23.50  
       

 

MYF-1 
Variable N Mean Median TrMean StDev SE Mean 
Age 34 29.00 26.00 28.03 11.10 1.90 
Edu 34 2.294 1.000 2.200 2.505 0.430 
SRT 34 22.97 24.00 23.23 8.16 1.40 
       
Variable Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3   
Age 15.00 60.00 19.75 35.00   
Edu 0.000 6.000 0.000 5.000   
SRT 4.00 37.00 18.00 28.00   
       

 

MYF-2 
Variable N Mean Median TrMean StDev SE Mean 
Age 36 32.25 28.00 31.44 15.30 2.55 
Edu 36 2.389 2.000 2.250 2.718 0.453 
SRT 36 20.42 22.50 20.53 10.33 1.72 
       
Variable Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3   
Age 15.00 65.00 20.00 39.50   
Edu 0.000 7.000 0.000 5.000   
SRT 2.00 38.00 12.75 27.75   
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Appendix C (continued) 

 

MYF 
Variable N Mean Median TrMean StDev SE Mean 
Age 70 30.67 27.00 29.71 13.43 1.61 
Edu 70 2.343 2.000 2.194 2.598 0.311 
SRT 70 21.66 23.00 21.90 9.36 1.12 
       
Variable Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3   
Age 15.00 65.00 20.00 35.25   
Edu 0.000 7.000 0.000 5.000   
SRT 2.00 38.00 16.50 28.00   
       

 

KOM-1 
Variable N Mean Median TrMean StDev SE Mean 
Age 12 19.17 17.00 18.30 5.65 1.63 
Edu 12 4.333 5.000 4.500 1.155 0.333 
SRT 12 15.08 15.00 14.90 11.82 3.41 
       
Variable Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3   
Age 15.00 32.00 15.00 24.00   
Edu 2.000 5.000 4.000 5.000   
SRT 0.00 32.00 2.75 25.50   
       

 

KMQ-1 
Variable N N* Mean Median TrMean StDev 
Age 19 0 37.53 35.00 36.53 15.10 
Edu 18 1 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
SRT 19 0 5.21 2.00 4.71 6.25 
       
Variable SE Mean Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3  
Age 3.47 18.00 74.00 26.00 45.00  
Edu 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  
SRT 1.43 0.00 19.00 0.00 10.00  
       

 

KMQ-2 
Variable N Mean Median TrMean StDev SE Mean 
Age 12 19.83 16.50 18.90 5.86 1.69 
Edu 12 2.333 4.000 2.400 2.060 0.595 
SRT 12 7.00 6.00 6.90 4.92 1.42 
       
Variable Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3   
Age 15.00 34.00 16.00 24.50   
Edu 0.000 4.000 0.000 4.000   
SRT 0.00 15.00 3.25 12.00   
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Appendix C (continued) 

 

KMQ 
Variable N N* Mean Median TrMean StDev 
Age 31 0 30.68 26.00 29.15 15.04 
Edu 30 1 0.933 0.000 0.769 1.721 
SRT 31 0 5.90 4.00 5.52 5.75 
       
Variable SE Mean Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3  
Age 2.70 15.00 74.00 18.00 40.00  
Edu 0.314 0.000 4.000 0.000 1.000  
SRT 1.03 0.00 19.00 1.00 10.00  
       

 

KOM-KMQ 
Variable N N* Mean Median TrMean StDev 
Age 43 0 27.47 25.00 26.08 14.04 
Edu 42 1 1.905 0.000 1.842 2.207 
SRT 43 0 8.47 5.00 7.72 8.81 
       
Variable SE Mean Minimum Maximum Q1 Q3  
Age 2.14 15.00 74.00 16.00 34.00  
Edu 0.340 0.000 5.000 0.000 4.000  
SRT 1.34 0.00 32.00 1.00 14.00  
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Appendix C (continued) 

Two sample T-test and confidence interval 

Two sample T for female vs male 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
Female 52 15.3 10.5 1.5 
Male 61 17.8 11.7 1.5 
 
95% CI for mu Female - mu Male: ( -6.6,  1.6) 
T-test mu Female = mu Male (vs <): T = -1.20  P = 0.12  DF = 110 
  
 

Two sample T for 15–24 vs 25–34 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
15–24 44 17.2 11.9 1.8 
25–34 36 18.1 11.1 1.9 
 
95% CI for mu 15–24 - mu 25–34: ( -6.0,  4.3) 
T-test mu 15–24 = mu 25–34 (vs <): T = -0.32  P = 0.37  DF = 76 
  
 

Two sample T for 35+ vs 15–24 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
35+ 33 14.2 10.0 1.7 
15–24 44 17.2 11.9 1.8 
 
95% CI for mu 35+ - mu 15–24: ( -8.0,  2.0) 
T-test mu 35+ = mu 15–24 (vs <): T = -1.20  P = 0.12  DF = 73 
  
 

Two sample T for 35+ vs 25–34 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
35+ 33 14.2 10.0 1.7 
25–34 36 18.1 11.1 1.9 
 
95% CI for mu 35+ - mu 25–34: ( -8.9,  1.3) 
T-test mu 35+ = mu 25–34 (vs <): T = -1.51  P = 0.068  DF = 66 
  
 

Two sample T for MYF-2 vs MYF-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
MYF-2 36 20.4 10.3 1.7 
MYF-1 34 22.97 8.16 1.4 
 
95% CI for mu MYF-2 - mu MYF-1: ( -7.0,  1.9) 
T-test mu MYF-2 = mu MYF-1 (vs <): T = -1.15  P = 0.13  DF = 65 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Two sample T for KOM-1 vs MYF-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KOM-1 12 15.1 11.8 3.4 
MYF-1 34 22.97 8.16 1.4 
 
95% CI for mu KOM-1 - mu MYF-1: ( -15.8,  0.0) 
T-test mu KOM-1 = mu MYF-1 (vs <): T = -2.14  P = 0.025  DF = 14 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ-1 vs MYF-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-1 19 5.21 6.25 1.4 
MYF-1 34 22.97 8.16 1.4 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-1 - mu MYF-1: ( -21.8,  -13.7) 
T-test mu KMQ-1 = mu MYF-1 (vs <): T = -8.87  P = 0.0000  DF = 45 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ-2 vs MYF-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-2 12 7.00 4.92 1.4 
MYF-1 34 22.97 8.16 1.4 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-2 - mu MYF-1: ( -20.0,  -11.9) 
T-test mu KMQ-2 = mu MYF-1 (vs <): T = -8.01  P = 0.0000  DF = 32 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ vs MYF-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ 31 5.90 5.75 1.0 
MYF-1 34 22.97 8.16 1.4 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ - mu MYF-1: ( -20.5,  -13.6) 
T-test mu KMQ = mu MYF-1 (vs <): T = -9.82  P = 0.0000  DF = 59 
  
 

Two sample T for KOM-KMQ vs MYF-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KOM-KMQ 43 8.47 8.81 1.3 
MYF-1 34 22.97 8.16 1.4 
 
95% CI for mu KOM-KMQ - mu MYF-1: ( -18.4,  -10.6) 
T-test mu KOM-KMQ = mu MYF-1 (vs <): T = -7.48  P = 0.0000  DF = 73 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Two sample T for KOM-1 vs MYF-2 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KOM-1 12 15.1 11.8 3.4 
MYF-2 36 20.4 10.3 1.7 
 
95% CI for mu KOM-1 - mu MYF-2: ( -13.4,  2.8) 
T-test mu KOM-1 = mu MYF-2 (vs <): T = -1.40  P = 0.091  DF = 16 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ-1 vs MYF-2 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-1 19 5.21 6.25 1.4 
MYF-2 36 20.4 10.3 1.7 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-1 - mu MYF-2: ( -19.7,  -10.7) 
T-test mu KMQ-1 = mu MYF-2 (vs <): T = -6.79  P = 0.0000  DF = 51 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ-2 vs MYF-2 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-2 12 7.00 4.92 1.4 
MYF-2 36 20.4 10.3 1.7 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-2 - mu MYF-2: ( -17.9,  -8.9) 
T-test mu KMQ-2 = mu MYF-2 (vs <): T = -6.01  P = 0.0000  DF = 39 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ vs MYF-2 

 N Mean StDev SEMean 
KMQ 31 5.90 5.75 1.0 
MYF-2 36 20.4 10.3 1.7 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ - mu MYF-2: ( -18.5,  -10.5) 
T-test mu KMQ = mu MYF-2 (vs <): T = -7.23  P = 0.0000  DF = 56 
  
 

Two sample T for KOM-KMQ vs MYF-2 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KOM-KMQ 43 8.47 8.81 1.3 
MYF-2 36 20.4 10.3 1.7 
 
95% CI for mu KOM-KMQ - mu MYF-2: ( -16.3,  -7.6) 
T-test mu KOM-KMQ = mu MYF-2 (vs <): T = -5.47  P = 0.0000  DF = 69 
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Appendix C (continued) 

 

Two sample T for KOM-1 vs MYF 

 N Mean  StDev SE Mean 
KOM-1 12 15.1 11.8 3.4 
MYF 70 21.66 9.36 1.1 
 
95% CI for mu KOM-1 - mu MYF: ( -14.3,  1.2) 
T-test mu KOM-1 = mu MYF (vs <): T = -1.83  P = 0.045  DF = 13 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ-1 vs MYF 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-1 19 5.21 6.25 1.4 
MYF 70 21.66 9.36 1.1 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-1 - mu MYF: ( -20.1,  -12.8) 
T-test mu KMQ-1 = mu MYF (vs <): T = -9.04  P = 0.0000  DF = 42 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ-2 vs MYF 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-2 12 7.00 4.92 1.4 
MYF 70 21.66 9.36 1.1 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-2 - mu MYF: ( -18.4,  -10.9) 
T-test mu KMQ-2 = mu MYF (vs <): T = -8.11  P = 0.0000  DF = 27 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ vs MYF 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ 31 5.90 5.75 1.0 
MYF 70 21.66 9.36 1.1 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ - mu MYF: ( -18.8,  -12.7) 
T-test mu KMQ = mu MYF (vs <): T = -10.35  P = 0.0000  DF = 88 
  
 

Two sample T for KOM-KMQ vs MYF 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KOM-KMQ 43 8.47 8.81 1.3 
MYF 70 21.66 9.36 1.1 
 
95% CI for mu KOM-KMQ - mu MYF: ( -16.7,  -9.7) 
T-test mu KOM-KMQ = mu MYF (vs <): T = -7.55  P = 0.0000  DF = 93 
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Appendix C (continued) 

 

Two sample T for KMQ-1 vs KOM-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-1 19 5.21 6.25 1.4 
KOM-1 12 15.1 11.8 3.4 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-1 - mu KOM-1: ( -17.8,  -1.9) 
T-test mu KMQ-1 = mu KOM-1 (vs <): T = -2.67  P = 0.0092  DF = 14 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ-2 vs KOM-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-2 12 7.00 4.92 1.4 
KOM-1 12 15.1 11.8 3.4 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-2 - mu KOM-1: ( -16.0,  -0.2) 
T-test mu KMQ-2 = mu KOM-1 (vs <): T = -2.19  P = 0.023  DF = 14 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ vs KOM-1 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ 31 5.90 5.75 1.0 
KOM-1 12 15.1 11.8 3.4 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ - mu KOM-1: ( -16.9,  -1.5) 
T-test mu KMQ = mu KOM-1 (vs <): T = -2.57  P = 0.012  DF = 13 
  
 

Two sample T for KMQ-1 vs KMQ-2 

 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
KMQ-1 19 5.21 6.25 1.4 
KMQ-2 12 7.00 4.92 1.4 
 
95% CI for mu KMQ-1 - mu KMQ-2: ( -5.9,  2.4) 
T-test mu KMQ-1 = mu KMQ-2 (vs <): T = -0.89  P = 0.19  DF = 27 
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Appendix D  

T-Confidence intervals 
(Mao) 

Text Subjects N Mean StDev SEMean 95.0% CI 

Mos’a text in 
Gwome 

Men 5 79.18 9.31 4.17 (67.62, 90.74) 

Women 5 79.16 7.19 3.21 (70.23, 88.09) 

 Total 10 79.17 7.84 2.48 (73.56, 84.78) 

Gwome text Men 5 92.72 9.97 4.46 (80.34, 105.10) 

in Mos'a Women 5 85.46 9.84 4.40 (73.24, 97.68) 

Total 10 89.09 10.09 3.19 (81.87, 96.31) 

 
 

T-Test of the mean 

Test of mu = 85.00 vs mu not = 85.00  

Variable    N Mean StDev SEMean T P  
MenGwome    5 79.18 9.31 4.17 -1.40 0.23  
Women-
Gwome  

  5 79.16 7.19 3.21 -1.82 0.14  

M+WGwome  10 79.17 7.84 2.48 -2.35 0.043  
MenMos'a    5 92.72 9.97 4.46 1.73 0.16  
WomenMos'a    5 85.46 9.84 4.40 0.10 0.92  
M+WMos'a  10 89.09 10.09 3.19 1.28 0.23  

Test of mu = 85.00 vs mu < 85.00  

Variable    N Mean  StDev SEMean T P  
MenGwom    5 79.18  9.31 4.17 -1.40 0.12  
WomenGw    5 79.16  7.19 3.21 -1.82 0.072  
M+WGwom  10 79.17  7.84 2.48 -2.35 0.022  
MenMosa    5 92.72  9.97 4.46 1.73 0.92  
WomenMo    5 85.46  9.84 4.40 0.10 0.54  
M+WMosa  10 89.09  10.09 3.19 1.28 0.88  

Test of mu = 85.00 vs mu > 85.00  

Variable    N Mean  StDev SEMean T P  
MenGwom    5 79.18  9.31 4.17 -1.40 0.88  
WomenGw    5 79.16  7.19 3.21 -1.82 0.93  
M+WGwom  10 79.17  7.84 2.48 -2.35 0.98  
MenMosa    5 92.72  9.97 4.46 1.73 0.079  
WomenMo    5 85.46  9.84 4.40 0.10 0.46  
M+WMosa  10 89.09  10.09 3.19 1.28 0.12  

Test of mu = 70.00 vs mu > 70.00  
Variable    N Mean  StDev SEMean T P  
MenGwom    5 79.18  9.31 4.17 2.20 0.046  
WomenGw    5 79.16  7.19 3.21 2.85 0.023  
M+WGwom  10 79.17  7.84 2.48 3.70 0.0025  
MenMosa    5 92.72  9.97 4.46 5.10 0.0035  
WomenMo    5 85.46  9.84 4.40 3.51 0.012  
M+WMosa  10 89.09  10.09 3.19 5.98 0.0001  
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Appendix D (continued) 

 
Test of mu = 100.00 vs mu < 100.00  
Variable  N  Mean   StDev  SEMean T  P  
MenGwom  5  79.18   9.31  4.17 5.00  0.0037  
WomenGw  5  79.16   7.19  3.21 6.48  0.0015  
M+WGwom  10  79.17   7.84  2.48 8.40  0.0000  
MenMosa  5  92.72   9.97  4.46 1.63  0.089  
WomenMo  5  85.46   9.84  4.40 3.30  0.015  
M+WMosa  10  89.09   10.09  3.19 3.42  0.0038  
 

Two sample T-test and confidence interval 
 

Two sample T for Men-Gwome vs Women-Gwome  
 N Mean StDev SE Mean 
Men-Gwom 5 79.18 9.31 4.2 
Women-Gw 5 79.16 7.19 3.2 
 
95% CI for mu Men-Gwom  -  mu Women-Gw:  ( -12.4, 12.5) 
T-test mu Men-Gwom  =  mu Women-Gw  (vs not =):  T = 0.00 P = 1.0  DF =7  
 

Two sample T for Men-Gwome vs Women-Gwome  
 N  Mean  StDev  SEMean  
Men-Gwom  5  79.18  9.31   4.2  
Women-Gw  5  79.16  7.19   3.2  
 
95% CI for mu Men-Gwom  -  mu Women-Gw:  ( -12.4, 12.5) 
T-test mu Men-Gwom  =  mu Women-Gw  (vs >):  T = 0.00  P = 0.50  DF = 7 
 

Two sample T for Men-Mosa vs Women-Mosa 
 N  Mean  StDev  SEMean  
Men-Mosa  5  92.72 9.97   4.5  
Women-Gw  5  85.46 9.84   4.4  
 
95% CI for mu Men-Mosa  -  mu Women-Mo:  ( -7.6, 22.1) 
T-test mu Men-Mosa  =  mu Women-Mo  (vs not  =):  T = 1.16  P = 0.28  DF = 7 
 

Two sample T for Men-Mosa vs Women-Mosa 
 N  Mean  StDev  SEMean  
Men-Mosa  5  92.72 9.97   4.5  
Women-Gw  5  85.46 9.84   4.4  
 
95% CI for mu Men-Mosa  -  mu Women-Mo:  ( -7.6, 22.1) 
T-test mu Men-Mosa  =  mu Women-Mo  (vs >):  T = 1.16  P = 0.14  DF = 7 
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Appendix D (continued) 

 

Descriptive statistics 

Variable  N  Mean  Median  TrMean  StDev  SEMean  
MenGwom  5  79.18  79.20  79.18  9.31   4.17  
WomenGw  5  79.16  83.30  79.16  7.19   3.21  
M+WGwom  10  79.17  81.25  79.16  7.84   2.48  
MenMosa  5  92.72  100.00  92.72  9.97   4.46  
WomenMo  5  85.46  81.80  85.46  9.84   4.40  
M+WMosa  10  89.09  86.35  89.20  10.09   3.19  

Variable  Minimum  Maximum  Q1  Q3  
   

MenGwom  66.70  91.70  70.85  87.50     
WomenGw  66.70  83.30  72.95  83.30     
M+WGwom  66.70  91.70  72.92  83.30     
MenMosa  81.80  100.00  81.80  100.00     
WomenMo  77.30  100.00  77.30  95.45     
M+WMosa  77.30  100.00  80.67  100.00     
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