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Abstract 

This report presents the results of sociolinguistic research conducted among Kochila Tharu 
communities in Southeast Nepal. The following topics were studied in order to inform any 
future language-based development activities: identifying major varieties of Kochila Tharu, 
assessing intelligibility and attitudes between the varieties, and determining the vitality of 
the language. Based on the findings of this research, it is our recommendation that future 
language-based development activities could take place in any of the varieties of Kochila 
Tharu and could be usable and acceptable to all other varieties. This study also shows that 
Kochila Tharu language vitality is high.
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साराांश 

यस प्रतिवदेनमा दक्षिण–पूवी नपेालको कोक्षिला थारु समदुायहरूमा संिाक्षलि सामाक्षिक–भातिक अनसुन्धानमा 
प्राप्त कुराहरू प्रस्ििु गररएका छन् । भतवष्यमा गररने भािामा आधाररि कुन ैपतन तवकास तियाकलापहरूका लातग 

िानकारी तदन भनेर तनम्न शीिषकहरूमा अध्ययन गररएको क्षथयो: कोक्षिला थारुका प्रमखु तकक्षसमहरू पतहिान गन,े 
िी तकक्षसमहरूको बोधगम्यिा िथा प्रवतृिहरू िा ाँच्न ेिथा भािाको सिीविा बारे तनणषय गन े। यस अनसुन्धानमा 

प्राप्त कुराहरूको आधारमा, हामी यो क्षसफाररश गछौं तक भतवष्यमा गररने भािामा आधाररि तवकास 
तियाकलापहरू कुन ैपतन तकक्षसमको कोक्षिला थारुमा हनु सक्छ र अन्य कुन ैपतन तकक्षसमकाहरूको लातग प्रयोग 
गनष योग्य िथा स्वीकायष हनुछे । यस अध्ययनले कोक्षिला थारु भािाको सिीविा उच्च छ भन्ने िथ्य दखेाउाँछ ।
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प्राक्कdथन 

कोक्षिला थारुको यस सामाक्षिक–भातिक सविेण, नेपालको भातिक सविेण (क्षलनसनु), तिभवुन तवश्वतवद्यालय, 
कीतिषपरु, नपेालसाँग संयकु्त रुपमा गररएको क्षथयो । यस सविेणको िथ्याङ्क संकलन कायष बारा, रौिहट, क्षसराहा, 
सप्तरी र मोरङ्ग क्षिल्लाहरूमा सन् २०१३ को फेब्रअुरी, माि्ष र अतप्रल मतहनाहरूमा संिालन गररएको क्षथयो । कोक्षिला 

थारुको सामाक्षिक–भातिक स्स्थतिको आधारभूि ज्ञान प्राप्त गनुष यस सविेणको उदे्दश्य क्षथयो ।  
 
धरैे मातनसहरूको सहयोगतवना यो अनसुन्धान सम्भव हनु ेक्षथएन । तिभवुन तवश्वतवद्यालयका हाम्रा सहकमीहरूको 

तनरन्िर सहयोग िथा प्रोत्साहनको लातग हामी कृिज्ञ छौ ं। हामी श्री प्रमेलाल गच्छदार, श्री सम्पिलाल िौधरी, श्री 

अतगनलाल िौधरी, श्री तियोगीनारायण िौधरी, श्री आनन्द िौधरी, श्री तदनेश िौधरी िथा श्री पथृ्वी िौधरीलाई 
धन्यवाद तदन्छौ ंिसले बहसंुख्यक कोक्षिला थारु गाउाँहरूमा सहभागीमूलक पद्धतिहरूद्वारा िथ्याङ्क संकलन गरेर 

हामीलाई तदनभुयो, िसतवना यो प्रतिवदेन अपूणष हनु ेक्षथयो । माक्षथ उल्लखे गररएका केहीका अतिररक्त, श्री शान्ि 

कुमार िौधरी िसल ेहामीलाई अनवुाद गनष, सामानहरूको बन्दोबस्ि तमलाउन िथा अनसुन्धानका अन्य पिहरूमा 

सहयोग गरेर घणटौ ंखिष गररतदनभुयो उहा ाँको उदार देनतवना तफल्डको काम पूवषको अनसुन्धान, तवक्षधहरुको 
तवकासका साथ ैतफल्डको काम न ैपतन सम्भव हनु ेक्षथएन । 
 

हाम्रो तफल्डको कामको समयमा हामीलाई आ–आफ्ना घरमा खलुा मनले आतिथ्य प्रदान गनुषहनुे धरैे धरैे 
महानभुावहरूका साथ ैहाम्रो अनसुन्धानको अवक्षधमा हामीले िोसाँग काम र अन्िरतिया गपयौ ंिी थारु िनहरूप्रति 
हामी ऋणी छौ ं। हामीलाई यस प्रतिवेदनको गािामा उहा ाँहरूको परम्परागि थारु पोशाकको िस्स्बर प्रयोग गनष 
अनमुति तदनभुएकोमा हाम्रा िमिोकीका साथीहरूलाई तवशिे धन्यवाद तदन्छौ ं। 
 
हामीलाई आशा छ तक यो प्रतिवेदन कोक्षिला थारु समदुायकाहरूका लातग भािा तवकासलाई तनरन्िरिा तदने 

कामका लातग उपयोगी हनुछे । यस प्रतिवदेनमा भएका कुराहरू सम्बन्धी तटका–तटपपणी र सझुावहरू हामी सहिष 
स्वीकार गनछेौ ं। 
 
सेपटेम्बर २०१३ 
 

स्टेफनी आर. आइकन् टोपफ् 

िेक्षसका आर. तमिले 
 
काठमाडौ,ं नेपाल 
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1 Introduction 

The purpose of this survey is to assist in providing a sociolinguistic profile for Kochila Tharu 
through identifying major varieties, investigating intelligibility between those varieties, 
assessing the attitudes of the varieties toward one another, and determining the vitality 
level of the language. This research hopes to inform future language-based development 
activities, should the Kochila Tharu communities wish to pursue them. 

The meaning of the term Tharu should be clarified at the beginning of this report. In 
published articles and books, the term Tharu sometimes refers to all types of Tharu people 
living along the Nepal-India border, including Chitwan Tharu, Rana Tharu, Dangaura 
Tharu, Kochila Tharu, etc… However, sometimes the term refers to a specific Tharu group, 
such as Kochila Tharu. For the purposes of this report, the term Tharu will be used only 
when discussing all Tharu people groups within the Nepal Tarai as a whole. This report is 
not addressing Tharu people located in India and therefore they will be excluded from the 
term Tharu in this report. 

1.1 Geography 

Nepal is divided into 14 administrative zones and subdivided into 75 districts. The districts 
where Kochila Tharu people live are shown in Map 1, and from west to east are Bara, 
Rautahat, Sarlahi, Mahottari, Dhanusa, Siraha, Udayapur, Saptari, Sunsari, Morang and 
Jhapa. Excluding Udayapur district, all lie on the Nepal-India border. 
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Map 1: Map of Nepal1 

 
1.2 The Tharu Peoples 

The Tharu ethnic identity is comprised of many separate groups that vary in culture and 
language. Politically, the term Tharu refers to a large minority group that spans the entire 
Tarai. In actuality, there are many ethnic and language groups under the umbrella term 
Tharu. “Outsiders generally view the Tharu as one homogeneous group… The Tharu, 
however, recognize many different subgroups distinguished by clan, region, cultural 
differences, and language” (Webster, 1993: 4). “Among the more recognized groups are the 
Rana, Dangaura, Kochila/Morangia, Chitwania, and Kathariya” (Boehm, 1997: 19). Many of 
these Tharu groups recognize differences within their own group based on cultural 
uniqueness. The 2011 Nepal census reports Tharu as the fourth most populous ethnic group 
with 1,737,470 reported Tharu people. This number, however, does not account for 
individual ethnic varieties of Tharu. This survey focuses specifically on Kochila Tharu 
speakers. 

                                              
 
 
1 Ultimate Treks Nepal Pvt. Ltd. 
http://www.ultimatetreksnepal.com/page.php?title=General-Information. Circle added for 
the purposes of this report. 

http://www.ultimatetreksnepal.com/page.php?title=General-Information
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1.2.1 History 

Little research has been published regarding the history of the Kochila Tharu. On this topic, 
van Driem says, “The Kosila Tharu of the eastern Terai were historically under influence of 
the Brahminical and Vaisnava culture of the Mithila kingdom” (2001: 1167). Regarding the 
ethnonym of their language name, Krauskopff says, “The ethnonym Koshila or Kuchila 
could be related to the name of the river Koshi on the bank of which they used to live” 
(1995: 190). He goes on to say that it can presumed “that people called Tharu have been 
living in the eastern Terai for at least a millennium” (1995: 190, 191). 

1.2.2 Culture 

Kochila Tharu culture is unique from that of their other Tharu neighbors. Boehm says they 
are distinguishable by dress, customs, and language (1997: 19). Krauskopff agrees by 
saying, “…Published and unpublished studies show a striking diversity from one group to 
another, in social organisation, rituals and religious practices, village and domestic 
organisation, mythology and festivals” (1995: 191, 192).  

While on fieldwork in the Kochila Tharu areas, we noticed some differences in housing and 
clothing types. The scope of our research did not allow for investigation into the details of 
these differences. However, it should be noted that slight variations in these cultural 
markers may be an indication of historical differences between different groups within 
Kochila Tharu. 

Regarding religious practices, Tharu people are mostly animistic, however many claim to be 
Hindu (Boehm 1997: 27). “Most Tharu practice an indigenous form of animism, in which 
shamanism, ancestor worship and tattooing play pivotal roles. This older religion has been 
overlaid with a veneer of Buddhism and has been influenced by Hinduism” (van Driem 
2001: 1167). Similar to culture, differing religious practices are found between the different 
Tharu groups. “…Ritual organisation (specifically, priesthood) also differs greatly from one 
group to another and even from one sub-group to another. Another striking example is the 
impact of the Hindu festival calendar: for the Dangauras, Dasai is the main festival, for the 
Ranas, it is Holi (Dasai is not really celebrated) and for the Koshila, it is the new year of 
Baisakh called Siruwa Pavan or Jur Sittal (Dasai is also not really important)” (Krauskopff 
1995: 192). While differences between groups is clear to the Tharus themselves, little has 
been published describing these differences. Two of the most influential and most well-
known organizations working for the Tharu people is the Tharu Welfare Society (Tharu 
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Kalyankarini Sabha) and the Backward Society Education (BASE). These NGOs are not 
exclusively Kochila Tharu organizations, but rather aim to serve all Tharu people. 
According to Krauskopff, “The Tharu Welfare Society was founded in 1949, an early date 
for an ethnic association in Nepal. Today it is the representative body of the Tharu in the 
Nepal Federation of Nationalities (Nepal Janajati Mahasangh)” (2007: 200). 

1.3 Language 

Kochila Tharu communities are not found in isolation, but live in districts intermixed with 
speakers of other languages. “In contrast with western Terai where the Tharus are the only 
and dominant ethnic minority, the eastern – especially the far eastern – Terai is inhabited 
by several ethnic groups with very different linguistic affiliation” (Krauskopff 1995: 190). 
Map 2 shows where Kochila Tharu speakers and speakers of other languages are located. 

Map 2: Kochila Tharu and neighboring languages2 

 
Kochila Tharu [thq] is classified as Indo-European, Indo-Iranian, Indo-Aryan, Eastern zone, 
Unclassified. The 2011 Nepal Census reports Tharu as the fourth most spoken language in 
Nepal (1,529,875) though this figure includes all Tharu varieties. 

Kochila speakers live among Nepali [nep] and Maithili [mai] speakers. Many Tharus living 
in Maithili areas claim to be ethnically Tharu but speak Maithili (Boehm, E., p.c. 2010). In 

                                              
 
 
2 2011 SIL International 
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our research, we encountered many informants that identified their mother tongue and 
caste as Maithili, when in fact it was Tharu. Upon further questioning, our informants 
seemed to be unclear about the distinction between the two. 

There are some Tharu people that claim Kochila Tharu ethnically, but call their language 
Saptariya Tharu. These people live in Siraha, Udayapur and Saptari districts (Boehm, E. p.c. 
2010). Saptariya Tharu is listed in the Ethnologue as an alternative name to Kochila Tharu. 

Kochila Tharu is currently classified on the Expanded Graded Intergenerational Disruption 
Scale (EGIDS)3 as 5, Developing (Lewis, forthcoming), meaning “The language is used for 
face-to-face communication by all generations and has effective educational support in parts 
of the community.” This report suggests that this should be reclassified at an EGIDS level of 
6a, Vigorous, meaning “The language is used for face-to-face communication by all 
generations and is being learned by children as their first language.” (This is discussed in 
Section 6). 

It is estimated that nearly all Kochila speakers are bilingual with the exception of older 
women, who are generally monolingual (Boehm. E., p.c. 2010). 

1.4 Previous Research 

There has been a considerable amount of research on the Tharu people in regards to 
economics, religion, and customs, but a fairly small amount of linguistic research has been 
published (Boehm 1997:13). In addition, much of the research done on the Tharu people 
focuses on the western Tarai varieties and excludes Kochila Tharu in the east. 

In the 1970’s, R. R. Regmi published two pieces about Kochila Tharu customs and social 
structure. These articles (‘Kosika Tharu samudaya ra tinko parivartansila saskrti’ and 
‘Kosika Tharu’) were published in Nepali and have not been translated into English. The 
majority of published linguistic research focuses on other Tharu varieties. Kelly Boehm 
(1997) has done research regarding the vitality of Tharu in her thesis Language Use and 
                                              
 
 
3 The Expanded Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale (EGIDS) is a convention used to 
classify the level of vitality held in a community or language using a 0-10 scale with 0 
representing strong vitality and 10 being extinct (Lewis, 2010). (See Appendix F for 
additional information about EGIDS). 
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Language Maintenance Among the Tharu of the Indo-Nepal Tarai. This research included two 
Kochila Tharu villages and concluded that vitality appeared to be strong at the time of her 
research.  
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2 Purpose and Goals 

This survey aims to assist LinSuN in fulfilling the objective of producing “a sociolinguistic 
profile for each of the languages of Nepal” (LinSuN Proposal 2008). The purpose of this 
survey is to obtain a basic understanding of the sociolinguistic situation of Kochila Tharu in 
Nepal. 

The goals of this survey are to: 

1. Identify the population centers and major varieties of Kochila Tharu in order to 
inform the scope of this sociolinguistic study. 

2. Investigate the intelligibility among Kochila Tharu varieties through lexical 
similarity, comprehension testing, and emic perspective (that of the speakers 
themselves). 

3. Assess the language attitudes of the major varieties of Kochila Tharu toward one 
another to better understand their willingness to share oral and written materials. 

4. Evaluate the language vitality of Kochila Tharu in each speech community. 
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3 Methodology 

3.1 Instruments 

The following instruments were administered using Nepali and/or Kochila Tharu where 
possible. Probes within each of these instruments were translated into Nepali and Kochila 
Tharu when necessary and pilot tested prior to using them in fieldwork. 

3.1.1 Wordlist comparisons 
Description and Purpose: A comparison of wordlists to estimate the degree of lexical 
similarity between the speech varieties the word lists represent. 

Procedure: Wordlists were elicited in Nepali from mother tongue Kochila Tharu speakers 
and transcribed by the researchers using the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA). A 
lexical similarity analysis was carried out on each pair of wordlists. 

Advantages:  Data collection is relatively efficient. Wordlists can provide some broad 
insights into possible dialect groupings. 

Disadvantages: Above certain levels of lexical similarity, wordlists cannot give conclusive 
evidence of intelligibility between speech varieties compared. 

3.1.2 Recorded Text Test (RTT) 
Description and Purpose: Subjects listened to recorded stories, with comprehension 
questions within the stories. After the subject had listened to a story, questions regarding 
language attitudes and self-reported intelligibility were asked. 

Procedure: A narrative story was collected from a native Kochila Tharu speaker. It was then 
played for people in other Kochila communities, who were not told the story’s place of 
origin. As subjects listened to the story, they answered comprehension questions (recorded 
in their own dialect) about the story. After listening to the story, subjects then answered 
questions about their understanding of and opinions toward the speech variety used by the 
storyteller. The tests were first administered in the community the storyteller is from to 
ensure the speech sample was representative for that variety. This is referred to as the home 
town test (HTT). Complete procedures for RTT administration is found in Appendix B. 

Advantages: By using actual samples of selected speech varieties, an initial assessment of 
intelligibility and attitudes can be made. 
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Disadvantages: This test can be time consuming to develop. The type of RTT this survey 
used only evaluates basic understanding of narrative texts. In addition it does not measure 
reading and writing ability in the second variety.  

3.1.3 Knowledgeable Insider Interview (KII) 
Description and Purpose: A prepared interview specifically designed for someone the 
community views as the most knowledgeable regarding information about their language 
and community. This tool provides information from a reliable and knowledgeable source 
about the language. 

Procedure: Questions range from specific population estimates and locations to general 
information about vitality and other languages spoken by the community.  

Advantages: Useful for obtaining village-level facts.  

Disadvantages: Information is from only one person and therefore may be skewed to their 
particular view. The community members should lead you to the best-suited person, which, 
ideally, shows their trust in this person as the community expert on the topic of language.  

3.1.4 Informal interviews  
Description and Purpose: A prepared interview schedule guides interaction in order to 
gather information regarding specific sociolinguistic issues, while allowing freedom to 
wander from the schedule if it provides additional information relevant to the research 
questions of the survey. 

Procedure: An example of this procedure would be asking “What language do you usually 
speak with your children?” as on the planned interview schedule. If the interviewee 
responds with two or more languages, follow-up questions such as “Do you speak one of 
these languages more often than the other?” might be asked. This allows the interviews to 
focus more on patterns of language use (and their impact on language vitality and shift) 
than on other topics, such as generalized trends of multilingualism. 

Advantages: Depending on the length of the interview, the time in administration can be 
minimal, allowing for relatively large numbers of people to be interviewed. The informal 
nature of the interviews helps subjects feel comfortable and share openly, while allowing 
greater depth and providing context for their responses.  



 

11 
 

Disadvantages: Informal interviews are limited in that subjects may only report what they 
want the researcher to hear, or what they believe the researcher would like to hear. 

3.1.5 Participatory methods (PM) 

This survey used one participatory methods (PM) tool: Dialect Mapping. The purpose for 
using PM is to gain perspective from the community regarding what they see happening 
with their language. PM attempts to draw out the emic perspectives of the community. 

Dialect Mapping 

Description and Purpose: This tool creates space for discussion of emic perspectives 
regarding dialects, their geographic location and perceived levels of comprehension 
between varieties. 

Procedure: Participants were invited to describe their linguistic landscape by identifying 
locations where their language is spoken. They then identified how large they perceive the 
differences to be between their variety and the others, their level of understanding, which 
variety they use in conversation with people from other areas and which variety they 
believe to be the standard or most broadly understood. A full description of this tool is in 
Appendix E. 

Advantages: Provides a visual representation of other communities which participants 
interact with, how well they feel they understand those varieties, how their language may 
or may not be altered in these circumstances and their attitudes about other varieties.  

Disadvantages: May seem complicated or redundant, but each step contributes to a fuller 
picture of the local perception of the language situation. Emic perspectives do not always 
match linguistic reality. 

3.2 Site Selection 
Dialect Mapping was performed in Kathmandu with a group of Kochila Tharu speakers from 
various districts in order to gain an initial assessment of the districts where Kochila Tharu is 
spoken. Based on the results of these Dialect Mapping facilitations, three districts were 
chosen for testing: Bara, Siraha, and Morang. RTT stories were collected and home town 
tested in Bara and Morang districts. RTTs, wordlists, knowledgeable insider interviews, and 
informal interviews were administered in all three districts. Additional details regarding site 
selection considerations can be found in Section 4. 
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3.3 Subject Selection 

The quota sampling used in this survey was based on the four variables of gender, age, 
education, and geographic location, as these factors are known to influence language use 
and attitudes. People in these demographic groups often have varying levels of exposure to 
other languages and therefore different attitudes.  

In each test site, a minimum of 10 RTTs were administered to a sample of Kochila Tharu 
speakers stratified by gender and 12 informal interviews stratified by age and gender. The 
informal interview sample chart is shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Sample size for informal interviews in each site by age and gender 

Sample size by 
strata 

Age 
Total 

Young (15-34) Old (35+) 

Gender 
Male 3 3 6 

Female 3 3 6 
Total 6 6 12  

Within these demographic groups, we required subjects to meet four screening criteria for 
wordlists and the RTT:  

1. Subject has grown up in the village under study, lives there now and if they have 
lived elsewhere, it was not for a significant amount of recent time4. 

2. Subject has at least one parent from the target mother-tongue. 
3. Subject has at least one parent from the village under study and that parent spoke 

the mother-tongue (L1) with them. 
4. Subject speaks L1 first and best. 

The informal interview schedule required that only criteria number one and two be met in 
order for a subject to be eligible.  

                                              
 
 
4 It is difficult to define a specific time period (e.g. more than the last five years) for “a 
significant amount of recent time.” Thus, this criterion is intentionally subjective as it 
depends on how long the subject lived elsewhere and how long they have been back in the 
village relative to their age. 
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Educational background was accounted for during data collection. Due to the high levels of 
education in the data collection sites, most subjects were educated. For this analysis, literate 
persons are classified as educated, which generally corresponds with the completion of 
primary level four. Because most subjects are educated, analysis was not stratified by 
education. 
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4 Location of Speakers 

In order to appropriately address the goals of this survey (intelligibility among dialects, 
attitudes, and language vitality), we had to first identify the geographic locations of the 
major varieties of Kochila Tharu. Only after identifying the locations of the major varieties 
were we able to appropriately choose sites for administration of the research tools. 

Because little has been published on the different varieties of Kochila Tharu, the first goal of 
this survey, to identify major varieties, was foundational in accomplishing the other goals of 
this research. A Dialect Mapping facilitation provided first-hand reports of the major 
varieties, their approximate locations and populations. The six participants in this 
facilitation were from three districts: Rautahat, Sunsari, and Morang. The complete results 
from this facilitation are in Appendix E.  

Through Dialect Mapping, participants identified three major groupings, which we will 
refer to throughout this report as western, central, and eastern. These titles of western, central, 
and eastern are for the purposes of this report only. Western consisted of Parsa, Bara, 
Rautahat, and Sarlahi districts. Central contained Mahottari, Dhanusa, Siraha, Udayapur, 
and Saptari districts. Sunsari and Morang made the eastern variety. We were told that the 
Kochila Tharu spoken in Jhapa was different from the other three, but that there are 
relatively few speakers living there. Map 3 shows the districts of these reported varieties. 

Map 3: Reported varieties of Kochila Tharu 

 
Dialect Mapping participants also helped identify major population concentrations within 
these areas by noting if each district had “many,” “some,” or “few” Kochila Tharu speakers. 
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We compared these responses with the population figures from the 2001 Nepal Census5 of 
Tharu speakers by district. Figure 2 shows the population estimate of the participants as 
well as the population figures from the census. 

Figure 2: Reported (PM) and Census populations of Kochila Tharu speakers by district 

District Population Census Population 
Sunsari Many 97,630 

Saptari Some 95,882 

Morang Many 61,232 

Bara Many 40,059 

Udayapur Few 21,004 

Siraha Some 17,951 

Rautahat Many 13,434 

Sarlahi Some 7,809 

Jhapa Few 5,684 

Parsa Many 3,430 

Mahottari Some 2,461 

Dhanusa Few 109  
After comparing the data, one district from each of the identified speech varieties was 
chosen based upon the Kochila Tharu population and availability of contacts in those 
districts. The three districts chosen for testing were Bara, Siraha, and Morang.  

Due to the large area spanned by this survey, it was decided that research done in any one 
variety area (western, central, or eastern) would be grouped together. Meaning, testing 
done in one district within the identified three varieties would be assumed to represent 
attitudes and intelligibility of the other districts of that variety. For example, Bara and 
Rautahat would be considered the same variety. Similarly, research in both Sunsari and 
Morang districts would be grouped as eastern. 

                                              
 
 
5 This type of data is not yet available in the 2011 Census stratified by district. Therefore, 
this data is from the 2001 Census. 
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5 Intelligibility 

The second goal of this research was to investigate intelligibility among Kochila Tharu 
varieties. Intelligibility was examined through the use of Dialect Mapping facilitations, 
wordlist comparison, recorded text testing, and post-RTT questions. This data confirms that 
the western, central, and eastern varieties are in fact varieties of Kochila Tharu and not 
separate languages. Intelligibility between varieties could be high enough for sharing 
language-based materials, although extensibility testing during material development is 
recommended. This chapter is divided into sections that discuss the results for each tool. 

5.1 Dialect Mapping Results 

Dialect Mapping was facilitated by researchers in 16 villages throughout the Kochila Tharu 
area. These facilitations led to a basic understanding of how well those Kochila Tharu 
speakers believe they understand speakers of Kochila Tharu from other areas. (A description 
of the procedures for Dialect Mapping as well as complete results are available in Appendix 
E).  

Some generalizations can be made based on the data reported by those Kochila Tharu 
speakers that participated in the facilitations. First is the affirmation that the districts 
between Parsa and Jhapa, including Udayapur, is seen as one language, though variation 
was reported within the one language. Secondly, participants understand the districts lying 
closest to their own district; the farther away the district, the less they understand.  

5.2 Lexical Similarity 

Lexical similarity is a measure of the relative similarity of a sample of words from two 
speech varieties. Similarity percentages are determined by calculating the percentage of 
words in one speech variety that are pronounced the same or similar to the words in 
another speech variety. Specifically, this survey used the comparison method outlined in 
Blair (1990: 31-32), further explained in Appendix A. According to Blair, it is common 
practice that lexical similarity percentages below 60% indicate that the compared lists 
represent different languages. Lexical similarity above 60% requires intelligibility testing to 
confirm if the varieties are dialects of the same language or if they are different languages.  

Lexical similarity comparisons further confirms the differentiation between Kochila Tharu 
and other Tharu languages. Wordlists collected in October 2011 in Dangaura Tharu and its 
closely related varieties of Deukhuri, Desauriya, and Malhoriya, as well as Kathoriya Tharu 
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were compared to this survey’s 268-item wordlists. Similarity percentages were all below 
the generally accepted cutoff of 60%, showing the significant difference between the 
languages. (The full lexical similarity percentages matrix is in Appendix A). The lexical 
similarity percentages among the three Kochila Tharu varieties of this survey are displayed 
in Figure 3. 

Figure 3: Lexical similarity percentages matrix 

Central 
(Siraha)   

73% Western 
(Bara)  

70% 65% Eastern 
(Morang)  

Figure 3 shows that the lexical similarity percentages vary from 65% to 73%. No 
comparison falls below the cutoff (60%) where they would be considered separate 
languages. Lexical similarity follows a geographic pattern of the central variety having 
similar results for the eastern and western varieties, while the similarity percentage 
between the eastern and western varieties is slightly lower. “If the results of a word list 
comparison show greater than sixty percent similarity between two speech varieties, dialect 
intelligibility testing must be done” in order to determine the amount of intelligibility 
between varieties (Blair: 24). 

Lexical similarity comparisons show that the western, central and eastern varieties of 
Kochila Tharu are varieties of one language and not independent languages from one 
another. 

5.3 Intelligibility Testing Results 

Recorded Text Testing (RTT) was used to evaluate comprehension between the varieties of 
Kochila Tharu. One RTT was developed in the eastern variety (Morang district) and one in 
the western variety (Bara and Rautahat districts). Further description of the testing 
procedure can be found in Appendix B. Figure 4 displays the results of the intelligibility 
tests. The gray sections display the results of the hometown test (HTT), whereas the others 
are RTT results. 
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Figure 4: RTT results 

  Test Location 
Story  Western Central Eastern 

Western 
(Bara/Rautahat) 

Avg 
% 86%6 64% 67% 

SD 7.5 19.0 16.2 
n= 15 10 13 

Eastern 
(Morang) 

Avg 
% 65% 65% 90% 

SD 15.1 15.8 11.1 
n= 10 10 14  

In order to interpret RTT results properly, three pieces of information are necessary. The 
first is average percentage (shown as Avg % in Figure 4), which is the mean or average of 
all subjects’ individual scores on a particular story at a particular test site. Another 
important piece of information is a measure of how much individual scores vary from the 
community average, which is knows as standard deviation (shown as SD in Figure 4). The 
third important component of the data is the size of the sample of people tested on each 
story (shown as n= in Figure 4). 

Blair (1990: 25) has written about the relationship between test scores and their standard 
deviation, as seen in Figure 5. 

                                              
 
 
6 HTT scores as close to 100% as possible are ideal with a cutoff of 90%. The HTT scores on 
these stories were lower than desired. We found that many subjects had difficulty 
understanding testing procedures, which lowered the average score. Despite this, we used 
the test and believe the information is still accurate and useful. A more complete 
description of HTT principles is found in Appendix B. 
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Figure 5: Relationship between test averages and standard deviation 

  Standard Deviation 
  High Low 

Average 
Score 

High 
Situation 1 

Many people understand the 
story well, but some have 

difficulty. 

Situation 2 
Most people understand the 

story. 

Low 
Situation 3 

Many people cannot 
understand the story, but a few 

are able to answer correctly. 

Situation 4 
Few people are able to 
understand the story. 

 
In general, average RTT scores of around 80 percent or higher with accompanying low 
standard deviations (usually ten and below; high standard deviations are about 15 and 
above) are taken to indicate that the subjects from the test point display adequate 
comprehension of the variety represented by the recording. However, RTT average scores 
lower than 60 percent are interpreted to indicate inadequate comprehension.  

When the western RTT was administered to Kochila Tharu speakers in Morang (east), the 
average score was 67%. The standard deviation was 16.2. When administered in Siraha 
(central), the average score was 64% with a high standard deviation of 19.07. These results, 
as seen in Figure 5, show low average scores with high standard deviation, which means 
that many people cannot understand the story, but a few are able to answer correctly. There 
is no apparent correlation between RTT scores and the factor of gender. 

The scores for the eastern RTT were similar to the western RTT. When administered in the 
western and central varieties, both locations scored an average of 65% with high standard 
deviations of 15.1 (western) and 15.8 (central). This shows, like the testing on the western 
RTT, that many people cannot understand the story, but a few are able to answer correctly. 
Again, the factor of gender does not appear to correlate with RTT scores, although women 

                                              
 
 
7 One subject from the central variety (C3S08) scored considerably lower than the other 
respondents; their score was 18% whereas the next lowest score was 55%. Due to the 
abnormally low score of this individual, concerns were raised as to if there were distractions 
or confusion during test taking. If this informant is removed from the sample, the average 
score moves from 67% to 70% and the standard deviation lowers from 16.2 to 10.1. This 
does not significantly change the results of the test. 
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tended to score slightly higher than men in both test locations (72% average score for 
women versus 58% for men in both locations). 

Overall, RTT scores suggest that the test takers had a difficult time understanding the 
stories they heard. This data shows that intelligibility of the eastern variety is very similar 
to the intelligibility of the western variety. 

5.4 Post-RTT Questions 

Post-RTT questions were used to corroborate participants' understanding of the RTTs. After 
each RTT we asked “How much of the story did you understand?” Four response options 
were provided: All, most, half, and less than half.  

Following the eastern RTT, in both western and central locations, the majority of 
respondents felt they understood all or most of the story (shown in Figure 6). Only two 
respondents in each location answered differently.  

Figure 6: Self-reported intelligibility after hearing eastern RTT 

 Variety 
 Western Central 

n= 11 12 
All 36% 42% 

Most 45% 42% 
Half - 17% 

Less than Half 9% - 
Other 9% -  

Following the western RTT, most respondents from the central area felt they understood all 
of the story (62%) while the majority of respondents from the east felt they understood 
most of the story (69%).  

Self-reported intelligibility suggests that all varieties understand the eastern and western 
varieties most of the time. 

5.5 Intelligibility Summary 

Dialect Mapping facilitations and lexical similarity comparisons show that the western, 
central and eastern varieties are in fact varieties and not independent languages from one 
another. RTT scores on both tests (eastern and western) show that many people cannot 
understand the story, but a few are able to answer correctly and that intelligibility of 
eastern and western varieties are similar. Despite relatively low RTT scores, self-reported 
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intelligibility shows that all varieties understand the eastern and western varieties most of 
the time. This suggests that respondents feel they understand more than test results show. 
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6 Attitudes 

Assessing the language attitudes between people representing these Kochila Tharu varieties 
is an important aspect of this sociolinguistic research. Understanding how Kochila Tharu 
people in the various areas view themselves and others provides a guide for how to assist 
with any future language-based projects. In order to assess attitudes, we used post-RTT 
questions and various questions on the informal interview. 

6.1 Post-RTT Questions 

After informants listened to the western and eastern stories, they were asked if they thought 
the way the speaker spoke Tharu was pure or not. Responses are shown in Figure 7 (HTT 
results shown in grey). 

Figure 7: Positive responses to if RTT stories contained “pure” Kochila Tharu 

  Variety 
Story  Western Central Eastern 

Western n= 17 13 16 
Yes 88% 77% 13% 

Eastern n= 11 12 15 
Yes 9% 58% 100%  

For both the eastern RTT when played in the west and the western RTT when played in the 
east, the majority of respondents felt the Kochila Tharu speech sample was not pure. 
However, in the central location, the majority of respondents reported that the speech 
samples were pure Kochila Tharu; 77% of respondents said the western speech sample was 
pure and 58% reported the eastern speech sample as pure. This suggests that the central 
variety views both the western and eastern as pure most of the time. It also shows that the 
central variety views the western variety as more pure than the eastern variety for these 
speech samples. 

After each RTT we also asked, “Is the speech in the story the same, a little different, or very 
different from the language here?” The majority of respondents identified other varieties as 
“a little different” from their own. The exception to this were the respondents in the west 
after listening to the eastern RTT story who reported the variety as “very different” (45%) 
followed by “a little different” (27%). Very few respondents reported that the speech 
varieties they heard from other locations was the “same” as their own. The highest average 
for respondents reporting “same” were central informants after listening to the western 
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speech sample (38%). This data suggests that speakers from the central variety feel the 
western variety is more similar than the eastern variety. 

The post-RTT data suggests that the eastern and western varieties recognize differences in 
their way of speaking Kochila Tharu. It also suggests that the central variety may see their 
variety as more similar to the western variety. 

6.2 Contact and Attitudes  

Informal interviews were used to inquire about contact and attitudes between the eastern, 
central, and western varieties. Informants were first asked if they had ever spoken to 
Kochila Tharu speakers from the other varieties. Figure 8 shows the extent informants 
reported interacting with speakers of other varieties.  

Figure 8: Reported contact between speakers of various Kochila Tharu varieties 

Respondents who reported contact with Kochila Tharu 
speakers from… 

Bara/Rautahat (western) 8/29 
Siraha (central) 14/31 

Morang (eastern) 9/29  
The responses indicated that contact between speakers of the different varieties is low 
(30/89). Because of low interaction between the different varieties, Figure 8 is not stratified 
by test location. Of the total 30 respondents who had interacted to some extent with 
speakers from other varieties, only 6 were female. Those 30 respondents were also asked if 
their own speech is the same, a little different, or very different from the speakers of the 
varieties they encountered. Results of this second question are shown in Figure 9. 

Figure 9: Responses regarding degree of difference between varieties 

 Is the way people speak who are from ….. the same, 
a little different, or very different from people here? 

 Bara/Rautahat 
(western) 

Siraha 
(central) 

Morang 
(eastern) 

n= 8 14 9 
Little different 13% 50% 78% 
Very different 88% 43% 11% 

Other - 7% 11%  
It is important to note that no correlation was found between the test site of the 
respondents and their responses to this question. That is why the demographic of test 
location is not included in Figure 9.  
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There are several noteworthy things from Figure 9. The first is that the response “same” is 
not included in the chart. This is because no respondents reported that the speakers they 
encountered spoke the same as them. Secondly, the majority of people from the central and 
eastern areas reported that the western variety is very different from their own. And the 
majority of the western and central areas reported the eastern variety as a little different. 
This data is opposite from that found through intelligibility testing and self-reported 
intelligibility. Lastly, opinions toward the central variety are split between little different 
and very different.  

The last question these 30 informants answered was how the other speakers’ Kochila Tharu 
made them feel. No respondents reported negative attitudes, suggesting no negative 
attitudes are held toward any of the varieties. 

Overall, little contact was reported between speakers of the different varieties. Of those who 
have interacted with speakers of other varieties, differences in their speech were reported. 
The western variety was reported as the most different. Despite differences, no one 
interviewed expressed negative attitudes toward the other varieties. 

6.3 Attitudes Summary 

Post-RTT data shows that the eastern and western varieties recognize differences in their 
way of speaking. Contact appears to be low between the different speakers of varieties of 
Kochila Tharu. When interaction has occurred between speakers of the different varieties, 
differences in their way of speaking are reported, however, negative attitudes were not 
reported. There is conflicting data making it difficult to determine if speakers in the central 
variety identify more closely with the eastern or western variety of Kochila Tharu. 
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7 Language Vitality 

The language vitality of Kochila Tharu appears to be high. The majority of informal 
interview respondents (91%) reported that they speak Kochila Tharu best. This, combined 
with the factors of domains of language use, intergenerational transfer, the extent the 
language is used for reading and writing, contextual factors, and the communities’ desires 
for language-based development, suggests high language vitality for these communities and 
an EGIDS level of 6a: Vigorous. As mentioned in section 1.3, the current EGIDS classification 
is 5: Developing, meaning “The language is used for face-to-face communication by all 
generations and has effective educational support in parts of the community.” However, 
because Kochila Tharu does not have educational support, this report recommends a 
reclassification to an EGIDS level of 6a: Vigorous, meaning “The language is used for face-to-
face communication by all generations and is being learned by children as their first 
language.” 

7.1 Domains of Language Use 

Language use in the domain of the home is one of the most significant factors in language 
vitality. Children learning and using the mother tongue at home is an indicator of strong 
language vitality. The use of Kochila Tharu in the home is high among all generations in the 
communities visited during this research. The majority of respondents (above 92%) 
reported that they use Kochila Tharu with their grandparents, parents, spouse (if married), 
and children in their own home. This shows very strong use of the mother tongue in the 
home domain within all generations. 

Within the domain of education, village leaders reported that children speak Kochila Tharu 
(or their own mother tongue) with other children, while in school. This is in contrast to the 
language used by the teachers for instruction, which is primarily Nepali. Although Nepali is 
used for instruction, explanations are sometimes given to the children in Kochila Tharu for 
easier understanding. In one school we visited in Morang district, we were told that non-
Tharu teachers occasionally need assistance from Kochila Tharu speaking teachers to 
explain things. The ethnic make-up of teachers in all the areas we visited was mixed. While 
the language of education is Nepali, the fact that children do not speak Nepali before 
arriving at school suggests high vitality for Kochila Tharu. 

Another important domain of language use is village events, such as weddings and 
meetings. Village leaders in each of the varieties were asked what language is usually used 
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for these events in their village. Regarding weddings, three of the four leaders said that 
their village uses Kochila Tharu for weddings. The other said that they use Nepali, Kochila 
Tharu, and Sanskrit for weddings. When asked about village meetings, these leaders said 
they usually use Kochila Tharu, although one of the four leaders said they use Nepali and 
Kochila Tharu equally. This further indicates high vitality in the communities.  

Religion is another domain of language use. The majority of individual interview 
respondents (76%) reported that they use Kochila Tharu for puja (worship) in their own 
home. Other languages reportedly used for puja were Nepali (13%), Sanskrit (7%), and 
Hindi (2%).  

Overall, the use of Kochila Tharu appears to be high in most domains. 

7.2 Intergenerational Transfer 

An important aspect of language vitality is the extent to which the mother tongue is being 
passed to the next generation, known as intergenerational transfer. 

The Kochila Tharu communities of this survey appear to have a high degree of 
intergenerational transfer from parents to children. Informal interview respondents were 
asked what language they hear children in the village using with other children. Figure 10 
shows the answers to this question stratified by location. 

Figure 10: Reported language use among children 

 When you are in the village, what language do you hear 
children speaking when… 

 n= Playing with other Kochila 
Tharu children? 

Playing with children from 
other castes? 

Western 15 100% 80% 
Central 13 100% 77% 
Eastern 17 100% 47%  

All respondents (45/45) reported that in the village they hear children using Kochila Tharu 
when playing with other Kochila Tharu children. This shows high intergenerational 
transfer. When playing with children of other castes, respondents reported varying data. In 
the western and central locations, the majority of informants reported that they hear 
children using Kochila Tharu. However, in the east, they reported Kochila Tharu (47%), and 
Nepali (53%).  

Observations in each location confirm the reported frequent use of Kochila Tharu by 
children. 
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Intergenerational transfer appears to be high within the communities visited during this 
fieldwork. Contact with other languages does not appear to effect the ability of children to 
learn Kochila Tharu.  

7.3 Extent of Reading and Writing 

As mentioned in Section 7.1, Nepali is the medium of instruction for schools in Kochila 
Tharu areas. No village leaders that we interviewed have heard of schools using Kochila 
Tharu textbooks. There are some Kochila Tharu publications, including Holi Pariwar 
magazine (Morang) and Chirka magazine (Siraha). We also encountered several people 
during fieldwork that have printed and published poems in Kochila Tharu.  

Of the 39 informal interview respondents that can read and write, 21 (54%) reported that 
they can read and write in Kochila Tharu. Kochila Tharu shares a script with Nepali and 
Hindi, and therefore it is difficult to determine the extent to which informants are able to 
read and write in Kochila Tharu versus Nepali or Hindi. This was found to be beyond the 
scope of this research. 

There are some materials available in Kochila Tharu, but the language is not used formally 
in educational structures or taught on a wide-scale basis. 

7.4 Contextual Factors 

It is common that people from many different language and ethnic groups live among the 
Kochila Tharu communities. This was the case in the villages we visited. However, although 
other castes were present in the communities, based on interviews with village leaders and 
observations, the vast majority of these communities were primarily Kochila Tharu in ethnic 
make-up. The location of each village effects the amount of ethnic mixing in the 
community. For example, the village of Jamtoki in Morang district is located only a few 
kilometers from the large city of Biratnagar. Approximately half the village is said to be 
Kochila Tharu and half the village is comprised of other castes. This is a much higher mix of 
castes than other villages located away from cities.  

7.5 Desires for Development 

Informal interviews were used to gain a better understanding of the communities' desires 
for language-based development. 

Ninety-one percent of informal interview respondents (42/46) said that they think children 
in their village should learn to speak Kochila Tharu first. Those respondents were then 
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asked why Tharu should be spoken first. The most frequent responses included that it is 
their own language and culture and it is what parents know and villagers use. Other 
responses included teaching Kochila Tharu because it is easiest, it is tradition, and that 
Nepali can be taught in schools after the children already know Kochila Tharu. These 
responses suggest that people in the communities we visited expect their language to 
continue being spoken and their desire is that children continue to learn Kochila Tharu as 
their mother tongue.  

7.6 Language Vitality Summary 

Kochila Tharu appears to be the primary language used for all oral communication in the 
communities we visited. The only exception to this is educational instruction, which is 
generally in Nepali. Children are learning Kochila Tharu within these communities. The 
communities we visited expressed a desire to continue using Kochila Tharu as the first 
language for children in their villages. There is currently no educational system for teaching 
how to read and write Kochila Tharu. However, there are some people within the 
communities that have published written materials. Therefore, an EGIDS level of 6a: 
Vigorous should be assigned to Kochila Tharu, meaning “The language is used for face-to-
face communication by all generations and is being learned by children as their first 
language.” 
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8 Summary of Findings and Implications for Language-based 
Development 

This section will specify how the findings of this research can inform and guide the 
community as they pursue language-based development.  

8.1 Location of Speakers 

Three major varieties of Kochila Tharu were identified through this research and have been 
geographically identified as western, central, and eastern. 

8.2 Intelligibility 

Based on Dialect Mapping facilitations, lexical similarity comparisons, RTT results, and 
informal interview responses, we conclude that:  

 The Tharu spoken between the districts of Parsa and Jhapa, including Udayapur, are 
varieties of the same language: Kochila Tharu. 

 RTT scores show that intelligibility of the eastern variety is very similar to the 
intelligibility of the western variety. 

 RTT scores suggest many people cannot understand the test stories. 
 Participants felt they understood more than results of the RTT showed. 

This suggests that the eastern and western variety would be comparably intelligible by the 
other varieties, making either suitable for language-based development. However, these 
scores highlight the importance of extensibility testing during language development 
activities. 

8.3 Attitudes 

Responses to informal interview questions and post-RTT questions show the following:  

 The eastern and western varieties recognize significant differences in their way of 
speaking Kochila Tharu. 

 Data is conflicting as to if the central variety identifies more closely with the western or 
eastern variety’s way of speaking.  

 Contact between the Kochila Tharu areas included in this research is low.  
 No respondents expressed negative attitudes toward other varieties of Kochila Tharu.  

Even though Kochila Tharu speakers recognize differences in other varieties, no negative 
attitudes were expressed suggesting that any variety could be acceptable for language-based 
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development. Conflicting data regarding if the central variety speaks more similarly to the 
western or the eastern may indicate that dialect differences are not very pronounced. 

8.4 Language Vitality 

Informal interviews and observation reveal that the mother tongue is the primary language 
used for oral communication in all the communities visited. Therefore, this research 
suggests the appropriate EGIDS level for Kochila Tharu is 6a, Vigorous, meaning “The 
language is used for face-to-face communication by all generations and is being learned by 
children as their first language.” There are a variety of activities which are appropriate for a 
community at an EGIDS level of 6a that desires language-based development. Because 
vitality was uniformly high across the areas we surveyed, we suggest these activities be 
done across the entire Kochila Tharu area. Where language-based development is desired, 
fundamental literacy development would be an appropriate place to begin. The 
development of a practical orthography combined with development of literacy acquisition 
materials is recommended.  

8.5 Overall Recommendations 

As a result of the research in Kochila Tharu communities, we conclude that the Kochila 
Tharu communities are ready and eager to engage in language-development activities. 
Based on intelligibility testing and language attitude results, it appears as though the entire 
Kochila Tharu area could share development materials. It is not readily evident that one 
geographic area or district would be more advantageous over another for language-based 
development. The recommendation of this report is that one variety be chosen for language-
based development and then tested for extensibility into the other varieties. This is because 
lexical similarity percentages and intelligibility testing results show that, although materials 
may be accepted by all varieties, the varieties may be too distinct from one another for 
combined use in language development. If collaboration between all varieties during 
language-based development products occurs, it is possible that the speakers of those 
varieties will not see the product as their own and reject materials.  

Although this report recommends products be completed in one variety, participation and 
communication between all varieties, when possible, is valuable. This is particularly 
important during product testing and distribution. 
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८.अनसुन्धानबाट प्राप्त कुराहरूको साराांश तथा भाषामा आधाररत विकासका लावि 
सझुािहरू8 
यस खणडल ेसमदुायलाई उनीहरूल ेभािामा आधाररि तवकासलाई तनरन्िरिा तद ाँदा यस अनसुन्धानबाट 
प्राप्त कुराल ेकसरी िानकारी तदन र अगवुाइ गनष सक्छ भन्न ेकुरा स्पष्ट पाछष  । 
८.१ भाषा बोल्नहेरूको स्थान 
यस अनसुन्धानद्वारा िीन प्रमखु तकक्षसमका कोक्षिला थारुका तवतवधिाहरू पतहिान गररएका छन् र 
भौगोक्षलक रुपमा पतहिान गररएका पक्षिमी ( पसाष, बारा, रौिहट, र सलाषही क्षिल्लाहरु), मध्य (महोिरी, 
धनिुा, क्षसराहा, उदयपरु र सप्तरी क्षिल्लाहरू) र पूवी ( सनुसरी र मोरङ् क्षिल्लाहरु ) हन्ु । 
८.२ बोधिम्यता 
स्थान तवशिेको भािाको नक्शाङ्कन प्रतिया, शब्दसूक्षिहरूको िलुना कायष, कथा बझु्न ेिमिा परीिण र 
अनौपिाररक अन्िवाषिाषका िवाफहरूको आधारमा हामी तनम्न तनस्किषमा पगु्यौ:ं 
 उदयपरुसमिे पसाष र झापा क्षिल्लाहरु बीिमा बोक्षलन ेथारु भािा एउट ैतकक्षसमको भािा होोः कोक्षिला 

थारु । 
 कथा परीिणको प्राप्ताङ्कल ेपूवषको तकक्षसमको भािाको र पक्षिमको तकक्षसमको भािाको वोधगम्यिा 

धरैे समान (उस्ि)ै दखेाउाँछ । 
 कथाको परीिणको प्राप्ताङ्कल ेपरीिागि कथारू धरैे मातनसहरूल ेबझु्न सक्दनैन् भन्न ेदखेाउाँछ । 
 सहभागीहरूल ेउनीहरूको कथाको परीिणको प्राप्ताङ्कमा दखेाइएको भन्दा धरैे बझु्न सक्न ेकुरा 

बिाएका छन् । 
यसबाट यो बकु्षझन्छ तक पूवी र पक्षिमी तकक्षसमहरू िलुनात्मकरुपमा अन्य तकक्षसमकाहरूद्वारा वोधगम्य 
हनु्छन् र भािामा आधाररि तवकासका लातग िनु ैपतन उपयकु्त हनु्छन् । ि ेहोस्, यी प्राप्ताङ्कहरूल ेभािा 
तवकासको तियाकलापहरू हुाँदा तवस्ििृिा परीिणको महत्वमा िोड तदन्छ । 
८.३ मनोिवृिहरु 
अनौपिाररक अन्िवाषिाषका प्रश्नहरू र पक्षछका परीिागि कथाका प्रश्नहरूका िवाफहरूल ेतनम्न 
कुराहरू दखेाउाँछन्ोः 
 पूवषको र पक्षिमको तकक्षसमको कोक्षिला थारु बोल्न ेिररकाहरूमा स्पष्ट तभन्निाहरू भएको मातनन्छ । 
 बीिको तकक्षसमको बोल्न ेिररका, पक्षिमको तकक्षसमको बोल्न ेिररका तक पूवषको तकक्षसमको बोल्न े

िररकाक्षसि बढी नक्षिक छ भन्न ेबारेमा िथ्याङ्क बाक्षझन्छ । 
 यस अनसुन्धानमा समावशे गररएका कोक्षिला थारु ििेहरू बीिमा सम्पकष  कम छ । 
 कोक्षिला थारु बोल्नहेरूलाई सोक्षधएको प्रश्नको िवाफमा कुन ैतकक्षसमको बोली बोल्नले ेपतन अको 

तकक्षसमको बोली बोल्न ेबारे नकारात्मक मनोवतृि प्रकट गरेनन् । 

                                              
 
 
8 All Nepali translations in this report were translated by Krishna Rana. 
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यद्यतप कोक्षिला थारु बोल्नहेरुल ेअरु तकक्षसमका बोलीहरूमा तभन्निा थाहा पाउाँछन्, भािामा आधाररि 
तवकासका लातग कुन ैएउटा तकक्षसमको भािालाई िोकेर त्यही न ैतकक्षसमको बोली स्वीकायष हनु्छ भनरे 
अन्य कुन ैपतन तकक्षसमको बोली बारे नकारात्मक मनोवतृि प्रकट गरेका छैनन् । बीिको तकक्षसमको बोली 
पक्षिमको तकक्षसमकोक्षसि तक पूवषको तकक्षसमकोक्षसि नक्षिक छ भन्न ेबारेमा बाक्षझएको िथ्याङ्कल ेस्थान 
तवशिेको भािाको तभन्निाल ेत्यति धरैे महत्व राख्दनै भन्न ेसंकेि तदन सक्छ ।  
८.४ भाषाको सजीिता 
अनौपिाररक अन्िवाषिाष र अध्ययन गदाष सब ैभ्रमण गररएका समदुायहरूमा मौक्षखक संिारका लातग  
प्रयोग गन ेप्रयखु भािा उनीहरूको मािभृािा न ैहो भन्न ेदके्षखन्छ । अिोः यस अनसुन्धानल ेकोक्षिला 
थारुको उपयकु्त प्रयोग स्िर सशक्त छ भन्न ेदखेाउाँछ, अथाषि “यो भािा सब ैपसु्िाकाहरूद्वारा प्रत्यिरुपमा 
संिार गनषका लातग प्रयोग गररन्छ र बालबाक्षलकाद्वारा उनीहरूको पतहलो भािाको रुपमा क्षसक्द ैआएका 
छन् ।” हामील ेसविेण गरेका सम्पूणष ििेभरर भािाको सिीविा एकैरुपल ेउच्च भएको हुाँदा, भािामा 
आधाररि तवकास गतितवक्षधहरू सारा कोक्षिला थारु ििेभरर संिालन गररयोस् भन्न ेहाम्रो सझुाव छ । 
भािामा आधाररि तवकास अपिेा गररएको ठाउाँमा, आधारभूि सािरिा तवकास शरुु गनष उपयकु्त ठाउाँ  
हनुछे । सािरिा क्षसक्न ेर ब्यावहाररक तहज्ि ेक्षसक्न ेसामग्रीहरूको संयकु्त रुपमा तवकास गनष क्षसफाररश 
गररन्छ । 
८.५ समग्रमा शशफाररस 
कोक्षिला थारु समदुायहरूमा गररएको अनसुन्धानको पररणामस्वरुप, हामील ेकोक्षिला थारु समदुायहरू 
भािा तवकास तियाकलापमा सररक हनु ियार र इच्छुक छन् भन्न ेतनष्किष तनकालकेा छौ ं। बोधगम्यिा 
िा ाँि िथा भातिक मनोवतृिको पररणामको आधारमा सम्पूणष कोक्षिला थारु ििेमा एउट ैतकक्षसमका 
तवकास सामग्रीहरू प्रयोग गनष सतकन ेिस्ि ैदके्षखन्छ । भािामा आधाररि तवकासका लातग कुन ैएउटा 
भौगोक्षलक ििे वा क्षिल्ला अकोभन्दा फाइदािनक भएको स्पष्ट प्रमाण पाइ ाँदनै । यस प्रतिवदेनको 
क्षसफाररश यो हो तक कुन ैएउटा तकक्षसमलाई भािामा आधाररि तवकासका लातग छातनयोस् र िब अकाष 
तकक्षसमकाहरूमा तवस्िार कायषका लातग िा ाँि गररयोस् । शास्ब्दक समानिा प्रतिशि िथा बोधगम्यिा 
िा ाँिको पररणामल ेयो दखेाउन ेहनुाले, सब ैतकक्षसमकाद्वारा सामग्री स्वीकार गरेिापतन, भािा तवकासमा 
संयकु्तरुपमा प्रयोग गनषका लातग िी तकक्षसमहरू एक-अकाषमा धरैे तभन्न हनु सक्छन् । यतद सब ै
तकक्षसमकाहरू बीिमा भािामा आधाररि तवकासका सामग्रीहरूमा सहयोग भयो भन,े यो सम्भव छ तक िी 
तकक्षसमका भािाहरू बोल्नहेरूल ेिी सामग्रीहरूमा अपनत्व दखे्न ेछैनन् र िी सामग्रीहरूलाई इन्कार 
गनछेन् । 

यद्यतप यस प्रतिवदेनल ेकुन ैएउटा तकक्षसमको बोलीमा पूरा सामग्री ियार पानष क्षसफाररश गदषछ, सम्भव 
भएको खणडमा, सब ैतकक्षसमकाहरू बीिमा सहभातगिा िथा संिार गनुष मूल्यवान् हनु्छ । सामग्री िा ाँि 
िथा तविरणको अवसरमा यो तवशिेगरी महत्वपूणष हनु्छ ।
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