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 Abstract 

 The survey team visited the Kofyar language groups of Quan-pan and Mangu Local 
Government Areas (LGAs) of Plateau States in Nigeria, from May 26th to 30th 2014.  Kofyar 
language varieties are Kwagallak [kwl], Doemak [kwl], Mernyang [kwl], Bwall [kwl] and 
Jipal [kwl]. The main goal of the survey was to assess whether speakers of Kwagallak, 
Deomak, Mernyang, Bwall, and Jipal could use common literature in one of the languages. 
Therefore, the survey team interviewed different people and groups, gathered words for 
checking lexical similarity and asked them about their desire for development of their 
language including translation of the Bible. Our findings indicate that Kwagallak may be 
developed to serve the Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang, Bwall and Jipal. But the Jipal may 
need some effort to perfect Kwagallak. Or develop Kwagallak for the Kwagallak, Doemak 
and Bwall. And develop Mernyang for the Mernyang and Jipal, since the Jipal reported to 
undertand Mernyang well and chose it for development before Kwagallak.   

 

 
 



iii 

 

   Acknowledgements 

We thank all village and church leaders who permitted us to work in their vicinities 
and responded to our questions. Also, our profound gratitude goes to all respondents for their 
patience, responses and willingness to participate in the research process. We thank you all 
and pray God to keep you and open doors for you to hear him in your heart language. 



iv 

 

Table of Contents 

Abstract ...................................................................................................................... ii 

Acknowledgements ...................................................................................................... iii 

1. Introduction .......................................................................................................... 1 

1.1. Social setting ................................................................................................. 1 

1.2. Goals ............................................................................................................ 3 

1.3. Research Questions......................................................................................... 3 

2. Methodology ......................................................................................................... 3 

2.1. Sampling ....................................................................................................... 3 

2.2. Individual Interviews ...................................................................................... 4 

2.3. Participatory Method of Engaging Communities ................................................ 4 

2.4. Wordlist ........................................................................................................ 4 

2.5. Observation ................................................................................................... 4 

3. Ethnoolinguistic Identity ........................................................................................ 4 

4. Comprehension ..................................................................................................... 4 

4.1. Reported centrally or widely well Comprehended Language ............................... 5 

4.2. Lexical Similarity ........................................................................................... 5 

5. Attitudes toward languages and people .................................................................... 5 

5.1. Own Language ............................................................................................... 5 

5.2. Related languages and the speakers .................................................................. 6 

6. Acceptabilty (Choice of Language for Potential translation) ....................................... 6 

6.1. First Accepted Language based on group (PM) discussions ................................. 6 

6.2. General or centrally Accepted Language ........................................................... 6 

7. Vitality of the Languages ........................................................................................ 7 

7.1. Adquate Oral use of the Vernaculars in every Domain ........................................ 7 

7.2. Full Oral Transmission of the Vernaculars to children ........................................ 7 

7.3. Perceived Benefits of using the Verculars Orally ............................................... 7 

7.4. Official Government Policy Regarding Development of the Vernaclars ................ 7 

7.5. Existence of Shared Norms on Domains of Use of the Vernaculars and Dominant 

language(s) ............................................................................................................... 8 

7.6. Rating of the Vernaculars on the EGIDS Scale .................................................. 8 

8. Disire to use prospective Scriptures in the likely central vernacular (s) ........................ 8 

9. Conclusion ............................................................................................................ 8 



v 

 

10. Recommendation ................................................................................................... 8 

11. Bibliography ......................................................................................................... 9 

 
 



   

1 

 

1. Introduction 
 

  The main purpose of the survey was to determine the best language in the Kofyar 
(Koffiar) cluster that could be used to translate the Bible, so every Kofyar speaker would use 
it with ease of understanding and acceptability. There are two spellings of the language name, 
as seen above. The first spelling is used in publications and the one in parentheses is used on 
a sign post in a village that bears the name. We decided to use the first spelling throughout 
this report because it is widely known and used.The survey team visited the Kwagallak, 
Doemak, Mernyang, Bwall and Jipal communities in order to gather acurate data that would 
help the requestor of the survey, Luke Partnership, make informed decisions. Kofyar [kwl] 
cluster is made up of five languages, Kwagallak [kwl], Doemak [kwl], Mernyang [kwl], 
Bwall [kwl] and Jipal [kwl]. The first four are spoken in Quan’pan LGA, the last in Mangu 
LGA of Plateau State. The same ISO code is assigned to each language because they are all 
listed in the ethnologue in one cluster-Kofyar cluster. Kofyar is listed in the Ethnologue as 
Afro-Asiatic, Chadic, West A, A.3, Angas Proper, 1.” (Lewis, M. Paul, Gary F. Simons, and 
Charles D. Fennig (eds.), 2014). 

 

1.1. Social setting 

The Kofyar are headed and guided by a paramount ruler, His Royal Highness, the 
Long-Pan and other chiefs, district and village heads and their assistants.   

The Kofyar have many viallages but we were only able to visit a few where we did 
our work. Each village that we visited has a village head who look over all affairs and reports 
to the district head who may be living in a separate village. The few villages that we visited 
are tabulated here along with the language that is spoken in each (see Figure 1): 

 

 

Table1:Names of visited vialleges and the languages  spoken in each 

Village Languages 
Kopfogon/Tim Kwagallak 
Shangfup Kwagallak 
Bwall Bwall 
Nakum Bwall 
Dokan Tofa Mernyang 
Kwang Mernyang 
Gorom Doemak 
Koffiar Doemak 
Kaper Jipal 

 
 The language groups around the Kofyar are the Nteng in Doemak district and the 
Jibyal in a part of Nassarawa State, bordering Plateau State. The Kofyar reported that these 
groups are different from them and speak different languages. They said the groups may 
comprehend Kofyar but Kofyar speakers do not comprehend either Nteng or Jibial. A high 
degree of intermarriage was reported among the Kofyar. A few were said to also marry from 
Jibyal. 
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Considering the population estimate of ethnic groups, 1963, (Wiesbaden, 1985) Kwagallak 
may still be the most populated group even this time (see table below). 

 

Table 2 Estimated population 

Kwagallak Doemak Mernyang Bwall Jipal 

25, 403 21, 145 16,739 3, 853 3,055 

 

 

Figure 1 The Kofyar Area map, showing language boundaries 
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1.2. Goals 

 
� To determine whether Scriptures in either of Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang Bwall, 

and Jipal would likely serve the entire speakers of each language group. 
� To determine which language the speakers of Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang Bwall, 

and Jipal say they comprehend well. 
� To determine the attitude of speakers of Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang Bwall, and 

Jipal towards each other and their languages. 
� To determine if there are people from 10 years and above still speaking the language 

in every domain in each community. 
� To determine the language group (s) that each of the Kwagallak, Doemak, Bwall, 

Mernyang and Jipal say they belong to. 
 

 

1.3. Research Questions  

� Would Scriptures in either of Kwagallak, Doemak, Bwall, Mernyang and Jipal likely serve 
the entire speakers of the language cluster well? 

� Which language do speakers of Kwagallak, Doemak, Bwall, Mernyang and Jipal say they all 
comprehend well? 

� What is the attitude of speakers of Kwagallak, Doemak, Bwall, Mernyang and Jipal towards 
each other and their languages?   

� Are people from 10 years and above still speaking their language in every domain in each 
community? 

� Which language group(s) do each of Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang Bwall, and Jipal say 
they belong to? 

 

2. Methodology 

2.1.   Sampling 

We interviewed a total population of 150 individuals in all language groups. However, 
we had to do away with 11 because they were wrong samples and we were left with 139. 

We stratified the population based on young, middle aged and old people.The age ranges 
of the categories that we used were 

I. Young 10 to 25  

II.  Middle 26 to 40 

III.   Old 41 and above 

We interviewed thirty individuals in each language variety (five males and five 
females for each age category. 
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2.2. Individual Interviews 

We used individual interviews in order to get broad views of individuals about social and 
language situations in the language communities.  

2.3. Participatory Method of Engaging Communities 

We invited a group of five people and above, of all age categories and backgrounds in 
each community, to participate in a collective discussion and determine linguistics and social 
relationship between their languages. This exercise was characterized by use of visuals, 
symbols, signs and writing materials to enable even those who are not literate to participate. 
We followed this up with some questions to the group. We did this in each language group. 

  

2.4.  Wordlist 

We collected a 335-item wordlist in each language group, in order to determine the 
similaries or the differences that exist in the words of the languages.  

  

2.5. Observation  

We used this method to observe general language use in key domains in the language 
communities. We particularly observed language use between parents and children at home, 
chidren at play, among young people, in chiefs’ homes and markets. 

3. Ethnoolinguistic Identity 
The Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang, Bwall and Jipal speakers all trace their origin back 

to Kofyar, in Doemak district of Qan’pan LGA. They all agreed that they are one people 
speaking separate but related languages. 
 

4. Comprehension 
The analysis of (PM), both group and individual interview data indicate that the 

Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang, Bwall and Jipal groups and almost all individuals 
interviewed in each community, from 10 years and above understand each other at various 
levels.  In fact, the people said that they speak their separate languages when they meet each 
other and still understand. Some said they could even switch from speaking their own 
languages to the ones of the other groups. This indicates that there is common comprehension 
of each other among speakers of the six languages. Yet, they acknowledged that a few 
younger people, particularly in Jipal speak Hausa with speakers of Doemak, Bwall and 
Kwallagak. 

These interviews were conducted using Participatory Methods (PM), a technique in which 
a language community is opportuned to discuss their general social life, in relation to the use 
of their vernacular (s) and other languages they speak. 
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4.1. Reported centrally or widely well Comprehended Language 

The Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang, Bwall and Jipal groups each chose their own 
language as the one they best understand. This is not surprising. It is normal for people to 
choose their own languages before considering other ones. However, the group in Bwall 
commented that Kwagallak is the easiest for all speakers of Kofyar languages to understand. 

The participatory group discussions indicate that Kwagallak is chosen as the best 
generally understood language by the groups. Also, most individuals (23%1-80%) 
interviewed in each language group chose Kwagallak as the widely understood language. 
However, the Jipal group and individuals chose Mernyang before Kwagallak. They 
commented that Mernyang is more easily understood by the Jipal than Kwagallak. Doemak is 
chosen next to Kwagallak, then Mernyang. 

 

 
 

4.2. Lexical Similarity  

This section presents the results of words compared to determine similar words between 
the languages. Scores that are as low as 60% indicate that the languages are lexically similar 

to each other and below that means the languages are lexically different (Blair 1990: 23, 
Simons 1979 in Grimes 1988:21).The figure below is a presentation of the percentages of 
lexical similarity between the languages.  

 

                    Table 3 Lexical similarity Comparison 

Bwal 
76 Doemak-Koffyar 
62 66 Kwagallak 
65 73 63 Mernyang 
60 63 51 70 Jipal 

 
Observation: 
  Doemak appears most similar with the other languages and shares more 

vocabulary with Bwall than the others. Jipal share more vocabulary with Mernyang. 
 

5. Attitudes toward languages and people 

5.1. Own Language 

Speakers of each group professed positive attitudes towards their languages. They said 
that they understood their languages better than languages of wider communication and they 

                                         
1 Other respondents reported to either speak some, little or none. We asked about Jipal only in 

Mernyang and Jipal villages, because the Kwagallak, Doemak and Bwall respondents kept on telling 

us that they never heard of the name. Some thought it was part of Mernyang. 



   

6 

 

would prefer potential language development projects in their separate languages.  

5.2. Related languages and the speakers 

All groups and individual (22%2-81%) express positive attitudes towards each other and 
their separate languages. Despite some linguistic differences that exist in the languages, they 
reported to speak similar languages. They all maintained that they originated from Kofyar, 
their aboriginal home in Doemak district of Quan’pan LGA and share common ancestry.   

 
 

6. Acceptabilty (Choice of Language for Potential translation) 

6.1. First Accepted Language based on group (PM) discussions 

 The Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang and Bwall groups, each accepted or chose their 
separate languages for a potential development.  This situation is normal because people are 
most likely to desire language standardization in their own variety. However, the Jipal group 
chose Mernyang, then Kwagallak even before Jipal. These surprising choices made by the 
Jipal are informed by their reported better understanding of Mernyang and Kwagallak and 
positive attitudes towards the two languages over the other ones. 

6.2. General or centrally Accepted Language  

Kwagallag is accepted or chosen ahead of Doemak, Mernyang, Bwall and Jipal by almost 
all groups and individuals, for a prospective standard written form of the Kofyar Scriptures. 
However, the Jipal group chose Mernyang, then Kwagallak. The general choice of Kwagallak 
was informed by the belief of the groups and individuals that Kwagallak was the easiest form 
that could serve all Kofyar speakers. Also, Kwagallak could be termed more prestigious than 
the others, because the paramount ruler or the Long-Pan of the Pan group of languages is a 
native of Kwagallak. His house is located at Kopfogon, near the local government secretariat. 

The table below shows percentages of individuals from the five groups who chose each 
language for translation of the Bible. Here, we can see that Kwagallak has an edge just 
slightly ahead of Doemak.  

                              Table 4 Percentages of Individuals on General Choices 

Language groups General Choice 
Kwagallak 85% 
Doemak 84% 
Mernyang 58% 
Bwall 50% 
Jipal 20% 

 
 

                                         
2 Remember that questions about Jipal were asked only in Mernyang and Jipal villages. This explains 

the low percentage on Jipal. 
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7. Vitality of the Languages 

7.1. Adquate Oral use of the Vernaculars in every Domain 

The languages were reported to be mostly used in informal domains, especially at home.  
They are also used in two formal domains—chief’s palace and church. Conversations at the 
chiefs’ consultation halls were mostly in the vernaculars. Also, the vernaculars were 
reportedly used for announcements in church. And children in all villages were seen using the 
vernaculars while playing games with their mates. We also observed adults using the 
vernaculars to scold kids in most of the villages and a few respondents spoke to us in their 
native languages during interviews and group discussions and we spoke to them using an 
interpreter. 

7.2. Full Oral Transmission of the Vernaculars to children 

It seemed the old generations transmit the vernaculars to the next generation. People in 
each group reported that parents speak the native languages to their wards. The children 
reportedly comprehend the vernaculars at the age of 3 or as soon as they begin to talk. We 
observed children in all villages in different domains, even at play, conversing among 
themselves in their vernacular. 

 However, English is the language of literacy in every village. There are a few primary 
and secondary schools in the villages and many children attend these schools and are 
instructed in English at all levels. 

7.3. Perceived Benefits of using the Verculars Orally 

Speakers of the vernaculars reported to be motivated to speak their languages because of 
economic, social, ethnic and identificational benefits. They explained that they speak their 
languages with people in markets and sing vernacular songs in churches. But, anouncements 
and sermons were interpreted into the vernacular for better understanding because church 
administration in the entire area is done in the dominant languages (Hausa and English). The 
people acknowledged that they speak their language because it is their heritage which must 
be preserved and maintained. 

7.4. Official Government Policy Regarding Development of the Vernaclars 

Nigeria does not have any official government policy that prohibits the development of 
any language into a standard written form. Kofyar languages can be developed for the benefit 
of their speakers. In fact, the federal government of Nigeria has an educational policy that 
gives every language community right to use their local languages to educate children in their 
early years in school. However, this policy has only remained on paper in many language 
communities. 
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7.5. Existence of Shared Norms on Domains of Use of the Vernaculars and 
Dominant language(s) 

 The Kofyar did not report having officially enshrined norms on reservation of a 
language for a particular domain. The vernaculars and dominant languages (Hausa and 
English) were said to be spoken without observing norms. However, just as stated above, the 
vernaculars were said to be mostly spoken at home. Hausa and English were said to be 
mostly spoken in markets and in schools. A few cases of switching from speaking the 
vernaculars to Hausa, and mixing the vernaculars with Hausa were also reported. This 
indicates the presence of at least some degree of bilingualism in some cases rather than 
bilingualism with diglossia. 

7.6. Rating of the Vernaculars on the EGIDS Scale 

EGIDS stands for Expanded Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale. It is designed for 
categorizing the vitality level of a language. Based on the observed conditions that are met 
and the ones that are not really, we rate each language in the Kofyar cluster “6a”-vigorous. 
This means that the languages are spoken in all domains by all age categories and the 
situation is sustainable. . 

 

8.  Disire to use prospective Scriptures in the likely central vernacular (s)  
All church leaders, individuals and groups interviewed reported that they would like to 

use Scriptures translated into their vernacular (s). The leaders said that having vernacular 
Scriptures would foster better understanding of God’s words among the Kofyar. This 
indicates that a prospective Bible Translation project could be supported by the people.   
 

9. Conclusion 
The people identify themselves as one people speaking related languages. Kofyar 

(Koffiar) speakers particularly the Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang and Bwall chose 
Kwagallak as the central language that could serve all of them if developed to a standard 
written form. This choice is informed by reported ease of understanding, positive attitudes 
and probably a high prestige towards Kwagallak as the first language of the Long-Pan. The 
Jipal reported to also understand Kwagallak and have positive attitudes towards it, but 
reported to best understand Mernyang and prefer it first, followed by Kwagallak. The five 
languages were reported and observed to be well spoken by all age groups in various domains 
in the communities. 

10.  Recommendation 
It is easy to say that a standard written form of Kofyar either in Kwagallak, Doemak or 

Mernyang would serve all speakers. However, going by what the people feel and our 
observations, we make the following recommendations: 
1. Kwagallak should be translated to serve the Kwagallak, Doemak, Mernyang, Bwall and Jipal 

speakers. However, the Jipal may need extra effort to perfect their use of a prospective written 
form of Kwagallak.  

                                              OR  
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2. Translates:   

(a) Kwagallak for the Kwagallak, Doemak and Bwall speakers 
(b) Mernyang for the Mernyang and Jipal speakers, since the Jipal reported to best 

understand Mernyang and chose it first before Kwagallak. 
 

3. An assessment of comprehension of Kofyar and attitudes towards Kofyar people and their 
languages may be needed among the Nteng and Jibyal groups for an extension of a prospective 
written form of Kofyar. 
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