
 

1 
 

SOCIAL AND STYLISTIC VARIATION OF (R) IN BANGKOK THAI  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By 
 

ORAPAT POOKKAWES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A DISSERTATION PRESENTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL 
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT 

OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA 

 
2014 



 

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

© 2014 Orapat Pookkawes 
 
 

 



 

3 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To my dearest family, for their endless love  
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

4 
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This dissertation could have been very difficult to accomplish without the 

assistance of various people. First and foremost, I would like to express my deep 

gratitude to my advisor, Dr. Hélène Blondeau, for her insightful suggestions and 

encouragement. Her guidance was invaluable and her support tremendous. I would also 

like to sincerely thank my committee members, Dr. Diana Boxer, Dr. Ratree Wayland, 

and Dr. John Krigbaum, for their valuable advice and support. 

 I would like to express my great appreciation to the University of the Thai 

Chamber of Commerce (UTCC), in Bangkok, which gave me the opportunity to pursue 

my doctorate. A special thank you goes to Dr. Dhanate Vespada, the dean of the 

School of Humanities at UTCC, who has always supported and encouraged me. I thank 

my colleagues and the staff of the School of Humanities at UTCC for assisting me with 

recruiting the participants and other important things. I also wish to thank the people 

who willingly participated in my research and the co-coders for the work they have done 

for me. 

I am especially grateful to Dr. Donruethai Khaodeedech and the faculty and staff 

of the Department of Linguistics at the University of Florida (UF), and to friends from the 

Thai student association at UF for everything they have helped me with from the 

beginning of my doctoral studies.  

In addition, I am thankful to my dearest friends in Thailand and Norway, 

Wilasinee Darachai, Krongkaew Trailertmanee, Krittaporn Termvanich, and Neti 

Phongsuchart for being supportive and helpful with academic resources and advice.      

I appreciate the academic and emotional support from Eunha Hwang and Yu-Ning Lai 



 

5 
 

at UF. I also thank Raj Barua and other proofreaders for their helpful comments and 

proofreading. 

Finally, I am indebted to my beloved parents, Noppanan and Suebsai 

Pookkawes, who always have confidence in me. I could never have completed my 

degree without their unconditional love, support, patience, and encouragement in every 

way possible. I thank my entire family for always being there for me and my late sister 

who is always in my heart. 

 

 



 

6 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 page 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS .................................................................................................. 4 

LIST OF TABLES .......................................................................................................... 10 

LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................ 11 

ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................... 13 

CHAPTER 

1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION ....................................... 15 

Language Variation in the Thai Language .............................................................. 16 
Purpose and Rationale of the Study ....................................................................... 16 

Research Questions ............................................................................................... 21 
Hypotheses ............................................................................................................. 22 
Organization of the Dissertation .............................................................................. 23 

Overview of the Thai Language .............................................................................. 24 
Overview of the City of Bangkok ............................................................................. 25 

Description of Thai Consonant Inventory ................................................................ 27 
Major Variants of (R) in Bangkok Thai .................................................................... 27 

2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK .............................................................................. 35 

The Study of Language Variation: Variationist Sociolinguistics .............................. 35 
Quantitative Paradigm ...................................................................................... 35 

The Linguistic Variable ..................................................................................... 39 
The Principle of Accountability ......................................................................... 43 

Circumscribing the Variable Context ................................................................ 44 
Quantitative Analysis ........................................................................................ 45 
Statistical Analysis ............................................................................................ 45 

The Speech Community ................................................................................... 47 
Extralinguistic Factors and Language Variation ...................................................... 49 

Social Variation ................................................................................................ 49 
Age ............................................................................................................ 49 

Gender ....................................................................................................... 52 
Stylistic Variation .............................................................................................. 56 

3 LITERATURE REVIEW .......................................................................................... 62 

The Sociolinguistic Variable (R) .............................................................................. 62 
Variation of (R) in English ................................................................................. 63 

American English ....................................................................................... 63 
Other varieties of English ................................................................................. 70 



 

7 
 

Variation of (R) in French ................................................................................. 72 

Variation of (R) in Dutch ................................................................................... 74 
Variation of (R) in Mexican Spanish ................................................................. 76 

The Sociolinguistic Variable (R) in Thai .................................................................. 77 

4 METHODOLOGY ................................................................................................... 85 

Linguistic Contexts Applied in the Study ................................................................. 85 
Extralinguistic Factors Applied in the Study ............................................................ 85 

Age ................................................................................................................... 86 

Gender ............................................................................................................. 87 
Style ................................................................................................................. 87 
Education ......................................................................................................... 88 

Participants ............................................................................................................. 88 
Criteria for Participants ..................................................................................... 88 
Recruitment of Participants .............................................................................. 89 

Data Collection ....................................................................................................... 90 
The Sociolinguistic Interview ............................................................................ 91 

Equipment ........................................................................................................ 93 
Procedure ......................................................................................................... 94 

Data Analysis .......................................................................................................... 98 

Data Transcription ............................................................................................ 98 
Data Extraction and Coding .............................................................................. 98 

Statistical Methods ......................................................................................... 100 

5 VARIATION IN THE INITIAL R: RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION .................. 105 

The Initial (R) ........................................................................................................ 105 
The Four Variants of the Initial (R) ........................................................................ 106 
Overall Distribution of the Initial (R) Variants ........................................................ 107 

Distribution of the Initial (R) Variants by the Extralinguistic Factors ...................... 107 
Age ................................................................................................................. 107 

Gender ........................................................................................................... 111 
Education ....................................................................................................... 113 
Style ............................................................................................................... 115 

Relationship of the Extralinguistic Factors ............................................................ 116 
Age and Style ................................................................................................. 117 
Age and Gender ............................................................................................. 117 

Gender and Style ........................................................................................... 119 

Multivariate Analysis of the Initial (R) .................................................................... 119 
Factor Groups Used in the Study ................................................................... 120 
Significant Factor Groups ............................................................................... 121 

Style ......................................................................................................... 122 
Age .......................................................................................................... 123 

Gender ..................................................................................................... 124 



 

8 
 

6 VARIATION IN THE CONSONANT CLUSTER R: RESULTS AND 
INTERPRETATION............................................................................................... 134 

The Consonant Cluster (R) ................................................................................... 134 

The Four Variants of the Consonant Cluster (R) ................................................... 134 
Overall Distribution of the Consonant Clusters (R) Variants ................................. 135 
Distribution of the Consonant Cluster (R) Variants by the Extralinguistic    
Factors .................................................................................................................. 136 

Age ................................................................................................................. 136 

Gender ........................................................................................................... 139 
Education ....................................................................................................... 141 
Style ............................................................................................................... 142 

Relationship of the Extralinguistic Factors ............................................................ 144 

Age and Style ................................................................................................. 144 
Age and Gender ............................................................................................. 145 

Gender and Style ........................................................................................... 146 
Multivariate Analysis of the Consonant Cluster (R) ............................................... 148 

Factor Groups Used in the Study ................................................................... 148 
Significant Factor Groups ............................................................................... 149 

Style ......................................................................................................... 150 

Education ................................................................................................. 151 
Gender ..................................................................................................... 152 

Age .......................................................................................................... 152 

7 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION ...................................................................... 162 

The Initial (R) ........................................................................................................ 162 
The Consonant Cluster (R) ................................................................................... 166 
The Status of the Variable (R) in Bangkok Thai .................................................... 170 

Broader Implications ............................................................................................. 176 
Limitations of the Study......................................................................................... 179 

Suggestions for Future Research ......................................................................... 180 
Closing .................................................................................................................. 182 

 
APPENDIX 

A INFORMED CONSENT FORMS .......................................................................... 183 

English Version ..................................................................................................... 184 
Thai Version .......................................................................................................... 186 

B THE SOCIOLINGUISTIC INTERVIEW TOPICS ................................................... 187 

C READING PASSAGES ......................................................................................... 188 

Reading Passage 1 .............................................................................................. 188 
Reading Passage 2 .............................................................................................. 189 



 

9 
 

D QUESTIONNAIRE ................................................................................................ 190 

LIST OF REFERENCES ............................................................................................. 191 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH .......................................................................................... 204 



 

10 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table  page 
 
1-1 The Thai consonant phonemes .......................................................................... 31 

1-2 The initial consonant clusters in Thai .................................................................. 31 

1-3 The Thai consonants in a syllable-final position ................................................. 31 

4-1 Demographic information of participants .......................................................... 103 

4-2 Coding factor groups of the initial (r) on Goldvarb X ......................................... 103 

4-3 Coding factor groups of the consonant cluster (r) on Goldvarb X ..................... 103 

5-1 Overall distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) ...................................... 126 

5-2 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by age ...................................... 126 

5-3 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by gender ................................ 126 

5-4 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by education ............................ 126 

5-5 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by speech style ........................ 126 

5-6 List of the dependent and independent factor groups of the initial (r) ............... 127 

5-7 Multivariate analysis of the contribution of the extralinguistic factors selected 
as significance to the probability of the initial (r) ............................................... 127 

6-1 Overall distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) .................. 154 

6-2 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by age .................. 154 

6-3 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by gender ............. 154 

6-4 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by education ........ 154 

6-5 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by speech style .... 154 

6-6 List of the dependent and independent factor groups of the consonant  
cluster (r) .......................................................................................................... 155 

6-7 Multivariate analysis of the contribution of the extralinguistic factors selected 
as significant to the probability of the consonant cluster (r)  ............................. 155 

 
 



 

11 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure page 
 
1-1 Map of Thailand with the four major regions ....................................................... 32 

1-2 Map of Thailand illustrating the Bangkok metropolitan area ............................... 33 

1-3 Variants of the /r/ realization in terms of phonological and extralinguistic 
factors ................................................................................................................. 34 

4-1 Proportion of education level of the participants ............................................... 104 

5-1 Overall distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) ...................................... 128 

5-2 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by age ...................................... 128 

5-3 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by gender ................................ 129 

5-4 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by education ............................ 129 

5-5 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by speech style ........................ 130 

5-6 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by age and speech style .......... 130 

5-7 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by age and gender................... 131 

5-8 Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by gender and speech style ..... 131 

5-9 Effect of speech style on the production of the lateral of the initial (r) ............... 132 

5-10 Effect of age on the production of the lateral in the initial (r) ............................. 132 

6-1 Overall distribution of the (r) variants of the consonant cluster (r) .................... 156 

6-2 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by age .................. 156 

6-3 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by gender ............. 157 

6-4 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by education ........ 157 

6-5 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by speech style .... 158 

6-6 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by age and 
speech style...................................................................................................... 158 

6-7 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by age and 
gender .............................................................................................................. 159 



 

12 
 

6-8 Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by gender and 
speech style...................................................................................................... 159 

6-9 Effect of speech style on the zero realization of the consonant cluster (r) ........ 160 

6-10 Effect of education on the zero realization of the consonant cluster (r) ............ 160 

6-11 Effect of gender on the zero realization of the consonant cluster (r)................. 161 

6-12 Effect of age on the zero realization of the consonant cluster (r) ...................... 161 

 
 



 

13 
 

Abstract of Dissertation Presented to the Graduate School 
of the University of Florida in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

 
SOCIAL AND STYLISTIC VARIATION OF (R) IN BANGKOK THAI 

 
By 

 
Orapat Pookkawes 

 
August 2014 

 
Chair: Hélène Blondeau 
Major: Linguistics 
 

This dissertation investigates the variable (r) in two linguistic contexts: the onset 

and initial consonant clusters. It further addresses the correlation of the variable (r) with 

age, gender, education, and style to demonstrate language behaviors of native 

speakers in relation to extralinguistic factors. Speech data from 30 native speakers of 

Bangkok Thai were collected in an interview and short passage reading, followed by a 

debriefing questionnaire to obtain their language attitudes.  

Results indicate that, among the potential variants, the nonstandard lateral is the 

most favored in onset (r), followed by the standard flap, the standard trill, and the 

nonstandard approximant. In the clusters, speakers tend to omit (r) as a second unit at 

the highest rate, followed by using the standard flap, the nonstandard lateral, and the 

standard trill. Analyses suggest that social and stylistic factors tend to affect the choice 

of (r) variants in both linguistic contexts. A regular increase of the lateral for initial (r) and 

the (r) omission in the clusters among younger speakers seem to suggest an ongoing 

change of (r). Also, men tend to use the lateral, whereas women seem to use the flap 

and trill more frequently in onset (r). In contrast, a high rate of (r) deletion of the clusters 

among women suggests that they are not always sensitive to the standard language. 
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Speakers with a higher level of education tend to preserve their standard (r) variants 

more frequently than speakers with a lower level of education in both contexts.      

Clear-cut different usage of (r) variants in the onset and cluster (r) in different speaking 

situations shows that style seems to be an important factor that connects to speakers’ 

self-awareness of using standard language in formal speech. Findings and the 

speakers’ opinions from the questionnaire indicate that (r) in both linguistic contexts 

seems to function as a sociolinguistic marker, since there is social and stylistic 

interpretation overtly attached.  

This dissertation helps illustrate the current (r) variation among native speakers 

of Bangkok Thai and suggests the direction of change. The study also has implications 

for language teaching and research on language variation and change. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Change is a constant phenomenon in the world. Language is also changing 

continuously, and there is no change without variation. Guy (2003) suggests that 

linguistic variation and linguistic change are considered two different aspects of the 

same phenomenon. Language change occurs in the context of linguistic variation, and 

linguistic variation reflects change and variation in society (Coates 2004). Research on 

language variation brings us a clear perspective on language change by examining the 

actual speech production that reflects language behaviors of speakers in speech 

communities.  

Every language changes periodically and it is unlikely that any communities 

change their language features abruptly without having a period when an old variant 

and a new variant co-occur. Both old and new forms represent the linguistic variables in 

the usage of individuals in the transitional generations, occurring as ongoing changes in 

the community.  

The Thai language is no exception as well. Bangkok Thai changes over a period 

of time and socially varies within the speech community. At the present time, the 

language is greatly dissimilar with respect to the phonological, morphological, semantic, 

and discourse levels from the Thai language of many decades ago (Hudak 2009).  

The present dissertation investigates the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai, focusing 

on the onset position and initial consonant clusters, and the correlation of the variable 

(r) with social and stylistic factors used by native speakers of Bangkok Thai. 
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Language Variation in the Thai Language 

The examination of language variation and language change bridges the present 

and the past. One of the major objectives in the study of language variation is to 

investigate changes at the present time in order to uncover language phenomena that 

occurred in the past. The literature of sociolinguistic variation in Thailand has also 

indicates changes of different levels of the language, such as phonological and tonal 

differences, as important evidence of language variation and change in different dialects 

of the Thai language, such as Bangkok (r): Beebe (1974), Chunsivimol (1993); Bangkok 

(kh): Chalermsanyakorn (2000); Chiengmai unaspirated stops: Tanwattananun (1982); 

Suphanburi high-falling tone: Kobsirikarn (1991); Songkhla (ɦ): Sapproong (1993); 

Nakhon Si Thammarat (ɛ): Homkaew (1997). The findings have revealed that the 

linguistic variables of different dialects of Thai have their variants constrained by 

extralinguistic factors, such as age, gender, education level, occupation, social class, 

and speech styles. 

Purpose and Rationale of the Study  

 The present research aims to demonstrate a current language situation and 

language behavior by exploring the use of the initial (r) and the consonant cluster (r) in 

the speech production of native speakers of Bangkok Thai. The examination is related 

to the extralinguistic factors in an effort to discover social and stylistic constraints on 

language variation in Bangkok Thai. This study is also complemented by metalinguistic 

data from speakers’ opinions from a debriefing questionnaire. In addition, this study 

explores the sociolinguistic status1 of the linguistic variable (r) as a means of 

                                            
1
 See Chapter 2 for further information of the sociolinguistic status of the linguistic variable (Labov 1972a).  
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understanding the interaction between language use and society in the speech 

community of Bangkok. 

There are several reasons why the present study concentrates on an 

examination of the variable (r). First, the sound /r/ is the center of attention among 

researchers because of its richness in variation. It is suggested that the majority of 

world languages have at least one /r/ phoneme (Maddieson 1984). Ladefoged and 

Maddieson (1996) state that r-sound or rhoticity2 is defined as rather heterogeneous 

and somewhat arbitrary. This might be due to the fact that different types of rhotic 

sounds are considered to be greatly varied in both places and manners of articulation. 

According to a phonetic perspective, a rhotic or r-like sound can be realized in many 

different ways, ranging from vocalic to fricative (Wiese 2001). Lindau (1978) notes that  

it is difficult to phonetically characterize a single articulatory to rhotic consonants. 

However, /r/ consonants have been suggested to behave in similar phonological ways 

and have certain similar phonological features in different languages (Weise 2001). For 

example, in languages with consonant clusters, r-sounds are likely to occur close to a 

syllable nucleus, and the postvocalic /r/ is likely to become a vowel or disappear 

altogether, such as in the Southern British English post-alveolar approximant (Lindau 

1985:157). In addition, Ladefoged and Maddieson (1996) suggest that /r/ tends to have 

syllabic variants, or merge with contiguous vowels. This process is useful for analyzing 

phonetic differences between dialects of the same language.  

A broad natural class of /r/ consonants implies potential variation within the class 

of rhotics, making the /r/ sounds a significant area for examination in the fields of 

                                            
2
 A character in an orthographic system derived from the Greek letter ‘rho’ (Weise 2001:339). 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greek_alphabet
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rho_(letter)
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sociolinguistics and language variation. Scobbie (2006:337) also suggests that it is 

common to find sociolinguistic conditioning of variation in a rhotic sound within a 

language. It is observed that many r-sounds are often members of the same phoneme3 

when one type of a rhotic alternates with other rhotics in many languages. For instance, 

/r/ in Palauan, the language in the Austronesian family, is generally realized as a tap in 

intervocalic and postvocalic contexts, but an approximant in word-initial position (Inouye 

1995). In Huasa, the African language, /r/ is realized as a tap or approximant between 

vowels and as a trill before a consonant or in an initial position (Lindau 1985).  

In addition, it is noticeable in previous studies that the variable (r) is sensitive and 

subject to variation in the sociolinguistic configuration in many languages of the world. 

The present study investigates the (r) variation in Bangkok Thai to reveal the patterns of 

the (r) usage among native speakers at the present time. In terms of sociolinguistic 

orientation, it is evident that the variable (r) has been examined by renowned 

researchers in many languages and different speech communities, such as New York 

English: Labov (1966), Mather (2012); Montreal French: Clermont and Cedergren 

(1979), G. Sankoff and Blondeau (2007, 2013); Mexican Spanish: Rissel (1989); Khmer 

dialects in northeastern Thai: Premsrirat (1995); Scottish English: Romaine (1978); and 

Middlesbrough English: Llamas (2001). Research on the variable (r) in different 

languages shows that (r) carries social and stylistic significance, and suggests the 

process of change in progress. A further overview of the literature of the variable (r) in 

different languages regarding social and stylistic factors is addressed in Chapter 3.  

                                            
3
 However, there are languages in which r-sounds belong to different phonemes. For instance, two 

phonemes of /r/ in Spanish are distinguished from each other, according to the presence and absence of 

trilling. For example, ‘per o’ ‘but’ is differentiated from ‘perro’ ‘dog’ by marking [+tense] and [-tense] in a 

medial position. The [tense] feature is not specified for initial /r/ in Spanish (Cressey 1978). 

http://www.amazon.com/William-W.-Cressey/e/B001KMULJM/ref=sr_ntt_srch_lnk_1?qid=1397787632&sr=8-1
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Next, the present research is anticipated to fill the following major gaps in the 

literature of Thai language variation research, since there are limitations in previous 

studies of the variable (r) in Thai that can be further investigated. The variable (r) has 

been one of the linguistic variables of central interest in the study of the Thai language. 

Research on language variation has demonstrated the association of the variable (r) 

with respect to internal and external factors on the basis of the speech production of 

native speakers. For instance, Beebe (1974) suggests a relationship between the social 

factors―age, educational level, and occupational class―and the variation of the 

consonant cluster (r). Chunsuvimol (1993) has found social variation of Thai (r) and 

English (r) with regard to sex, job level, and English proficiency of native speakers of 

Bangkok Thai. In addition, Pulsup (1993) has examined the stylistic variation of (r) used 

by young native speakers of Bangkok Thai. It is evident that adolescents vary their (r) 

production according to the formality of styles. Nonetheless, different limitations 

occurred in previous research, such as data collection procedures, methodology, and 

characteristics of native speakers (e.g., imbalanced age ranges, imbalanced total 

number of speakers in each age and gender group). Such limitations motivate the 

present study to be more carefully designed for the exploration of the variable (r) in 

terms of the methodology and selection of the extralinguistic factors. Three successive 

generational age groups, gender, and speech styles are selected as primary 

independent variables, whereas education levels of the speakers serve as a 

complementary variable to examine the relationship between such external factors and 

the (r) variation by integrating the interspeaker and intraspeaker dimensions. 
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Although some previous studies on the Thai (r) have adopted the Labovian 

theoretical framework to examine language variation, more studies are necessary to 

demonstrate the current patterns of (r) variation by using more recent approaches of 

variationist sociolinguistics. The variationist framework has been greatly developed in 

different aspects in the past few decades. For instance, in terms of statistical 

examination, the findings in the previous literature of (r) variation in Thai mostly use a 

statistical test, such as chi-square, to look at the effect of only one factor at a time. More 

recently developed statistical programs in variationist analysis, such as Goldvarb and 

other VARBRUL programs that adopt a multifactorial approach, were infrequently 

applied to ascertain the statistical significance of the variables under examination. 

In contrast to the previous studies, the present research applies the chi-square 

test and the novel statistical method, namely Goldvarb X, to highlight the significance of 

specific linguistic and extralinguistic factor groups that influence the choice of (r) 

variants.  

Lastly, few studies in the literature have described the particular status of the 

distribution of the variable (r) in the speech community of Bangkok. The present study 

offers a discussion of a current sociolinguistic status of the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai 

on the basis of the analysis of native speakers’ speech production and language 

attitudes, complemented by the metalinguistic commentaries of the participants in the 

form of responses to a short questionnaire. 

The aforementioned points lead the present research to investigate the variable 

(r) with regard to the following research questions in order to achieve the three main 

goals of this study.  
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Research Questions 

Three major goals are addressed in the present research. The first goal is to 

explore general patterns of the sociolinguistic variable (r) in two linguistic contexts in the 

speech of native speakers of Bangkok Thai; namely, onset and consonant clusters. The 

second goal is to discover the correlation between the linguistic variable (r) and the 

extralinguistic variables in order to see whether the use of the variable (r) from native 

speakers of different ages, gender, and education levels are similar to or different from 

each other in terms of inter-individual differences. In addition, the study explores how 

participants use the variable (r) in different speech styles to explore how intra-individual 

variation comes into play. The last goal is to explore the relationship among all the 

extralinguistic variables to determine their relative importance in terms of the choice of 

the (r) variants in both contexts. In other words, the present study examines the 

following questions: 

1.  How and to what extent does the (r) variation occur in Bangkok Thai?  

 What are the (r) variants used by native speakers? 

 What is the distribution and frequency of each variant? 

 How do native speakers use the variable (r) in two linguistic contexts? 

2. How and to what extent do age, gender, education, and speech style affect the 
patterns and the frequency of the (r) variants used in the two linguistic contexts?  

  

 How do younger, middle-aged, and older speakers use the variable (r)? 

 How do female and male speakers use the variable (r)? 

 How do speakers with lower and higher levels of education use the variable (r)? 
 

 How do native speakers use the variable (r) in informal and formal speaking 
settings? 
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3. What is the relationship among different extralinguistic factors and the use of the  
           (r) variants? 

 

 How do female and male speakers in different age groups vary their use of the 
variable (r) in informal and more formal speech styles?  
 

Hypotheses 

 Corresponding to the research questions above, it is hypothesized that the social 

and stylistic factors affect the choice of the variants of (r) in the initial position and the 

consonant clusters used by native speakers of Bangkok Thai. First, age is hypothesized 

to affect a choice of the (r) variants. The older speakers might conserve their standard 

speech more than the speakers in the other two age groups, whereas the younger 

speakers might use the nonstandard variants the most frequently among the three 

groups of speakers. Second, it is expected that women might use standard forms of (r) 

more frequently than men, since female speakers tend to favor the use of standard 

language, and they are more sensitive to the prestige forms than male speakers 

(Trudgill 1972; Labov 2001; Wolfram and Fasold 1974). Third, it is hypothesized that the 

speakers with a higher level of education would show a higher rate of the standard 

variants of (r) than a group of speakers with a lower level of education. In contrast, 

people with a lower level of education would use the nonstandard variants at a higher 

proportion. Lastly, speakers are hypothesized to be more careful of their (r) production 

by using standard (r) variants more frequently when the degree of formality increases. 

Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 present the major findings of the variable (r) in the initial 

position and the consonant clusters that support and reject these hypotheses according 

to the extralinguistic factors under examination.  
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 Organization of the Dissertation 

The present dissertation consists of seven chapters. Chapter 2 provides the 

theoretical framework, variationist sociolinguistics, adopted in this study. It presents the 

major principles and methodology of language variation study. It also provides details of 

social and stylistic dimensions in order to demonstrate the correlation of such factors in 

language variation. Chapter 3 reviews the literature relevant to the sociolinguistic 

variable (r). It presents the findings of previous studies of (r) variation in different 

languages as well as research on the variable (r) in the Thai language. Chapter 4 

presents the methodology applied in the present research and reviews methods of data 

collection and data analysis. It also contains a description of the linguistic and 

extralinguistic factors under examination. Chapter 5 demonstrates the major findings of 

the variable (r) in the first linguistic context analyzed: the initial position. It also provides 

an interpretation of the initial (r) with regard to age, gender, education, and style, the 

relationship among the extralinguistic factors, and statistical results. Chapter 6 presents 

the key findings of the variable (r) in the second linguistic context analyzed: the 

consonant clusters. It also addresses an interpretation of the consonant cluster (r) 

according to social and stylistic factors, the relationship among extralinguistic factors 

and findings from a statistical analysis. Lastly, Chapter 7 provides a summary of the 

variable (r) in the two linguistic contexts, interprets the results, and discusses the 

current sociolinguistic status of the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai. In addition, it addresses 

broader implications for the field of variationist study and pedagogy, mentions limitations 

of the present study, and provides suggestions for future research.  

The following sections provide an overview of the Thai language and the city of 

Bangkok, a description of the Thai consonant inventory, and the major variants of (r) 
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found in Bangkok Thai in order for the reader to understand the general background of 

the Thai language and Bangkok. 

Overview of the Thai Language 

 According to the 2013 census4, the Thai language is spoken by approximately 

three-quarters of the population of 68 million in Thailand. It is an uninflected, mostly 

monosyllabic, and tonal language in the Tai-Kadai language family (Slayden 2010). Thai 

is morphological isolating with a small number of free derivational morphemes used to 

create new words (Phootirat 2012). The Thai language does not rely highly on 

inflectional morphemes to give meaning to a word. Numerous Thai words were based 

on and borrowed from other languages, such as Pali, Sanskrit, and Mon-Khmer. 

The Thai writing system, called the Sukhothai Script, was first introduced by King 

Ramkhamhaeng in AD 1283 during the Sukhothai period (Slayden 2010). This script 

was used until AD 1357. In the same year, a new script called ‘King Li Thai script’ was 

invented during the reign of King Li Thai, the grandson of King Ramkhamhaeng 

(Ronnakiat 1997). The King Li Thai script changed through time, and it was used until 

the early period of the Ayuddhaya Kingdom. In 1680, the new King Narai script was 

introduced in King Narai’s reign. The script has been preserved and developed in the 

Thai writing system up to the present time (Ronnakiat 1997). 

Standard Thai is the national and official language of Thailand. It is the 

prestigious variety of the Thai language that children learn at school, and it is the 

medium of mass media, internal government affairs, and high prestige cultural activities 

(Huebner 2006). Additionally, the standard Thai is used as the lingua franca among 

                                            
4
 http://worldpopulationreview.com/countries/thailand-population/  

http://worldpopulationreview.com/countries/thailand-population/
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native speakers of Thai from different parts of the country, and it is the language that is 

taught to nonnative speakers as a second or foreign language (Prasithrathsint 1996). In 

addition to Standard Thai, four regional dialects are broadly divided based on 

geographical areas of the country: Northern Thai, Northeastern Thai, Central Thai, and 

Southern Thai, as illustrated in Figure 1-1. Although the four regional dialects are 

closely related to each other, they have distinct features in terms of vocabulary, tones 

and phonemic inventory. For instance, the word ‘speak’ in Thai uses different terms in 

the four regional dialects: Northern Thai: [ʔû:]5; Central Thai: [phû:t]6; Northeastern Thai: 

[wâw]7; and Southern Thai: [lεŋ].   

Overview of the City of Bangkok 

 Bangkok is the capital city of Thailand. The city occupies approximately 605 

square miles in the Chao Phraya River delta, located in the central part of Thailand.  

Bangkok is the most populous city of the country according to the 2013 census8. The 

greater Bangkok area is more populated than other urban areas in the country; 14 

million people reside in the Bangkok metropolitan region9. Figure 1-2 presents a map   

of Thailand with five nearby cities―Nontaburi, Pathumthani, Samutprakarn, 

Samutsakhorn, and Nakhonpathom―connected to Bangkok, forming the metropolitan 

area. Bangkok is the home of native Bangkok residents and people from other parts of 

                                            
5
 The phonetic transcriptions of Thai examples use the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) symbols. 

6
 A superscript [

h
] is not an independent segment. It is treated as an aspiration feature co-occurring with 

the first consonant that is always a voiceless stop. 

7
 Diacritical marks indicate five tones in Thai phonetics: none – mid, à – low, â – falling, á – high, and        
ǎ – rising. 

8
 The Institute of Population and Social Research, Mahidol University, Bangkok. 

9
 http://worldpopulationreview.com/countries/thailand-population/   

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nakhon_Pathom_Province
http://worldpopulationreview.com/countries/thailand-population/
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the country and the world, such as Chinese, Japanese, Indians, Americans, Europeans, 

and immigrants from neighboring countries (e.g., Cambodians and Burmese10) who 

come to Bangkok for higher levels of education, business, and job opportunities.  

Bangkok Thai is a major dialect spoken in Bangkok and other contiguous areas 

of the city, as shown in Figure 1-2. It refers to the speech of all native speakers of 

Bangkok (Beebe 1974). It is noted that Bangkok Thai and Standard Thai are not the 

same variety. Prasithrathsint (1996:1207) suggests that “since Standard Thai happens 

to be used most in Bangkok, it is easy to assume that it is the same as Bangkok Thai 

although it is not despite a great deal of overlapping.” In other words, Bangkok Thai is a 

geographical dialect which contrasts with other geographical dialects. However, some 

researchers, such as Bickner and Hudak (1990), consider Bangkok Thai a standard 

variety, used in academia and news broadcasting nationwide. In addition to Bangkok 

Thai, other varieties of languages are found in different ethnic communities in Bangkok, 

such as Japanese around the Phromphong neighborhood, and Hindis in Phahurat, the 

Indian community. Teochew Chinese is another dialect spoken by the largest Chinese 

population in Chinatown (Panyaathisin 2013). English is one of the dominant languages 

used in the country. It is the school requirement for children to learn at an elementary 

level. Huebner (2006:33) suggests that English is the language of “specialized 

knowledge” at higher levels of education. In addition, English is used in business areas 

among Western expatriates, and is used by native speakers of Thai with high English 

proficiency. English is also the language on store signs in many places that foreigners 

frequent (Smalley 1994). 

                                            
10

 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thailand#Geography  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thailand#Geography
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Description of Thai Consonant Inventory 

 Standard Thai consists of 21 consonant phonemes that contrast in the word-

initial position with 44 graphemes corresponding to the phonemes in the writing system. 

Table 1-1 presents the Thai consonant phonemes and their representations. 

In terms of the structural phonotactics, the model of the Thai syllable is  

C1(C2)V1(V2)
T(C3) (Iwasaki and Ingkaphirom 2005, cited in Slayden 2009). The units 

shown in parentheses suggest that the consonant or vowel is optional. The symbols ‘C1’ 

and ‘C2’ represent onset consonant segments, which are allowed maximally to two 

consonants in a word-initial position. The combination of initial consonant clusters is 

limited to only three voiceless stops: /p/, /t/, and /k/. The liquid or glide consonants: /r/, 

/l/, and /w/ function as a second unit in order to make 11 possible initial consonant 

clusters, as presented in Table 1-2. Next, ‘C3’ refers to a consonant segment in a word-

final position. Only one consonant is allowed in the coda position, and it is restricted to 

eight consonants, as shown in Table 1-3. The symbol ‘V1’ refers to a vocalic nucleus. 

The vocalic nucleus can be long or short. If it is long, a final consonant is not required, 

whereas a final consonant is obligatory if a vowel is short (Beebe1974). ‘V2’ is a 

diphthong vowel, occurring with the vowel /a/ in open and closed syllables, such as /iːa/, 

/uːa/, and /ɯːa/ (Slayden 2009). ‘T’ stands for tones, in which a syllable is dominated by 

one of the five tones: mid, low, falling, high, or rising. 

Major Variants of (R) in Bangkok Thai 

 This section provides information specifically on the major variants of (r) occurred 

in Bangkok Thai from the literature. The phonetic properties and extralinguistic factors 

related to the (r) variants are also addressed. 
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 Researchers found different (r) variants in previous studies of (r) in Thai. For 

instance, Harris (1972) suggests four variants of /r/ production that are commonly used 

in the speech of native speakers. These variants share the same point of articulation, 

but they are different with regard to the manner of articulation (trill, tap, lateral, and 

approximant). Palakornkul (1972) characterizes /r/ in Thai as a trill or an approximant, 

whereas Tingsabadh and Abramson (1993) and Harris (1996) suggest that /r/ is a trill or 

a flap. 

Phonetically, a trill and a tap are different in their phonetic properties. That is, a 

trill is made with a few contacts of the tongue tip against the alveolar area to make 

multiple periods of vibration. A tap, in contrast, is made with a brief contact between the 

tongue and the alveolar area (Ladefoged 1971; Ladefoged and Maddieson 1996). 

Additionally, many linguists suggest a distinction between a tap and a flap11. Ladefoged 

(1971), Catford (1988), and Ladefoged and Maddieson (1996) point out that the 

direction of movement differentiates a flap from a tap. That is, a flap is made with a brief 

contact between the articulators when the tongue moves ‘tangentially to the site of the 

contact’. It is “typically made of retracing the tongue tip behind the alveolar ridge and 

moving it forward so that it strikes the upper surface of the vocal tract in passing” 

(Ladefoged and Maddieson 1996:231). A tap, on the other hand, is the sound made 

when the tongue moves directly to contact ‘the roof of the mouth’. However, many 

linguists, such as Lindau (1985), do not note any differences between a tap and a flap, 

and term both sounds a flap with a phonetic symbol, [ɾ]. 

                                            
11

 I use the term ‘flap’ to refer to tap and flap variants of (r) throughout the present study. 
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Harris (1972:22) additionally suggests the devoiced variants of /r/ occurring after 

aspirated voiceless stops: /ph/ and /kh/ of initial consonant clusters. Only a devoiced tap 

[ɾ] and a devoiced lateral [l ] are found in casual speech, while a devoiced trill [r] and a 

devoiced approximant [ɹ ] are infrequently used.  

In terms of the social significance of the sound /r/, previous studies (e.g., Beebe 

1974; Treyakul 1986; Chunsuvimol 1993; Harris 1996) have suggested that a trill [r] and 

a flap [ɾ] are standard and prestigious variants of (r) in the onset. A flap [ɾ] and a trill [r] 

as a second unit of the initial consonant clusters are standard in Bangkok Thai. The 

production of these (r) variants is also affected by linguistic and extralinguistic factors. 

Speakers frequently use a flap in everyday conversation while a trill is infrequent in 

casual utterances. A trill is mainly found in emphatic speech and in more formal 

speaking settings, such as formal broadcasting and instruction at schools (Beebe 1974; 

Treyakul 1986; Harris 1996). Other nonstandard variants of the initial (r) found in the 

literature (e.g., Harris 1972; Beebe 1974; Chunsuvimol 1993) are a lateral [l] and an 

approximant [ɹ]. The lateral is prevalently used in casual speech, whereas an 

approximant is considered an atypical variant because it is used in the speech of 

speakers with a high fluency of English (Bickner and Hudak 1993). The zero realization 

or null variant [ø] is stigmatized, occurring in the consonant clusters when speakers omit 

(r) in the second segment of the clusters (Chunsuvimol 1993). Figure 1-3 presents the 

variants of the (r) realization, possibly occurring in the initial position and the consonant 

clusters according to the phonological and extralinguistic factors. 

This chapter has provided the purpose and rationale of the present research. It 

includes a background of the Thai language, demographic information, and the 
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languages used in Bangkok. A phonological description of the Thai consonant inventory 

and the major variants of (r) found in Bangkok Thai from the literature are additionally 

addressed. Next chapter discusses the theoretical framework adopted in the present 

study. 
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Table 1-1.  The Thai consonant phonemes*  

 Bilabial Labio 
Dental 

Alveolar Post 
Alveolar 

Palatal Velar Glottal 

Aspirated  
stop 

ph  

ผ  พ  ภ 
 th 

ฐ  ฑ  ฒ  
ถ  ท  ธ 

cʰ 

ฉ  ช  ฌ 
 kh 

ข  ฃ   
ค  ฅ  ฆ 

 

Unaspirated  
stop 

p, b 

ป, บ 
 t, d 

ต ฏ, ด ฎ 
c 

จ 
 k 

ก 
ʔ 

อ 

Nasal m 

ม 
 n 

น  ณ 
  ŋ 

ง 
 

Fricative  
 

f 

ฟ  ฝ 
s 

ซ  ศ  ษ  ส 
   h 

ห  ฮ 

Trill  
 

 r 

ร 
    

Lateral  
Approximant 

  l 

ล  ฬ 
    

Semivowel w 

ว 
   j 

ย  ญ 
 
 

 

* Adapted from Slayden (2009) and Phootirat (2012). 
 
 
Table 1-2.  The initial consonant clusters in Thai* 

                  Bilabial              Alveolar              Velar 

Aspirated voiceless stop            phr     thr**                  khr  
                                        phl          khl  
                                                                                                      khw 

Unaspirated voiceless stop         pr                        tr        kr 
                                        pl                     kl 
              kw 

* Adapted from Beebe (1974) and Phootirat (2012). 
** Beebe (1974:53) suggests that the thr cluster occurs only in a few words that are 
    derived from Sanskrit. 
 
 
Table 1-3.  The Thai consonants in a syllable-final position* 

             Bilabial                Alveolar               Palatal              Velar           

Stop   p        t                    k  
Nasal             m        n                              ŋ 
Semivowel            w                           j  

* Adapted from Beebe (1974). 
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Figure 1-1.  Map of Thailand with the four major regions from 
http://www.thailanguagehut.com/vocabulary-thai/learn-thai-telling/   

 

 

 

 

http://www.thailanguagehut.com/vocabulary-thai/learn-thai-telling/
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Figure 1-2.  Map of Thailand illustrating the Bangkok metropolitan area from 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bangkok_Metropolitan_Region 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bangkok_Metropolitan_Region
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         [ɾ]: a voiced apical alveolar flap, standard variant, used in  
    everyday speech  

 
           [r]: a voiced apical alveolar trill, standard variant, mainly occurs  

              in emphatic speech and more formal speaking occasions 
  

                    [l]: a voiced apical alveolar lateral, nonstandard variant, commonly 
                                    found in casual speech 

 
                     [ɹ]: a voiced apical alveolar approximant, nonstandard variant, 
                                    occurring in the speech of speakers with high English proficiency 

                          
                    [ɾ]: a devoiced apical alveolar flap                    voiceless variants, 

                    [r]: a devoiced apical alveolar trill                     additionally found 

                    [l ]: a devoiced apical alveolar lateral                after an initial 
         [ɹ]: a devoiced apical alveolar approximant      aspirated voiceless 

                                                                                                        stops in consonant 
                  clusters 
                  

           [ø]: a zero realization or null variant, nonstandard variant, found in 
               consonant cluster (r) in casual speech 

 
Figure 1-3.  Variants of the /r/ realization in terms of phonological and extralinguistic  

factors. Adapted from Harris (1972) and Phootirat (2012). 
 

 

/r/ 
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CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Variationist sociolinguistics approach is the theoretical framework adopted in this 

dissertation. The key principles and methodology of language variation study from 

variationist scholars are presented. In addition, the extralinguistic factors of social and 

stylistic dimensions are provided in order to demonstrate the correlation of these factors 

in language variation. 

The Study of Language Variation: Variationist Sociolinguistics 

Variationist sociolingustics is a major approach in the 1960s’ studies of William 

Labov. His research presents the association of language variation, such as 

phonological forms with their social meaning. Unlike other linguistic perspectives which 

state that language is homogeneous (e.g., Generative Grammar), Labov asserts that 

variation in language can be systematically explained by the influence of external 

factors such as age, gender, socioeconomics, and speech style. For data collection, 

Labov (1963, 1966) developed sets of language variation methods, such as the 

sociolinguistic interview, rapid and anonymous survey, written questionnaire, sampling 

strategies, and quantitative analysis. These data collection techniques have been 

adopted as a model of variation examination for numerous sociolinguistic studies in 

different large urban settings, such as New York City: Labov (1966), Fowler (1986), 

Mather (2012); Norwich: Trudgill (1974); Montreal: Sankoff and Sankoff (1973); Sydney: 

Horvath (1985).  

Quantitative Paradigm 

The quantitative paradigm, an important approach in variationist sociolinguistics, 

suggests that variability is a fundamental part of linguistic competence. An important 
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perspective of linguistic competence is “the ability of human beings to accept, preserve, 

and interpret rules with variable constraints” (Labov 1972a:226). This approach is 

derived from the model proposed by Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1968:188), who 

note that “not all variability and heterogeneity in language structure involves change; but 

all change involves variability and heterogeneity.” It is stated that language is orderly 

heterogeneous, containing inherent variables influenced by the co-variation of linguistic 

and extralinguistic features. This account is different from that of Chomsky (1965) in his 

Generative Grammar. Chomsky views language as an entity with homogeneous 

structures. In Chomsky’s linguistic perspective (1965:3), he states that: 

Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in a  
completely homogeneous speech community, who knows its (the speech 
community’s) language perfectly and is unaffected by such grammatically 
irrelevant conditions as memory limitations, distractions, shifts of attention 
and interest, and errors in applying his knowledge of this language in actual 
performance. 

 
The quantitative approach is elaborated beyond what is explained and included in a 

generative framework. The majority of Chomsky’s language competence is considered 

‘the variable rules’ in the quantitative paradigm. The variable rule was developed in 

Labov’s (1969) seminal study of the Vernacular Black English. His analysis concerns a 

thorough exploration of the variability of nonstandard Black English (NNE)1, such as the 

final -t, -d deletion, copula, and an auxiliary be. 

Labov (1972a) states that there is inherent variability in language that occurs at 

different levels of human languages (e.g., phonology, morphology, syntax, semantic, 

discourse), in every dialect, in every variety of a language, and in every speaker 

(Tagliamonte 2012). The variation in the language does not randomly occur. Rather, it is 

                                            
1
 NNE refers to Nonstandard Negro English, in Labov’s (1969) term. 
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systematic and socially conditioned (structured variability (Cameron 2009)). The 

evidence is proven by various studies at different levels of the linguistic structure, such 

as studies on phonological variation of the suffix -ing in English (Fischer 1958; Labov 

1966; Trudgill 1972; Chamber 2002b), and final -t,-d deletion in English (Guy 1980; 

Tagliamonte and Temple 2005). Morphosyntactic research includes the study of 

nonstandard morphological and syntactic features of English—such as the nonstandard 

-s, never, do and auxiliary have—in the speech of working-class adolescents (Cheshire 

1982), and the variable of third person plural in French verbs (Nadasdi 2001). A 

syntactic variable study is, for example, the object clitic placement in Cypriot Greek 

(Pappas 2008, cited in Walker 2010). Some studies on language variation in discourse 

are the pragmatic expressions of you know and I mean in English (Östman 1981; 

Holmes 1986), pre-verbal do in Somerset English2 (Jones and Tagliamonte 2004), and 

be like of quotative verbs in Canadian English (Tagliamonte and Hudson 1999; 

Tagliamonte 2005). 

In addition, empirical studies of language change, using the quantitative principle, 

have demonstrated that linguistic change has its origin in synchronic variation or in the 

heterogeneity of the speech community. In other words, synchronic variation reflects 

diachronic change. Bailey (2002:312) states that “the synchronic approach to the study 

of language change, the study of change in progress, forms one of the cornerstones of 

research in language variation and change”. The synchronic approach was introduced 

in Labov’s seminal studies of Martha’s Vineyard (1963) and the Lower East Side in New 

York City (1966). The model enables researchers to investigate the progress of 

                                            
2
  Somerset is a variety of English spoken in Southwest England.  
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language changes at the time it occurs. The concept of apparent time3 as a surrogate of 

real time analysis has been corroborated in various studies of language variation and 

change, such as Bickerton (1973), Kay (1975), Bailey et al. (1991), and Labov (1994). 

 In the quantitative paradigm, variants of a linguistic variable are considered from 

the production of different ways of saying the same underlying form. The selection of 

one variant over another is systematically chosen by internal and external factors. 

Young and Bayley (1996:253) note, in their terminology, “the principle of multiple 

causes”, that the variability observed in a set of language data should be analyzed with 

multiple contextual factors (e.g., linguistic environment and social phenomena). The 

frequency of each occurred variant is analyzed according to different linguistic and 

social factors. Linguistic or internal factors are determined by particular linguistic 

contexts,   co-occurring with the forms of a linguistic variable under examination. Social 

or external factors, on the other hand, commonly include speakers’ age, gender, 

education background, socioeconomic status, and speech style.  

 Bayley (2002) also suggests that ‘the principle of quantitative modeling’ is an 

important theoretical principle underlying the quantitative study of language variation. It 

is claimed that language change can be quantified with the pattern of variation. That is, 

quantitative statements are identified about language use. Analysts can count the 

frequency of a particular occurrence of a variant over others. It also allows researchers 

to analyze according to its different linguistic and social factors, and determine a 

proportion of the total number of occurrences on which form could have occurred, even 

if it did not. This way, researchers are able to see the patterns and tendencies from the 

                                            
3
 Apparent time construct is a form of synchronic analysis, where language is analyzed for a particular 

point in time. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Synchronic_analysis
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data and determine the characteristics of particular factors that influence the choice of 

variants selected in different environments. Also, the use of quantitative evidence 

enables researchers to discover which linguistic and/or social factors favor or disfavor 

the occurrence of each variant. By using a statistical software program, such as 

VABRUL and Goldvarb, researchers are able to describe and postulate the linguistic 

phenomena, such as the regular property of language variation, changes in progress, 

and linguistic systems. 

The Linguistic Variable 

Labov (1972a) divides the linguistic variables into three categories: indicators, 

markers and stereotypes according to a level of sociolinguistic salience. An indicator is 

a linguistic variable that shows social variation, but that has no style-shifting across 

speech settings. For instance, a vowel (a:) in words, such as ‘cart’ and ‘bath’ in Norwich 

English (Trudgill 1974) is not affected by speech styles. That is, Norwich speakers 

continue using a back vowel of (a:)4 regardless of speech styles of different speaking 

situations. Another example of indicators is different vowels in words, such as ‘cot’ and 

‘caught’ in American English. Whether the speakers are able to distinguish the vowels 

of such words does not affect the social interpretation (Wardhaugh 2006:148). In 

addition, indicators are not stratified by the ages of speakers, thus there is no 

interpretation of change in progress (Tagliamonte 2012). A marker, on the other hand, 

carries social and stylistic significance. That is, markers vary with respect to the social 

factors of speakers, such as age, gender, and social class. Also, markers show 

variation within individual speakers according to the formality of a speaking situation. 

                                            
4
 The standard variety of British English uses a front (a:) vowel (Tagliamonte 2012). 
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Markers have the overt social interpretation attached to them. Classic sociolinguistic 

variables, such as (ing), (r), and (th) in New York English (Labov 1966) are considered 

markers because they mark with some social characteristics and styles of speaking 

situations. For example, speakers in New York City are aware that the r-less sound in a 

word, such as ‘car’ associates with the speech of lower class speakers. Therefore, New 

York speakers may alternate their production of the (r) according to different situations. 

A stereotype is a highly recognized characteristic feature with obvious social 

significance of the speech of speakers in a particular group. Additionally, linguistic 

features of a stereotype are salient to speakers, since they affect people’s speech 

behavior. Stereotypes receive great attention, and speakers are greatly conscious of a 

highly stigmatized feature of stereotypes. Also, stereotypes are generally a topic of 

discussion for members of the community in which they are known, and also for 

outsiders (Tagliamonte 2012). Examples of local stereotypes include the stereotypical 

Brooklynese pronunciation of ‘toity toid Street’ for 33rd Street in New York City, and 

Bostonian fronted broad (ɑ) in words, such as ‘cah’ and ‘pahk’ for ‘car’ and ‘park’ (Labov 

1972a:248). 

Variationist analysts are interested in the inherent variability of language. In 

Labov’s (1972a) point of view, a linguistic variable is defined as “two or more ways of 

saying the same thing.” Other researchers also offer a definition of a linguistic variable. 

For instance, a linguistic variable is a fundamental element of people’s everyday 

conversation; as Sapir (1921:147) notes, “everyone knows that language is variable”, 

whereas D. Sankoff (1988a:142) states that linguistic variables must be alternatives 

within the same grammatical system which have the same referential meaning in 
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running discourse. In his more recent work, Labov (2004:7) explains that “a linguistic 

variable is the first and also the last procedure in the analysis of variation. It begins with 

the simple act of noticing a variation―that there are two alternative ways of saying the 

same thing.” In addition, Walker (2010:9) suggests that variants people hear are “the 

overt manifestations: with phonemes we hear allophones; with variables, we hear 

variants”.  

The linguistic variable is the choice of variant that individual speakers make 

alternating these variants in their conversation. Variants are the actual speech 

production of each linguistic variable, and they must occur in the same context. For 

example, speakers may have alternative word choices in one sentence, such as ‘Last 

year, I visited my family in three cities: Chicago for about two weeks, Atlanta for 

approximately three weeks, and Miami for like a week.’ In this sentence, it shows the 

alternation of three variants of approximation: ‘about’, ‘approximately’, and ‘like’. A 

selection of one variant over another must be systematic (structured heterogeneity) and 

involve patterns of linguistic and social factors. The variable comprises different levels 

of linguistic features, such as phonetic, phonological, morphological, syntactic, and 

there are at least two or more variants. In the level of phonology, the linguistic variable 

is straightforward, in which variants may alternate by one or more phonological features. 

A classic example of the phonological variable in English is, for example, the variable 

(ing). The variable (ing) occurs at word-final, consisting of two variants of the velar [ɪŋ] 

and the alveolar [ɪn] in words, such as ‘talking’ versus ‘talkin’. However, when the focus 

is on other levels of language above phonology, such as syntax and semantics, 

questions arise whether or not it is two different ways of saying the same things. For 
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instance, the presence and absence of the suffix (ly)5, such as ‘eat quick’ versus ‘eat 

quickly’, the use of different intensifiers, such as ‘very’ versus ‘really’6and syntactic 

structures, such as tense and aspect particles. In these cases, alternative variants are 

not exactly equivalent in meaning. According to these questions, the definition of a 

linguistic variable is challenged whether or not it is valid for a syntactic variable analysis 

(e.g., Lavandera 1978; Romaine 1981). D. Sankoff and Thibault’s (1981) study 

introduces a weak complementarity concept to account for the problematic cases of the 

variables in syntax. It is stated that the linguistic variable can be identified by its 

distribution across the speech community. It is unnecessary to be semantically 

equivalent. Rather, functional equivalence or discourse equivalence is considered more 

relevant. D. Sankoff and Thibault (1981:208) explain that “the most we will be able to 

say is that the proposed variants can serve one, or more generally, similar discourse 

functions.” Labov (2004) also states that with the exception of weak equivalences, there 

are clear cases of co-variation of form and meaning, such as Myhill’s (1995, 1996) 

studies on the development of the American English strong obligation system. In 

addition, in his later work, D. Sankoff (1988a:153) further points out that:  

Two different lexical items or structures can almost always have some 
usages or contexts in which they have different meanings, or functions, and 
it is even claimed by some that this differences, though it may be subtle, is 
always pertinent whenever one of the forms is used. 

The concept of the linguistic variable, however, has been analyzed more thoroughly 

when more studies of the linguistic variables at the levels beyond phonology are 

investigated. Therefore, in order to examine the linguistic variable, two or more variants 

                                            
5
 Further discussion can be found in Tagliamonte (2012). 

6
 Further discussion can be found in Tagliamonte (2012). 
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are required to have a common underlying form. Tagliamonte (2012) further suggests 

that the form and function correspondence may not be maintained because variants 

involve in the same change may not mean precisely the same thing. More importantly,  

if these variants are members of the same set of grammar structures in the speech 

community, the patterns can be observed. Moreover, the decision on all possible 

variants and their contexts in which they occur must be accountable. This is where the 

principle of accountability, a fundamental of language variation analysis, comes into 

play.  

The Principle of Accountability 

In examining language variation, the principle of accountability should be taken 

into account. It is an important methodological procedure to appropriately and 

accurately analyze factors influencing a choice of variant (Labov 1966:49, 1972a:72).  

The principle of accountability requires that not only the target variants of the variable 

we are investigating, but also all other relevant occurrences in the system with which 

that form varies must be included. The importance of accountability is that researchers 

must take into consideration what to count, and calculate the distribution of counts in 

order to have an accurate interpretation of results. It is necessary to understand what 

variant is affected by what type of environment compared to another, and how. For 

instance, Tagliamonte (2005) analyzes a quotative verb, ‘be like’ in Canadian English. 

She suggests that the nature of the quotation is one of the influences to the selection of 

‘be like’. In order to reveal the pattern of a quotative type of ‘be like’, it is necessary to 

determine how quotative type influences the choice of ‘be like’ by counting all the 

quotative types such as direct speech, indirect speech, gesture, and count the 

frequency of ‘be like’ occurrence for each type of quotative occurs. The results show 
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that ‘be like’ is selected with indirect speech more than other types of quotative. This 

way of counting provides the accountability of the results; as Labov (1972c: 94) notes, 

“any variable form (a member of a set of alternative ways of saying the same thing) 

should be reported with the proportion of cases in which the form did occur in the 

related environment, compared to the total number of cases in which it might have 

occurred.” In contrast, if a researcher counts the number of ‘be like’ tokens, and divides 

the counts according to types of quotative in the data, the results show only the number 

of ‘be like’ tokens occurring for each of the different quotative types. This way of 

counting demonstrates that direct speech has the highest counts for the use of ‘be like’. 

Nonetheless, it is unable to reveal the pattern of ‘be like’, since not all of the quotative 

types are included in the count, and it leads to incorrect interpretation.  

Circumscribing the Variable Context 

Before an analysis of linguistic variation begins, it is crucial to identify or 

circumscribe the variable context in Poplack and Tagliamonte’s (1989:60) term where 

the variants possibly occur and specify where the variable might have occurred but 

does not. It is essential that analysts know “what is varying with what” (Weiner and 

Labov 1983:33). That is, researchers need to know what the choices of variants are, 

although one of the choices is nothing at all (Tagliamonte 2009). An analyst must 

determine all the potential forms that are counted as variants of the variable where they 

have equivalent meaning, and exclude the forms that are invariable. Categorical 

contexts that do not vary are also removed from the analysis. Once the variables and 

their environments are defined, researchers can ascertain both internal linguistic 

factors, such as the linguistic contexts and the external factors, such as age, gender, 

education, etc. that may influence choices of variant. Smith’s (2001) work on the 
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negative ‘do’ in Buckie, the northeastern Scot dialect, demonstrates the distinction of 

the categorical and variable contexts. The researcher states that the categorical context 

of a third person pronoun, where negative ‘do’ is rarely absent, is explained by syntactic 

constraints, whereas the variable contexts of the first and second person pronouns is 

due to lexical, frequency, and processing constraints. 

Quantitative Analysis  

 Quantitative analysis has been a central practice of language variation studies in 

the past few decades. Quantitative analysis reveals the behavior of the linguistic 

variables corresponding to a set of internal (grammatical) or external (social) factors. 

The analysis examines an individual instance of linguistic forms in the context of any 

level of the grammar. The focus is on the repeated variable a speaker produces in the 

course of linguistic performance (Poplack and Tagliamonte 2001). Quantitative practice 

allows analysts to investigate the tendencies from the frequency of the occurrence of a 

particular variant over others and interpret how the alternative of the linguistic variable is 

influenced by particular factors in a specific environment in which it appears. In addition, 

these linguistic variables are considered as representatives of the underlying variable 

grammar of the speaker and the speaker’s speech community (Tagliamonte 2007). In 

addition, studies that apply quantitative analysis to examine synchronic variation in 

language are able to reveal change in progress (Coates 2004). 

Statistical Analysis 

Variationists apply multivariate statistical testing as a standard methodology in 

variation analysis. Based on Labov’s variable rule model (1966), the variable rule 

software program, VARBRUL, was developed by Cedegren and D. Sankoff (1974) to 

account for analytical difficulties regarding intuitive judgments. VARBRUL allows 
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researchers to perform a multiple regression analysis, which is a statistical tool that can 

model binary variables with the effect of multiple factors (D. Sankoff 1988b). Once the 

linguistics and social factors are determined, and all tokens of the variable are 

extracted, each linguistic and social factor is assigned a specific code, and submitted to 

a statistical tool in order to analyze the factors that may significantly influence a choice 

of variant forms. The later software version, Goldvarb X, was developed by D. Sankoff 

and his colleagues (D. Sankoff, Tagliamonte, and Smith 2005) to measure the effects of 

linguistic and extralinguistic factors regarding a selection of variant forms by using a 

weight range from 0 to 1.0. The multiple regression method in the Goldvarb program 

provides three levels of evidence that should be used together for interpreting the 

results of an analysis of the variable (Tagliamonte 2009). 

First, Goldvarb reveals the statistical significance of a specific factor group. 

Statistical significance is important, since the significance of a particular factor group 

may affect the interpretation of the results. It is noted that different raw percentages only 

indicate the distribution of each variant, correlating with potential factors it is influenced 

by. These differences in frequency do not indicate whether or not they are statistically 

significant.  

Second, this statistical software shows constraint ranking. It provides the 

direction of specific factor groups presented in factor weights. A factor weight favors the 

occurrence of a variant when it is measured greater than 0.5 or close to 1.0, whereas a 

factor weight indicates a disfavored effect when it is less than 0.5. A factor weight is 

considered neutral when it stands at 0.5. It neither favors nor disfavors a variant.  
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Last, the program demonstrates the relative strength of a particular factor group 

relating to other factor groups by comparing the range of factor weights within a factor 

group, and the order of selection of factors. A greater range of a factor group identifies a 

stronger constraint of variant choice more than a smaller range of a factor group. The 

stronger effect of the factor is notable in accounting for the variability.  

 By running the test, analysts are able to use statistical evidence to present the 

characteristics of the variation: whether the linguistic or social factors favor or disfavor 

the occurrence of a specific variant, the statistical significance of each factor group, and 

the relative strength of the factor groups of the variable under examination. In addition, 

the results enable researchers to explain language variation phenomena, such as an 

ongoing change in the language.  

The Speech Community 

The speech community is a main locale in order to examine the patterns of 

variability in language use in the variationist paradigm. Researchers have been offered 

a definition of speech community. For instance, Bloomfield (1933:42) describes that “a 

speech community is a group of people who interact by means of speech.” In his cut-off 

criterion, Bloomfield suggests that a group or community is defined not only by what it is 

provided but by what it is not. Also, he states that “the speech varieties employed within 

a speech community form a system because they are related to a shared set of social 

norms” (Bloomfield 1933:161). 

Gumperz (1968, 1971:114) defines a speech community as “any human 

aggregate characterized by regular and frequent interaction by means of a shared body 

of verbal signs and set off from similar aggregates by significant differences in language 

usage.” It is stated that members of the speech community must share a set of 
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grammatical rules, and regular relationships between language use and social structure. 

In addition, “the speech varieties employed within a speech community form a system 

because they are related to a shared set of social norms” (Gumperz 1971:116). 

However, it may overlap language boundaries. For example, speakers of Czech,  

Austrian, German, and Hungarian may share norms for speech acts and conversational 

interaction without sharing any common language. Gumperz states that speakers from 

these central European countries are united in a ‘Sprachbund’, a speech area, not a 

speech community (Wardhaugh 2006).  

 Labov (1972a:158) defines a speech community as “a group (of speakers) who 

share the same norms in regard to language.” Speakers in the speech community agree 

on the social meanings and evaluations of the variants chosen. The observation of 

language variation is from everyday speech that speakers in the community use in 

conversing or writing documents, such as advertisements, articles, and newspapers. 

This investigation of the pattern of the linguistic variables reflects how the speech 

community is organized. That is, it shows what variants are preferable, and this 

phenomenon mirrors the speech behavior of speakers as members and reveals social 

norms, such as the social evaluation of variants between prestigious and stigmatized 

forms and their status (i.e., the insiders) in the speech community.  

Empirical studies of language variation in urban settings demonstrate the 

relations of the linguistic variable with nonlinguistic variables of the social context of the 

speakers, the listener or the setting (Labov 1972a:237). For instance, Labov’s seminal 

studies in the 1960s on sound change in Martha’s Vineyard (1963) and the study of 

social stratification of English in New York City (1966) are influential in further research 
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in different urban cities, such as Norwich (Trudgill 1972), Montreal (D. Sankoff et al. 

1976), Glasgow (Macaulay 1976), Belfast (Milroy and Milroy 1978), Ottawa-Hull 

(Poplack 1989), Tokyo (Matsuda 1995), Cairo (Haeri 1996). These examples of 

research provide insight into the social and linguistic mechanisms and motivation of 

language variation and change in different speech communities around the world. 

Extralinguistic Factors and Language Variation 

From relevant previous studies in the literature, this section provides a 

description of extralinguistic factors: social factors of age and gender; and stylistic 

factors, such as the formality of an interaction and style shifting. The observation of 

speech data in language variation studies takes social and stylistic dimensions into 

account, since these extralinguistic factors potentially influence language variation and 

change. The interrelationship between the interspeaker and intraspeaker perspectives 

has been observed in sociolinguistic studies (e,g., Labov 1966; Trudgill 1974; Romaine 

1978, 1982; Cheshire 1982). The same linguistic variable functions concurrently in both 

social and stylistic dimensions; as Labov’s well-known phrase relates that it may be 

difficult to differentiate “a casual salesman from a careful pipefitter.” (Labov 1972a:240).  

Social Variation 

Age 

 Primary language change generally associates with a speaker’s age. It is 

observable that people of different age use language differently. It is noticeable that 

utterances of older speakers are dissimilar to those of younger people. An important 

analytical technique for a variation study is the construct of apparent time. In Labov’s 

early works (1963, 1966), one of his methodological development sets is the apparent 

time construction to observe the progress of linguistic changes as they were occurring. 
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The concept of the apparent time hypothesis enables researchers to establish the basis 

for a synchronic approach to a language change. Labov states that when social and 

stylistic factors are combined in the study, linguistic differences of people from different 

generations (apparent-time differences) would demonstrate actual diachronic 

developments in the language (real-time language change). In his study of Martha’s 

Vineyard (1963), for instance, Labov describes that an increase in the use of 

centralization of (ay) and (aw) among different age groups of respondents reflects a 

diachronic increase in the use of these linguistic forms of the islanders. However, the 

expansion of centralized forms was not the largest in the youngest groups of speakers. 

The youngest islanders (14-30) rarely used the centralized forms because the forms 

were due to a pressure to leave the island for a better job opportunity. The older age 

groups of Yankee fishermen (31-45) began to use the centralization in their speech to 

maintain the island identity from being pressured to leave the island. Then the 

centralization spread to other groups of islanders, and it is marked as the island identity. 

Also, the use of the centralized onsets (ay) and (aw) has a high index of positive 

orientation towards the island. Labov terms this centralization feature ‘traditional 

Vineyarder’ because the feature notably contains the social meaning of Martha’s 

Vineyard. 

Apparent time construction is a major technique in variationist studies to interpret 

a language change in comparison of generational differences at a single point in time. It 

is a surrogate for real time examination at different points in history (Bailey 2002). The 

apparent time is used to examine how a language change may have occurred in the 

past, and it enables investigators to study the history of a linguistic process from the 
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viewpoint of the present time. This assumption is based on Lenneberg’s (1967) critical 

period hypothesis, which states that an individual’s linguistic system stabilizes after 

reaching late adolescence, and it remains stable throughout her or his life. G. Sankoff 

(2006) suggests that a gradual increase or decrease of frequency in the use of linguistic 

forms when analyzing the speaker’s age can be interpreted as change in progress. An 

S-curve is characterized as a classic pattern of change in progress when analyzed in 

apparent time. That is, one form of language is slowly replaced by a new form at the 

beginning of a change. It then progresses rapidly during the mid-course, and slowly 

weakens in the final stage of the change. Also, a monotonic slope by age7 is considered 

presenting a regular increase in the use of linguistic features by speakers   in one age 

group to the next, and it leads to linguistic change for the community (Labov 1994:84). 

Apparent time studies additionally allow data collection in similar settings and 

circumstances, thus eliminating the comparability problem (Chamber 2002a). 

  However, different linguistic features among different generations can be 

potentially indicated as an age-grading phenomenon. Age-grading involves a pattern 

that reoccurs with each successive generation. This means that individuals change their 

linguistic behavior at different stages in their lives. This pattern continues repeating, but 

the linguistic system in the community does not undergo a change (Labov 1994). 

Change is only localized to the linguistic behavior of a specific age group. Certain 

features may occur or disappear when a speaker becomes older. The typical example 

of age-grading is during the transition of adolescence to adulthood. Holmes (1992:184, 

186) suggests that nonstandard language―i.e., slang, swear words, or innovative 

                                            
7
 A monotonic slope by age shows a steady increase or decrease in proportion of use of linguistic 

features from one age group to the next (Tagliamonte 2012).  
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forms―tend to reach a peak during adolescent ages. This situation may be due to a 

pressure from a peer group, in which younger speakers refuse to correspond to the 

society’s norm. When speakers reach their middle-aged stage, they are more likely to 

acknowledge the society’s language and conform to the norm of standard or prestigious 

forms of language due to the speakers’ social pressures, such as their working situation 

and child rearing. In older age, when most people are retired with fewer social 

pressures, the favoring of nonprestigious forms may reoccur (Labov 1994:73). 

Gender 

 Gender is another social factor involved in language variation. It is a powerful 

differentiation factor in almost every study of sociolinguistics. In the literature, 

researchers alternate the terms, ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ to explain female and male 

differences. Gender is different from biological sex of femaleness or maleness, in that 

the term is used to describe research that refers to social and cultural conditions, such 

as the expectations and opportunities that correspond to people of being women or men 

in society.  

Analysts have discussed how gender is related to socialization as an important 

factor in the explanation of language variation and language change. In many speech 

communities, women and men favor different patterns of using and interpreting 

language through their childhood when they develop different styles of interaction in 

different speaking situations. Also, gender differences in linguistic behavior reflect the 

differential distribution of power in society. In communities where men have more power 

in society, their language is the norms that controls interaction, whereas women with 

less power are likely to be more linguistically polite than men (Holmes 1995). Labov 

(1990, 2001) proposes two general principles about gender and language variation: that 
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men prefer nonstandard forms than women in stable sociolinguistic stratification 

(Principle I), while women accept the incoming prestige forms in change from above 

more than men (Principle Ia), and women serve as the innovators in linguistic change 

from below (Principle II). However, there is a factor that may not involve prestige or 

consciousness of speech. Milroy and Milroy (1997) point out that women are not always 

conservative. Rather, men use localized variants more frequently, consistently, and 

more genuinely as identity-based social meaning in the community, whereas women 

prefer supra-local variants in speech.  

 Various sociolinguistic and variation studies have shown differences in the 

speech of women and men in ongoing forms within different speech communities. The 

early studies, such as Labov’s (1966) study in New York City and Trudgill’s (1972) study 

in Norwich, present a common correlation pattern that women appear to favor the forms 

that contain standard or prestigious features in their speech more consistently than 

men. Women tend to use the forms considered ‘better’ as corresponding to social 

norms. The results can be observed from the different degrees of use. That is, both 

women and men use the same set of variants, but in different quantities. Labov’s     

well-known survey of New York City English (1966) illustrates that gender differences 

play a significant role in the process of language change. One of the variables under 

examination is the variable (r). New York City is historically nonrhotic, where people 

prefer the r-less variant after vowels, in words such as ‘car’ and ‘cart’. The findings 

support Labov’s general principles of human language behavior that women are more 

conscious of the nonstandard value of r-less form and shift towards the prestige r-ful 

form more frequently than men.  
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Cameron (2006) suggests that women and men are instrumental in different 

kinds of changes. Women lead in ‘change from above’ when they are consciously 

aware of the social meaning of the incoming prestige forms, such as rhoticity in New 

York City English. Men, on the other hand, lead in ‘change from below’ when they are 

unconsciously aware of the adoption of particular nonprestige pronunciation to express 

their identity and solidarity. For instance, the shift to centralized diphthongs is led by 

men on Martha’s Vineyard (Labov 1963).  

Studies in later years focus on subgroups within broad social categories of age, 

education, sex, and so on. For example, the influential language and gender studies 

from Eckert (1988, 1989) demonstrate an insight understanding of the dynamics of 

sociolinguistic variation. Eckert examines phonological variation among American high 

school students in Detroit as a community of practice. The researcher correlates 

phonological variation with the social categories that are relevant to adolescents, rather 

than using only the convention social demographic categories. Female and male 

adolescents are categorized between Jocks and Burnouts8. Through the long-term 

participant observation and interviews, Eckert claims that these categories function as 

better predictors of phonological variation in the realization of specific vowels than the 

social class in which students are assigned according to their parents’ socioeconomic 

status. The differences of the identity of jocks and burnouts are also significant through 

their choices of phonological variables. For instance, the variable (uh) is backing; (the 

word ‘cut’ may sound like ‘caught’), while the nucleus of the variable (ay) is raised (‘file’ 

                                            
8
 The jocks represent a middle-class culture, actively engaging in both academic and extra-curricular 

activities to pursue higher education. The burnouts represent a working-class culture, engaging in the 
local exciting life outside school and rejecting the school’s values. 
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may sound like ‘foil’). The results reveal a complex correlation between gender and 

social categories of the jocks and burnouts. In general, Eckert suggests that in both 

groups, girls are more advanced than boys in producing the innovative variants as a 

group membership marker. Precisely, burnout girls are more advanced and innovative, 

leading in new vernacular forms, whereas jock girls conserve the old variants. Eckert 

points out that the sex of the speakers is not directly associated with linguistic behavior. 

Rather, it reflects complex social practice. Eckert found that the girls’ status of jocks and 

burnouts is highly symbolic. They assert themselves through their appearance and 

language more than the boys. The girls exhibit greater use of new variants that mark a 

group identity to establish membership and status in a more extreme way than the male 

jocks and burnouts do.  

Previous sociolinguistic studies are in agreement that women and men differ in 

their speech. It is noticed that women and men have been found leading in sound 

changes of different variables. Women are conservative in some aspects of their 

speech and innovative in others. This situation also holds true for men. Whether it is 

females or males who initiate a language change is not the main concern. Females and 

males are linguistically sensitive to language change in different circumstances. The 

reasons why and how women and men innovate and initiate a linguistic change or 

conserve the old linguistic features are more important. In addition, in order to 

understand the mechanism of language change and linguistic behavior, it would be 

better to consider women and men as members of particular speech communities or 

social networks, where their linguistic choices can be different according to the different 

social contexts (e.g., J. Milroy 1980; Nichols 1998; Chamber 2003; Coates 2004).  
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Stylistic Variation 

 Style is defined as the linguistic repertoire of individual speakers, in which they 

have an intuitive sense to speak in different ways. Individuals constantly change how 

they communicate depending on different settings. Different ways of speaking also 

convey different social meanings (Bell 2007). People may use certain linguistic features 

at a casual dinner with friends, while they may adjust their language at a formal 

conference with supervisors. Style is an extralinguistic factor with regard to language 

variation. Stylistic variation is a focus of language studies because it helps examine the 

self-consciousness of the speakers. It yields the findings of style shifting according to 

the formality of speech. Style shifting is broadened in the field of variationist 

sociolinguistic studies, such as when a speaker uses an informal variant in a way 

corresponding to speaking style. Fischer (1958), for example, analyzed stylistic and 

social variation of the variable (ing) of three-to-ten-year-old children. The results from 

one of the ten-year-old children demonstrated his stylistic variation, in which he used a 

more standard variant of -ing in a formal setting, and mostly chose a colloquial variant   

-in in a less formal situation.  

A number of theoretical frameworks have been proposed in order to explain the 

role and importance of style in sociolinguistics. One of the primary important 

approaches of stylistic variation was introduced in Labov’s (1966) sociolinguistic 

variables study in New York City. In his ‘attention to speech’ approach, Labov 

considered formality-informality style shifting as an outcome of the amount of attention 

speakers give to their speech in a specific situation. The occurrence of nonstandard 

linguistic features lessens when the formality increases. Individual speakers adjust or 

change their speech according to their perception and understanding of language 
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norms in the speech community. In order to investigate attention to speech and style 

shifting, Labov recorded a number of interviews with individual speakers to collect 

different types of speech style. Five different speech styles―casual speech, careful 

speech, reading aloud a short passage, reading aloud a list of words, and reading 

minimal pairs―were designed to increase the degree of attention to the speech. The 

results suggested that the pronunciation of a standard variant, such as -ing, in words 

such as ‘playing’ and ‘talking’ occurred more frequently than a nonstandard variant  -in’ 

when the style became more formal. However, many researchers raised questions 

regarding the attention to speech approach. For instance, Romaine (1980, cited in 

Cheshire 1982), stated that speakers in her study did not show fewer usages of 

nonstandard features when attention in reading was directly concentrated on speech. 

Other language style models were developed to describe stylistic variations. For 

instance, social psychologists, Giles and Powesland (1975) proposed the ‘speech 

accommodation theory’. This model focuses on the amount of difference in speech 

between the individual speaker and interlocutor in the social context. That is, individuals 

seek ‘social attractiveness’ or ‘communication efficacy’, in which they converge their 

speech to be more like that of the listener in order to be accepted by that listener. In 

other words, it is the speaker’s relationship to the addressee in the speech situation that 

determines the style. In some cases, the speakers may diverge from the speech of the 

listeners to differentiate themselves, or preserve their identity from other people, such 

as Wolfram and Schilling-Estes’ (1998) study on Ocracoke Island, North Carolina. 

Although the researchers found that style was mainly related to the amount of attention 

paid to speech, they also suggested that when interacting with outsider, some island 
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residents highly spoke less formal linguistic variants related to the local dialect in order 

to emphasize their local identity9.  

Alan Bell (1984) supported the accommodation theory, stating that the approach 

was comparable to stylistic variation approach within the field of sociolinguistics. Bell 

proposed the more elaborate ‘audience design’ framework, proposing that the primary 

reason individuals shift their speech style is because they are responding to their 

audience. Bell broadened the meaning of ‘addressee’ to include people who are not 

present or might be intentionally or accidentally listening to the conversation. However, 

the shifting or convergence is mainly focused on the specific interlocutor or audience 

present in the interaction. The audience design approach was developed from Bell’s 

(1984) study on the speech style of the radio newsreaders in Wellington, New Zealand. 

He compared the same newscasters reading the same news articles at the same 

studios for two radio stations. The results showed that style was changed as a result of 

a different group of audience. That is, the newscasters shifted their style consistently 

when moving from the National Program (YA station) to the Community Network (ZB 

station). In his later study, Bell (2001) examined the effect of gender and ethnicity on the 

speech of four early-to-mid twenties New Zealanders. The gender differences and 

ethnic identities (Maori versus Pakeha10) were manipulated to examine the stylistic 

variation. Each of the speakers was interviewed three times according to same gender, 

cross-gender, same ethnicity, and cross ethnicity. The results revealed that the Maori-

marked features, such as the pragmatic particle ‘eh’, a realization of /r/ as a flap, 

                                            
9
 Wolfram and Schilling-Estes term this occurrence ‘performance speech’, in which some local residents 
intentionally ‘put on’ a strong local dialect (unlike their everyday speech) to tourists. 

10
 Pakeha refers to most of the population of New Zealanders of European origin, descendants of the 

British who colonized the country in the 19
th
 century (Bell 2001:149). 
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nonaspiration of ‘p’, ‘t’, ‘k’11, and a retention of ‘h’ that differentiated Maori English from 

Pakeha English occurred in the conversations. Maori speakers chose these marked 

features when having an interview with the Maori interviewer more often than when 

talking to the Pakeha interviewer. The results supported Bell’s audience design model, 

since the linguistic features the speakers designed were sensitive and mainly 

responding to the ethnicity of the interlocutor. However, Maori speakers tended to use 

clusters of Maori features when talking about their family or culture to highlight the 

Maoriness, even though the listener was Pakeha. 

The association between social and stylistic variations of sociolinguistic variables 

has been demonstrated in a wide range of studies in many speech communities. Many 

types of features, ranging from phonological to pragmatic variation, have been taken 

into consideration. One important finding was that men shifted their speech style less, 

while women shifted their speech style more (e.g., Labov 1966, 2006; Eckert 2000). An 

important feature of style in Labov’s (1966) study was the intersection of gender and 

social class. It was evident that linguistic change in New York City was associated with 

women in different speech styles. For instance, speakers in other social classes varied 

their pronunciation of the variable (oh), the mid-back rounded vowel, in words such as 

‘talk’ and ‘dog’, very little from casual to formal contexts, whereas lower middle class 

women varied greatly with style shifting. The results suggested hypercorrection 

behavior. Labov indicated that lower middle class women had linguistic insecurity, 

caused by the borderline of their position between the middle and working class. Thus, 

                                            
11

 In words such as ‘Karekare’ and ‘Piripiri’ 
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they paid more attention when style shifted towards formality as an attempt to be able to 

speak better or more correctly.  

Cheshire (1982) investigated gender differentiation and stylistic variation in the 

vernacular forms as linguistic markers of working class adolescents in Reading.  

Cheshire analyzed stylistic variation when girls and boys had an interview with their 

teachers at school to examine how the more formal school context interacted with their 

speech. Some more complex factors involved in stylistic variation were apparent when 

she focused on the linguistic behaviors of individual speakers. Girls and boys in her 

study showed different patterns of speech in more formal styles. The girls’ usage of 

nonstandard forms decreased significantly more than those of the boys. Cheshire 

suggested that it may have been due to a loose-knit network of the girls’ peer groups. 

They had less pressure than the boys. The girls were likely to have social mobility and 

shifted towards the standard English forms in the school environment. For the boys, 

there were cases where some of them retained their vernacular forms. Age was called 

into play to explain the boys’ linguistic behaviors in the school setting. Cheshire pointed 

out, according to Labov’s (1965) suggestion, that some younger boys have not yet 

acquired the ability of style shifting until the age of 14. However, she stated that it was 

not certain that age was a relevant factor in her study, since it was suggested in other 

studies, such as Reid (1978), that younger children were sensitive to a speech style 

(Cheshire 1982:160). Some other boys did not use any nonstandard forms at all, which 

may have been because there were no other members of their peer group present in 

the classroom. Thus, the boys were influenced to shift their style according to the 

pressure of the school norms. In addition, the relationship with the teacher was another 
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crucial factor affecting the boys’ speech pattern. If the boys had a good relationship with 

the teacher, they tended to adapt their speech to meet the standard norms. When the 

boys had an unpleasant relationship with the teacher, they seemed to maintain their use 

of the vernacular or increase it. 

 This chapter has provided a description of key concepts in the theoretical 

framework of variationist sociolinguistics, the major methodological analysis adopted by 

the present research. The motivation of this study is to attempt to analyze the language 

data and describe the patterning and the stratification of the variants of two linguistic 

variables, the initial (r) and the initial consonant clusters (r) in Bangkok Thai, as well as 

their correlation to external factors. Therefore, social and stylistic factors are presented 

in order to demonstrate the effects of these factors on language variation. The next 

chapter reviews previous studies of the variable (r) in different languages and its 

correlation with the extralinguistic factors. 
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CHAPTER 3 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter provides a summary of relevant previous studies in the literature 

that have examined the sociolinguistic variable (r). In addition, the variation of (r) in 

English and other languages is presented, as well as an overview of empirical research 

on the variable (r) in Thailand in relation to extralinguistic constraints on language 

variation. 

The Sociolinguistic Variable (R) 

The linguistic variable (r) is appropriate for examining variation in language, since 

it occurs ubiquitously in everyday speech. Also, (r) can be proven to be a variable of 

some nonreferential information. Lavandera (1978) states that the variable (r) has social 

and stylistic or other significance, and it undergoes language change in many speech 

communities. The patterns of (r) vary in different languages around the world. For 

instance, Received Pronunciation (RP), one of the varieties of English spoken in 

England, is nonrhotic or r-less, whereas Scottish English is rhotic or r-ful, the same as 

many regions in North America. Sociolinguistic and variation studies of the variable (r) 

focus on phonetic variation in /r/, and other elements conditioned by /r/ and their 

interaction.  

Numerous studies have shown that the investigation of the variable (r) reveals its 

role in many aspects of sociolinguistic variation studies. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the 

sociolinguistic variable (r) is subject to variation, and it enables researchers to quantify 

patterns of language variation. In the following sections, research on the sociolinguistic 

variable (r) in English and other different languages is reviewed. 
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Variation of (R) in English 

American English 

Unlike the early perspectives of researchers, such as Hubbell (1950) who states 

that New Yorkers pronounce /r/ in a complete absence of any pattern, Labov’s (1966) 

department store study proves that r-pronunciation can be systematically examined. In 

addition, social and stylistic factors can be relevant to the explanation of the variation. 

Labov investigated patterns of variation in the use of postvocalic /r/ in New York English 

according to linguistic context, speech style and social class associated with 

salespeople from three department stores in Manhattan: Saks Fifth Avenue, Macy’s, 

and S. Klein. The stores represented the highest, middle and lowest social stratification 

ranking of the stores. Labov adopted the method of rapid and anonymous surveys to 

collect natural speech and lessen the observer’s paradox. The researcher naturally 

interacted with each store’s employees in a role of a customer, asking for the location of 

a particular department which was located on the ‘fourth floor’. This phrase contained 

two examples of postvocalic /r/, a potential phonetic environment of r-lessness. In order 

to elicit a more careful speech style, the salesperson repeated the same answer, ‘fourth 

floor’, when Labov pretended he had not heard the answer quite clearly the first time. 

Since the employees were not aware they were being examined, Labov could not 

record their responses. Rather, he noted each participant’s casual and careful 

responses at the store once he was out of sight of the salespeople.  

The results from 264 informants demonstrated that the rate of r-pronunciation 

increased socially and stylistically. The overall stratification of (r) suggested that 

salespeople in different department stores interacted with their customers according to 

customers’ social class. The employees in Saks used r-ful the most, showing that the 
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overt prestige form in New York City favored rhoticity. In contrast, salespeople in S. 

Klein used /r/ the least because they adjusted their speech to working class customers. 

Also, African American employees showed lower use of the r-ful variant than the white 

informants. In terms of stylistic variation, the occurrence of r-less decreased in careful 

emphatic speech for all groups of informants. In emphatic speech, Macy’s employees 

tended to pronounce the final (r) close to the higher occurrence of those in Saks. Labov 

stated in his later study (1972a, 2006) that the r-pronunciation was the norm that most 

employees of Macy’s aimed for. However, it was not the one they used most often. In 

contrast, there was a shift from the r-less to the r-ful between casual and emphatic 

pronunciation, but it was much less marked, suggesting that Saks employees had more 

linguistic security (Labov 2006:48). S. Klein employees showed the same pattern of 

stylistic variation of (r). The r-pronunciation increased when the context became more 

careful. This pattern indicated that r-ful variant is an appropriate pronunciation for 

emphatic speech since it was, at least, shared by speakers in all three stores.  

In his seminal study of the social stratification of New York City English, Labov 

(1966) conducted extensive interviews with New York speakers on the Lower East Side 

to investigate the presence and the absence of postvocalic /r/ and four other variables. 

Four types of activities of continuous speech in the interview―short passage reading, 

word lists, and minimal pair word reading―represented an increase in formality, and the 

focus was on language itself. In terms of linguistic differentiation, the patterning of (r) 

showed that there was a fine rather than sharp stratification of the variable. Additionally, 

the differences between groups of speakers were not categorical because no group of 

speakers demonstrated a complete presence or absence of postvocalic /r/. At the level 
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of casual speech, only upper middle class speakers demonstrated a significant degree 

of r-pronunciation, showing that the postvocalic /r/ functions as a marker of the highest 

ranking status group. In other words, the variable (r) marked not only the social status of 

the speakers but also the style. The lower middle class showed an extensive increase 

of (r) usage when moving from informal to more formal styles of word-list and minimal 

pair reading. The production of /r/ among lower middle class speakers overtook the 

upper middle class average, resulting in a crossover pattern differentiating the (r) 

variable from other stable variables, such as (th). The high tendency of r-pronunciation 

in lower middle class speakers reflected a hypercorrection phenomenon when they 

considered pronouncing (r) correct and appropriate for formal styles. This result 

indicated linguistic insecurity and social aspirations of lower middle class speakers. In 

short, they attempted to improve their speech by using the r-ful form that they did not 

usually speak in their casual speech to separate themselves from the working class and 

become more like the upper middle class when being observed or evaluated (Labov 

1966, 1972a; Mesthrie et al. 2000). This situation led Labov to conclude that norms 

involving the use of r-pronunciation were undergoing language change. 

Fowler (1986) replicated Labov’s department store study in an attempt to confirm 

the change in the variable (r) production in New York City 20 years after Labov’s study. 

The results suggested that the sociolinguistic structure of the speech community was 

more stable than anticipated. Despite the pressure of the new r-pronouncing norm, the 

speech of New Yorkers was changing slowly. The hypercorrection habits of the lower 

middle class reflected in the pattern of Macy’s employees had not shown any sudden 

advance of r-pronunciation as a whole (cited in Labov 1994:91). The findings from 
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Fowler’s study retained the patterns of age distribution. That is, Saks salespeople 

showed a negative correlation with age, while Macy’s demonstrated a positive 

correlation, in which it was the younger upper middle class speakers who were 

acquiring the r-pronunciation norm. However, the lower middle class speakers did not 

increase the rate of r-production until moving to middle age when they were more aware 

of a new norm, their social contact and social awareness expanding as they grew older 

(Bailey 2002:327-328).  

A recent study of a department store survey in New York City replicated Labov’s 

study of the social stratification of (r). Mather (2012) conducted a rapid and anonymous 

survey in 2009 to collect spontaneous speech data from 169 salespeople in four 

Manhattan department stores: Saks, Macy’s, Loehmann’s, and Filene’s Basement1. The 

researcher used the same phrase ‘fourth floor’ to analyze four occurrences of /r/ as [r-1] 

for the (r) variants and [r-0] for the vocalized variant in pre-obstruent and word-final 

positions. Based on social variables of the speakers’ age (20-35, 36-55, and 56-70), 

gender (70% women and 30% men), ethnicity (African American, White, Hispanic, and 

Asian), and social class (upper middle, lower middle, and lower class2), this study aimed 

to present an ongoing change of the /r/ production of speakers in the New York speech 

community, and compared the findings with previous department store surveys from 

Labov (1966) and Fowler (1986). The distribution of /r/ patterns echoed the two previous 

studies regarding social, stylistic, and phonological variables of word-final and 

preobstruent [ɵ]. However, Mather found that since Labov’s study, there was a 

                                            
1
 Loehmann’s and Filene’s Basement substituted for the original store, S. Klein, which was out of 

business in 1970s.  

2
 Saks represented upper middle class, Macy’s represented lower middle class, Loehmann’s, and Filene’s 

Basement represented working class stores. 
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significant steady increase of rhoticity over 50 years in both Macy’s (from 20% to 43%) 

and Saks (from 29% to 54%), whereas there was no such change in the lowest ranking 

department stores. Mather reported that /r/ changed to almost complete r-ful in Saks, 

the highest ranking store. Also, the change occurred more frequently in the preobstruent 

‘fourth’ than in the word-final ‘floor’. In terms of age, the 2009 survey highlighted an 

important difference in the way that younger speakers favored the r-ful variant in both 

phonological contexts, whereas the older speakers preferred the r-less pronunciation 

more frequently in all stores, in contrast to Labov’s study. In terms of social class, the 

upper middle class speakers favored rhoticity more than lower middle class speakers, 

same as they did in both previous studies. In addition, the distribution of the (r) in 

Mather’s survey confirmed Labov’s original study that African American speakers used 

r-less more than the whites, especially in the preobstruent position. However, the 

general pattern of stylistic and social differentiation of four stores showed that African 

American speakers were moving to conform to the integration in the New York City 

speech community. 

The department store studies of (r) variation from Labov (1966), Fowler (1986), 

and Mather (2012) are instances of the apparent time hypothesis that possibly explains 

linguistic change in the progress of different generations. Notably, their variation studies 

offer insight into social and stylistic patterns and language change. A comparison of 

Mather’s study with those of Labov and Fowler provides significant real-time evidence of 

phonetic change in progress in New York City.  

 The variation of (r) appears in other parts of the United States as well. Boston, for 

example, is well-known for its r-dropping, in which an underlying representation of /r/ is 
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vocalized in a syllable coda. Thus, the word ‘tuner’ sounds identical to the word ‘tuna’. 

Irwin and Nagy (2007) examined the vocalization of /r/ of white Bostonian speakers in 

careful speech. The analysts conducted a quantitative analysis of the use of the variable 

(r) from 24 local residents of Boston of different age groups, sexes, occupations, and 

education levels. The researchers recorded the speech data from 12 female and 12 

male Bostonians who were asked to read a three-page story about the ‘Blizzard of ’78’. 

The story contained 224 function and lexical r-words, such as ‘are’ and ‘car’; postvocalic 

/r/ in word-final, such as in ‘pair’; morpheme-final but word internal, such as in ‘pairs’; 

and morpheme-internal, such as in ‘blizzard’.  

 The results suggested that Bostonian speakers were more likely to pronounce 

word-final /r/ and delete non-final /r/. No difference in /r/ deletion occurred between 

morpheme-final but word-internal and morpheme-internal contexts. This result 

demonstrated a repeating pattern of Labov’s (1966, 1972) New York City studies, in 

which the speakers pronounced word-final /r/ in ‘floor’ more than they did in  

word-internal ‘fourth’. Also, lexical words favored r-pronunciation more than function 

words. In terms of social factors, it was evident that for both female and male speakers, 

a higher rate of r-production occurred in the youngest group3. In older generations, 

women showed a higher factor weight than men (0.39 versus 0.21) in a multivariate 

analysis, suggesting that women in this age group began the change earlier. In addition, 

the results showed that r-vocalization was undergoing a change. That is, younger 

speakers deleted /r/ less frequently than the older speakers, even though different 

education levels and income were taken into consideration. Speakers with postgraduate 

                                            
3
 Irwin and Nagy categorized speakers’ age into three groups: younger (19-39), middle-aged (40-69), and 

older (70-89). 
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degree produced [r] more frequently than those with college and high school education. 

The researchers stated that postgraduate speakers exhibited a higher frequency of the 

pronunciation of (r) because of a greater contact with speakers of rhotic dialects and 

more formal speech (Irwin and Nagy 2007:144-145). 

 Levy (2010) undertook his study on Bostonian r-dropping by employing  

Labov’s rapid and anonymous survey to collect data in the casual speech from local 

speakers, varied by age, sex, race, social class, and neighborhood of employment.  

Levy used his natural rhotic /r/ pronunciation as a suburban native of Boston to ask for 

the name of the closest subway station to go to a football game, and the expected 

answer was ‘Kenmore’. His findings showed that lower class male speakers and 

employees in neighborhoods with a strong local identity greatly dropped their final /r/. In 

addition, sex played an important role in the apparent stability of (r). Divergent patterns 

between females and males were found with regard to age. Change in apparent time 

can be viewed in the speech of female speakers. The r-dropping decreased gradually 

among younger female speakers, whereas male speakers did not show a similar 

change in apparent time. Males in their 20s favored r-dropping the most. The same 

divergent pattern also appeared when taking social class composite4 into account. The 

gradient stratification was exhibited only by the males, while the females showed sharp 

stratification, in which /r/ was completely vocalized among outdoor and private 

employees. However, civil servants completely produced r-pronunciation in their 

speech, and the rest of the social class composites occasionally dropped /r/. The 

divergent patterns associated with female and male Bostonians in r-pronunciation by 

                                            
4
 Levy categorized four groups of social class: outdoor and private (e.g., vendors, scalpers), civil servant 

(e.g., police officers, subway operators), indoor private (e.g., clerks), and Red Sox fans. 
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social class and age suggested a competition of variants of (r) between different sexes. 

That is, females favored the prestige form of r-production, whereas males retained their 

r-dropping as the local prestige form. Levy further suggested that his results had not 

consistently followed the pattern of New York City (Labov 1966) or other parts of the 

country, which may have been due to different social patterns in past difficult times in 

Boston. That is, Boston started forced bussing as a way of desegregating public schools 

during the Boston Bussing Crisis from 1974 to 1988 (Levy 2010:9). Vocalized /r/ and 

rhotic /r/ interacted as a result of interaction among children from different areas of the 

city, different ethnicities, and different social classes who were studying in the same 

schools during this period.  

Other varieties of English 

 Sociolinguistic studies on the variable (r) reflect how language is changing 

phonetically and socially. For instance, Romaine (1978) investigated postvocalic /r/ in 

Scottish English among speakers in Edinburgh in order to test the claim from Grant 

(1914) that Scottish speakers have a monolithic r-pronunciation speech community. A 

trill [r] is considered a social norm in Scottish English which can be weakened to a flap 

[ɾ] or a continuant [ɹ]. Romaine analyzed the postvocalic /r/ used by 24 speakers from 

the working class in two speech styles of a casual interview and a passage reading. 

Three phonological variants of [ɾ], [ɹ], and [ø] were detected. The frequency of the more 

prestigious [r] decreased in passage readings compared to interviews. Romaine’s 

findings showed a reversed pattern from those of Labov’s (1966). That is, nonstandard 

variants of [ɹ] and [ø] increased when the degree of formality was higher. Romaine 

stated her results according to Trudgill (1974) that the uncommon pattern accounted for 

the low conscious awareness of the sound. The [ɹ] and [ø] variants were considered 
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prestige forms by male speakers. However, these variants were against the norm of the 

area. Additionally, it showed an ongoing linguistic change which moved in a different 

direction from an expected r-pronunciation. Romaine (1978:156) commented that “in 

accepting r-lessness their usage happens to coincide with a much larger national norm 

(e.g., RP).” Nonetheless, it was evident that the production of nonrhoticity of Scottish 

male speakers was a local development and not the prestige norm of southern England. 

In addition, (r) variation in Llamas’ (2001) study of Middlesbrough English 

demonstrated the process of a linguistic change. Llamas studied the distribution of (r) 

variants in an intervocalic position, and suggested the process of accent leveling and 

diffusion. These two processes functioned simultaneously in the change in progress of 

(r) in Middlesbrough, a highly populated northeastern city of England. The significant 

reduction in the use of a localized [ɾ] was observed as a process of accent leveling, 

whereas the process of diffusion was indicated by the production of labiodental 

approximant [ʋ] among young speakers and adolescents in the sample. Llamas pointed 

out that the degree of salience and the covert prestige of a variant did not necessarily 

predict which variant would be diffused. That is, even the labiodental approximant [ʋ] 

variant that had a low salient status and no covert prestige could be the spreading 

feature. The results also indicated that females led in the leveling out of variants, while 

males led in the diffusion of new variants into the vernacular. 

Stuart-Smith (2003) analyzed rhotic pronunciation among middle class and 

working class English speakers in Glasgow, the largest city in Scotland. The Glasgow 

accent is stigmatized by Scots and others due to its strong Scottish vernacular 

character (Scobbie 2006:340). As a result, Glaswegians produce a wide range of 
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variation. Common variants are central approximants, retroflex approximants, alveolar 

tap, retroflex tap, and vowel. The study clearly showed that there had been a loss of the 

postvocalic phonetic of /r/ and phonetic variation in the realization of /r/. Stuart-Smith 

examined /r/ in all positions in the word list data and samples of spontaneous speech. 

The main characteristics of young working class women and young working class men 

were the avoidance of the retroflex approximant and a great production of vocalization 

for coda /r/. The finding also suggested that while nonrhoticity had been the main 

pronunciation in the United Kingdom for centuries, rhoticity seemed to have a secure 

and prestigious position in Scottish.  

Variation of (R) in French  

Clermont and Cedergren (1979) documented generational change in progress of 

the distribution of the alveolar to the innovative velar fricative or uvular (r) in Montreal 

French. Based on the 1971 data5 from 120 speakers, the study was able to trace a 

survey back to the late 1940s that clearly demonstrated that alveolar [r] was the 

dominant variant. The finding corroborated the apparent-time interpretation of the 1971 

data, which exhibited the classic S-curve pattern of change in progress. The 

researchers found that the innovative uvular [R] was increasingly more common among 

speakers under 35 years old. Cedergren (1987:49, cited in G. Sankoff and Blondeau 

2007) also suggested that according to a multiple regression with the rate of [R] chosen 

as the dependent variable, “the single most important factor ... was the speakers’ age, 

followed by social class membership, sex, and educational level of attainment.” Based 

                                            
5
 In 1971, Cedergren, D. Sankoff, and G. Sankoff recorded native speakers of Francophone Montreal as 

an attempt to conduct the original Montreal French study (Sankoff and Sankoff 1973). In random 
sampling, 120 speakers varied by social class, sex, and age. Speakers’ birth years ranged from 1885 to 
1956. 
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on the 1963 Bibeau-Dugas corpus, Cedergren further stated that these apparent-time 

inferences showed that change had already started at least 10 years earlier. This trend 

comparison between the 1963 and 1971 corpora corroborated the existence of change 

in progress at the level of community. 

Longitudinal or real-time studies of the (r) variable enable researchers to 

investigate the same or different speakers at a different time to obtain a sense of how 

the language or dialect is changing over time. For example, G. Sankoff and Blondeau 

(2007) raised the question with regard to the concept that the linguistic systems are 

completely stable in an adult life. The study combined trend and panel studies to 

examine a change in apical [r] to dorsal [R] in Montreal French across the individual 

lifespan in the 1970s and 1980s. The researchers examined whether or not the 

speakers changed their linguistic behavior during their lifetimes. The 1984 panel study 

reinterviewed some of the same speakers from the data in 1971, and compared the 

1984 corpus to the 1971 corpus. This real-time study represented a real-time 

assessment of the community after a thirteen-year interval. It indicated that there was   

a great shift toward the replacement of apical [r] to dorsal [R] during the period of 1971 

to1984. The majority of speakers in 1971 had increased their use of [R] to the 

categorical or near-categorical production of [R] by 1984. The researchers suggested 

that some speakers changed their linguistic behavior throughout their adulthood. 

However, this only occurred with the speakers who showed the variability in the 1971 

data. In addition, the speakers who changed their linguistic behavior always changed in 

the same direction of change in progress in the 1984 data. G. Sankoff and Blondeau 

concluded that the apparent-time construction may underestimate the rate of change 
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since the apparent-time interpretation did not consider a category that they called 

‘lifespan change’. 

Variation of (R) in Dutch 

 Verstraeten and Van de Velde (2001) analyzed the socio-geographical variation 

pattern of /r/ in standard Dutch. The analysts observed that there were variants of /r/ in 

the Dutch language. The Netherlands and Flanders6 were selected because there were 

cities to cover the main dialect regions with different degrees of ongoing changes in 

standard Dutch. The researchers conducted a formal reading experiment and a 

conversational interview with 160 Dutch language teachers, stratified for two 

communities of the Netherlands and Flanders, four regions in the Netherlands and 

Flanders of core areas, an intermediate zone, the first peripheral area, and the second 

peripheral area with female and male speakers in two age groups of young (22-40) and 

middle-aged (45-60). The language teachers were chosen as the subjects in this study 

because they spoke standard Dutch on a daily basis as professional language users, 

and they were considered a normative authority. Further, from the researchers’ 

perspective, the teachers’ speech was expected to demonstrate more variation than 

that of broadcasters whose speech was mainly examined in other variation studies in 

standard Dutch pronunciation.  

In task one, the subjects were instructed to pronounce the /r/ in three different 

types of initial, internal and final position in the carrier sentences7, representing 

intraspeaker variation. The variable (r) in the carrier sentences was designed in 

                                            
6
 Flanders is a Flemish-Dutch-speaking region in the Southern part of the Netherlands. 

7
 A carrier sentence is used to present test words. The target words in the carrier sentences do not 

contain any lexical meaning.  
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controlled segmental and rhythmic environments to elicit the well-articulated standard 

Dutch realization of the variable (r). In task two, the subjects were assigned to have an 

interview, representing interspeaker variation. The subjects in the Netherlands had an 

interview with a young Dutch male interviewer, speaking modern northern standard 

Dutch, whereas those in Flanders had an interview with a young Flemish female 

interviewer, speaking modern southern standard Dutch. 

The results demonstrated variation of (r) in Dutch. Even in a formal reading task, 

eleven variants of (r) occurred. More variants were found in the speech of the speakers 

in the Netherlands than those in Flanders (10 versus 7). An alveolar trill was dominant 

in both geographical groups of speakers. The intraspeaker variation was mainly limited 

to manner of articulation. Only a small number of speakers demonstrated variation in 

the place of articulation of /r/, such as showing both front and back realization. Most 

speakers used front realization of (r) (e.g., alveolar trill, alveolar trill fricative) more 

frequently than the back realization (e.g., uvular trill, uvular fricative). The index score of 

place of articulation of (r) had a significant effect according to community and region 

factors, while age and sex showed no significant differences. Verstraeten and Van de 

Velde suggested that alveolar trill fricative was a new variant found in the speech of 

speakers in both the Netherlands and Flanders, and these variants had never been 

evidenced before in the standard language. In addition, the newer variants of alveolar 

tap and retroflex flap were considered to be important variants in conversational 

speech. However, Verstraeten and Van de Velde stated that these variants were not yet 

established as a norm in the language, since they were rare in the study. This study 



 

76 

was presented as a starting point of further analysis on the geographical and social 

stratification of (r) in Dutch to reveal patterns of (r) variation in the Dutch language area. 

Variation of (R) in Mexican Spanish 

 Rissel (1989) examined the extralinguistic factors affecting the assibilation of /r/ 

in the variety of Spanish spoken in San Luis Potosi, Mexico among young speakers.  

Harris (1969:48, cited in Rissel 1989) noted that assibilation is “the loss of the feature 

‘anterior’ and the addition of ‘strident’”. It is widely used in Spanish-speaking areas, 

such as northern and western Argentina, Chile, and highland Mexico. The standard 

Spanish flap or trill /r/ can be assibilated in word-initial position, in the onset of a syllable 

after a consonant, at the end of a syllable, and in the group of /tr/. The researcher 

mentioned that assibilation of r-sounds in Mexico occurred first in the speech of women 

in the middle and upper social classes. Based on previous studies on Spanish devoicing 

of fricative /z/ in Bahía Blanca, Argentina (Fontanella 1979), Rissel included four 

extralinguistic factors of style (conversational speech and reading), age (12-22), 

sociocultural level8 and attitude toward sex role differentiation9 in her study. 

The results demonstrated that sex and sociocultural level affected the assibilation 

of final /r/ in women’s speech and the speech of the middle class. When the researcher 

separately examined female and male speech, the assibilation was a phenomenon 

characteristic of the middle and lower sociocultural groups of women and of the middle 

                                            
8
 Sociocultural level was assigned by occupations of the speakers’ parents and the school each speaker 

attended. They included high-end private school, mid-range private school, and federal school. Groups  
1-3 of sociocultural levels were assigned, comparable to higher, middle, and lower class. 

9
 Attitude toward sex role differentiation

 
included three ratings. Rating 1: nontraditional attitude, women 

should work outside after marriage. Rating 2: intermediate attitude, women should work outside only in 
the case of financial necessity. Rating 3: traditional attitude, women should stay home and take care of 
children. 
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and upper groups of men. In terms of style, the difference between conversational and 

reading style declined among female speakers in the sociocultural group 2. In contrast, 

the degree of assibilation of final /r/ slightly increased in reading style among women in 

sociocultural group 3. This pattern suggested that assibilation of final /r/ carried certain 

prestige (Rissel 1989:281). Rissel’s findings confirmed the results in previous studies 

(e.g., Labov 1972a; Fontanella 1979) that when the variable that carried a local prestige 

began in the speech of the middle and upper class women, it would then spread to the 

speech of young women in the lower sociocultural group due to their sensitivity to the 

prestige variant. Additionally, Rissel pointed out that young men in the lower 

sociocultural group resisted the final /r/ assibilation because it was recognized as the 

speech of women. Therefore, it was unlikely to be integrated into speech of working 

class men, as the study of Trudgill (1983) evidenced that low assibilation was a 

characteristic of working class speech which carried status, prestige and solidarity in the 

group. The interaction between sex and attitudes toward traditional sex roles 

demonstrated opposite progression of the assibilation of final /r/ between female and 

male speakers in a traditional attitude group 3. That is, the assibilation occurred greatly 

among women, whereas it was rarely selected by men. Rissel noted that “the innovative 

assibilation is closely associated with what is considered to be appropriate male and 

female behavior” (Rissel 1989:282).  

The Sociolinguistic Variable (R) in Thai 

In this section, an overview of sociolinguistic and language variation studies of 

the Thai variable (r) is provided. Two linguistic contexts are identified where the 

correlation will be demonstrated with extralinguistic factors, such as age, gender, 

occupation, education level, ethnicity, and style in onset (r) and (r) consonant clusters.  
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Studies on sociolinguistics and language variation in the Thai language became 

a central point of interest in the1970s when analysts observed that the variable (r) in 

Thai tended to involve social factors (Prasithrathsint 1988). Researchers attempted to 

examine variation at phonological, syntactic, and lexical levels in different dialects of 

Thai. Different methodologies have been adopted to analyze and reveal the linguistic 

variation in different social contexts.  

 Beebe’s (1974) study is one of the most well-known studies in language variation 

in Thai. Based on the Labovian paradigm, Beebe investigated the relationship between 

social factors and the pronunciation of the Bangkok Thai consonant clusters in which 

the consonant /r/, /l/, and /w/ can co-occur. By adopting an interview as the main data 

collection technique, the researcher found that the pronunciation of the consonant 

clusters under investigation varied with regard to the social factors of social class10, 

education level11 and age of the speakers. Beebe suggested five variants in the clusters 

are found in her data: the full retained cluster of a flap/tap, the reduced variants of         

r-deletion of the second member of the cluster, the lateral, the trill, and the continuant 

retroflex. Quantitative analysis supported her results that speakers of a higher level of 

occupation and education produced the /r/ clusters more frequently than those with a 

lower level of such social factors. Also, there was a correlation between age and the full 

retained cluster production. That is, the group of older speakers used more full clusters 

than the group of younger speakers. The older groups additionally show a higher 

                                            
10

 Social class is categorized by Beebe’s occupational prestige survey. Five occupational classes from 
the highest to the lowest are professional (e.g. doctor, professor), managerial and business professional 
(e.g., lawyer, engineer), semi-professional (e.g., accountant, nurse), semi-skilled workers (e.g., foreman, 
clerk), and unskilled laborers and servants (e.g., driver, waiter, messenger). 

11
 Four education levels are university, vocational, secondary school, and primary school. 
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production of the lateral than the younger group. However, Beebe’s study had a 

limitation in terms of age ranges of the speakers. Beebe classified the participants into 

two broad age groups of 35 and under and 36 and over. Thus, the study automatically 

excluded the data from the younger and older speakers to demonstrate further evidence 

of apparent time perspective from the other age groups.  

Based on her exploratory survey, gender was excluded as Beebe noted that it 

did not show a significant effect on consonant cluster variation. However, previous 

variation studies indicated that women and men significantly did not conform to the 

same patterns of language use (e.g., Labov 1966; Cheshire 1982; Eckert 1989; 

Chunsuvimol 1993; Nichols 1998; Coates 2004). Therefore, the present research aims 

to examine whether or not its findings in terms of gender correspond to Beebe’s. 

Stylistic variation is also taken into account for language variation studies in Thai. 

Several previous studies focused on the variable (r) and its relationship with speech 

style. Treyakul (1986) investigated variation of (r) and (l) among female and male 

Bangkok radio broadcasters, taking education and four different speech styles of 

interviews, news announcements, passage reading, and minimal-pair reading into 

account. The researcher found that (r) and (l) in an onset position and clusters varied 

according to speech styles. In a formal style of minimal pair reading, speakers fully 

retained a trill and a lateral. The tap and the trill were more commonly preferred than the 

approximant and the lateral in a news report passage. In an informal style of interview, 

in contrast, all participants favored the lateral much more than other variants of tap, 

approximant, and trill. For consonant clusters, the results were similar to those of the 

initial (r). That is, in most formal speech the trill was preferred. In general, the standard 
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tap and trill were more preferable than the lateral, the approximant, and /r/ dropping. In 

the least formal speech style, the speakers tended to omit the /r/ sound from the 

clusters, specifically after an aspirated consonant. 

 In addition, variation studies indicate that other social variables influence the 

variation in the production of (r). For example, Chunsuvimol (1993) conducted a study 

on social variation of (r) in Thai and in English among 58 employees of three first-class 

hotels in Bangkok with regard to social factors of sex, job level, and English language 

background. The researcher found that the lateral occurred greatly in a prevocalic 

position, while speakers omitted (r) in Thai consonant clusters. The approximant was 

found most frequently in English (r) in both linguistic contexts of prevocalic and clusters. 

Unlike Beebe’s study, Chunsivimol found that women were more conscious than men of 

using the prestige trill in Thai and the standard approximant in English. This finding 

supports the hypothesis in the present study that gender may influence the selection of 

the (r) variants, testing Beebe’s (1974) claim that gender has no significant influence on 

(r) variation.  

In terms of job level, Chunsuvimol stated that since the prestigious variants of 

Thai and English (r) are different, the examination of whether or not high English 

proficiency affected the patterns of (r) variation in Thai would contribute to a better 

demonstration of the (r) variant usage among native speakers of Thai whose job was 

highly relevant to English. It was evident that speakers with a higher job level preserved 

the standard forms more than speakers with a lower job level. Speakers with a good 

English language background preferred more prestigious variants than those with less 

English language proficiency. In addition to the initial (r), Chunsuvimol investigated the 
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production of the consonant cluster of Thai /r/ during the interviews. The results 

suggested that the (r) deletion was commonly found in female and male speech, but 

male speakers tended to drop the (r) in a higher proportion than female speakers.   

Chunsuvimol noted that the social factors were indicators of the favored variants 

of the Thai variable (r). However, his data collection method may allow only a limited 

amount of data to be obtained. In order to collect the speech data, the researcher 

conducted a 15-minute interview with each participant, followed by an interview in 

English with a native speaker of English for the same duration. However, due to the fact 

that people tend to monitor their speech when they are being observed, relatively short 

interviews especially in different languages may be insufficient to elicit the natural 

speech data to represent an actual speech production in both Thai and English. 

Therefore, the sociolinguistic interview technique adopted in the present study enables 

the collection of a variety of conversations to obtain relatively more natural language 

data for the analysis.    

 Further, a stylistic variation study is analyzed to test the claim that the second 

element in Thai consonant clusters would be completely dropped especially in the 

young generation even in the higher register (Dhebbayasuwan 1975). For instance, 

Pulsup (1993) examined the /r/ and /l/ clusters in different speech styles, ranging from 

informal to formal situations with female high-school students. The results in her study 

opposed Dhebbayasuwan’s assumption, since it was suggested that adolescent 

students retained their pronunciation of the consonant clusters /r/ and /l/ in different 

proportion according to the degree of formality in the situation. The (r) omission 

occurred in less formal speaking situations of casual speech, interviews, and a passage 
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reading. The teenagers in the study retained a standard trill for the sound /r/ and a 

lateral for the sound /l/ in more formal speech contexts of word-list and minimal pair 

readings.  

 Ethnicity is included as one of social factors potentially correlated to the variation 

of the variable (r) in Thai as well. Panyaathisin (2013) conducted a comparative study of 

the variable (r) in initial consonant clusters used by different ethnic groups in Hao Lam 

Phong, the Chinese speech community in Bangkok. The researcher investigated 

whether or not native speakers of Thai and speakers of Teochew12-Thai produced 

variants of the consonant cluster (r) in the same or different direction. Teochew-Thai 

speakers refer to the descendents of the Teochew-Chinese immigrants residing in 

Thailand. The second generation speakers of Teochew-Thai are generally bilingual as 

they acquire a good Bangkok Thai linguistic competence. They are also able to speak 

Teochew with their families. The third and later generations are more likely to have a 

lower Teochew linguistic competence, whereas they fully acquire Bangkok Thai 

because they were born and raised in Bangkok.  

A total of 15 female and male speakers of Teochew-Thai, ranging in age from 16 

to 60, and 15 female and male speakers of Bangkok Thai, ranging in age from 15 to 40 

were analyzed. Panyaathisin noted that the numbers of age and gender were unequal 

due to difficulties of data collection. Three types of Labovian speech styles―an 

interview, a passage reading, and minimal pair word reading―were employed to 

examine initial consonant clusters (r) variation. 

                                            
12

 Taochew or Chaozhou is a Chinese dialect mainly spoken in a Chinese speech community in Thailand. 
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 The results showed the same direction as Labov’s (1966) studies. That is, both 

groups of speakers retained their use of the prestige trill in more careful speech of a 

passage reading, and the nonstandard or vernacular forms were selected in a less 

careful context of an interview. It is noticeable that the prestigious trill is completely 

absent in an interview. In the view of the present research, the reason is perhaps due to 

the length of the interview, which is only three to five minutes for each participant, a very 

brief opportunity to elicit natural speech data and an occurrence of the variable (r) and 

its variants. Moreover, Panyaathisin found that native speakers of Thai used the trill less 

frequently than Teochew-Thai speakers. However, this finding was not statistically 

significant, suggesting that ethnicity of the speakers did not influence the selection of 

the (r) variants. The researcher explained that the higher level of education background, 

the older age range of speakers, and stronger community bonding of Teochew-Thai 

speakers may be the underlying reasons accounting for the higher production of the 

standard trill. In addition, a group of native speakers of Thai were more geographically 

mobile. Unlike the Teochew-Thai speakers who were native Bangkokians, some 

participants in a group of native speakers of Thai originally came from other parts of the 

country. Therefore, there were cases of regional dialect interference and less 

community cohesiveness. However, both native speakers of Thai and speakers of 

Teochew-Thai demonstrated a similar pattern in their use of the variable (r) according to 

different speech styles in this community. 

 This chapter has provided a review of (r) introduced as the sociolinguistic 

variable in different dialects of English and other languages. In addition, studies on the 

variable (r) in Thai literature, involving social and stylistic factors conditioning the 
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language variation, has been discussed. In the next chapter, the methodology of the 

present study is outlined.  
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CHAPTER 4 
METHODOLOGY  

The method of collecting data for the present research, including a description of 

linguistic and extralinguisitc factors used in this study are provided in this chapter. The 

criteria of participants and their demographic characteristics are described. Additionally, 

the sociolinguistic interview is introduced as a major data collection technique. The 

explanation of data collection procedures, data analysis, and statistical methods are 

included.  

Linguistic Contexts Applied in the Study 

Two linguistic contexts of the surface phonetic variable (r) are under examination 

in this study. First, a single initial consonant (r), in words such as [rák] (love) and [ri:an] 

(study). Second, five consonants, /p/, /ph/, /t/, /k/, and /kh/, that (r) can co-occur with, and 

form the (r) consonant clusters, in words such as [pràma:n] (estimate), [phrík] (chili 

pepper), [troŋ] (straight), [kruŋthê:p] (Bangkok), and [khraj] (who) are included. There are 

advantages of selecting an initial position under investigation. First, the variable (r) in 

word-initial position and the consonant clusters (r) are prevalent in Thai, and they show 

that there is variation in the language according to the literature (e.g., Beebe 1974, 

Chunsivimol 1993, Phootirat 2012). Second, the variable (r) in such contexts is easily 

identified and distinguished in audio recordings. Both linguistic contexts include one 

syllable word, first syllable of two-syllable word, first syllable of three-syllable word, and 

first syllable of more-syllable word. 

Extralinguistic Factors Applied in the Study 

 Previous studies (e.g., Labov 1963; Trudgill 1972, 1998; Milroy and Milroy 1978; 

Cheshire 1982) suggest that linguistic and social factors are correlated in the process of 
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language change. Language change occurs when there is a new linguistic form used by 

groups of people within a speech community. Stylistic factor and social factors, such as 

a speaker’s age, gender, socioeconomics, and occupation may affect the selection of 

the variant that the speaker favors. In the present study, the extralinguistic factors of 

age, gender, and speech styles are taken into consideration to discover the relationship 

and effects of linguistic and nonlinguistic factors on the sociolinguistic variable (r) in 

Bangkok Thai. 

Age 

 Age is the basis of the apparent time hypothesis that possibly indicates a 

linguistic change in progress. Speakers of one age group may linguistically behave 

different from people of other age groups. This may be due to different contexts that 

people from different age groups, along with different social status. The participants are 

classified into the following three generational age groups:  

 Younger group:   18-25 
  

 Middle-aged group:   35-45  
 

 Older group:    50-65  
 

The age categorizing represents a relatively clear-cut way of three successive 

generations of younger, middle-aged, and older speakers in the Bangkok speech 

community. The age of 18-25 appropriately represents language use of the younger 

generation. Eighteen is the lawful age of an adult in Thailand. By this age, people are 

viewed as having their first language linguistically well developed. Although 18-year-old 

people are considered young, they are expected to be responsible for their life. Twenty-

five is the age at which most people have already earned their first degree, and perhaps 
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even a master’s degree. It is also the time at which people start their working life. The 

age of 35-45 represents the middle-aged generation. Most people in this age range 

have a stable career and their own family. The age of 50-65 belongs to the older group. 

People have settled down with a family. Their working life slows down, and most of 

them are retired when they turn 60.  

Gender 

Two groups of female and male are divided based on the participants’ biological 

sex and their social behavior of being women and men. Gender is potentially associated 

with language variation. Researchers have discussed how gender is related to 

socialization as an important factor in the explanation of language variation and change. 

Numerous studies suggest that women and men have different models of language use. 

For instance, Labov’s study on New York City English (1966) evidences that women are 

more innovative than men when women favor more standard forms, responding to overt 

prestige connected to the forms. However, Labov’s study of Martha’s Vineyard (1963) 

presents reversal findings. The results show that the centralization of two diphthongs 

(ay) as in ‘mice’, and (aw) as in ‘mouse’ were initiated by men as a result of a local 

island tradition.  

Style 
 
 Two speech styles, informal and formal, are applied in the present study. A 

lengthy conversation in the sociolinguistic interview represents a relatively casual and 

informal style, whereas two reading-aloud passages represent more formal speech. 

Stylistic variation is an important extralinguistic factor to examine self-consciousness of 

the speakers. It yields the finding of style shifting according to the informality and 

formality of style. Previous research has shown that speakers tend to use a standard 
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variant in a more formal setting (Cheshire 1982). In addition, the study of stylistic 

variation reveals linguistic behaviors, such as hypercorrection and linguistic insecurity of 

the speakers (Labov 1966).  

Education 

Education is not considered a primary factor to examine (r) variation in this study. 

However, education is included as a secondary social factor that may affect the pattern 

of the variable (r). Although education level is not a main requirement for potential 

participants, they are expected to at least have basic literacy skills because reading and 

writing abilities are required in the procedure. The participants’ education level varies 

from a vocational diploma to a doctoral degree, as illustrated in Figure 4-1. Most of them 

have earned a bachelor’s degree. Some younger participants are acquiring a bachelor’s 

or a master’s degree.  

Participants 

Criteria for Participants 

 The criteria for participants were that they were native speakers of Bangkok Thai 

who were born and raised in Bangkok and used Bangkok Thai as the main form of 

communication in their family. However, native speakers of Thai who moved to Bangkok 

by age seven were considered qualified. One participant’s family, for instance, moved 

from Chiengmai, a northern province of Thailand, to Bangkok when the participant was 

three years old. Participants who moved to other parts of the country or resided abroad 

before returning to Bangkok were excluded, since other dialects or foreign languages 

may have affected their current Bangkok Thai pronunciation. In addition, participants 

were required to have been living in Bangkok or its metropolitan area where Bangkok 

Thai is the main language used. A total of 24 participants have their residence in 
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different neighborhoods of Bangkok and five of them reside in the vicinity of Bangkok, 

as shown on a map of Thailand in Chapter 1 (Figure 1-2). In addition, it is noted that 

only the potential participants, whose age fit into one of the three age categories, were 

qualified for further data collection.  

Recruitment of Participants 

It should be noted that perfect representatives of the population were not sought 

for the purpose of this study. That kind of data collection would require much more time 

to obtain a much larger sample. Additionally, recruiting native speakers from different 

neighborhoods of Bangkok can be difficult. Recall that Bangkok is a populous and 

diverse capital city where people come from different parts of the country for business 

and employment. There is no assurance that residents in each area are native speakers 

of Bangkok Thai. In addition, opportunities to gain access to current census data and 

other information about the native Bangkokians and their residence in different areas of 

the city remain limited. 

A stratified sample of native speakers of Thai was constructed in order to obtain 

a workable number of participants, satisfying the specific requirements to examine the 

variable (r) under examination. Some responses to a request for participants for the 

current research were from a note posted on a bulletin board at my workplace in 

Bangkok. Participants were also recruited through friends of friends in my social 

networks in the city. On some occasions, several participants were recruited through my 

colleagues when I had a chance to befriend them. Potential participants were observed 

in a group interaction (e.g., at lunch) with their friends. This observation helped me to 

understand the participants’ behavior in a casual setting. It also made the interviews 
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more conversational and relaxing when I was no longer a complete stranger to the 

participants. 

A total of 33 participants finished the tasks. However, three of them were 

excluded from the analysis. Due to lack of an appropriate amount of data obtained, two 

participants were removed from an analysis. Only 25-30 tokens were elicited from each 

of these participants, while there were generally approximately 90-100 tokens from 

other participants. Other tokens found were not feasible for data analysis because they 

were not clear in the recordings. One more participant was also excluded due to the 

speaker’s literacy. This participant generally stammered in a passage reading section, 

and the data was not clear enough for further analysis1. As a result, an equal number of 

five female and five male participants were tabulated in each age cohort, yielding a total 

number of 30 participants satisfying the requirements. The demographic information of 

the participants is presented in Table 4-1.  

Data Collection  

 The data was collected between May and July 2012. After a participant agreed to 

participate in this study, I asked that participant to select a place where she or he was 

comfortable doing an interview and other tasks. Only request for each participant was 

that the interview took place in a quiet room2 because it was crucial to have clear 

recordings of stretches of speech to distinguish the phonological variants. Only a few 

participants were willing to do the procedure at their home; this was because I knew 

                                            
1
 Although the data obtained was unfeasible, I allowed this participant to complete the procedure because 

embarrassing the participant was not my intention. 

2
 I had to ask participants to set the air condition fan to a low level, since I had to rerecord some 
participants’ reading-aloud sections as a result of the loud noise of the air conditioning. Turning off the air 
conditioning was almost impossible; the room temperature would have been too high for comfort.  
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their children. It is uncommon in Thai culture to visit someone’s house when you are not 

close to any family members. If participants could not find an appropriate location, or if 

they were students, the recordings were made in a reserved room at my workplace. In 

most cases, the participants preferred to do the tasks at their workplace before their 

work hours or during their lunch breaks. Although the procedure took place without 

disturbance in the participants’ usual working time, I asked their supervisors in advance 

for permission to spend time at the workplace. Once an appointment with each 

participant was scheduled, I went to her of his office to perform a procedure in a quiet 

meeting room.  

The Sociolinguistic Interview  

In the present study, the sociolinguistic interview was adopted as a major data 

collection technique. The sociolinguistic interview unavoidably encounters the 

observer’s paradox. However, it is noted that I did not claim to collect completely 

unselfconscious, natural or vernacular speech in the present research. Rather, I 

concentrated on gathering relatively spontaneous and natural speech in the sense that 

Wolfson (1976:208) notes. That is, the data are appropriate to the occasion. They are 

appropriate to the interview which is a normal speech event in the society.  

The sociolinguistic interview, pioneered by William Labov (e.g., 1966, 1972a, 

1984), is the heart of language variation studies. This technique is a conversational 

interview designed to keep rapport at a moderate degree, and the interviewer is able to 

control and remove information that cannot be coded in an analysis later. The 

sociolinguistic interview was developed to elicit a large quantity of casual speech which 

represents how people naturally speak in everyday conversation when their language is 

not directly observed. According to the assumption of Labov’s Vernacular Principle 
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(1972b:112), it is stated that the most important speech for linguistic theory comes from 

a relatively unobserved and natural conversation.  

The sociolinguistic interview inevitably encounters the observer’s paradox (Labov  

1984). That is, when speakers know they are being audio- or video-recorded in the 

interview, many of them may shift even slightly from their casual conversation. 

However, the only way to examine how people naturally talk and do activities in their 

everyday lives when they are not being observed is to observe them. Thus, attention 

has been given to carefully designing the types of questions asked in the interview. 

Wolfram (2010) notes that it is crucial in the sociolinguistic interview to elicit 

spontaneous speech that taps into personal and community interests, and is 

nonthreatening to the participants. Topics of conversation used in the sociolinguistic 

interview are focused on general interests of community participants, in an attempt to 

minimize the attention paid to speech and to the fact that the participants are being 

recorded as part of a study. The interview modules are categorized into common areas 

of topics to encourage lengthy conversation by the interviewees. Topics of the 

sociolinguistic interview are flexible and loosely constructed with open-ended questions. 

The interviewer can arrange, rearrange, and move naturally to another topic, focusing 

on the subjects that are most likely to draw an interviewee’s attention, whether or not 

those subjects are listed on the interview’s plan.  

In his Lower East Side Study, Labov (1966) claims that the topic of ‘danger of 

death’ elicited more natural speech and emotional narrative when the interviewees were 

in danger, since they would disregard the fact that they were being recorded and forget 

to monitor their speech. However, danger of death is an ineffective topic in some 
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speech communities. For instance, Milroy and Milroy’s study (1978) in Belfast, Northern 

Ireland demonstrates that danger of death is simply ‘matter-of-fact accounts’. This topic 

does not excite people in this locality, but creates an unpleasant and terrified 

experience (cited in Milroy and Gordon 2003:65-66). Rather, other questions were 

found to be more productive in engaging the interviewee’s attention. Herman (1999) 

gathers good data when asking the interviewee about ghost stories. Despite selecting 

effective questions, Labov (1984:40) suggests that the basic counter strategy of the 

sociolinguistic interview is to be in “the position of the interviewer as a learner in a 

position of lower authority than the person he is talking to”. The interviewers can learn 

about their participants and how they talk from the questions asked.  

The sociolinguistic interview has been an important technique in variationist 

fieldwork. It has been developing beyond the basic interview for a few decades. A high 

volume of speech data and a high quality of recordings continue to be the advantages 

of this data collection technique. A large amount of valuable data has been obtained by 

the sociolinguistic interview, encouraging the growth of research in the field of language 

variation.  

Equipment 

The procedure was recorded using a Sony ICD-PX720 digital voice recorder with 

the Olympus ME-52W, a background noise canceling microphone. The recording 

equipment was highly functional to obtain good quality speech data. It enabled repeated 

sound file analysis for more accurate identification of phonological conditioning of the 

variable (r). In addition, a long cord on the microphone allowed the voice recorder to be 

kept out of the participants’ sight in order to reduce their awareness that they were 

being recorded. 



 

94 

Procedure 

In the present study, the data collection procedure was divided into two 

structured tasks: the interview and the reading aloud passages, representing informal 

and formal speech styles, along with a debriefing session and a short questionnaire to 

obtain additional information about the participants’ language attitudes. Stylistic 

variation was included to verify the hypothesis that attention to speech is an important 

constraint on language variation (Labov 1966; Meyerhoff 2006).  

At the beginning of the procedure, each participant read and signed Thai and 

English versions of the informed consent form approved by Institutional Review Board 

of the University of Florida (Appendix A). I generally explained that the procedure 

related to my research and would last approximately one and a half to two hours. The 

participant understood that all tasks were audio-recorded. I also informed the participant 

that her or his participation was voluntary and she or he had the right to withdraw from 

the procedure at any time. The participant’s identity remained entirely confidential and 

personal information was removed from the recordings and transcripts. Then, each 

participant was asked to clip a microphone to her or his shirt a little ways from her or his 

mouth. The participant spoke several sentences, and I played back the recording in 

order to confirm that the sound recorded was loud and clear enough for further 

examination.  

In task one, I conducted an interview with each participant in a quiet 

environment. The interview lasted approximately one hour and fifteen minutes. I initiated 

the interview with self-introduction, and proceeded to a conversation by asking what I 

should call the participant during the talk. It is common to address an interlocutor by 

using a kinship term plus name or nickname in Thailand (e.g., [Pà Mon] (Aunt Mon)). 
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This step was meant to relax the participant and create a more casual atmosphere 

between acquaintances, rather than a formal setting between an interviewer and an 

interviewee. For 10 to 15 minutes after that, demographic questions were mainly asked. 

In some cases, background information was asked at the end of the conversation.  

Since the observer’s paradox was unavoidable, a range of topics for the 

interviews, shown in Appendix B, was designed to involve the participants in more 

emotions and interests and minimize self-consciousness in their speech. Such topics 

included, for example, the participant’s life in general, work, family, childhood memories, 

leisure activities, current local events, the national economy, weather, natural 

disasters3, and world events. Other unlisted topics that the participants preferred and 

that drew their interest were also asked. I expressed my enthusiasm in listening to what 

each participant was talking about. For instance, one of the participants had a passion 

for sports. Thus, I asked sets of open-ended questions regarding the sports he played. 

This topic continued for longer than 20 minutes. Topic observation also encouraged less 

voluble participants to talk more on topics they were interested in, and reduced the 

observer’s paradox at the same time. Most participants were more relaxed after 15-20 

minutes of an interview, which resulted in a more natural and pleasant conversation. 

Once an interview section was completed, I paused a voice recorder and the participant 

took a short break before task two began. At the end of an interview, the participant was 

able to unpin a microphone temporarily if necessary. In that case, the participant was 

asked to clip it back on for the next task.  

                                            
3
 The worst flooding in decades hit Thailand in 2011. Most Bangkok residents experienced this crisis. I 

obtained a flow of emotional speech using this topic. 
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In task two, each participant read aloud two short narrative passages 

representing a formal speech style. The reading passages were designed to examine 

whether formality of speech affects the use of (r) variants. The passages were adapted 

from an online newspaper and a food and travel column, and contained the variable (r) 

in word-initial and consonant clusters positions (Appendix C). Natural disaster and food 

and travel were the chosen topics of the two passages. The natural disaster was a 

current big issue, and food and travel were common topics talked about in the country. 

Also, these topics were comparable to the topics in the interview; thus, participants were 

already familiar with the contents.  

I acknowledge that reading is a qualitatively different activity than a conversation. 

However, reading is an artificial strategy that allows me to control the attention the 

participants pay to their speech. According to Labov (1966, 1972a), reading short 

narratives is an experimental task which produces another more formal and less regular 

style. Therefore, the two distinct forms of a casual interview and short narrative readings 

were developed to elicit the data from a big contrast of style shifting. Word list reading 

was not included in this research because participants from my previous studies tended 

to be aware of what was being examined. As a result, they were excessively conscious 

of their speech.  

At the beginning of a reading task, each participant had approximately five 

minutes to skim through the readings and ask questions in case further explanation was 

necessary. I asked the participant to read aloud two readings continuously with a short 

pause before starting the second passage. Once the participant was ready, I started 

recording again. While the participant was reading aloud, I stayed in the same room 
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with her or him, listening quietly. The reading task lasted approximately 10 to 15 

minutes. In some cases, the participant was asked to reread the passages when there 

was an unexpected interruption, such as sneezing, coughing, or a noise from outside. 

After the task was completed, I stopped the recorder and told the participant to unclip 

her or his microphone. The recording equipment was taken away, and the participant 

prepared for the final task.  

Finally, I conducted a debriefing session with each participant by playing back 

part of her or his interview recording in order to verify the naturalness of the speech. 

The participant was asked to provide information about whether or not her or his speech 

was close to that in an everyday conversation. There was no case in which the 

participant reported that her or his recorded speech was artificial. Also, each participant 

completed a short questionnaire, as shown in Appendix D, after listening to the two 

short passages. The first passage was a conversation from a talk show, representing an 

informal speech style, and the second passage was a news report, representing a more 

formal speech style. All of the participants completed the questionnaire within 10 

minutes. The short questionnaire contained questions regarding language attitudes 

specific to the (r) pronunciation in Bangkok Thai in order to examine whether or not the 

participants were conscious of a salient feature of the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai. In 

addition, metalinguistic data from the questionnaire complements the present study.  

 At the end of each debriefing session, I expressed my gratitude to the participant. 

After the interview was completed, refreshments were provided to the participant for 

voluntarily participating in the study without compensation. If the procedure was 

conducted at their residence, the participants received a thank you gift. 
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Data Analysis 

 This section provides information for the data analysis procedures. It explains the 

data transcription and how the data collected from the participants were extracted, 

coded, and analyzed. The statistical methods are also described. 

Data Transcription 

Number, not pseudonym, is used to refer to the participants in the present study 

(for example, P1), and their personal information was removed from transcription. The 

data from each interview were transcribed the way standard Thai words are ordinarily 

spelled in Word documents. The participants’ conversational data was transcribed 

precisely from the recordings, including colloquial language and speech errors. Basic 

transcription conventions by Tagliamonte (2009) were applied in transcription. For 

reading transcription, it is noted that although all participants read the same passages 

aloud, the total number of appropriate tokens varies. That is, some participants skipped 

some target words that contained the variable (r) or did not read the words clearly.  

Data Extraction and Coding  

I listened to each sound file and highlighted only the words containing the 

variable (r) that the participants spoke clearly. To circumscribe the variable contexts, I 

identified the variable context of the (r) variants. The sentences where the variable (r) 

situated in the word-initial and initial (r) consonant cluster positions were extracted and 

coded on Excel spreadsheets. According to Guy (1980, cited in Milroy and Gordon 

2003), 30 tokens per variable is a reasonable objective, and is generally a dividing line 

in statistics between large and small samples. For each participant, the number of 

tokens was approximately 90-100 in an interview and 70 in a reading section. The 

coding began about 20 minutes after an interview started. This was an appropriate time 
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when a participant was assumed to be more relaxed and able to converse more 

spontaneously. The desired number of tokens was mostly located within 45 minutes.  

There were some cases, however, where an appropriate number of tokens were 

collected within 60 minutes. 

The number of occurrences of a word being counted was limited. There are 

several reasons why a particular word might be more common in an interview. For 

example, when the participant told a story about cars, the word ‘car’ or [rót] in Thai, 

containing an initial (r) consonant, was more likely to occur frequently in a conversation. 

According to Wolfram (1969) and Gordon (2001), counting the first three tokens of each 

lexical item in the analysis of each participant’s usage ensures that each participant’s 

transcription is based on a lexically varied sample. Unclear contexts of (r) variant 

pronunciation were omitted from coding. Exclusion also included English loanwords and 

English words containing the variable (r) when the participants mixed their use of Thai 

with English in an interview.  

Additionally, it should be noted that different variants of (r) could be found in Thai, 

such as the voiceless counterparts of the initial consonant cluster. However, such 

variants occur relatively infrequently in the language (Harris 1972), and they can be 

difficult to differentiate in the process of data-coding. In order to facilitate further 

analysis, the main focus for the present research is to examine the potential variants of 

(r) in the onset and consonant cluster contexts that are more likely to reveal the 

influence of social conditions on them. 
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For a reliability and accuracy check, a co-coder4 was employed in coding the 

data. When each transcription was completed, it was sent to a co-coder with a sound 

file enclosed. Words containing the variable (r) under investigation were highlighted on 

each participant’s transcript. The co-coder and I separately listened to each participant’s 

sound file and continued coding a distribution of the major (r) variants found on Excel 

spreadsheets. Once we were finished coding a few participants’ data, a meeting was 

scheduled to discuss the coding. When our coding did not match, in most cases, the  

co-coder and I relistened to the sound file together and settled the disagreement. When 

an agreement was not unanimous, the third person5 listened to the speech and noted 

what variant it was. The co-coder and I then checked whether it matched our coding 

and chose an agreeable variant. In a few cases in which the coding was disagreed 

upon, unclear variants (1.38% of the total number of onset (r) and 1.51% of the total 

number of cluster (r)) were removed from the analysis.  

Statistical Methods 

In the present research, the effect of the linguistic factors of all tokens and  

extralinguistic factors of all participants were analyzed using Goldvarb, a VARBRUL 

software, which calculates the probabilistic weight of different coded conditions to 

perform statistical analysis and display the significance of the factors that influenced the 

selection of the variants of (r).  

 In variationist analysis, the linguistic variable that has the selection of one variant 

over the other is called the dependent variable. One of its variants is considered the 

                                            
4
 The co-coder is a native speaker of Thai and a graduate student in the department of linguistics. 

5
 The third person is a native speaker of Thai and a Ph.D. candidate in the department of linguistics. 
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application rule in Goldvarb. In the present study, the lateral and the zero realization 

variants of (r) are chosen as the application rules of the variable (r) in the onset and 

consonant cluster respectively. Other variants are considered the nonapplication rules. 

The independent variables are the features of the linguistic and extralinguistic context 

which have potential noticeable effects on the choice of one variant over the other, and 

they are coded into factors or factor groups (Tagliamonte 2009:131). Each factor group 

consists of a set of factors which are independent of each other. It is required that there 

are no interactions among factor groups. In cases where there is an interaction of the 

factor groups, data recoding is required for adjustment (Paolillo 2002; Tagliamonte 

2009). Table 4-2 and Table 4-3 present the linguistic and extralinguistic coding factors 

used within each initial (r) and consonant cluster (r) factor group in the present study. A 

factor group of education is additionally included as a secondary social factor to 

examine whether or not it affects the production of (r) variants. 

 Recall from Chapter 2 that the probability weight in variable rule analysis is 

measured on a scale from 0 to 1.0. A weight greater than 0.5 suggests that a particular 

factor favors the rule application, whereas a weight less than 0.5 disfavors the rule 

application. A weight of 0.5 neither favors nor disfavors it. Each factor of a significant 

factor group is computed a probability weight based on the distribution of tokens of the 

variable in the data. In addition, the subtraction of the lowest factor weight from the 

highest factor weight in a factor group indicates the range, a relative strength of the 

factor group.  

The stepwise process of the multiple regression analysis in the Goldvarb 

program automatically indicates the factor groups that have statistically significant 
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effects on the variable rule application. The first step is finding the group that suggests 

the most significant change to the model when it is included from the rest of the group. 

The first regression, called the step-up procedure, includes factor groups one at a time 

and checks each new model with the previous added group. This way, the likelihood 

ratio statistic increases as significantly as possible. The program retains the most 

significant groups and continues to add more factor groups until a model cannot be 

statistically significantly improved. Then, the step-down process begins to remove factor 

groups one at a time in order to test whether they improve or worsen the log likelihood. 

When no more factor groups without a significant effect on the likelihood of the model 

can be eliminated, the step-down process stops. Generally, the best fit of the model in 

the step-up and step-down analysis should end with identical numbers of significant 

factor groups (Tagliamonte 2009).  

The chi-square test is also employed in this research to examine whether or not 

each factor within a factor group has a significant relationship with the variable (r) at a 

95% confidence interval, reflecting a significance level of 0.05 (Paolillo 2002). 

This chapter has described the linguistic contexts and extralinguistic factors 

applied in the present study. Information regarding participants, a description of the data 

collection technique: the sociolinguistic interview, equipment, procedure, data 

transcription, extraction and coding, and statistical methods are presented. The next 

chapter provides the data analysis and interpretation of the major findings of the 

variable (r) in the initial position. 
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Table 4-1.  Demographic information of participants 

Characteristics           Groups      Number of Participants 

Age       18-25                  10 
                 35-45                10 
               50-65        10 
Gender         female      15 
                 male                                15 

 

Table 4-2.  Coding factor groups of the initial (r) on Goldvarb X 

Factor group     Factor 

Initial (r)     r  (a trill [r]) 
t  (a flap [ɾ]) 
l  (a lateral [l]) 
a  (an approximant [ɹ]) 

Age      1  (18-25) 
2  (35-45 
3  (50-65) 

Gender     f  (female) 
      m  (male) 
Style      I  (informal) 
      g  (formal) 
Education     d  (vocational diploma) 
      b  (bachelor’s degree) 
      s  (master’s degree) 
      p  (doctoral degree) 

 

Table 4-3.  Coding factor groups of the consonant cluster (r) on Goldvarb X  

Factor group     Factor 

Consonant cluster (r)   r  (a trill [r])  
t  (a flap [ɾ]) 
l  (a lateral [l]) 
n  (a zero realization or a null [ø]) 

Age      1  (18-25) 
2  (35-45 
3  (50-65) 

Gender     f  (female) 
      m (male) 
Style      I  (informal) 
      g  (formal) 
Education     d  (vocational diploma) 
      b  (bachelor’s degree) 
      s  (master’s degree) 
      p  (doctoral degree)
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Figure 4-1.  Proportion of education level of the participants 

Note:  The number of people in each education level is in parentheses. 
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CHAPTER 5 
VARIATION IN THE INITIAL R: RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION  

This chapter presents the results of quantitative analysis of the usage of the 

variable (r) in the linguistic context of the word-initial position. The variationist analysis 

of the realization of the initial (r) and the distribution of each variant observed in the 

study are discussed as well as the interpretation.  

The current patterns of the production of the (r) variants in the initial position 

were examined to discover how the variable (r) plays a role in the language at the 

present time from the perspective of variationist sociolinguistics. Age, gender, and 

speech styles were analyzed to demonstrate the correlation between the (r) variants 

and the extralinguistic factors. In addition, the education level of the speaker was 

included in the examination as previous studies (e.g., Beebe 1974; Chunsivimol 1993) 

suggest that education tended to have an effect on the use of the variable (r) in different 

linguistic contexts, such as the onset (r) and consonant clusters. The research 

questions and hypotheses are also addressed throughout the chapter.  

The Initial (R) 

 This section discusses the results of the variable (r) in the initial position. A total 

of 3,353 tokens of the initial (r) were examined in the present study. The analysis 

demonstrated the patterns of variants elicited in the whole data to answer the research 

question, regarding to what extent the (r) variation is occurring in Bangkok Thai.  

The variants of the initial (r) are first presented, followed by an analysis of the 

distribution of the occurring (r) variants from the data. The extralinguistic factors of age, 

gender, education, and style were analyzed to answer whether or not and how social 

and stylistic factors affect the occurrences of the (r) variants among native speakers of 
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Bangkok Thai. Lastly, a multivariate analysis is presented to measure the statistical 

significance of the factors that influence the variation patterns in the initial (r), to support 

or reject the hypotheses of the present research.   

The Four Variants of the Initial (R) 

In the variable context corresponding to the pronunciation of the initial (r), the 

four major variants were observed. They include a flap [ɾ], a trill [r], a lateral [l], and an 

approximant [ɹ]. Among the four variants, the trill and the tap are both standard and 

prestige forms in the word-initial position (Harris 1972; Tingsabadh and Abramson 

1993). However, the trill is infrequently used in colloquial speech. It is generally found in 

emphatic speech and more formal situations, such as a formal announcement or an 

academic context (Beebe 1974; Treyakul 1986; Phootirat 2012). According to Treyakul 

(1986), the trill was most frequently used in the most formal style of minimal pair 

reading, and the tap was most preferable in a formal style of radio news announcement 

and in a more formal style of passage reading. In contrast, the lateral is the variant 

commonly found in conversational speech (e.g., Chunsuvimol 1993; Panyaathisin 

2013), although the lateral is considered nonstandard in the initial (r). Beebe (1974:232) 

states that the lateral is the lowest status variant for the variable (r) when (r) occurs 

alone. The last variant found in the data is the approximant. Beebe (1974:119) states 

that native speakers of Thai who attended Western-owned schools in Thailand or 

graduated from abroad tended to use the approximant [ɹ] in their speech. It is also 

suggested that the approximant occurs in the speech of native speakers of Thai with a 

high fluency in English, especially when their occupations are related to an English-

speaking environment (e.g., Chunsuvimol 1993; Phootirat 2012). 
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Overall Distribution of the Initial (R) Variants 

 Table 5-1 and Figure 5-1 display the overall distribution of the four variants of the 

lateral [l], the flap [ɾ], the trill [r], and the approximant [ɹ], elicited from the data 

regardless of the extralinguistic factors. Figure 5-1 illustrates that the lateral was the 

most dominant variant in the initial position. The highest frequency of 55.9% suggested 

the preference of the lateral, as it was ubiquitously found among the speakers. The 

second dominant variant was the flap, accounting for 33.6% of all occurrences, followed 

by the infrequent variant of the trill for 7.2%. The approximant occurred in the smallest 

proportion of 3.3%. 

Distribution of the Initial (R) Variants by the Extralinguistic Factors 

 In this section, the distributional patterns of the four variants are presented 

according to each extralinguistic factor. The four variants exhibited different patterns 

and tendencies along the social factors of age, gender, and a stylistic factor. Recall that 

education was examined as a secondary social factor to demonstrate the pattern of the 

variants used by speakers of different education levels.  

Age 

It was hypothesized that age influences the choice of the word-initial (r) variants. 

The older speakers might be more conservative in their speech than the younger 

speakers. The high rate of the standard flap and trill usage would occur more frequently 

than in the other two age groups, whereas the younger group of speakers would use the 

nonstandard lateral the most frequently among the three groups of speakers. 

Table 5-2 demonstrates the proportion of the distribution of [l], [ɾ], [r], and [ɹ] 

according to the three generational groups of speakers. The differences in the use of 

the initial (r) variants among speakers in different age groups were statistically 
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significant, χ2 = 72.6, df = 6, p < 0.001. The largest proportion of the variant was the 

nonstandard lateral. Speakers of all age groups extensively used the lateral, especially 

the younger speakers at 62.8%. The middle-aged people used it at a proportion of 

57.4%, followed by the older group of speakers at 47.2%. Though the older speakers 

selected the lateral at the lowest rate, the figure showed that they tended to use the 

lateral at a high proportion when compared to the other (r) variants. The second 

dominant variant was the flap. It was mostly used by the older speakers at 38.4%, 

followed by the middle-aged and younger speakers, selecting the flap at 32.5% and 

30.2%, respectively.  

The trill and the approximant showed a minimal preference among the speakers 

of all age groups. The older speakers, however, used the trill most frequently at 10.4%, 

whereas the middle-aged and younger speakers chose it at only 6.0% and 5.3%, 

respectively. The infrequent approximant was mostly employed by the middle-aged 

speakers at 4.1%, and the older speakers at 4.0%. The younger speakers rarely used 

the approximant at a rate of 1.7%. A similar rate of the approximant occurrence among 

the middle-aged and older speakers might be due to an exposure to English in their 

professions. Some speakers in these age groups worked at a university or international 

organization where both Thai and English were mediums of communication. Thus, the 

production of the approximant in a foreign language might affect their initial (r) 

pronunciation in Thai, since the approximant is not native Bangkok Thai (Beebe 

1980:433). Furthermore, this finding corresponds to the results from Chunsuvimol’s 

(1993) study of the Thai and English onset (r) pronunciation of hotel employees. His 

findings suggested that the interaction in English with the hotel guests affected the 
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employees’ production of the approximant [ɹ] in Thai in the interview task with the 

researcher. 

Table 5-2 additionally suggests that there was a positive correlation between age 

and the production of the standard trill and flap. That is, the older group of speakers had 

a higher proportion of the standard variants than the other two age groups. This 

correlation is illustrated in Figure 5-2 as well with regard to the overall distribution of the 

(r) variants used by the younger, middle-aged, and older speakers. The results 

indicated that the lateral and the flap were the most preferred variants, whereas the trill 

and the approximant were infrequent among the speakers in all age groups. The 

nonstandard lateral showed the reverse patterns of the selection according to age of the 

speakers. The selection of the lateral showed a negative correlation to age, since the 

lateral was the most dominant variant used by the younger speakers, followed by the 

middle-aged people. The older speakers used it the least frequently. The pattern of the 

standard trill was similar to the flap, in that the older speakers dominated the trill usage, 

followed by the middle-aged people, and the younger speakers infrequently used the 

trill. The approximant showed a slightly different pattern. The middle-aged speakers 

used the approximant slightly more than the older speakers while the younger speakers 

rarely used it. 

Figure 5-2 confirms that the hypothesis holds true that the older speakers were 

more likely to retain their production of the standard and prestigious flap and trill more 

than the other groups of speakers. As shown in Table 5-2 and Figure 5-2, the older 

speakers tended to be more conservative in their production of the standard flap. The 

trill showed a similar pattern of occurrence in the groups of middle-aged and older 
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speakers, although the trill was found minimally selected. A possible explanation for 

why the middle-aged and older speakers1 preserved their standard initial (r) production 

is conservatism. Since age marks an individual’s progress in life with regard to social 

norms (Eckert 1997), it is possible that the middle-aged and older speakers had high 

production of the standard variant due to pressure for use of the standard language in 

their workplace. In addition, it is suggested in the literature (e.g., Labov 1966; Trudgill 

1974) that adults tend to conserve their use of the standard forms of language in the 

‘linguistic market’2 (D. Sankoff and Laberge 1978) more than the younger speakers. In 

addition, adults are expected to exhibit appropriate behavior to enforce the normative 

timing in life events. This expectation can affect linguistic behavior, such as 

conservatism in adulthood or the vernacular in preadolescence (Eckert 1997). The 

younger speakers, on the other hand, are more likely to favor the nonstandard or the 

vernacular forms. In the present study, the speakers in the younger group are late 

adolescents in a younger generation who tended to employ their use of the nonstandard 

lateral in constructing identity which seemed to be different from other age groups.  

 Based on the apparent time hypothesis, it is also possible to hypothesize that the 

patterns of the (r) variants used by the three age groups suggest a generational change 

in progress of the (r) variants in an onset position. In the apparent time perspective, it is 

assumed that people of different ages retain the speech patterns of their formative 

years (Chambers 2002a). Thus, speech differences among people of different ages 

mirror the differences in the way people used their language in those years. It is 

                                            
1
 In the present study, speakers in the older group are still working even though they are over 60. There is 

only one unemployed woman in this age group. 

2
 ‘Linguistic market’ refers to how an individual’s occupation affects their language use in a speech 

community.  
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noticeable that the standard and prestigious flap and trill demonstrate a gradual 

increase when the age of the speakers is older. These two standard variants of the 

initial (r) were more preferable among the older and middle-aged people. In contrast, 

there is a regular increase of the lateral when the age of the speakers is younger. It 

indicates that the younger speakers extensively used the lateral at the highest rate, 

while the middle-aged and older speakers showed a lower rate of lateral production.  

It is suggested that the lateral shows its ongoing change in the pronunciation of 

the onset (r). Even though the lateral is found outnumbered the other variants, the 

change might be considered at an initial stage because it is apparent that the standard 

flap remains preferable at a high rate of occurrence among the speakers in all age 

groups. The results in Table 5-2 also indicate that the older speakers used the lateral 

approximately 10% less than the middle-aged speakers, and 15% less than the younger 

speakers.  

Notably, age shows an effect on the use of the variants of the initial (r). A high 

rate of the lateral suggests the direction of change in progress. At the present time, it is 

likely that the variation of the onset (r) is progressing to the lateral pronunciation in a 

dimension of the age of speakers.  

Gender  

In the present study, gender was examined to discover variation across the 

relationship between gender differences and the patterns of the initial (r) variants. The 

analysis examined whether female or male speakers led the use of the specific (r) 

variants in a word-initial position. Women were hypothesized to use standard forms of 

the flap and trill more frequently than men, as previous studies (Labov 1972a, 2001; 

Trudgill 1972; Wolfram and Fasold 1974) suggested that female speakers favored 
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standard language and were more sensitive to the prestigious forms than male 

speakers. 

Table 5-3 provides the overall distribution of the lateral, the flap, the trill and, the 

approximant variants selected by female and male speakers. The chi-square test 

revealed that gender played a significant role in the production of the (r) variants 

between female and male speakers, χ2 = 9.50, df = 3, p < 0.01. The figures of the lateral 

showed the largest proportion of all variants used by two groups of gender. However, 

men used the lateral at a higher frequency than women (58.4% versus 53.3%). The 

second dominant variant was the standard flap. Women used the flap more frequently 

than men at 35.4% and 31.9%, respectively. The trill and the approximant were 

infrequently produced by both gender groups of speakers. However, women chose the 

prestigious trill more often than men (8.0% versus 6.5%), whereas both women and 

men used the approximant at a similar low rate of 3.3% and 3.2%, respectively.  

Different degrees of the use of (r) variants between women and men are 

observed from the results in Figure 5-3. The nonstandard lateral was the only variant 

the male speakers selected more frequently than women. It was also evident that 

women used the nonstandard lateral at the highest proportion among the four variants 

of the initial (r). In other words, both women and men used the same set of variants, but 

in different quantities. However, women tended to use the standard and prestigious flap 

and trill at a higher rate than men. The findings support the hypothesis that females 

preserved their choice of the standard forms, considered better as corresponding to the 

social norms, more than males. A common correlation pattern reflected that women 

seemed to prefer the standard or prestigious forms in their speech more consistently 
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than men. In addition, the women’s selection of the initial (r) variants in this study 

conformed to previous studies, such as Trudgill (1974), which suggests that the 

standard and prestigious forms of language tend to be more powerful for women.  

Education  

In the initial study design step, education was not included as one of the main 

recruitment criteria. However, it was likely that the education level of the speakers could 

affect the choice of the (r) variants in the present research. As mentioned in the 

previous chapter, the participants’ education level varied: a vocational diploma, a 

bachelor’s degree, a master’s degree, and a doctoral degree3. For analytical purposes, 

the education classification used two new categories. That is, a vocational diploma was 

combined with a bachelor’s degree, and a doctoral degree was merged with a master’s 

degree. It was hypothesized that the speakers with a higher level of education would 

maintain their standard pronunciation in the onset (r) more frequently than the group of 

people with a lower level of education. The speakers with a lower level of education, in 

contrast, would use the nonstandard variants at a higher proportion. Variation in the 

distribution of all the (r) variants by education is shown in Table 5-4. 

Table 5-4 and Figure 5-4 illustrate the distribution of the four variants of (r)―the 

lateral, the flap, the trill, and the approximant―used by the speakers of different 

education levels. It appeared that there was a significant difference between the choice 

of the (r) variants and the different education levels of the speakers, χ2 = 69.1, df = 3,  

p < 0.001. Although, the lateral was most frequently used by all speakers, overriding the 

other variants, the occurrence of the lateral among the speakers with a bachelor’s 

                                            
3
 Most of the participants earn a bachelor’s degree or a master’s degree. There is only one participant 

who receives a vocational diploma, and another one holds a doctoral degree. 
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degree or lower education was higher than that among the speakers with a master’s 

degree or higher education (58.6% versus 50.3%). The standard flap showed a 

similarity in proportion of usage between both groups of speakers at 33.9% for the 

bachelor’s or lower degree holders, and at 33.2% for the master’s or higher degree 

speakers. The pattern suggested that both groups of speakers preserved their use of 

the standard form, although the rate was less than the nonstandard lateral. Unlike the 

standard flap, the standard trill rarely occurred, showing a low frequency of the overall 

distribution. However, the results showed that the master’s and higher degree speakers 

used the trill twice the frequency of the bachelor’s and lower degree speakers (10.6% 

versus 5.5%). The approximant was also infrequently used, indicating a low rate of only 

2.0% among the lower degree holders, whereas the higher degree speakers used it 

more often at 5.8%. However, this finding showed that the speakers with a higher level 

of education employed the use of the foreign variant of approximant. The reason might 

be due to their education environment, which allowed them to be in contact with English 

sources, such as foreign professors, studying materials, and international conferences, 

more frequently than the group of people with a bachelor’s degree or lower education.  

The results with regard to education level of the speakers turned out to partly 

support the hypothesis in terms of the production of the standard variants. Only the 

standard trill demonstrated a positive correlation with education. The speakers in the 

group with higher education conserved their use of the standard trill more than the 

speakers with lower education. In contrast, the use of the standard flap in both groups 

of speakers appeared to be nearly identical, in which the speakers with a bachelor’s or 

lower degree used the flap slightly more frequently than the speakers with a master’s or 
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higher degree. In addition, the results showed that the lateral was negatively correlated 

with the education level of the speakers. The finding supported the hypothesis that the 

speakers with a lower level of education seemed to use the lateral at a higher rate than 

the speakers with a higher level of education. 

Style 

In addition to classical social factors, such as age, gender and education, speech 

style was taken into account for the research question of whether or not the formality of 

style affected the variation of the four variants observed in the present study. The 

speakers were hypothesized to be more careful of their production of the onset (r) when 

the degree of formality increased. The standard flap and trill would occur more 

frequently in the passage readings, representing a relatively formal speech style, 

whereas the nonstandard lateral would appear more prevalently in the interview, 

representing a relatively more informal speech style.  

Table 5-5 indicates the potential influence of formality of style on the selection of 

the variants among the speakers. The chi-square test suggested a significant difference 

between the selection of the (r) variants and speech styles, χ2 = 693, df = 3, p < 0.001. 

In the interview, the lateral was the most dominant among the four variants of (r). It was 

commonly used by the speakers at 74.8%. The second preferred variant was the flap, 

which was selected at a much lower proportion of 17.9%. The approximant was 

infrequently used at 5.1%, and the trill occurred in only 2.1% of the overall distribution. It 

was noticeable that the speakers infrequently used the trill in the interview. This pattern 

supported previous studies, such as Beebe (1974), Treyakul (1986), which stated that 

the standard and prestigious trill was more typically found in formal settings and 

emphatic speech. 
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Figure 5-5 presents a sharp contrast between the production of the lateral and 

the flap in the passage reading. The choice of the lateral dramatically decreased from 

74.8% to 34.6%, whereas the reverse pattern occurred in the flap, which the speakers 

used it at the highest proportion of 51.3%. The trill also showed an identical pattern to 

the flap, in that the speakers increased their trill production in the passage reading, 

though the trill did not occur frequently (from 2.1% to 12.9%). In contrast, the speakers’ 

choice of the approximant declined from 5.1% to 1.1%. An increase of the standard flap 

and trill in a formal style can be explained that the speakers were aware of the 

significance of the initial (r). Although the nonstandard variant was employed prevalently 

in informal speech, the speakers were more conscious that standard pronunciation was 

more appropriate when style switched from informal to more formal. This pattern 

confirmed the hypothesis that the speakers were more likely to increase their use of the 

standard flap and trill when the style became formal. In addition, these findings 

correspond to those of Treyakul’s (1986) stylistic variation study of radio news 

broadcasters4, in that the speakers preferred the nonstandard lateral in an informal style 

of interview, and the standard flap was mainly used in a relatively formal style of 

passage readings.  

Relationship of the Extralinguistic Factors 

In this section, the relationship of the primary extralinguistic factors in this 

research was examined to answer the research question of how women and men of 

different ages varied their production of the (r) variants in different speech styles. Figure 

5-6 to Figure 5-8 illustrate the four variants of the initial (r) with regard to age and style, 

                                            
4
 Treyakul (1986) categorized four types of speech styles: an interview, news announcement, passage 

reading, and minimal pair reading. 
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age and gender, and gender and style in order to unfold the relationship between such 

external factors and the occurrence of the (r) variants in the present study. 

Age and Style 

Figure 5-6 presents different patterns of the distribution of the variants by the 

speakers in different age groups in informal and formal styles. In an informal situation, 

the speakers used the four variants at a similar rate of occurrence. The speakers highly 

employed the lateral and the flap in their speech while the trill and the approximant were 

rarely selected. In a formal style, the speakers in all age groups reduced their use of the 

nonstandard lateral, and greatly employed the standard flap. The approximant occurred 

infrequently in all age groups, especially among the younger speakers, since it 

disappeared in a formal style. The results emphasized the important roles of age and 

style in the production of standard forms, in that the older speakers were most likely to 

be conscious of using standard language. The older speakers switched from the 

nonstandard lateral to the standard flap most noticeably, followed by the middle-aged 

people, and the younger speakers changed to use the flap least frequently. The 

standard trill also showed a similar pattern in the group of the older speakers when the 

style turned formal. That is, the older speakers employed the selection of the trill at the 

highest rate while the younger and middle-aged speakers used the trill at the same 

frequency. 

Age and Gender  

Figure 5-7 illustrates that women and men in different age groups varied their 

production of the four variants. The younger male speakers highly preferred the lateral 

variant (68%), whereas the older female speakers used the lateral the least (44%). The 

flap and trill showed a similar pattern among the female and male speakers in different 
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ages. The older female speakers preserved their standard flap at the highest rate of 

41%, followed by the older male speakers at 35%. The younger females used the 

standard flap more frequently than the males in the same age group (34% versus 27%).  

The middle-aged males, on the other hand, used the flap (33%) and trill (7%) slightly At 

reason why middle-aged male’s use of standard (r) is slightly higher than the female in 

the same age group more often than the middle-aged female speakers (flap 32% and 

trill 5%), showing the slight preference for the standard variants among the males. A 

possible reason why may be due to the profession of the men in this age group, 

showing its effect on their linguistic behavior, according to the linguistic market concept. 

That is, some male speakers in the middle-aged group work in an academic setting, 

where the speakers think it is more proper to use the standard forms of language. The 

different language choices of middle-aged men is further discussed in Chapter 7, after 

examining the questionnaire that provides the speakers’ language attitude toward the 

use of the variable (r). 

The approximant minimally occurred in all age groups. The older male speakers 

and middle-aged females used the approximant at the highest rate of 6%, whereas 

women and men in other age groups infrequently employed the approximant. It is 

suggested that the females in the older group seemed to be highly conscious of using 

standard pronunciation. They frequently selected the flap and trill, but used the lateral at 

the lowest rate among women and men in all age groups. In contrast, the younger male 

speakers were the least sensitive to the standard status of the (r) variants, as they used 

the nonstandard lateral the most frequently of the female and male speakers in all age 

groups. This pattern supports the observation that the nonstandard lateral is the norm of 
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the younger generation, and the males seemed to prefer the nonstandard (r) variant 

more than females, except the middle-aged male speakers. 

Gender and Style 

Figure 5-8 demonstrates the distribution of the four variants with regard to gender 

and style. It is indicated that men used the lateral most frequently than women in 

informal speech (72% versus 78%). When focusing on the flap production of the male 

speakers, a notable example of self-awareness of standard language usage was 

observed. The differentiation of the lateral between informal and formal styles of the 

male speakers was sharper than that of the female speakers. Although men most 

frequently used the lateral in an informal setting (78%), they switched their (r) variant to 

be the standard flap at a similar high rate to women’s usage (52% versus 51%) when 

the style became more formal. In contrast, the female speakers demonstrated their  

self-consciousness by using the standard and prestigious trill at a higher rate than the 

male speakers in a more formal situation. Although the flap and trill are both standard in 

the onset (r), the trill also carries an overt prestige, as it is preferred in a formal context 

and a high register of Thai (Harris 1972). Women’s higher production of the trill 

supported the hypothesis that women tended to prefer a standard and prestige form     

of language. However, the male speakers in the present study also showed their          

self-awareness and a conscious attempt at using the standard language according to 

the formality of the situation. Therefore, it is likely that the formality of style affected the 

selection of the variants of the initial (r) more noticeably than gender differences did.  

Multivariate Analysis of the Initial (R) 

In this section, the results of a statistical analysis of the production of the initial (r) 

variants with regard to different factor groups are displayed. It is noted that showing only 
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the proportion of the distribution of each variant correlating with the potential factors 

does not show whether or not each factor group is statistically significant. Thus, a 

multivariate regression analysis was performed to reveal the significance of specific 

factor groups. In addition, a factor weight and a relative strength of each factor group 

provides statistical evidence of the characteristics of the initial (r) variation. 

Factor Groups Used in the Study 

One dependent and four independent variables were included to perform the 

statistical analysis. Table 5-6 displays a list of the factors in each factor group used in 

the present study. The code is assigned to each factor for running the Goldvarb X 

program. Factor group 1 is the four dependent variants of the initial (r), namely the 

lateral [l], the flap [ɾ], the trill [r], and the approximant [ɹ] observed in the present study. 

Factor group 2-5 are the independent variables corresponding to the extralinguistic 

factors considered in the present research. Factor group 2 represents the age of the 

speakers, consisting of three groups of younger, middle-aged, and older. Factor group 3 

corresponds to the gender differences of female and male. Factor group 4 corresponds 

to style, consisting of a binary differentiation between informal and formal situations. 

Factor group 5 represents the education of the speakers. The education levels are 

classified according to a binary distinction: one group of a bachelor’s or lower degree 

and one group of a master’s or higher degree. 

Before running the Goldvarb, it is important to find the best fit to account for the 

analysis. A factor group of the linguistic context of the onset (r) and four extralinguistic 

factor groups―age, gender, style, and education― were examined to figure out the 

potential general pattern of the initial (r). The binomial one-step test was performed to 

present the application and compare the probabilities for each factor across an 
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independent run. In addition, the binomial one-step was tested to examine which factor 

group may not be well represented. The result suggested that a factor group of 

education should be removed due to its insufficiency in a number of speakers across 

age groups. After removing the education factor group, the test was performed again. 

The result indicated that this run was a better fit of a model to the data analysis.  

After the discovery that eliminating the education factor group gave a model the 

best account for data analysis, the next step was the examination of the weight of each 

factor in the factor groups in order to reveal the significance of the factors with regard to 

the choice of the variants of the onset (r).  

By measuring a relative strength, the ranges are compared for each of the factor 

groups. The strongest factor group is ranked at the top of the table. After that, the factor 

groups are presented in decreasing order of the strength that affects the occurrence of 

the lateral. Within each factor group, the factor with the highest weight appears first, 

followed by the factors ordered in decreasing order of strength.  

Significant Factor Groups  

Table 5-7 suggests the three extralinguistic factor groups that contribute 

statistically significant effects to the choice of the lateral, used as the application rule in 

Goldvarb. The following order of the choices indicates the relative importance of the 

factor groups, with the most significant factor group showing on the left: 

Style > Age > Gender  

It is evident that the largest effect is contributed by speech style, overriding the effect of 

age and gender. Not only is style shown as statistically significant, but the relative 

strength of its effect, with the widest range of 42, also stands out from that of other 

factor groups. Age is the second strongest factor group with a range of 18, and gender 
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shows a narrow range of 6, suggesting that the gender differences demonstrate the 

smallest effect on the production of the lateral in the onset (r). 

The following, Figure 5-9 to Figure 5-11, present the effects on the realization of 

the lateral in the initial (r) position within each significant factor group. The factor groups 

are ordered from the most to the least significant.  

Style 

Figure 5-9 presents the effect of style on the realization of the initial (r) as the 

lateral. The results from a constraint ranking show that the lateral is apparently favored 

among the speakers in an informal style with a large factor weight of 0.70. In contrast, 

the lateral is a disfavored variant with a small factor weight of 0.28 in a formal style. It 

can be seen that style shows a clear-cut distinction of the lateral realization between 

informal and formal contexts. The preference of the lateral in an informal situation 

indicates a change of the social status of the lateral variant in the initial (r), since the 

lateral is dominantly used in conversational speech regardless of its nonstandard 

feature.  

The notion that a nonstandard or stigmatized form is considered incorrect and 

should not be chosen as a representation (Prasithrathsint 1989) is possibly changing 

with the high occurrence of the lateral in the onset (r). Wolfram and Fasold (1974) 

suggest that the status of the prestigious and stigmatized variants can be unstable. In 

addition, it is suggested that the socially preferred variant possibly lose its prestige 

status when an innovative variant shows its preference among speakers. The new 

variant will eventually replace the old variant. Also, this change was evidenced in 

previous studies, such as the r-ful pronunciation in New York City English (Labov 1966, 
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1972a), the approximant [ɾ] in Scottish English in Edinburgh (Romaine 1978), and the 

labiodental approximant [ʋ] in British English in Middlesbrough (Llamas 2001)5.  

Previous research and the discussion above suggest that the lateral variant in 

the initial (r) is initiating a change of its social status, since it is widely used in colloquial 

speech. It is noticed that the nonstandard status of the lateral is likely to become the 

acceptable norm in informal settings in the future. The findings in the present study also 

indicate that the variable (r) in the onset position varies systematically in terms of the 

formality of style. However, a dramatic decrease of the lateral and an increase of flap 

and trill production in a formal style show that the speakers’ concern with correctness of 

using the standard variants remains to be observed. The speakers are conscious that 

the standard forms of language are more appropriate, thus the prestige value of the 

standard flap and trill is preserved exclusively in a relatively formal context.  

Age 

Figure 5-10 illustrates the effect of the age of the speakers and the realization    

of the lateral. The ranking of constraints shows that the younger and middle-aged 

speakers favor the use of the lateral slightly above a neutral point with a factor weight of 

0.58 and 0.52, respectively. The older speakers’ production of the lateral is 

distinguished from the other groups, in which they disfavor the lateral, showing a factor 

weight of 0.40. The observed pattern demonstrates that the older speakers seem to be 

more linguistically sensitive by highly producing the standard and prestigious flap and 

trill (Figure 5-2). In addition, there is a negative correlation between age and the 

production of the lateral. That is, the younger speakers use the lateral at a higher rate 

                                            
5
 Further information is provided in Chapter 3. 
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than the middle-aged and older speakers. This pattern suggests a process of change in 

progress of the variable (r) in the initial position from three successive generations in 

this study.  

Gender 

Figure 5-11 presents the small effect of gender on the production of the lateral. 

The results show the dissimilar preference for the nonstandard lateral between women 

and men. The male speakers favor the lateral with a factor weight of 0.53, while women 

disfavor it, showing a factor weight of 0.47. The results in the present study also support 

the claim that women have a tendency to preserve their standard variant of the initial (r) 

more than men. 

In this chapter, the research questions and hypotheses with regard to the initial 

(r) have been answered and tested. First, the distribution of the four variants of the initial 

(r)―the flap, the trill, the lateral, and the approximant―has been discussed. In general, 

the nonstandard lateral variant was mostly preferred among native speakers, followed 

by the standard and prestigious flap and trill, and the approximant was found exclusively 

among the speakers whose occupation was related to English. Second, the results have 

demonstrated the correlation between the extralinguistic factors of age, gender, 

education, and style, and variation of the four variants of the onset (r). In addition, the 

chi-square test revealed that the choices of the (r) variants and the extralinguistic 

factors were significantly different. Third, the present study has demonstrated a number 

of differences in the way that women and men of different ages varied their production 

of the (r) variants with regard to the formality of style. Lastly, a multivariate analysis was 

performed and illustrated the statistical significance, a constraint ranking, and a relative 

strength of each factor group affecting the production of the (r) variants. The next 
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chapter will discuss the results of the second linguistic context of the consonant cluster 

(r). The key findings and interpretation of the consonant cluster (r) variation will be 

provided. 
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Table 5-1.  Overall distribution of the four variants of the initial (r)  

Variant       Number of tokens    Frequency (%) 

Lateral [l]    1874          55.9            
Flap [ɾ]                 1128              33.6             
Trill [r]                          242               7.2               
Approximant [ɹ]   109        3.3              
Total                 3353        100 

 
 
 
Table 5-2.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by age  

Age            Lateral [l]               Flap [ɾ]                   Trill [r]              Approximant [ɹ]       
                  %           N             %             N             %        N              %           N 

18-25        62.8       709          30.2         341         5.3         60             1.7         19 
35-45        57.4        647          32.5         366         6.0         68             4.1         46 
50-65        47.2        518          38.4         421        10.4       114            4.0         44 

 
 
 
Table 5-3.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by gender 

Gender        Lateral [l]              Flap [ɾ]                   Trill [r]              Approximant [ɹ]       
                    %           N            %              N           %         N             %           N 

Female       53.3        885         35.4          588        8.0         132          3.3         55 
Male           58.4        989         31.9          540        6.5         110          3.2         54 

 
 
 
Table 5-4.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by education  

Variant                     Bachelor’s degree or lower              Master’s degree or higher  
                                %                     N                              %                    N  

Lateral [l]    58.6                 1321                         50.3                553 
Flap [ɾ]            33.9                 763                33.2                365 
Trill [r]                       5.5                  125                           10.6                117               
Approximant [ɹ]         2.0                  45                5.8                  64     

 
 
 
Table 5-5.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by speech style  

Style           Lateral [l]                 Flap [ɾ]                 Trill [r]              Approximant [ɹ]       
                   %           N               %           N            %         N             %           N 

Informal      74.8       1327         17.9        318         2.1         38            5.1         91 
Formal        34.6       547           51.3        810        12.9        204          1.1        18 
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Table 5-6.  List of the dependent and independent factor groups of the initial (r)  

Factor group              Factor    

1. Initial (r) variants            t  (flap) 
    r  (trill) 
    l  (lateral) 
    a  (approximant) 

2. Age                   1  (younger speakers) 
    2  (middle-aged speakers) 
    3  (older speakers) 

3. Gender                  f  (female) 
                    m  (male) 
4. Style                       I  (informal) 
                                                          g  (formal) 
5. Education        b  (bachelor’s degree or lower) 
                                                          s  (master’s degree or higher) 

 
 
 
Table 5-7.  Multivariate analysis of the contribution of the extralinguistic factors selected 
               as significant to the probability of the initial (r) 

Corrected mean         .57 
Total Number         3353  

Group     Factor                          Factor weight    Percent1       N       

Style     Informal (interview)             .70               74.8             1327         
          Formal (reading)                 .28                34.6             547   
                 Range2       42        
Age     18-25                               .58                 62.8             709         
          35-45                    .52                 57.4             647         
          50-65                                 .40                 47.2             518 
                 Range       18               
Gender             Male      .53                 58.4             989 
          Female                              .47      53.3             885         
                 Range       6        

Note:  Cross tabulation of the factor groups indicates that each factor group is 
independent. There is no potential interaction between the factor groups. 

 

                                            
1
 A percentage of the lateral is presented as the application value.  

2
 The range indicates a relative strength of the factor group. It is the subtraction of the lowest factor 

weight from the highest factor weight in a factor group. 
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Figure 5-1.  Overall distribution of the four variants of the initial (r)  

 
 

 

Figure 5-2.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by age 
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Figure 5-3.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by gender 

 
 

 
 
Figure 5-4.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by education  
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Figure 5-5.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by speech style 

 

 
Figure 5-6.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by age and speech style1  

                                            
1
 In Figure 5-6, number 1 attached to each variant represents an informal style. Number 2 represents a 

formal style. The number labeled above each bar is in percentage terms. 
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Figure 5-7.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by age and gender2 

 
Figure 5-8.  Distribution of the four variants of the initial (r) by gender and speech  

     style3

                                            
2
 The number labeled above each bar is in percentage terms. 

3
 In Figure 5-8, number 1 attached to each variant represents an informal style. Number 2 represents a 

formal style. The number labeled above each bar is in percentage terms. 
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Figure 5-9.  Effect of speech style on the production of the lateral variant of the initial (r) 
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Figure 5-10.  Effect of age on the production of the lateral variant of the initial (r) 
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Figure 5-11.  Effect of gender on the production of the lateral variant of the initial (r) 
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CHAPTER 6 
VARIATION IN THE CONSONANT CLUSTER R: RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION 

In this chapter, the variationist analysis of the second linguistic context, the 

consonant cluster (r), was examined in order to explore the patterns of the (r) variants in 

the second unit of the clusters. The quantitative analysis demonstrated the findings of 

the (r) variants occurred in the data, along with the interpretation. The extralinguistic 

factors of age, gender, education, and style were taken into account to analyze the 

correlation between the linguistic and extralinguistic factors.  

The Consonant Cluster (R) 

 The data presents the patterns of the variable (r) tokens of the consonant 

clusters. A total of 2,215 tokens of the (r) variants were encoded for this variable 

context. The examination provides the extent of the (r) variation occurring in the 

consonant cluster context. The cluster (r) variants and their distribution are first 

explained. Additionally, the roles of age, gender, education, and style were analyzed 

and discussed to answer the research questions of whether or not and how these 

extralinguistic factors affect the distribution of the variants found in the present research, 

and to support or reject the hypotheses of this study. The relationship of the 

extralinguistic factors is also demonstrated for a better understanding of such factors 

and the occurrence of the (r) variants. Finally, a multivariate analysis provides a more 

accurate picture of the exact contribution of each factor group to the patterns of the 

consonant cluster (r) variation. 

The Four Variants of the Consonant Cluster (R)  

 The four major variants occur in the variable context of the consonant cluster (r). 

They consist of a flap [ɾ], a lateral [l], a trill [r], and a null or a zero realization [ø]. The 
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first variant is the flap realization, such as kɾ for [kɾàb bâ:n] (go home), and pɾ for 

[pɾàkà:t] (announce). The flap is standard and prestige. It is considered correct when 

pronouncing the (r) variant of the Thai consonant clusters (Beebe 1974; Chunsuvimol 

1993; Phootirat 2012). The second variant is the lateral, such as kl for [klàpǎw] (a bag) 

and phl for [phlík] (chili pepper). The lateral is assumed to have undergone liquid 

transformation (Beebe 1974:45), in which the second unit of (r) in a cluster is realized or 

transformed into [l]. The lateral has the in-between status of being nonstandard, and it is 

more preferable than the null variant in the clusters (Beebe 1974:233). The third variant 

is the trill, such as kr for [kràcòk] (a mirror) and pr for [pràtu:] (a door). The trill clusters 

are also standard and prestige in the language. However, the trill is uncommonly found 

in everyday speech. Its occurrence mostly occurs in formal passage reading and formal 

public speech. The fourth variant is the null or the zero realization, such as [toŋ] for 

[troŋ] (straight) and [phórwâ:] for [phrórwâ:] (because). The nonoccurrence of (r) refers to 

the phonetic realization of the variable (r), in which the second unit of the consonant 

clusters (r) is omitted. The zero realization of (r) is typically found in conversational 

speech, although it is a stigmatized variant in the clusters (Beebe 1974; Treyakul 1986; 

Chunsivimol 1993).  

Overall Distribution of the Consonant Clusters (R) Variants 

Table 6-1and Figure 6-1 indicate the overall distribution of the (r) variants of the 

flap [ɾ], the lateral [l], the trill [r], and the zero realization [ø] of the consonant clusters, 

elicited in the data regardless of the extralinguistic factors. The selection of the zero 

realization or the null variant dominated the other three variants. It showed the largest 

proportion of 50.8% of the overall distribution. It can possibly be explained by the idea 

that the stigmatized status of the (r) omission of the clusters is changing. The status of 
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the zero realization in the clusters has become more socially acceptable among the 

speakers at the present time. The second most dominant variant was the standard flap, 

occurring in 40.8% of the overall distribution, whereas the lateral and the trill were 

infrequently used, showing a frequency of only 4.1% and 2.3%, respectively.  

Distribution of the Consonant Cluster (R) Variants by the Extralinguistic Factors 

 The distributional patterns of the four variants are presented by the extralinguistic 

factors. The variants demonstrate the variation patterns and tendencies with the 

different external factors of age, gender, education, and style.  

Age 

It was hypothesized that speaker’s age affected the selection of the consonant 

cluster (r) variants. The older speakers would conserve standard variants in their 

speech more than the younger age groups. The older speakers would employ the 

standard flap and trill more frequently than the other two groups of speakers, while the 

younger group of speakers would use the nonstandard null variant the most often 

among the three groups of speakers. 

Table 6-2 displays the overall distribution of the (r) variants chosen by speakers 

from three different age groups of younger, middle-aged, and older. When taking age 

into consideration, there was a significant difference between the choice of the cluster 

(r) variants and the age of the speakers, χ2 = 69.7, df = 6, p < 0.001. The (r) omission in 

the second unit of the clusters was the most frequently used by all speakers. The 

younger speakers omitted the (r) at the highest rate of 58.9%, followed by the middle-

aged speakers (43.0%). The older speakers dropped the (r) variant the least often 

(41.1%). The second dominant variant was the flap. It showed the reverse pattern of 

usage, in which the older speakers produced the flap at the highest proportion of 52.9%, 
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followed by the middle-aged speakers at 40.8%. The younger speakers used it the least 

frequently at 34.1%. The other two variants of clusters (r) showed a much lower 

production. The speakers in all groups infrequently used the lateral and the trill. The 

younger speakers chose the lateral most often at a rate of 5.8%, whereas the middle-

aged and the older speakers selected the lateral at 4.0% and 2.7%, respectively. The 

least occurring variant of the trill was rarely used. The older speakers mostly selected 

the trill at 3.3%, followed by the middle-aged speakers at 2.2%, and the younger 

speakers at only 1.3%.  

Table 6-2 indicates the distinct patterns of the distribution of the standard and 

nonstandard variants. There was a positive correlation between age and the use of the 

standard tap and trill. That is, the older group of speakers had a higher production of the 

standard variants than the other two age groups. In contrast, the nonoccurrence of the 

(r) variant in the clusters and lateral production demonstrated the reverse patterns, 

showing a negative correlation to age. The younger speakers frequently used the zero 

realization and the lateral at the highest rate, followed by the middle-aged people and 

the older speakers used these variants the least often.  

The correlations were also illustrated in Figure 6-2 with regard to the patterns of 

the four variants used by the younger, middle-aged, and older speakers. It is evident 

that the older speakers employed the standard flap most frequently among the four 

variants, while the middle-aged and younger speakers dropped the (r) variant in the 

clusters most frequently. The distribution of the flap strongly supported the hypothesis 

that the older people seemed to be more conservative in their use of the standard form 

of language than the other age groups. The middle-aged speakers used the flap more 
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often than the younger speakers as well. In contrast, the high production of the zero 

realization and the lateral among the younger speakers suggests the preference of the 

nonstandard variants among the younger generation. In addition, the findings in the 

present study correspond to those of Beebe (1974) in the case of the production of the 

nonstandard variants. That is, the rate of r-reduction in the older groups was lower than 

that in the younger group. 

 It is possible to hypothesize that due to social expectations for appropriate 

behavior and pressure for use of the standard language for their professions, the older 

and middle-aged speakers preserved their standard variants of the flap and trill more 

frequently than the younger speakers. In addition, the pattern of the (r) distribution 

among speakers in different groups can be further explained by the apparent time 

hypothesis. Labov (1994) suggests that the language of individual speakers is stable 

across their lifespan once they have acquired it as children. Therefore, the high 

production of the standard flap in the older group suggests that the older speakers 

acquired the flap as the variant of the cluster (r), and have been using it up to the 

present time. The (r) omission, thus affected the (r) variation of the older speakers the 

least. The production of the flap (40.8%) and the r-dropping (43%) among the middle-

aged speakers occurred in similar proportions, showing that the middle-aged speakers 

still preserved the use of the standard variant, but they also welcomed the nonstandard 

null variant. The younger speakers, on the other hand, employed high use of the (r) 

omission in the cluster context, suggesting that there is an ongoing change process in 

the pronunciation of the consonant cluster (r). A major contrast between the zero 

realization and flap production among the younger speakers indicates that the change is 
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progressing to r-reduction. However, the change is likely to progress in an initial phase 

because the flap is still occurring in a high frequency among the speakers in the middle-

aged and older groups.  

Gender 

To analyze the gender dimension of the variation, the results presented the 

correlation between the variants of (r) and the binary division between female and male 

speakers. The present study examined the patterns of each (r) variant of the consonant 

clusters used by women and men. It was hypothesized that female speakers would use 

the standard flap and trill more frequently than male speakers.  

Table 6-3 presents the overall distribution of the zero realization, the flap, the 

lateral, and the trill used by women and men. It showed that both female and male 

speakers dropped their use of the (r) variant as a second unit of the clusters at the 

highest rate. It appeared that the use of consonant cluster (r) variants and two groups of 

gender were statistically significantly different, χ2 = 17.47, df = 3, p < 0.001. The female 

speakers omitted the (r) more frequently than men (55.1% versus 46.4%). The second 

dominant variant was the standard flap. Men used the flap at a higher proportion than 

female speakers (46.3% versus 39.3%). Unlike the zero realization and the flap, the 

lateral and the trill occurred in a relatively small frequency for both groups of speakers. 

However, the female and male speakers had different patterns of these infrequent 

variants. Men differed from women in their production of the lateral. Male speakers used 

the lateral at a higher rate of 4.8%, whereas female speakers selected this variant at a 

rate of 3.4%. The least frequently used variant was the trill, which women and men 

chose at a low rate of 2.2% and 2.5%, respectively. 
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In Figure 6-3, the different degrees of (r) variant production between female and 

male speakers are observed. The high rate of the (r) deletion in the clusters among 

female speakers in the present research rejected the hypothesis that women preserved 

their use of the standard variant more than men. The results suggested that among the 

four variants, women dominated the (r) deletion more often than men. In contrast, men 

used the standard flap and the nonstandard lateral at a higher proportion than women. 

However, the nonstandard status of the lateral is more preferable than that of the zero 

realization according to Beebe (1974). Additionally, the (r) omission in the consonant 

cluster is considered stigmatized in Bangkok Thai (Chunsuvimol 1993). It was also 

evident that the rate of the (r) dropping and flap production of the male speakers were 

identical at a rate of 46.4% and 46.3%, respectively. The production of the standard trill 

and nonstandard lateral occurred in a low rate for both women and men.  

It is observed that the male speakers had a balanced pattern between the 

production of the standard flap and the zero realization. It is assumed that the higher 

production of standard flap among the male speakers is due to their concern with 

correct pronunciation. However, it might not be a completely conscious effort to 

pronounce the clusters (r) more correctly because men showed a similar tendency to 

drop the (r) variant. In contrast, female speakers showed an obvious distinction between 

the (r) dropping and flap production. That is, women omitted the (r) at a much higher 

rate than they used the flap, suggesting that it is not always the case that women 

invariably prefer the standard language. This phenomenon reflects the current speech 

behavior of female speakers and reveals that the stigmatized (r) omission is gaining 

status as being acceptable in the Bangkok speech community. 
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Education 

As mentioned that the education level of the speakers was included to analyze 

the patterns of the (r) variant in the consonant cluster context, since it seemed to show 

its effect to the production of (r) variants. For analytical purposes, education was 

classified into two categories: bachelor’s degree or lower level of education and 

master’s degree or higher level of education. It was hypothesized that the speakers with 

a higher level of education would show a higher rate of the standard variants of the 

clusters (r) than a group of people with a lower level of education. The speakers with a 

lower level of education, on the other hand, would use the nonstandard variants at a 

higher proportion. The distribution of the four variants by education is presented in 

Table 6-4. 

Table 6-4 and Figure 6-4 illustrate variation on the distribution of the zero 

realization, the flap, the lateral, and the trill produced by the speakers of different 

education levels. The chi-square test revealed that there was a significant difference 

between the selection of the (r) variants and the education level of the speakers,  

χ2 = 71, df = 3, p < 0.001. The speakers showed different patterns of their (r) dropping 

and the flap. The bachelor’s and lower degree speakers omitted the (r) of the clusters at 

the highest rate of 57.2%, while the master’s and higher degree holders dropped it at 

39.1%. The use of the standard flap showed a reverse pattern. The speakers with a 

master’s or higher degree chose the standard flap at a higher frequency of 52.9%, and 

the speakers with a bachelor’s or lower degree used the flap at a lower rate of 37.2%. 

The lateral and the trill presented a low occurrence among the speakers in both groups. 

The speakers with a higher level of education used the lateral relatively more frequently 

than the speakers with a lower level of education (4.5% versus 3.9%). Unlike the 
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standard flap, the standard trill occurred infrequently, comprising a low percentage of 

the overall distribution. However, the results indicated that the group of the higher 

degree speakers used the trill twice as frequently as the group of the lower degree 

speakers (3.6% versus 1.6%). 

A positive correlation between the level of education and the use of the (r) 

variants of the clusters supported the hypothesis. The speakers in the group with a 

higher level of education preserved their use of the standard flap and trill more 

frequently than the speakers in the group with a lower level of education. A negative 

correlation between the education level and the (r) omission additionally confirmed the 

hypothesis that the group with bachelor’s or lower degrees dropped the (r) variant at a 

higher rate than the group with master’s or higher degrees. Nonetheless, the result of 

lateral production disagreed with the hypothesis, since the speakers with a higher level 

of education used the nonstandard lateral slightly more often than the speakers with a 

lower level of education.  

Style  

 In addition to the social factors of age, gender, and education, speech style was 

included to account for the research question of whether or not the formality of style 

affected the variation of the four variants of the consonant clusters (r). It was 

hypothesized that the speakers would be more careful of their choice of the (r) variants 

when the degree of formality increased. The standard flap would occur most frequently 

in the passage reading, representing a relatively formal speech style. In contrast, the (r) 

deletion and the lateral would be found prevalently in the interview, representing a 

relatively more informal speech style. Table 6-5 presents the overall distribution of the 

four variants by speech styles. 
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Table 6-5 suggests the potential influence of style on the occurrence of the (r) 

variants in the cluster context among the speakers. The chi-square test indicates that 

the use of the (r) variants and the speech styles are significantly different, χ2 = 308.9,  

df = 3, p < 0.001. It is evident that the speakers dropped the (r) variant at a very high 

proportion of 62.4% in a relatively informal style of interview. When the context changed 

to more formal passage reading, the speakers dramatically reduced the (r) omission to 

27.8%. The rate of flap production also increased to 66.6% in the passage reading, 

whereas the tap production decreased to 30.8% in the informal conversation. The 

lateral and the trill variants showed a small proportion of occurrence in both speech 

styles. However, the results suggested that style affected the production of the lateral, in 

which the speakers lessened their lateral usage from 5.6% in an informal style to 1.2% 

in a formal style. The use of the trill showed a similar pattern to the flap, in which the 

rate of the trill increased from 1.2% in the interview to 4.4% in the passage reading. In 

addition, high occurrence of the (r) deletion in the present study corroborated Treyakul’s 

(1986) findings that the (r) dropping was the most dominant variant of the consonant 

clusters in informal speech among native speakers of Bangkok Thai (62.36%), whereas 

the lateral was most frequently found in the more formal style of the passage reading 

(60.71%). 

Figure 6-5 illustrates a sharp contrast between the (r) omission and the use of 

the flap in a formal context. It is observed that the difference in patterning of the (r) 

deletion and the flap usage was constrained by different speech styles. The findings 

also supported the hypothesis that when style became formal, the speakers used the 

standard flap more frequently, and the rate of the (r) dropping occurred at the highest 
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proportion in conversational speech. In addition, an increase of the standard flap and 

trill in a formal style was suggested as being due to people’s concerns about 

correctness of pronunciation in formal situations. Even though the r-lessness occurred 

extensively in an informal style, the speakers made a conscious effort to increase flap 

production in formal situations. The flap variant carries the standard value in the 

pronunciation of consonant cluster (r); thus, it is considered more appropriately 

selected. A high proportion of the (r) omission additionally confirmed the hypothesis that 

the (r) variant was commonly dropped when speakers were unconscious of their speech 

in an informal situation. 

Relationship of the Extralinguistic Factors 

In this section, the relationship of the major extralinguistic factors in the present 

study was examined with regard to the formality of style associated with the social 

factors of age and gender. In other words, the examination aims to answer the research 

questions of how women and men of different ages varied their production of the (r) 

variants of the clusters in different styles. The following, Figure 6-6 to Figure 6-8, 

demonstrate the (r) variants in the cluster context according to the extralinguistic factors 

of age and style, age and gender, and gender and style to give a better understanding 

of the occurrence of the (r) variants and the relationship of such factors. 

Age and Style 

Figure 6-6 indicates the distribution of the (r) variants by the speakers in different 

age groups in informal and formal speech styles. It is evident that speakers of all age 

groups varied their use of the (r) variants with regard to the formality of style. In an 

informal situation, the speakers in different age ranges used the four variants at an 

almost identical rate of occurrence. That is, the speakers frequently omitted the (r) and 
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used the flap in their speech, while the lateral and the trill rarely occurred in all age 

groups. For instance, the trill disappeared in informal style among the younger 

speakers. When moving from an informal to a formal style, the (r) omission decreased 

dramatically, whereas the selection of the standard flap increased sharply in the formal 

style of the reading among the speakers in all age groups. The rate of the lateral 

decreased, while trill production increased to the highest rate among the older speakers 

in a more formal context.  

In addition, style shows a greater stratification among the older speakers than 

among other age groups. The sensitivity to the standard status of the (r) variants of the 

older speakers resulted in the highest rate of flap production and the lowest rate of the 

(r) omission in both informal and formal styles. On the other hand, the younger speakers 

omitted the (r) variant most frequently and used the flap least often in both styles. The 

rate of (r) deletion and flap production among the middle-aged speakers occurred 

similarly to those of the younger speakers in informal speech (65% and 67%, 

respectively). However, the middle-aged speakers selected the flap at a much higher 

rate than the younger speakers in a formal setting (67% versus 55%). The younger 

speakers used the lateral at the highest rate of 8% in informal speech. The speakers of 

all age groups rarely chose the lateral in the formal style. The trill occurred at a minimal 

rate in both styles in all age groups. However, the rate of trill slightly increased in formal 

speech, in which the older speakers used the trill most frequently at a proportion of 6%, 

followed by the middle-aged and younger speakers at 4% and 3%, respectively. 

Age and Gender 

As illustrated in Figure 6-3, in the previous section, that female speakers dropped 

the (r) variant more frequently than men. In this section, Figure 6-7 presents the pattern 
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of the (r) variants among female and male speakers with regard to age differences. It 

was to examine whether women and men in different age groups showed similar or 

different patterns of the (r) variants, especially the (r) omission. It was evident that 

women in all age groups omitted the (r) variants more often than men in their groups. 

The younger female speakers showed the highest rate of the (r) deletion (62%), 

followed by the middle-aged women (59%) and older women (44%). The (r) omission 

among the male speakers suggested a negative correlation in terms of age differences. 

The younger males dropped the (r) more frequently than middle-aged men and older 

men (55%, 47%, and 38%, respectively). Flap production showed a different pattern. 

The results indicate that the older speakers used the flap most frequently at a rate of 

56% for males and 50% for females. Women and men in the younger group had a 

similar average rate of flap production (34%). Flap usage in the middle-aged group 

showed a sharp differentiation between the female and male speakers. The male 

speakers used the flap at a relatively higher proportion than female speakers (48% 

versus 34%). It is suggested that the (r) omission is the variant of the younger females, 

younger males, and the middle-aged females, whereas the flap is the norm of the older 

women, older men, and middle-aged men. The lateral was infrequently used among 

speakers of all age and gender groups. The younger males showed the highest use of 

the lateral (10%), followed by the middle-aged women (6%). The speakers in other 

groups rarely selected the lateral. The trill shows a similarly low occurrence between 

women and men in all age groups. 

Gender and Style 

Figure 6-8 illustrates the distribution of the four variants of the clusters (r) in 

terms of gender and style. The pattern of the four variants suggests that style plays an 
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important role in the selection of the variants among the female and male speakers. The 

results regarding gender and style showed an identical pattern of flap and trill 

production to those of age and style, in which women and men used the flap and the trill 

more frequently when style became more formal. It was observed that female and male 

speakers used different speech styles according to the formality of speaking situations. 

The most noticeable pattern was that women and men used the flap more frequently 

and lessened their (r) deletion in the clusters when style was more formal. The 

production of the lateral also decreased between women and men when the style 

turned formal. In addition, the infrequent trill presented a similar pattern to the use of the 

flap, in which the proportion of the trill slightly increased in a more formal setting in both 

gender groups.  

When focusing on gender differentiation, men used the flap more frequently than 

women in both informal (34% versus 27%) and formal (70% versus 63%) contexts. On 

the other hand, women dropped the (r) in the clusters at a higher frequency than men in 

both informal (67% versus 58%) and formal (32% versus 23%) contexts. Women and 

men decreased their nonstandard lateral production when style turned more formal. The 

male speakers used the lateral at a slightly higher rate than the female speakers in both 

styles. The rate of the trill occurrence of women and men were similar in an informal 

style. However, the female speakers showed a slightly higher proportion of trill 

production than male speakers in formal speech (5% versus 4%). It is evident from the 

results that men tended to be more self-conscious of using the standard variants in the 

clusters than women in a more formal context. Men switched from the (r) omission to 

the standard flap at sharply different rates when the style turned more formal. The 
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pattern of women’s use of the trill in a more formal style also reflected their self-

awareness of using the standard form of language, although the pattern was not 

apparent like the men’s pattern of flap production in a formal situation. The results 

suggested that formality of style is an important factor for the use of the standard 

variants between women and men. 

Multivariate Analysis of the Consonant Cluster (R) 

In this section, the statistical results of the (r) variants of the consonant clusters 

are presented with regard to the different factor groups. As mentioned in the previous 

chapter, examining only the distribution of each variant in relation to the potential factors 

is insufficient to see whether or not the factor groups under the study are statistically 

significant. Multivariate regression analysis was performed to reveal the factor groups 

that were statistical significant to the use of the (r) variants of the clusters. A factor 

weight and a relative strength of each significant factor group also provides statistical 

evidence of the characteristics of the (r) realization in the consonant cluster context. 

Factor Groups Used in the Study 

One dependent and four independent variables were taken into account to 

perform the statistical analysis. Table 6-6 demonstrates a list of the factors in each 

factor group with the code assigned to each factor for running the Goldvarb X program.  

Factor group 1 represents the dependent variants of the consonant clusters (r): the zero 

realization or null [ø], the flap [ɾ], the lateral [l], and the trill [r] occurred in the present 

research. Recall that factor group 2-5 are the independent variables corresponding to 

the extralinguistic factors considered in the present study. Factor group 2 corresponds 

to the speakers’ age, consisting of three groups of younger, middle-aged, and older. 

Factor group 3 represents the gender differences of female and male. Factor group 4 
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corresponds to speech styles, comprising a binary distinction between informal and 

formal styles. Factor group 5 represents the education background of the speakers. The 

education levels are operationalized according to a binary distinction: one group of a 

bachelor’s or lower degree and one group of a master’s or higher degree.  

The binomial one-step analysis presented the application and compared the 

probabilities for each factor across an independent run before running the statistical 

test. The results suggested that all the factor groups fitted to account for the analysis. 

After that, a multivariate analysis was performed to examine the statistical significance 

of each factor group. 

Significant Factor Groups  

Table 6-7 presents the four factor groups that suggest statistically significant 

effects to the zero realization of the cluster (r), used as the application rule in the 

multivariate analysis. The order of the factors is ranked from the most to the least 

significant groups that affect the (r) dropping. Among the four significant factor groups 

that account for the cluster variation, the following order of the choices show the relative 

importance of the factor groups, with the most significant factor located on the left: 

Style > Education > Gender > Age 

The statistical analysis provides a more detailed pattern of the variants in the cluster. 

For instance, the overall distribution noticeably shows that the older speakers favored 

the flap more frequently than speakers in other groups. However, the statistical results 

suggest that age is not the strongest constraint affecting the selection of the (r) variants. 

When running a statistical examination, it is observed in Table 6-7 that speech style is 

the strongest factor group, overriding the factor groups of education, gender, and age. 

The largest range of 37, belonging to style, indicates that it most significantly affects an 
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occurrence of the zero realization in the cluster (r). Education is the second strongest 

factor group, showing a wide range of 20. Gender is ranked third with a range of 14. 

Beebe (1974:27) noted that gender1 had no significant effect on consonant cluster 

variation in her study. Statistical evidence in the present research, however, suggests 

that gender differences significantly affect the use of the consonant cluster (r). Age 

appears to be the weakest constraint in the consonant cluster context, indicating the 

smallest range of 9 in the relative ranking.  

Figure 6-9 to Figure 6-12 demonstrate the effect on the zero realization within 

each significant factor group. The factor with the highest weight is presented first, 

followed by the factor groups ordered in decreasing order of strength. 

Style 

Figure 6-9 displays the effect of the factor group of style on the realization of the 

(r) deletion in the clusters. The results from the constraint ranking suggest that the zero 

realization is noticeably favored among the speakers in informal speech with a high 

factor weight of 0.63. In a formal setting, the (r) omission is disfavored, showing a low 

factor weight of 0.26. It is noticed that the rate of zero realization in an informal speech 

style is distinct from the rate of such realization in a more formal speech style. Also, it is 

evident that speakers commonly dropped the (r) in the second unit of the clusters in an 

informal speech style, although the (r) omission carries nonstandard and stigmatized 

features. The preference of the (r) deletion in informal speech suggests a change in 

progress of the social status of the zero realization in the cluster context. As mentioned 

earlier, the standard or prestige value of one variant can possibly change over time. It is 

                                            
1
 Beebe used the term ‘sex’ in her study. 
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suggested in the present study that the status of the (r) deletion in the clusters seems to 

be more acceptable to the speakers in an informal situation. A similar high occurrence 

of the zero realization is also evidenced in previous studies (e.g., Beebe 1974; 

Chunsivimol 1993). In addition, the (r) dropping occurs at a relatively high rate among 

speakers, especially in an informal setting (Treyakul 1986). Nevertheless, the speakers 

disfavor the (r) deletion in a more formal situation. The distribution of the (r) omission 

insignificantly shows a relative strength of only 0.26. It can be observed that style is a 

key factor that connects to the individuals’ self-awareness, since the speakers greatly 

reduce the (r) omission in formal speech. Therefore, the prestige value of the standard 

variants is preserved in a more formal speaking setting.  

Education 

Figure 6-10 presents the effect of the education background of the speakers, 

corresponding to the distribution of the zero realization. Although education is 

considered a complementary extralinguistic factor in the present study, it does affect the 

consonant cluster (r) variation. The findings indicate that the group of speakers with a 

bachelor’s or lower degree favor the (r) deletion with a factor weight of 0.57. In contrast, 

the speakers with a master’s or higher degree disfavor this nonstandard variant, 

showing a lower factor weight of 0.37. It is suggested that speakers with a higher level 

of education seem to preserve their standard production of the cluster more than those 

with a lower level of education. The possible reason may be due to more difficulty in 

pronouncing the consonant clusters. That is, it may require more effort to articulate a 

sequence of consonants used as onset in the word compared with pronouncing a single 

initial consonant. Thus, speakers with higher education, who are likely to receive longer 

and more appropriate language training at school, may be able to maintain their 
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standard (r) variant of the clusters more significantly than their counterparts. Also, 

speakers with a higher level of education may not frequently drop the (r) of the 

consonant clusters in their academic setting, since they are more accustomed to using 

the standard forms in their academic writing, reading, and presentations.  

Gender  

Figure 6-11 presents the effect of gender on the (r) dropping in the clusters. The 

results indicate the different preference of the zero realization between the female and 

male speakers. Women favor the (r) omission with a factor weight of 0.57, whereas men 

disfavor such a variant with a lower factor weight of 0.43. A high occurrence of the (r) 

deletion in the cluster among the female speakers supports the suggestion in the 

present study that the nonstandard status of the zero realization becomes more neutral. 

In addition, it is noticeable that the pattern of women’s and men’s language is not fixed. 

The results indicate that females’ linguistic choices do not necessarily conform to the 

standard form of language, and males do not always prefer the vernacular. The data 

show the converse results, in which the pattern of women’s use of the nonstandard (r) 

variant opposes a typical concept that women are more sensitive to the prestige 

variants, as suggested in earlier studies (e.g., Labov (1966); Trudgill (1972); 

Chunsuvimol (1993). 

Age  

Figure 6-12 presents a range of effects of the age of the speakers on the zero 

realization. The younger and middle-aged speakers prefer to drop the (r) of the clusters 

with an identical factor weight of 0.53, whereas the older speakers disfavored such a 

variant, showing a lower factor weight of 0.44. The results indicated that the older 

speakers preserve their use of the standard forms more than the other two age groups. 
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This pattern suggests that the pronunciation of the cluster (r) is in the process of 

change. The (r) deletion realization shows its direction of an ongoing change not only 

among the younger speakers, but also among the middle-aged people. 

This chapter has addressed the research questions and tested the hypotheses 

with respect to the consonant cluster (r). First, the distribution of the four variants of the 

cluster (r)—namely the zero realization, the flap, the trill, and the lateral—has been 

discussed. In general, the (r) omission is the most favored among the speakers, 

followed by the standard flap. The nonstandard lateral and the standard trill are 

disfavored, as they rarely occur. Second, the results have shown there are correlations 

between the extralinguistic factors of age, gender, style, and education and variation of 

the four variants of the cluster (r). The statistical results indicate the significant 

differences between the (r) variants and each extralinguistic factor. In addition, the key 

findings with regard to such extralinguistic factors and their interpretations have been 

discussed. Lastly, the present research has demonstrated the relationship between the 

extralinguistic factors under examination. This study has provided the different patterns 

of female and male speakers of different ages, varying their use of the variants 

according to the formality of speech style. Additionally, a multivariate analysis was 

performed and presented the statistical significance, a constraint ranking, and a relative 

strength of the factor groups, affecting the production of the (r) variants. The next 

chapter provides a conclusion of the present research and discusses the status of the 

variable (r) in Bangkok Thai on the basis of the perspective of the native speakers. 
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Table 6-1.  Overall distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) 

Variant              Number of tokens    Frequency (%) 

Zero realization [ø]             1125            50.8            
Flap [ɾ]                         948              42.8             
Lateral [l]         91               4.1               
Trill [r]                               51        2.3              
Total                 2215        100 

 
 
 
Table 6-2.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by age  

Age        Zero realization [ø]           Flap [ɾ]                   Lateral [l]               Trill [r]  
               %             N                     %            N             %      N           %            N 

18-25     58.9         408                  34.1        236          5.8           40          1.3           9               
35-45      43.0         407                 40.8        313          4.0           31           2.2          17              
50-65      41.1         310                 52.9        399          2.7           20           3.3          25            

 
 
 
Table 6-3.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by gender 

Gender      Zero realization [ø]      Flap [ɾ]                    Lateral [l]               Trill [r]  
                  %              N                %            N              %    N            %           N 

Female      55.1          614             39.3        438           3.4         38           2.2         24            
Male          46.4          511             46.3        510           4.8         53           2.5         27            

 
 
 
Table 6-4.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by education  

Variant                        Bachelor’s degree or lower            Master’s degree or higher  
                                   %                     N                            %                      N  

Zero realization [ø]    57.2                 818                         39.1                  307 
Flap [ɾ]               37.2                 532      52.9                  416 
Lateral [l]          3.9                   56                           4.5                    351               
Trill [r]                         1.6                   23                 3.6                    28     

 
 
 
Table 6-5.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by speech style 

Style         Zero realization [ø]       Flap [ɾ]                      Lateral [l]               Trill [r]  
                 %             N                  %              N             %           N              %            N 

Informal    62.4         919               30.8         454           5.6         82            1.2          18            
Formal      27.8         206               66.6         494          1.2          9              4.4          33           
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Table 6-6.  List of the dependent and independent factor groups of the consonant  
               cluster (r)  

Factor group                 Factor    

1. Cluster (r) variants           t  (flap)  
    r  (trill) 
    l  (lateral) 
    n  (null/zero realization) 

2. Age                   1  (younger speakers) 
    2  (middle-aged speakers) 
    3  (older speakers) 

3. Gender                            f  (female) 
                    m  (male) 
4. Style                       i  (informal) 
                                                          g  (formal) 
5. Education        b  (bachelor’s degree or lower) 
                                                          s  (master’s or degree higher) 

 
 
 
Table 6-7.  Multivariate analysis of the contribution of the extralinguistic factors selected 
               as significant to the probability of the consonant cluster (r) 

Corrected mean           .50 
Total Number          2215  

Group     Factor                           Factor weight     Percent1        N       

Style     Informal (interview)              .63                62.4               919         
          Formal (readings)                .26                 27.8               206    
                 Range                37        
Education         Bachelor’s or lower              .57                57.2               818         
          Master’s or higher                .37                39.1               307     
                 Range                  20          
Gender             Female                 .57                55.1               614         
          Male                               .43       46.4               511  
                 Range                  14        
Age                  18-25                                .53                  58.9               408         
          35-45                     .53                  53.0               407         
          50-65                          .44                  41.1               310  
                 Range        9               

Note:  Cross tabulation of the factor groups indicates that each factor group is  
independent. There is no potential interaction between the factor groups. 

 
 
 

                                            
1
 A percentage of the zero realization is presented as the application value.   
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Figure 6-1.  Overall distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) 

 

 

Figure 6-2.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by age
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Figure 6-3.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by gender 

 

 
 

Figure 6-4.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by education 
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Figure 6-5.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by speech style 
 
 

 
Figure 6-6.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by age and 

     speech style1 
                                            
1
 Figure 6-6: Number 1 attached to each variant represents an informal style of an interview. Number 2 

represents a formal style of readings. The number labeled above each bar is in percentage terms. 



 

159 

 
 
Figure 6-7.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by age and  

gender1 
 

 
Figure 6-8.  Distribution of the four variants of the consonant cluster (r) by gender  

and speech style2 
                                            
1
 The number labeled above each bar is presented in percentage terms. 

2
 Figure 6-8: Number 1 attached to each variant represents an informal style of an interview. Number 2 

represents a formal style of readings. The number labeled above each bar is in percentage terms. 
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Figure 6-9.  Effect of speech style on the zero realization of the consonant cluster (r) 
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Figure 6-10.  Effect of education on the zero realization of the consonant cluster (r) 
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Figure 6-11.  Effect of gender on the zero realization of the consonant cluster (r) 
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Figure 6-12.  Effect of age on the zero realization of the consonant cluster (r) 
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CHAPTER 7 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The present research has shown a significance of the variable (r) with regard to 

its sociolilnguistic variation in the Thai language. This study has analyzed the patterns 

of the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai in two different linguistic contexts: the onset position 

and (r) as a second member of the consonant clusters. The findings reveal the 

correlation between the variable (r) and the extralinguistic factors of age, gender, 

education, and style, suggesting that such internal and external factors affect the choice 

of a particular (r) variant among native speakers of Bangkok Thai. In addition, this study 

reflects the speech behavior of speakers as members of the Bangkok speech 

community and suggests an ongoing change of the (r) variants and the social evaluation 

of the current status of the variable (r) in both linguistic contexts. 

This chapter provides a summary of the major findings of the (r) variation in the 

initial position and the consonant clusters, followed by a discussion of the current 

sociolinguistic status of the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai according to the findings in the 

present research. This conclusion also sheds light on the status of the variable (r) from 

the perspective of native speakers who were debriefed at the end of the interviews. 

Finally, the chapter closes with broader implications, limitations of the current study, and 

suggestions for future research. 

The Initial (R) 

From the data obtained from native speakers, the present study has found the 

distribution of the four major variants of the initial (r), which are the flap [ɾ], the trill [r], the 

lateral [l], and the approximant [ɹ]. Among the four variants, the flap and the trill are 

considered standard and prestigious in the language, while the lateral is nonstandard. 
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The fourth variant, the approximant, is also nonstandard. It is used the least frequently 

among the native speakers. The findings suggest the general pattern of (r) variation in 

an onset position, in which the nonstandard lateral was the most dominant variant, 

followed by the standard flap, the standard trill, and the nonstandard approximant. The 

order is shown from the least to the most preferable (r) variants in the initial position as 

follows: [ɹ]  [r]  [ɾ]  [l]. In addition, quantitative analysis of the production of the four 

variants suggests the five major findings with regard to the social factors of age, gender, 

and education, as well as a stylistic factor. Statistical evidence also indicates that these 

external factors significantly affect the use the initial (r) variants among native speakers. 

First, the speakers in all age groups extensively used the lateral and the flap, 

whereas the speakers infrequently selected the trill and the approximant. The younger 

speakers highly favored the lateral. In contrast, the older speakers were most 

conservative in their production of the standard flap and trill, in which it can be a result 

of a social expectation to exhibit an appropriate linguistic behavior. Also, it is assumed 

that an occurrence of the approximant among the middle-aged and older speakers was 

due to the English language environment at their workplace. Based on apparent time 

hypothesis, there was a regular increase of the lateral usage when the age of the 

speakers was younger. A generational change in progress of the (r) variants suggests 

that the increase of the lateral variant shows a pattern of ongoing change in the 

pronunciation of the onset (r).   

Second, the findings with respect to gender differentiation showed that the most 

preferable variant among the male speakers was the lateral, whereas women used the 

standard and prestigious flap and trill more frequently. Females and males used the 
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approximant at an almost identical low rate of occurrence. The findings were evidence 

to support previous studies that women seemed to retain their use of the standard 

forms, corresponding to social norms more consistently than men. 

Third, in terms of education, the speakers with a higher level of education 

preserved their use of the standard trill more than the speakers with a lower level of 

education. In contrast, the production of the standard flap in both groups of speakers 

showed a similar tendency. That is, the speakers with the bachelor’s or lower degree 

used the flap slightly more often than the speakers with the master’s or higher degree. 

For the nonstandard lateral, the group with the bachelor’s or lower degree speakers 

selected the lateral at a higher rate than the group of speakers with the master’s or 

higher degree. The approximant occurred at a low rate among the first degree’s holders. 

The speakers with a master’s or higher education used the approximant more often. 

This may be due to more exposure to other languages, such as English, in their 

education and professional environment, which had an influence on their use of the 

approximant in Thai (r).  

Fourth, style showed an obvious effect on the production of the initial (r). The 

nonstandard lateral was the norm in informal speech, whereas the standard flap and trill 

were used at a very high proportion in a more formal context. The rate of the flap and 

the trill increased in a more formal style as a result of the speakers’ self-awareness of 

the significance of the initial (r). The speakers were conscious that such standard 

variants were considered more appropriate in more formal settings. For the 

approximant, the speakers used it more often in conversational speech than in more 

formal situations.  
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Lastly, the findings indicate that women and men in different age groups varied 

their variants of (r) in different speech styles. In terms of age and style, the findings 

show that the speakers in all age cohorts reduced their use of the nonstandard lateral, 

and greatly employed the use of standard flap in a more formal style. However, the 

older speakers were most conscious of using standard variants of (r). It was noticeable 

that the older speakers switched from the nonstandard lateral to the standard flap. The 

younger speakers, in contrast, used the flap least frequently in a more formal style. The 

older speakers also selected the trill most frequently, whereas the younger and the 

middle-aged speakers used it at the same proportion.  

The findings with regard to age and gender suggested that the younger male 

speakers highly used the lateral, whereas the older female speakers chose the lateral 

the least frequently. The standard flap and trill showed a similar pattern among the 

female and male speakers in different age groups. The older female speakers were 

likely to retain their standard flap at the highest rate, followed by the older male 

speakers. The younger females used the flap more frequently than the younger males. 

In contrast, the middle-aged females selected the standard variants slightly less often 

than the middle-aged male speakers. The approximant was infrequently used by the 

speakers in all age groups. It is suggested that the older female speakers were most 

conscious of using the standard pronunciation as they highly used the flap and the trill, 

and selected the lateral at the lowest rate among the female and male speakers in all 

ages. The younger male speakers showed the least sensitivity to the standard status of 

the (r) variants, since they used the lateral most frequently among all the speakers in 

the three groups.  
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In terms of gender and style, both women and men showed their self-

consciousness of the standard language according to the formality of the situation. The 

results suggest that formality overrides the gender factor in selecting the (r) variants. 

However, the females and males showed their preferences of the (r) variant differently. 

The male speakers changed their use of the nonstandard lateral to the standard flap at 

a very high proportion when the style was more formal, whereas women preferred to 

use the standard trill more than men.  

In addition, the statistical results of the contribution of the extralinguistic factors 

indicated the three significant factor groups of style, age, and gender that account for 

the (r) variation in the onset. The speakers seemed to adhere to the norms of the 

society that consider standard speech more appropriate for a relatively more formal 

speaking situation. Speech style has the most significant influence on the selection of 

different variants of the (r), with the largest range of the factor weight, followed by 

speaker’s age and gender. 

The Consonant Cluster (R) 

The four major variants of (r) occurred in the consonant cluster context. They 

consisted of the flap [ɾ], the trill [r], the lateral [l], and the (r) omission [ø]. The flap and 

trill are considered standard and prestige. The lateral is nonstandard, and the deletion 

of (r) in the second unit of the cluster is considered nonstandard and stigmatized. The 

findings showed a pattern of (r) variation in the consonant cluster context: the (r) 

omission was most frequently used among the native speakers of Bangkok Thai, 

followed by the flap, the lateral, and the trill, illustrating the order from the least to the 

most preferable (r) variants of the consonant cluster (r) as follows: [r]  [l]  [ɾ]  [ø]. 

In addition, quantitative analysis reveals the five key findings regarding the correlation of 
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the four variants with the extralinguistic factors of age, gender, education, and speech 

style. Additionally, statistical results show that such external factors pertaining to the 

speakers significantly affect their use of the consonant cluster (r) variants. 

First, speakers of different ages, in general, removed the (r) of the cluster most 

frequently in their speech. A negative correlation between the (r) deletion and the age of 

the speakers showed that the younger speakers dropped the (r) most often, followed by 

the middle-aged and older speakers. Also, there was a positive correlation between age 

and the production of the flap and trill, in which the older speakers used the flap at the 

highest rate, followed by the middle-aged and younger speakers. The patterns of the (r) 

deletion among the older and younger speakers indicated that the variable (r) in the 

cluster context is undergoing change. The direction of change is moving to the 

nonoccurrence of (r) of the clusters. The change, however, seems to be at an initial 

stage, since the standard flap remains preferable among the middle-aged and older 

speakers. 

Second, in terms of gender, women and men showed different degrees of (r) 

variant production. Women employed higher production of the nonstandard (r) variant. 

That is, women tended to omit the (r) in the second unit of a cluster more frequently 

than men, while men used the flap and the lateral more often. The trill occurred at a 

similarly low frequency in both gender groups. However, women used the trill slightly 

more frequently than men. The high rate of the (r) omission among female speakers 

suggests that the nonstandard status of this variant becomes more prominent among 

the native speakers. The results of the present study contribute to the field of language 

and gender by suggesting a current pattern of language use of women and men. The 
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study shows that women are less sensitive to nonstandard language, at least in the 

consonant cluster context. They did not typically conform to the standard variants of (r) 

of the clusters. Statistical tests also indicate the significant difference between women’s 

and men’s usage of the (r) variants. 

Third, the findings with regard to education showed a positive correlation 

between the speakers’ education level and the use of the (r) variants. The speakers with 

a higher level of education employed their use of the standard flap and trill more 

frequently than the speakers with a lower level of education. However, the higher level 

of education speakers used the nonstandard lateral more frequently than the lower level 

of education speakers. In addition, a negative correlation between the education of the 

speakers and the (r) omission showed that the group of the bachelor’s and lower degree 

speakers omitted the (r) of the cluster at a higher proportion than the group of the 

master’s and higher degree speakers. 

 Fourth, the findings regarding stylistic variation showed that patterns of the zero 

realization and the flap were explicitly governed by speech styles. There was a sharp 

difference in the use of (r) clusters in informal and formal styles. The (r) dropping was 

more prominent in conversational speech. When style turned formal, the speakers 

consciously switched from omitting the (r) to using the standard flap. Style was 

suggested to be a key factor that connected to speakers’ self-awareness of using 

standard language in formal speech. The nonstandard lateral and the standard trill 

showed a similar pattern, in which the speakers reduced the use of the lateral in an 

informal context, and increased the trill production in a more formal style.  
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Lastly, the findings suggested that female and male speakers of different ages 

varied their choice of the (r) variants in different speech styles. The (r) omission 

decreased dramatically, while the standard flap increased sharply in a more formal style 

among the speakers in all age groups. The rate of the lateral also decreased, while the 

trill production increased to the highest rate, especially among the older speakers. The 

speakers of all age groups rarely selected the lateral in a formal style. The older 

speakers tended to be most sensitive to the standard variants. They used the standard 

flap most frequently and omitted the (r) the least often in both informal and formal styles. 

The younger speakers showed a reverse pattern, in which they used the standard flap 

least often and dropped the (r) variants at the highest rate in both speech styles. The 

middle-aged speakers also used the flap at a much higher rate than the younger 

speakers in a more formal context.  

In terms of age and gender, the results indicated that women in all age groups 

dropped the (r) more often than men in their groups. The younger female speakers 

showed the highest rate of (r) deletion, followed by the middle-aged and older women. 

The younger males dropped the (r) more frequently than the middle-aged men and 

older men. Flap production of the middle-aged speakers showed a sharp contrast 

between female and male speakers. The male speakers seemed to favor the flap much 

more than women. These patterns suggested that the (r) omission was preferable 

among younger females, younger males, and middle-aged females, while the flap was 

the norm of the older women, older men, and middle-aged men. The lateral and the trill 

occurred infrequently among speakers of all age and gender groups.  
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With respect to gender differences and style, it was suggested that women and 

men were more conscious of using different standard variants in a more formal 

situation. That is, men favored flap production, whereas women preferred to use the trill. 

In fact, males used the flap more frequently than females in both informal and formal 

speech settings. In contrast, the female speakers used the trill slightly more frequently 

than the male speakers in formal speech. Women also deleted the (r) of the clusters 

more often than men in both styles, while the male speakers used the lateral slightly 

more often than the female speakers in both styles.  

Additionally, the statistical tests further revealed the four significant social and 

stylistic factor groups affecting the use of the (r) variants of the clusters. The results 

indicated that style had the relatively strongest effect, showing its most significant 

feature on an occurrence of the cluster (r) variants. The following strong effects are the 

factor groups of education level, gender, and age.  

As shown in the sections above, the variable (r) in the onset and cluster positions 

suggests the particular type of the linguistic variable, showing its sociolinguistic status in 

Bangkok Thai. Further discussion is provided in the following section. 

The Status of the Variable (R) in Bangkok Thai 

 On the basis of the findings in the present research and participants’ opinions in 

a short questionnaire1, this section discusses the current sociolinguistic status of the 

initial (r) and the consonant cluster (r) in Bangkok Thai. The questionnaire provides 

additional information about native speakers’ points of view with regard to the (r) 

                                            
1
 Information in the questionnaire shows that all participants can explain how to pronounce the standard 

/r/ in Bangkok Thai (a flap and a trill).  
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pronunciation in Bangkok Thai. All the excerpts of the participants included in this 

section were translated from Thai into English. 

As mentioned in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 with respect to the status of the 

variable (r), the aforementioned findings of the realization of (r) observed in the onset 

position and the consonant clusters seem to suggest that the variable (r) functions as a 

sociolinguistic marker in Bangkok Thai. The variables (r) in the two linguistic contexts 

have their social interpretation overtly attached. That is, they show their marking with 

both social characteristics and stylistic differentiation of their distribution. 

There are several reasons to consider the status of the variable (r) in Bangkok 

Thai as a marker. First, it is noticeable that the standard variants of (r) mark with a more 

formal speech style. It shows that the standard flap has a style-salient meaning. In other 

words, style is an important feature that links with social awareness of using the 

standard variant of (r) in the onset and clusters. As discussed in the previous chapters, 

speakers significantly switched to the standard flap at a very high rate when style turned 

more formal because of their self-consciousness. Also, an increase of the flap in a more 

formal speech situation suggests that the variable (r) has a significant feature in 

Bangkok Thai. Evidence from the participants corroborates that native speakers 

acknowledge that different variants of (r) should be selected according to the formality 

of the speech situations. Speakers are aware of the nonstandard features attached to 

the lateral in the initial (r) and the zero realization in the (r) clusters, diffusing in the 

speech community.  

Even though the level of awareness of the nonstandard lateral and (r) omission is 

high, it is unlikely to perceive the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai as a sociolinguistic 
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stereotype. That is, the use of such nonstandard (r) variants in both linguistic contexts 

does not seem to be actively avoided in casual speech. In other words, their social 

significance is not great enough to be a stereotype that highly affects speakers’ 

conscious speech behavior. Additionally, the findings in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 

suggest that native speakers frequently used such variants especially in conversational 

speech. Excerpt (1) to Excerpt (5) show that the female and male participants of 

different ages, gender, and education levels seem to agree that the lateral in the onset 

(r) and the (r) deletion of the clusters are acceptable variants in casual speech. For 

example, P72 said that he did not use the (r) very often in the clusters. However, the 

participants realize that the standard (r) in both linguistic contexts is a better choice in 

general and in a more formal situation, such as a formal public performance because 

the standard forms are considered more correct. In addition, P19, a male participant in 

the middle-aged group commented that the standard (r) may not be regularly used in 

casual talk. The participant further noted in relation to his profession that he and his 

colleagues clearly pronounce the standard (r), since they are university lecturers. This is 

evidence that the speaker knows that he is expected to speak appropriately because 

the standard language is the medium of instruction in an academic environment. P19’s 

opinion provides additional interesting information, suggesting that occupation may 

affect the speakers’ speech behavior. His comment additionally supports the findings in 

Chapter 5 (Figure 5-7), in which the middle-aged male speakers used the standard flap 

and trill in the initial (r) at a slightly higher rate than middle-aged female speakers.  

                                            
2
 ‘P’ stands for Participant. 
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Excerpt (1): P1 (female, 25, bachelor’s degree3) 

Question:  In your opinion, how do native speakers of Bangkok Thai  
pronounce (r) in an onset position and consonant clusters? Do speakers 
use the same or different (r) in different speaking situations? 
 

 P1:  In an informal conversation, Thai people use [l] for the sound /r/. 
But in formal speech, people pronounce the /r/ sound clearly and correctly.  
 

Excerpt (2): P7 (male, 19, undergraduate student)  

P7:  The (r) pronunciation of the clusters is infrequently in everyday 
speech, and I do not use it often. However, speakers should pronounce 
cluster (r) in a proper way in public. 

 
Excerpt (3): P14 (female, 40, bachelor’s degree)  

 P14:  Now, speakers infrequently pronounce standard initial (r) and  
clusters in conversational speech. Speakers are more careful of their  
speech when speaking in public or in news announcement. They are  
more likely to pronounce the (r) more clearly and appropriately. 

 
Excerpt (4): P19 (male, 39, master’s degree)  

 P19:  In everyday speech, the use of (r) may be omitted, but in my job, 
other lecturers and I pronounce the (r) very clearly. The clear (r)  
pronunciation is also found among people working in mass media.  
 

Excerpt (5): P21 (female, 52, master’s degree)  

 P21:  Speakers emphasize their standard initial (r) and cluster (r) in a  
formal situation, such as public speech or news broadcasting, while 
speakers are not serious to do so in a conversation. 
 

Next, it is suggested that the nonstandard (r) variants in the onset and cluster 

contexts associates with the age of the speakers. That is, the younger speakers 

extensively used the lateral in the former linguistic context, and they omitted the (r) in 

the latter one. Comments from the participants in different age groups also indicate that 

younger speakers tended to employ their use of the lateral for the initial (r), and dropped 

the (r) for the clusters. Even the younger speaker, P4, states that the younger 

                                            
3
 Gender, age, and an education level of the participants show in parentheses. 
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generation infrequently uses the standard (r) in both linguistic contexts. Participants’ 

opinions regarding the (r) pronunciation at the present time are shown in Excerpt (6) to 

Excerpt (8). 

 Excerpt (6):  P4 (female, 20, undergraduate student) 

Question:  What do you think about the pronunciation of an initial (r) and  
consonant cluster (r) of native speakers of Bangkok Thai nowadays? 

 
 P4:  The (r) pronunciation tends to decrease because teenagers do  

not think of pronouncing the (r) in both contexts, or they forgot to 
pronounce because they were not instilled the correct pronunciation when 
they were younger. 
 

Excerpt (7):  P11 (female, 44, master’s degree) 

P11:  Young speakers do not care to correctly pronounce an initial  
(r) and consonant cluster (r). They pronounce [l] for the sound /r/. This  
pattern also occurs in their writing when they misspell words containing 
the consonant (r). 

 
Excerpt (8):  P20 (male, 39, master’s degree) 

P20:  The (r) of the clusters is disappearing especially among the  
younger generation. They delete the (r) in a cluster. 
 

 Lastly, statistical results indicate that the omission of the (r) in the consonant 

clusters marks with the speech of female speakers with a lower level of education. This 

group of women dropped the (r) more frequently than their counterparts, females with a 

higher level of education, and males with a higher level of education (Figure 6-10 and 

Figure 6-11). Therefore, it is suggested that the (r) deletion or the zero realization has a 

significant feature for gender and education in the consonant cluster context. 

 Additionally, the findings in the previous studies (e.g., Beebe 1974; Treyakul  

1986; Chunsuvimol 1993) and the present research suggest that the nonstandard status 

of the lateral in the onset position and the nonstandard and stigmatized status of the (r) 
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omission in the consonant clusters are changing. Extensive use of the lateral and the (r) 

dropping indicates that the status of these variants is more acceptable in casual speech. 

In short, their nonstandard and stigmatized features are more neutral. It is likely that the 

lateral and the (r) deletion are in the process of becoming the norms of the initial (r) and 

the consonant cluster (r) in colloquial speech. Nonetheless, the progress of a change of 

(r) in both linguistic contexts is considered in its early stage. Even though native 

speakers favor the lateral, the second dominant variant in an initial position is the 

standard flap, followed by the standard trill, and the approximant (Figure 5-1). For the 

consonant clusters, the (r) omission is the most preferable variant, while the second 

favored variant also appears to be the standard flap, followed by the lateral and the trill 

(Figure 6-1). It shows that speakers maintain their consistent production of the flap, 

regardless of the extralinguistic factors.  

In addition to evidence of using the standard flap found in the present study, the 

participants express that the standard (r) pronunciation should be preserved in the 

language. Their opinions reflect that native speakers have the concepts of correctness 

and appropriateness attached to the standard flapped [ɾ] and trilled [r]. Some younger 

and older participants also stated, as shown in Excerpt (9) to Excerpt (11), that the 

standard pronunciation of (r) should be practiced accordingly, especially among the 

younger generation, in order to pronounce the (r) in a more proper way. 

Excerpt (9):  P3 (female, 22, undergraduate student) 

Question:  How would the initial and cluster (r) pronunciation in Bangkok  
Thai be in the future? 
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 P3:  If we do not seriously train or practice young children to  
pronounce (r) correctly, speakers would not pay attention to pronounce it 
appropriately. Also, many people have social values to pronounce (r) in 
Thai similarly to (r) in English which may affect how to pronounce (r) in the 
future.  

 
Excerpt (10): P7 (male, 19, undergraduate student) 

P7:  The (r) of the clusters tend to disappear, and we should find the 
way to preserve it, including the initial (r). 

 
Excerpt (11): P25 (female, 56, Ph.D.) 

P25:  There should be a national campaign to promote the importance of 
pronouncing an initial (r) and the clusters (r) correctly. Public people, such 
as television personality and famous people should be a role model to use 
the language properly. 

 
 This section discusses the sociolinguistic status of the variable (r) in the two 

linguistic contexts and suggests that the variable (r) functions as a sociolinguistic 

marker in Bangkok Thai, as supported by attitudes of the participants in a questionnaire 

and the findings in the present study. It is further suggested that the nonstandard and 

stigmatized status of the lateral in an onset position and the zero realization in the 

clusters becomes more acceptable in colloquial speech. However, the participants 

expressed that the standard variants of the flap and trill should be conserved in 

Bangkok Thai. The following sections provide broader implications, limitations of this 

study, and suggestions for future research.  

Broader Implications  

 The findings of the present research have implications for the field of variationist 

study, the situation of language change, and pedagogy. First, the present study has 

theoretical and methodological implications for the field of variationist sociolinguistics. 

This study provides further evidence of phonological variation, and corroborates that  
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inherent variability in language can occur at different levels of languages (Labov 1972a; 

Bod, Hay, and Jannedy 2003). Second, the bridge of an examination between the 

linguistic and extralinguistic aspects in this research suggests that linguistic variation in 

the language is associated with the effects of the external factors, and it can be 

systematically explained. Third, with respect to the methodological aspect, the present 

study has supported that the sociolinguistic interview is an effective data collection 

technique for obtaining useful data to uncover the patterns of the variable (r). Also, the 

technique can be adapted to develop other studies on different levels of language 

variation and change in Bangkok Thai and other dialects of the Thai language. Next, as 

suggested in Chapter 1, a multivariate analysis is not widely to present statistical 

evidence in many studies on variation in Thai; the use of quantitative evidence in the 

present research, therefore, serves as a good example of employing a current statistical 

tool with a multifactorial approach, as well as the chi-square test to reveal the patterns 

of the variable (r) corresponding to the external factors. Lastly, the findings of the 

present research can be the basis for a further investigation of (r) variation and other 

linguistic variables in order to present a current language use and predict a direction of 

language change in the future. 

Another implication is the empirical findings in this research. They indicate the 

situation of the (r) variation in the speech of native speakers at the present time. As 

discussed in the previous chapters and the sections above, it is evident that there is an 

ongoing change of the variable (r) in the two contexts of the initial position and (r) in the 

second unit of clusters associated with the extralinguistic factors. The dominant use of 

the lateral for the onset (r) and the (r) omission for the cluster (r) in a colloquial context 
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support previous literature in the past forty years (since Beebe 1974) that the norm of 

the (r) pronunciation is changing. For instance, the rate of standard flap production in 

the initial position decreases in casual speech, but the flap is preserved in more formal 

contexts. Additionally, the current situation of (r) usage suggests a direction of change 

in progress. It is possible that replacement of the lateral variant for the initial (r) in casual 

speech will occur more commonly in the future.  

However, it is suggested that the merger of two different phonemes of /r/ and /l/ 

in Thai seems unlikely to occur in the initial (r), at least in the near future. This is due to 

the fact that phoneme /r/ and /l/ represent sounds of different written alphabetical 

symbols in the rule of Thai orthography. That is, ‘ร’ represents /r/, and ‘ล’ represents /l/ in 

the Thai writing system. Figure 5-5 also supports this assumption by indicating that the 

speakers used the standard flap and trill at a rate of over 60%, while the production of 

the lateral decreased to 34% in the reading passage.  

Lastly, in terms of pedagogical implications for language education, the findings 

provide useful information for teaching the Thai language. It can be seen from the 

findings that the variables (r) in the two linguistic contexts are changing. The lateral for 

the onset (r) and the (r) omission of the consonant clusters become more commonly 

used in conversational speech. However, based on opinions of native speakers in the 

present study, the standard pronunciation of (r) should be preserved to symbolize the 

uniqueness of the Thai language. It is, therefore, suggested that Thai language 

instructors may want to use extra language learning activities and courses to encourage 

younger students to develop proper pronunciation skills. For older students, Thai 

language instructors may cooperate with English language teachers to provide activities 
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in order to promote the appropriate pronouncing of the standard (r) in Thai in the initial 

position and consonant clusters. It would also allow students to learn how to speak Thai 

and English appropriately in different speech contexts. 

Limitations of the Study 

The present research reveals the patterns of (r) variation with respect to social 

and stylistic variation. However, there are several limitations that should be addressed. 

First, there is lack of speech data from retirees. Labov (1994) suggests that when 

people are retired, they may have fewer social pressures from their workplace; thus, 

their favoring of nonprestigious forms may reoccur. The present study expected to 

obtain the speech of some retired speakers from the older group (50-65 years old). 

However, due to time constraints of the data collection, retirees who fit the participant 

recruitment criteria were not located. Nine out of ten participants in the older group are 

still working, and the one remaining participant is a housewife. Therefore, the speech of 

retired speakers that may have been informative to compare with the patterns of (r) 

production in the other groups of speakers is restricted.  

Second, the variety of linguistic contexts is limited. The variable (r) was not 

analyzed when located in other positions, such as in the second or third syllable of a 

word. The linguistic contexts under examination are only the onset position of (r) and 

the consonant clusters. Different (r) variants may have been found if other linguistic 

contexts were included.  

Third, there is limited information to be gained from a short questionnaire. An 

open-ended questionnaire focuses on native speakers’ opinions on the significance of 

the (r) sound and the use of (r) in different speech situations. Therefore, speakers’ 

viewpoints with respect to gender differences and education were not obtained. 
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Fortunately, in the questionnaire, most speakers provided comments about the age of 

the speakers in relation to the production of the variable (r). Comments on women’s and 

men’s language behaviors would be a good source of information for further analysis.    

Lastly, due to lack of access to the current socioeconomic census of native 

residents of Bangkok, the present study did not include social stratification or 

occupation to differentiate the social class of the participants. It would be more 

informative to include such social factors of the participants to further examine and 

interpret their effects on the (r) variation.  

Suggestions for Future Research 

 The present study has examined the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai with regard to 

certain extralinguistic dimensions. There are some suggestions that would be 

interesting to explore in future research. The first recommendation implies the 

limitations of the study. An examination of the speech patterns of retired speakers and 

children would be intriguing. The examination could investigate the (r) production of the 

retirees with regard to different social factors, such as gender, social class, and level of 

education.  A comparative study of the retired speakers and working speakers could 

also be interesting, investigating the similarities and differences of language behaviors 

between two groups of speakers. The study of the variable (r) among children would 

also be a useful resource for teachers and parents to observe their students’ and 

children’s speech production and language development.  

Second, the study of (r) variation with respect to other social factors and linguistic 

environments would provide insightful findings. As noted, education is taken into 

account as a complementary factor in this research. More thorough examination of the 

education level of the speakers and other social factors, such as occupation, would be 
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interesting. It is also shown from the participant’s opinions that occupation can affect 

speakers’ production of the variable (r). In addition, different linguistic variables, such as 

stress, pause, following vowels, and a syllable position would be good examples of 

internal factors to analyze to determine whether and how they affect the use of the 

variable (r) in Thai. 

Third, the current study aims to examine the major (r) variants that are potentially 

affected by extralinguistic factors. Thus, it excludes some rarely occurring (r) variants. 

Further analysis could investigate such variants to examine their distribution and 

whether or not they suggest a relationship to external factors.  

Fourth, it is suggested that markers are sociolinguistic variables that indicate 

both social and stylistic variation (Coupland 2007). Future research could include social 

stratification as one of the external factors, as well as stylistic differentiation, to further 

explore the variable (r), and in order to test the suggestion in the present study that the 

variable (r) acts as a sociolinguistic marker in Bangkok Thai. 

Finally, the findings in this research would be useful for a longitudinal study of the 

sociolinguistic variable (r) in the future. As shown in previous longitudinal studies (e.g., 

Fowler 1986; Cedergren 1987; Yaeger-Dror 1994; Sankoff and Blondeau 2007), 

analysts would be able to investigate the same or different speakers at different time to 

explore the relation between change over the course of a lifetime and generational 

change. Researchers could replicate the study by revisiting the Bangkok speech 

community in the next 10 years, or later, in order to examine whether or not native 

speakers change their linguistic behaviors during their lifetimes. The findings would also 

provide real-time evidence of the change situation of the variable (r) in Bangkok Thai.  
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Closing 

This dissertation has provided the patterns of the variable (r) in the onset and the 

initial consonant clusters. The aspects of social and stylistic variation have been taken 

into consideration to reveal the correlation between linguistic and extralinguistic factors 

on language variation. Ideally, the present research of the variation in the realization of 

the sociolinguistic variable (r) in Bangkok Thai will shed light on an understanding of 

language variation and change and their relationship with extralinguistic factors. This 

dissertation will encourage continued quantitative analysis research on language 

variation of the Thai language, and will contribute to our understanding of variationist 

sociolinguistics becoming more prominent in Thailand. 
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APPENDIX A 
INFORMED CONSENT FORMS 

The following are informed consent forms, English and Thai versions. It is noted 

that a debriefing session was included in the study after approval from the University of 

Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB). Thus, this session was not shown as part of 

the tasks in the informed consent forms. However, each participant was informed of a 

debriefing questionnaire after a second task was completed. In addition, the IRB has 

been informed of this debriefing section. The IRB acknowledged and approved this 

additional procedure.  
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English Version 



 

185 
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Thai Version 
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APPENDIX B 
THE SOCIOLINGUISTIC INTERVIEW TOPICS 

A set of topics in the sociolinguistic interview was designed to elicit everyday 

speech related to the general experiences of living in the city of Bangkok. In order to 

maintain the natural flow of the interview, the order of topics and the structure of the 

interview were loosely constructed. The following topics were asked to the participants 

in Bangkok Thai. Some topics were not asked to all participants. Only certain topics that 

drew attention were chosen. 

 Demographics information 

 Childhood memories 

 Family and friends 

 Life in Bangkok 

 School and Study 

 Work experience 

 Future plan 

 Leisure activities: traveling, sports 

 Natural disaster: big flood in Thailand, tsunami in Japan, etc. 

 Weather 

 Traffic 

 Entertainment 

 Nation and world current issues  

 Economics 

 The development of the city of Bangkok 

 World events 
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APPENDIX C 
READING PASSAGES 

Reading Passage 1 

น ำ้ทว่มนอกจำกจะสร้ำงควำมเสียหำยให้กบัตกึรำมบ้ำนช่องของประชำชนในเขตประสบภยัพิบตัแิล้ว  รถบำง
คนัท่ีขำดจิตส ำนกึในกำรอยูร่่วมกนัของสงัคมเมือง ยงัวิ่งฝ่ำน ำ้ทว่มสงูด้วยควำมเร็วท่ีมำกกวำ่ปกตจิำกกำรขำด
ควำมรู้ควำมเข้ำใจ ในกำรขบัรถฝ่ำน ำ้ทว่ม แล้วก่อให้เกิดคล่ืนน ำ้ขนำดใหญ่เข้ำกระแทกกระจก  ประตรัูว้บ้ำน
จนเสียหำยอยำ่งหนกั 
 
ระดบัน ำ้ท่ีลดลงท ำให้รถปิกอพัยกสงูและรถบรรทกุขนำดใหญ่เร่ิมกลบัมำวิ่งได้ในหลำยพืน้ท่ี รถเหล่ำนีบ้ำงคนั
กล้ำขบัฝ่ำระดบัน ำ้ทว่มขงั ท่ีมีควำมลกึกวำ่สำมสิบถึงห้ำสิบเซนตเิมตร   แตด้่วยควำมกลวัวำ่เคร่ืองรถจะดบั  
ทัง้ ๆ ท่ีติดตัง้ทอ่กรองอำกำศและทอ่ระบำยไอเสียให้สงูมำกขึน้ส ำหรับลยุน ำ้ลกึ   คนขบัรถเหลำ่นัน้ท ำกำรเร่ง
เคร่ืองยนต์และวิ่งฝ่ำน ำ้ทว่มสงูท่ีระดบัควำมเร็วมำกกว่ำปกติ ด้วยควำมกลวัวำ่รถจะดบัและอยำกไปให้พ้นจำก
พืน้ท่ีนัน้โดยเร็ว จนเกิดลกูคล่ืนขนำดใหญ่จำกกำรดนัน ำ้บริเวณด้ำนหน้ำของตวัรถ แล้วพุง่เข้ำไปกระแทกประตู
เหล็ก บำนพบั ประตมู้วน รวมถึงกระจกของร้ำนค้ำท่ีตัง้อยูส่องข้ำงริมถนน จนเกิดควำมเสียหำยอยำ่งร้ำยแรง 
ตอ่ทัง้ประตเูหล็กม้วน รัว้สงักะสี ก ำแพงบ้ำน กระจกหน้ำร้ำน รวมถึงข้ำวของเคร่ืองใช้ภำยในร้ำน ท่ีแตกหกั
เสียหำย  ล้มระเนระนำดจำกลกูคล่ืนขนำดใหญ่ท่ีกวำดพดัทกุสิ่งอยำ่งรุนแรง สิ่งท่ีเกิดขึน้นีไ้ด้สร้ำงควำมเดือด 
ร้อนอยำ่งมำก ซ ำ้เตมิบ้ำนเรือนของประชำชนท่ีเสียหำยจำกน ำ้ท่วมอยูแ่ล้วให้หนกัขึน้ไปอีกระดบั จนก่อให้เกิด
ปัญหำใหมท่ี่ยำกจะแก้ไขจำกกำรขำดจิตส ำนกึในกำรใช้ถนนในชว่งน ำ้ทว่ม รวมถึงกำรขำดควำมรู้ควำมเข้ำใจ
ท่ีถกูต้องในกำรขบัข่ีรถยนต์ ทำ่มกลำงสภำพท่ีมีน ำ้ทว่มขงักลบักลำยเป็นคมหอกท่ีเข้ำมำทิ่มแทงผู้อยู่อำศยัสอง
ข้ำงทำงจนแทบจะรับไมไ่ด้ 
 
กำรขบัข่ีท่ีถกูต้องส ำหรับรถปิกอพัเกียร์ธรรมดำ คือ ผู้ขบัข่ีควรใช้เกียร์หนึง่ หรือเกียร์สอง แล้วแตะเบรกไป
เร่ือยๆ เพ่ือรักษำระดบัควำมเร็ว ท่ีไมก่่อให้เกิดคล่ืนมวลน ำ้ขนำดใหญ่พุง่เป็นรูปตวัวี เข้ำไปกระแทกบ้ำน เรือน
ร้ำนค้ำสองข้ำงทำง กำรขบัในลกัษณะดงักล่ำว นอกจำกจะท ำให้สำมำรถฝ่ำน ำ้ท่วมไปได้แล้ว ยงัชว่ยรักษำ
มำรยำทท่ีดีในกำรใช้รถ ทำ่มกลำงสภำพน ำ้ทว่มขงัท่ีมีควำมสงู ซึง่จะชว่ยลดเสียงก่นดำ่จำกชำวบ้ำนสองข้ำง
ทำงได้เป็นอยำ่งดี ควำมเร็วท่ีต ่ำยงัชว่ยลดน ำ้ปริมำณมำกๆ ท่ีจะแทรกตวัผ่ำนเข้ำมำภำยในห้องเคร่ืองยนต์ได้
อีกด้วย   สิ่งท่ีจะตำมมำหลงัจำกนัน้คือ คณุจะสำมำรถไปถึงยงัจดุหมำยได้ โดยไมก่่อให้เกิดควำมเสียหำย 
ตอ่ทัง้ตวัรถและข้ำวของสองข้ำงทำง และอำจได้รับค ำชมเชยจำกควำมมีน ำ้ใจในระหว่ำงกำรขบัข่ีผ่ำนพืน้ท่ีท่ีมี 
น ำ้ทว่มอีกด้วย 
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Reading Passage 2 

เม่ือมำถึงโตเกียวเรำต้องไปหำของกินอร่อย ๆ จะกินร้ำนท่ีเคยกินหรือเสำะแสวงหำร้ำนอร่อยใหม่ ๆ ก็สดุแท้แต ่
แตมื่อ้นีข้อเป็นร้ำนประจ ำ คือร้ำนชำบชูำบ ูของแท้แบบญ่ีปุ่ นท่ีมีช่ือเสียงเป็นท่ีรู้จกั ร้ำนนีช่ื้อชำบเูซ็นอยูแ่ถว  
กินซำ่   ภำยในร้ำนจดัเป็นเคำน์เตอร์วงรีนัง่ได้ประมำณย่ีสิบห้ำคน มีสำมเคำน์เตอร์ ตรงกลำงจดัส ำหรับให้
พนกังำนบริกำรลกูค้ำ ตรงหน้ำของเรำจะมีหม้อทองเหลืองเคลือบฉนวนกนัควำมร้อน พร้อมอปุกรณ์กำรลวก
จิม้ของใครของมนัและน ำ้จิม้สองแบบให้เลือก คือแบบข้นท ำจำกถัว่บดและแบบใสออกรสเปรีย้ว ส ำหรับ
เนือ้สตัว์และผกัตำ่ง ๆ เรำสัง่ได้ตำมใจชอบ แตท่ี่อร่อยท่ีสดุต้องเป็นเนือ้วำกิวของแท้รำคำแพงของญ่ีปุ่ น ท่ีหัน่
บำงเฉียบจดัวำงแผม่ำเตม็จำน ใช้ตะเกียบคีบน ำไปลวกในน ำ้ซุปพอให้สะดุ้งควำมร้อนนิดหน่อย แล้วน ำมำจิม้
น ำ้จิม้ ก็ได้รสชำติควำมหวำนของเนือ้วำกิวอร่อย ตบท้ำยด้วยเส้นอดู้ง หรือข้ำวสวยใสล่งไปในน ำ้ซุปท่ีเหลืออยู่
นิดหน่อย ตรงนีแ้หละท่ีขำดไมไ่ด้ กินกนัคนละชำมเป็นอนัเสร็จส ำรับของคำว  

 
ทีนีม้ำถึงของหวำนท่ีท ำให้พวกเรำประหลำดใจ คือ พวกเรำคิดวำ่เป็นเฉำก๊วย แตพ่อมำเสิร์ฟกลบัเป็นเส้น
ก๋วยเตี๋ยวเซ่ียงไฮ้เส้นยำว ๆ แชม่ำในชำมอำ่งใสน่ ำ้แข็งและมีถ้วยเล็ก ๆ ใสน่ ำ้เช่ือมคำรำเมลมำอีกหนึง่ถ้วย จงึ
ถำมพนกังำนวำ่กินอยำ่งไร เขำบอกวำ่ให้เอำตะเกียบคีบเส้นก๋วยเต๋ียวให้สะเดด็น ำ้แล้วน ำไปจุ่มในคำรำเมล 
กินเข้ำไปแล้วมนัหนบึๆ หอมเย็นช่ืนใจ 
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APPENDIX D 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

กรุณาแสดงความคิดเหน็ส่วนตัวของคุณโดยการตอบค าถามจากเร่ืองท่ีได้ฟังทัง้ 2 เร่ือง  
 

1. คณุคิดวำ่วิธีกำรพดูของผู้พดูในเร่ืองท่ี 1 และ 2 มีควำมแตกตำ่งกนัหรือไม ่ อยำ่งไร 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

2. ผู้พดูเร่ืองท่ี 1 และ 2 ออกเสียงพยญัชนะ ร เรือในค ำขึน้ต้นและค ำควบกล ำ้ท่ีมี ร เรือ ถกูต้องเหมำะสม
หรือไม ่อยำ่งไร 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

3. กำรออกเสียงพยญัชนะ ร เรือในค ำขึน้ต้นและค ำควบกล ำ้ท่ีมี ร เรือท่ีควรเป็นในภำษำไทยเป็นอยำ่งไร 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

4. กรุณำอธิบำยวำ่ในปัจจบุนัคนไทยออกเสียงพยญัชนะ ร เรือในค ำขึน้ต้นและค ำควบกล ำ้ท่ีมี ร เรือเป็น
อยำ่งไร  แตกตำ่งหรือเหมือนกนัในสถำนกำรณ์ตำ่ง ๆ  เช่นกำรพดูในท่ีสำธำรณะ บทสนทนำ หรือกำร
อำ่นขำ่ว 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

5. คณุคิดวำ่ในอนำคตกำรออกเสียงพยญัชนะ ร เรือในค ำขึน้ต้น และค ำควบกล ำ้ท่ีมี ร เรือในภำษำไทยมี
แนวโน้มเป็นอยำ่งไร 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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