
 

INCLUSION OF THE MINORITY LANGUAGE ON PUBLIC 

SIGNS: MULTILINGUALISM IN THE DEEP SOUTH OF 

THAILAND 
 

Perapong Suaykratok 
 

A Thesis Submitted in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of 

Master of Arts (Language and Communication) 

School of Language and Communication 

National Institute of Development Administration 

2018 
 

 

 



 



 

 

 

INCLUSION OF THE MINORITY LANGUAGE ON PUBLIC 

SIGNS: MULTILINGUALISM IN THE DEEP SOUTH OF 

THAILAND 

Perapong Suaykratok 

School of Language and Communication 

  
 

    
 

Major Advisor 

  (Aree Manosuthikit, Ph.D.) 
 

The Examining Committee Approved This Thesis Submitted in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of Master of Arts (Language and 

Communication). 

  

    
 

Committee Chairperson 

  (Assistant Professor Savitri Gadavanij, Ph.D.) 
 

    
 

Committee 

  (Aree Manosuthikit, Ph.D.) 
 

    
 

Committee 

  (Wipapan Ngampramuan, Ph.D.) 
 

    
 

Dean 

  (Assistant Professor Jaray Singhakowinta, Ph.D.) 
 

  ______/______/______ 
 

 

 



 iv 

ABST RACT  

ABSTRACT 

  

Title of Thesis INCLUSION OF THE MINORITY LANGUAGE ON 

PUBLIC SIGNS: MULTILINGUALISM IN THE 

DEEP SOUTH OF THAILAND 

Author Perapong Suaykratok 

Degree Master of Arts (Language and Communication) 

Year 2018 

  
 

This study of linguistic landscape (LL) aims to describe the urban multilingual 

practices through signs seen in the southernmost Thai communities with a specific focus 

on the inclusion of Patani-Malay, a minority language, yet a mother tongue of the majority 

of people in the areas on public signs. This study also examines people’s perceptions of 

languages on signs including Patani-Malay. 1,746 photos of text signs were collected 

from 18 streets in total: 3 main streets and 3 minor streets of each Pattani, Yala and 

Narathiwat central city. Data on the people’s perceptions were gained from 240 paper-

based questionnaires completed by 4 different groups of participants: 1) Locals (Thai 

people living in the Deep South areas), 2) Non-locals (Thai people living in the areas 

other than the Deep South), 3) Malaysian visitors (people from Malaysia) and 4) 

International visitors (people from the rest of the world). In addition, 12 participants who 

completed the questionnaires were asked to join semi-structured interview sessions. For 

sign analysis, coding schemes and multimodality were used as frameworks. Also, the 

Trend Magnet Model proposed by Lee (2015), geosemiotics concept, and some 

sociolinguistic aspects were used for data interpretation. The findings showed that a 

number of languages (Thai, English, Chinese, Bahasa Malay, Arabic, French, Japanese 

and Patani-Malay) can be detected on the signs. More specifically, Patani-Malay is 

inclusively and mainly present on many multilingual public signs. According to this 

study’s discussion, concepts of globalization, regionalization, nationalism and 

localization should underlie the use of mentioned languages on signs. Importantly, the 

highest visibility of Patani-Malay on most public signs was a result of the Southern 

Border Provinces Administrative Centre’s linguistic policies which promote and 

encourage the use of Patani-Malay on public signs. The results also revealed that 

the locals’ opinions on public signs including Patani-Malay were more emotionally and 

 



 v 

politically positive whereas the opinions from the other three groups were oriented to the 

communicative function of such inclusion. This study's implications are numerous, for 

example, signs as a pathway to peace in the Deep South and signs as an 

effective welcoming platform for foreign tourists in Thailand. Moreover, this study on 

multilingualism could serve as the foundation for LL studies in Thailand, especially in 

the southernmost contexts. Significantly, multilingual concepts should also be made to 

extend the use of Patani-Malay in a wider range of domains for language use. 

Keywords: multilingualism, linguistic landscape (LL), public signs, minority 

language, linguistic policy and intelligibility on signs 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

With the advent of globalization, most today’s societies in the world are 

becoming increasingly multilingual (Matras, 2009). More people with different 

backgrounds and languages live together in a particular community, as immigrants 

migrate mainly for economic, social or political reasons (Holmes, 1992), and there is a 

sustained mobility of people as visitors or laborers within regions, such as the European 

Union (EU) or the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), etc. These 

newcomers bring their own cultural and linguistic practices. Therefore, the use of 

diverse languages to serve different purposes truly exists. These developments help 

form and shape the concept of multilingualism broadly referred to as the context where 

more than one or several languages are used for specific purposes (Stavans & 

Hoffmann, 2015). This concept is particularly evident in the linguistic situation of those 

living in the Deep South of Thailand. 

The Deep South consists of three provinces, Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat; these 

provinces could be regarded as a societal multilingualism by nature. The majority of 

the inhabitants in this community speak and write in several languages, especially their 

language, Patani-Malay. It can be assumed that any objects seen in this area are 

multilingual in the sense that diverse languages could appear on the material, such as 

pieces of paper, walls, and public signs.  

Walking along the streets in Yala, one may see several languages on public 

signs. This use of language(s) on any material in the public environment was initially 

termed as “linguistic landscape” (LL) by Landry and Bourhis in 1997 (p.23). This term 

was extensively defined as “the language of public road signs, advertising billboards, 

street names, place names, commercial shop signs and public signs on government 

buildings combined to form the linguistic landscape of a given territory, region, or 

urban agglomeration” (p.25). With this definition from Landry and Bourhis’s (1997) 

work, the use of languages in the public sphere has been the focus of many 
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sociolinguistic scholars. Over the past decades, sociolinguists have become more 

interested in studying this new trend as it can provide and expand the description of the 

sociolinguistic situation in which languages are present (Blommaert, 2013). These 

languages displayed on the materials have been explored and analyzed from various 

perspectives, such as communication (Akindele, 2011), English as a global language 

(Huebner 2006; Ngampramuan, 2009, 2016a, 2016b), learning and literacy (Halliday, 

2009; Hewitt-Bradshaw, 2014), and in cyberspace (Ivkovic & Lotherington, 2009; 

Troyer, 2012). 

Based on this evidence, it is clear that sociolinguistics not only focuses on the 

speech of an individual or a group of speakers in a particular community, but also on 

written languages in the surroundings. More importantly, Durk Gorter, a significant 

pioneer in the field, extended the concept of LL to study the linguistic aspects as he was 

the editor of the book titled “Linguistic Landscape: A New Approach to 

Multilingualism” published in 2006. This book compiled some empirical studies of LL 

investigated in different geographical areas in which agglomeration of diverse 

languages is displayed and regarded as a new way to study and represent 

multilingualism (Gorter, 2006). It is thus reasonable to say that the use of diverse 

languages in the LL, specifically signs, in a specific time and place could be the emblem 

of people and the space where they live. Signs themselves can also serve as a symbol 

of both multilingual and multicultural society (Hult, 2014).  

1.2 Background of the Study  

As a native of the South and once a resident of the Deep South, I have been fully 

aware of the fact that this community is inherently multicultural and multilingual. When 

roaming and looking around in its public environment, one may see and hear several 

languages. This interesting phenomenon results from the diverse religions, races and 

linguistic practices of local people, visitors, and migrant laborers from neighboring 

countries. Nonetheless, this linguistic diversity in the three southernmost provinces had 

been unofficial practiced because its local language (i.e. Patani-Malay) used by the 

majority of the population in the area still had not been legitimately recognized as an 

official language. 
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The Southern provinces, Pattani, Yala, and Narathiwat had been inhabited by 

most ethnic Malay people before the twelfth century (Walker, 2005). Later on, these 

provinces which were once independent sultanates were incorporated into the Thai 

State in the early Nineteenth Century (Melvin, 2007). The Malays are a minority group 

since they constitute approximately four percent of the entire population of the country 

(Boonlong, 2007), but they are the majority comprising around 1.3 million out of almost 

2 million, which is the total population figure of the three southernmost provinces 

(Official Statistics Registration Systems, 2018). They are also predominantly Muslims 

who practice their own culture, beliefs, tradition and life ways (Boonlong, 2007; 

Melvin, 2007; Premsrirat, 2008). This minority group speaks a dialect of Malay, 

alternatively called “Pattani language” (Smalley, 1994), “Malay” (Melvin, 2007), 

“Patani-Malay” (Premsrirat, 2008; Premsrirat & Samoh, 2012) and “Pattani Melayu” 

(Smedley, 2014). In this study, “Patani-Malay” is used to avoid confusion with Bahasa 

Malay spoken in Malaysia.  

Patani-Malay is powerfully symbolic of their sense of belonging for the Malay 

minority speakers, is closely connected to their religion, culture, and traditions and is 

used as their mother tongue for interaction within the family and their community 

(Boonlong, 2007; Melvin, 2007; Premsrirat, 2008; Smalley, 1994). However, in formal 

communication contexts, such as public education or governmental transactions, 

Malays needed to function in Thai regardless of their native language. This limitation 

of Patani-Malay in formal domains of language use has entailed some disadvantages; 

for example, difficulty for having an access to state services and less employment in 

the government organizations (Boonlong, 2007). This shows that their rights as a 

minority group to function in their own mother tongue were not recognized by the Thai 

State (Boonlong, 2007).  Owing to this breach of linguistic rights, this might potentially 

result in the isolation, at least psychological, of this ethnic group from the mainstream 

society. Besides, this unhealthy sociolinguistic situation and other socio political 

variables have possibly caused or have seen involved with the so-called unrest in the 

area. Some Malays have been perceived by the Thai government as extremists who 

have tried to separate themselves from the country and formed a new state (Smedley, 

2014). This unstable situation in the Thai southernmost area has been differently 

perceived by the two sides. While the government has claimed it a terrorism, some local 
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Malays have seen their actions as the calling for their rights to practice their own 

tradition, religion and linguistics in both formal and informal contexts. The battle of the 

two has caused death and material damage for decades. For this reason, the image of 

insurgency has been embedded in the Deep South whereby most outsiders have seen it 

as the affected or even dangerous area. Regarding this, various attempts have been made 

by all related parties to negotiate and reach an agreement between the Thai government 

and some local Malays. Since then, reconciliation has been the main strategy for all 

dynamic movements to respond to the conflicts in the area. The inclusion of local 

people’s ethnicity, religion, and activities of daily living has been taken into 

consideration when creating the action plans in order to arrive at a compromise.  

To make it relevant to this present study, it would be the case when the Southern 

Border Provinces Administrative Centre (SBPAC) located in Yala launched the signage 

of its main buildings with the adapted Arabic script, the written form of Patani-Malay, 

besides Thai and English in 2009. The SBPAC subsequently proposed their language 

policy which approved the use of Patani-Malay in formal contexts (SBPAC, 2018). This 

linguistic policy could be counted as a recognition of this ethnic language by the 

government. Based on this, Patani-Malay could have probably been less suppressed 

since the language has officially been allowed in public spheres.  

1.3 Rationale of the Study 

In the recent past, there has been a trend to explore LL in Thailand. Pioneers 

who worked in the Thai context (Backhaus, 2007; Huebner, 2006; Ngampramuan, 

2009, 2016a, 2016b) have contributed their empirical work serving as the basis of LL 

studies in Thailand. The use of English as a global language on signs, seen in Bangkok 

and especially the touristy sites, has been the focus of the abovementioned studies. 

However, LL research that explores the Thai southernmost provinces is still sparse. 

This present study intends to fill this gap by focusing on the use of Patani-Malay, a 

marginalized language in the public environments. In addition, since very few studies 

have been carried out to examine opinions of passersby on signs, it is also the emphasis 

of this present study to investigate people’s opinions on multilingual public signs as 

well as its relationship with the language policy in the context of the southernmost 

region of Thailand. 
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Besides my personal interest in LL, this study is also motivated by my desire to 

investigate this issue from the insiders’ perspective. As I have a sustained relationship 

with some Malay people, I have accumulated some background knowledge of the 

sociocultural and sociolinguistic realities of this community since I was an 

undergraduate student. Also I once served as a participant in a cultural-exchange 

program with Malay students in Pattani for a period of time. All of this experience, I 

believe, should facilitate my access to ethnic Malays’ cultural and social practices.  

1.4 Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of this study are as follows: 

1. To examine what languages appear on signs within the agglomeration along the 

main and minor streets in the urban areas of Pattani, Yala, and Narathiwat  

2. To investigate the order of language codes and the number of languages on signs 

in the urban areas of Pattani, Yala, and Narathiwat 

3. To distinguish the sources of signs in the urban areas of Pattani, Yala, and 

Narathiwat 

4. To observe the degree of multimodality on signs in the urban areas of Pattani, 

Yala, and Narathiwat 

5. To discover the functions of signs in the urban areas of Pattani, Yala, and 

Narathiwat 

6. To explore the opinions of (1) local people in the three southernmost provinces, 

(2) non-locals living outside the three southernmost provinces, (3) Malaysian 

visitors from Malaysia and (4) international travelers from the rest of the world 

on the use of the minority language, Patani-Malay, on signs  

1.5 Research Questions  

The research questions of this study are formulated below: 

RQ1: What languages are used on signs displayed within the agglomeration 

along the main and minor streets in the central city of Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat? 

RQ1.1: Is there any considerable difference in the number of languages 

displayed on signs on the main and minor streets in the central city of Pattani, 
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Yala and Narathiwat?  

RQ1.2: What is the order of languages displayed on signs along the 

main and minor streets in the central city of Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat 

RQ2: What are the sources of signs seen along the main and minor streets in 

the central city of Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat? 

RQ3: What is the degree of multimodality on signs seen along the main and 

minor streets in the central city of Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat? 

RQ4: What are the functions of signs along the main and minor streets in the 

central city of Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat? 

RQ5: What are the opinions of people on signs in the central city of Pattani, 

Yala and Narathiwat? 

RQ5.1: Are the opinions of people living in other areas on signs 

different from those of local people, especially those whose mother tongue is 

Patani-Malay? 

1.6 Organization of the Study 

 This thesis is organized into five chapters as listed below: 

Chapter 1 briefly describes the general concept of LL and how it represents a 

multilingual setting. I also provide the essential background information of the Malay 

ethnic group’s language, followed by the rationale, objectives, and research questions 

of the study. I then close the chapter with the structure of this thesis. 

Chapter 2 discusses the literature of LL in terms of definitions, functions, main 

characteristics, and a set of empirical studies of LL drawing on various perspectives. I 

then elaborate on the sociolinguistic situation in the Deep South. Next, I present 

multilingualism in the southernmost setting by mentioning the language policy of 

Southern Border Provinces Administrative Centre (SBPAC) toward education, 

broadcasting, and public signs. In the last section, I discuss the theoretical frameworks 

related to this study. 

Chapter 3 delineates this study’s research methodology which employs a mixed 

methods experimental design: combining the benefits of the quantitative and qualitative 
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paradigms. For the quantitative method, I describe research sites, participants, items of 

survey questionnaires for data collection together with frameworks for data analysis. 

Following that is the explanation of the qualitative method. The semi-structured 

interview is proposed to acquire insightful data from various groups of people.  

Chapter 4 reports on the findings of this study. I begin with showing number of 

signs taken from the research sites as quantitative results. Other considerable features 

of signs (e.g. degrees of language and multimodality on signs) are also presented in 

forms of tables and charts together with providing some interesting examples of signs. 

The occurrences of each item in the survey questionnaires are then demonstrated as 

percentage in which some significant data are compared to see the differences among 

various groups of participants. Besides, the opinions of people toward signs are shown 

in this section as texts.  

Chapter 5 presents the data analysis of this study. Some interesting data and 

mutual findings presented in the previous chapters are grouped as themes to arrive at 

an interpretation and discussion. Emerging themes about languages on signs, aspects 

and features of signs, and other interesting phenomena from the data are conceptualized 

by the official documents, some empirical work and conceptual frameworks reviewed 

in the second chapter as a way to triangulate the various sources of the data. More 

importantly, the interview excerpts as the additionally qualitative data of this study are 

presented and discussed along with the aforementioned themes. The conclusion is given 

with a focus on some significant issues of this current study, specifically the trends of 

LL in the Deep South of Thailand. Contributions and limitations of the study are also 

identified. I then close this thesis by presenting suggestions for further research. 

 

 

 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

In this chapter, I begin by providing the definitions, general characteristics and 

functions of LL together with empirical work of LL from various perspectives.  I then 

propose some factors underlying the richness of linguistic use in the southernmost 

context and how the recognition of a minority language from the government can 

impact on people’ s mentality and solidarity, specifically in relation to the insurgency 

in the area.  Following that, some relevant official documents imposed by the 

governmental organization ( SBPAC)  are presented as these documents are central to 

the formal existence of Patani-Malay in three important domains of language use, which 

include education, broadcasting, and public signs.  Finally, I discuss the study’ s 

theoretical frameworks before ending this chapter with a summary. 

2.1 Linguistic Landscape 

For more than a decade, the linguistic study has emphasized “the language texts 

that are present in public space”  (Gorter, 2006, p. 1).  The public sphere can be an 

excellent place in which several languages are manifested on purpose.  These 

manifestations are “calling for the attention of researchers and scholars who attempt to 

study and interpret its meaning, messages, purposes and contexts” (Shohamy & Gorter, 

2009, p. 1).  Researchers have been observing languages in the material world from 

various aspects; for instance, multilingual settings ( Backhaus, 2007; Ben- Rafael, 

Shohamy, Amara, & Trumper- Hecht, 2006; Gorter, 2006) , government policies 

(Akindele, 2011; Amos, 2015; Cenoz & Gorter, 2006) the spread of English as a global 

language (Huebner, 2006; Ngampramuan, 2009, 2016a, 2016b), etc. This public display 

of languages was productively termed and extended by some scholars as detailed in the 

following sections. 

2.1.1 Definitions of Linguistic Landscape 

This section begins with the first definition of LL (Spolsky, 2009) given by the 

pioneers, Landry and Bourhis (1997) , which refers to the use of languages in the 

material world as: 
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“ The language of public road signs, advertising billboards, street names, place 

names, commercial shop signs, and public signs on government buildings 

combine to form the linguistic landscape of a given territory, region, or urban 

agglomeration.” 

  (Landry & Bourhis, 1997, p. 25) 

Building on this, Ben-Rafael et al. (2006, p. 14) further defined LL as “any sign 

announcement located outside or inside a public institution or a private business in a 

given geographical location. ”  This later definition encompasses signs seen within 

buildings.  It is interesting to note that although the definitions provided above mainly 

refer to LL in written texts, texts on, for instance, digital billboards or Light Emitting 

Diodes (LED) are excluded. By the same token, Shohamy and Gorter (2009) claimed 

that LL is concerned with “ language in the environment, words and images displayed 

and exposed in public spaces” (p. 1). To go beyond the notions given by some pioneers, 

many researchers have developed LL concepts to study language in space and place 

with other disciplines, such as sociology, psychology and cultural ethnography 

(Shohamy, Ben-Rafael, & Barni, 2010), or even propose other names to call the study 

of linguistics in the space, such as “semiotic landscape” (Jaworski & Thurlow, 2010, p. 

2) as an alternative term to “linguistic landscape.” Jaworski and Thurlow (2010) argued 

for the use of semiotic landscape and that signs or any other objects with texts in the 

public environments tend to comprise other “discursive modalities” rather than a script 

of language alone.  These modalities can be nonverbal communication, visual images, 

and any other modes which are able to express meanings to the mind of passersby (p. 

2). These expansions of LL provide an insightful explanation to help better 

understanding this discipline. 

In other studies of LL, researchers also extend the study of LL to illuminate a 

specific phenomenon, such as how the presence of linguistic diversity on signs creates 

a state of beings or a state of security to the immigrants or the marginalized groups in 

certain circumstances. Based on this, it seems that the new era of LL engages with more 

dimensions for interpreting LL and its relationship with other phenomena rather than 

constraining LL to merely the linguistic territory.  The study of LL is, therefore, 

interdisciplinary as it “touches various fields and attracts scholars from a variety of 
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different and tangent disciplines:  from linguistics to geography, education, sociology, 

politics, environmental studies, semiotics, communication, architecture, urban 

planning, literacy, applied linguists, and economics” (Shohamy & Gorter, 2009, p. 1). 

2.1.2 Main Features of Linguistic Landscape 

An equally significant aspect of LL is found in the differentiation between 

formal and informal LL items.  There are specific criteria to determine these two types 

of LL.  “Top- down and bottom- up”  are known as a widespread approach to sign 

distinction (Spolsky, 2009, p. 30).  Top- down or signs from the top (e. g.  the name of 

roads, traffic rule signs, or public announcements)  are normally produced by the 

government or local administrative organization ( Backhaus, 2006; Ben- Rafael et al. , 

2006; Cenoz & Gorter, 2006; Huebner, 2006) .  On the other hand, signs from below, 

which are regarded as nonofficial signs (e.g.  signs of shops or commercial signs) , are 

generally created by the individual or private sectors. 

 

Figure 2.1 Categories of LL according to Top-down and Bottom-up approach 

Source: Ben-Rafael et al., 2006, p. 14 

Yet, according to Backhuas ( 2006) , occasionally private companies contribute 

signs for the same purpose as the government signs as in the case of place- naming.  In 

spite of this, one can still differentiate these signs since nonofficial signs often produce 

a diversity of languages compared to formal ones; this is because top- down items 

mainly involve language policies (Backhaus, 2006). 
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2.1.3 Functions of Linguistic Landscape 

Another productive aspect of LL is found in its functions. According to Landry 

and Bourhis ( 1997) , LL mainly performs two main functions:  informative and 

symbolic.  For the informative function, they asserted that LL displays a specific 

language or languages for communicative purposes, such as giving directions, or giving 

information. For the symbolic function, LL operates as a symbol representing the status 

and value of the language(s)  written on the signs (Akindele, 2011; Backhaus, 2006; 

Landry & Bourhis, 1997). More interestingly, LL can serve as commodification in ways 

that a specific language on signs is posted for attracting tourists and visitors (Hornsby, 

2008) .  For these reasons, LL can be said to reflect the economic status, power, and 

importance of a certain language used within a given agglomeration. 

2.1.4 Previous Studies on Linguistic Landscape 

In this section, previous LL research related to this present study is divided into four 

major areas: 

1) Linguistic Landscape and Multilingualism 

2) Linguistic Landscape, Language Policy, and Minority Language 

3) Perceptions of Passers-by on Linguistic Landscape 

4) Linguistic Landscape in the Thai Context 

2.1.4.1 Linguistic Landscape and Multilingualism 

At the beginning of LL research, various studies have concentrated on 

multilingualism in the realm of purely linguistic matter.  However, the study of LL in 

multilingual setting at present is more interdisciplinary as it is intended to illuminate 

both individual and societal multilingualism.  To date, the study of LL has been 

fruitfully carried out in the multilingual contexts as researchers in the field have realized 

that the use of languages in the public sphere “offers a unique lens on multilingualism” 

(Shohamy, 2012, p. 538). Cenoz and Gorter (2009) also asserted “the use of different 

languages in signs in bilingual and multilingual countries or regions can be of great 

symbolic importance” (p. 56). This can be understood that a language used in the sign 

domain represents its empowered status, the importance of its speakers and the politics 

within that specific context. 
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In 2006, Backhaus conducted a study entitled “Multilingualism in Tokyo:  A 

Look into the Linguistic Landscape”. He explored the LL in Tokyo, the capital city of 

Japan which has long been known as a monolingual community in order to illustrate 

the sociolinguistic situation of Tokyo through the use of languages in public space. One 

particular street with 28 train stations was selected as the location for collecting signs. 

The pictures of signs as the data were mainly classified into “official versus nonofficial 

signs”  (p.  56). The researcher employed the notions of power and solidarity as an 

approach to interpret the language use and its arrangement on these two types of signs. 

Backhaus (2006) claimed that the official signs, normally produced by the government 

organizations, are intended to show the power relations via the dominant use of 

Japanese on this kind of signs. On the other hand, nonofficial signs, which are normally 

contributed by mostly business sections, offer more use of foreign languages to 

represent the overseas atmosphere.  He further stated that even if the majority of these 

signs were monolingual Japanese, they were recognized with some degrees of 

multilingualism (p. 64). 

In another influential LL study, Stroud and Mpendukana (2009) , in the black 

township of Khayelitsha, South Africa, investigated how languages are used in the 

“material”  such as public signs, commercial signs and billboards.  The surveyed areas 

were divided into three different sites: (1) luxury, (2) necessity and (3) implosion. The 

results demonstrated that each site distinguishably contains the materiality of signs and 

its manifestation of languages.  The luxury site referred to as upmarket is the space 

where signage related to higher commercial products or international brand names is 

professionally created with well-crafted content and design whereas the site of necessity 

has advertised the signage of lower economic scale or everyday products ( Stroud & 

Mpendukana, 2009) .  The site of implosion is where the luxury products are presented 

in the site of necessity (Stroud & Mpendukana, 2009). It is noted that the implosion site 

is where the diversity of both materiality and linguistics have been seen the most 

compared to other two sites.  This suggested that different spaces offer different types 

of signs representing various semiotic resources to people and the place.  Stroud and 

Mpendukana (2009)  also assumed that these dissimilarities of signs may reflect the 

economy of each space. The economic power can have an impact on the way the signs 

were designed and located as well as the content on them (p. 366). With regard to this 
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point, the researchers pointed out that different use of language and its materiality 

depends on the economic status of each area as well as its residents. 

With reference to these two studies, it can be concluded that an investigation 

into the use of language in multilingual contexts can illuminate the deep structure or 

the “layering” (Backhaus, 2007, p. 130) of a given society. The LL of these two towns, 

Tokyo and Kayelitsha, can manifest the power relations embedded in the signs via 

preferred linguistic use, materiality and space signs. 

2. 1. 4. 2 Linguistic Landscape, Language Policy and Minority 

Language 

A large number of studies about LL are particularly concerned with the presence 

and dominance of languages in the environment, with the emphasis on the relation 

between language use and language policy ( Seals, 2015) .  It is undeniable that when 

analyzing languages (specifically minority ones) on signs, a language policy is needed 

to help interpret the existence of such languages on signs. 

Shohamy (2006) indicated that any LL item is a means for a language policy to 

exercise the power over the public environment by maintaining a particularly ideal 

language together with giving a specific status to that language displayed in the space. 

This is supported by Spolsky (2009), as he emphasized that language policy is an 

important area for LL.  Likewise, Aiestaran, Cenoz, and Gorter ( 2010, p.  220)  stated 

that “language policy can have an impact on the way the linguistic landscape is 

regulated and arranged” .  These scholarly agreements on the relation between LL and 

language policy clearly demonstrate that the politics underlies the use of languages in 

the LL regarding either inclusion or exclusion of minority languages (Akindele, 2011; 

Amos, 2015; Cenoz & Gorter, 2006; Dal Negro, 2009; Troyer, Cáceda, & Eguíbar, 

2015). 

In line with Cenoz and Gorter’s (2006) research, the findings revealed that more 

use of minority languages on public and commercial signs was mainly due to the strong 

effect of a national language policy (p. 78). Similar to Dal Negro (2009), the researcher 

exposed that various uses of languages, specifically local varieties seen as texts in the 

LL of the three villages in Northern Italy resulted from the strong impact of local 

linguistic policies.  In addition, it was reported in Akindele’ s (2011)  study that there 
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was no use of a minority language on public signs in Gaborone city, Botswana because 

the state did not assign any official status to the existing local language.  In a similar 

way, Troyer et al.  ( 2015)  investigated the LL in a small town in Oregon, USA, the 

home of almost forty percent of Spanish- speaking inhabitants.  Given that nearly half 

of the total population in the research site consists of Spanish- native speakers, only 

eleven percent of public signs were displayed with Spanish owing to its lack of 

linguistic policy relating to the minority language (p. 60) .  In contrast, a positive 

treatment of linguistic policy from the government was found in the finding of 

Huebner’s (2006) research. He conducted LL items in 15 neighborhoods of Bangkok; 

14 in Bangkok and one area in Koh Kred, Nonthaburi.  Huebner (2006)  claimed that 

Koh Kred was the only area where the minority language was discovered.  This island 

is the home of some native speakers of Mon1.  He interestingly concluded that Mon-

speaking people on Koh Kred have been able to preserve their ethnic language since 

the encouragement was given by the government (p. 40). Based on these reports, it can 

be inferred that an inclusion or exclusion (or more or less use) of any ethnic languages 

on signs has been vastly influenced by language policy. 

However, it is crucial to note that the policies or rules on language legislated by 

the government are not always the case of successful implementation.  Amos ( 2015) 

conducted research on a hidden hierarchy of languages: French as an official language 

whereas Occitan as a local language in Toulouse, France.  He argued that even though 

the official use of Occitan has not yet been recognized in the French Constitution, this 

minority language could overshadow French in public spheres where Occitan is more 

visible in announcements and street signs.  Its status on public signs results from the 

language revitalization of Occitan initiated by the local people and some activists; this 

language project helps maintain more use of Occitan in public domains (p. 13). It is 

significant to note that the preservation of any minority languages from both local 

people and the government mainly come from an action plan which determines the way 

a certain language is enriched in some domains as in the case of Occitan in the public 

space and Mon in everyday life. 

 

                                                           
1 Mon as spoken language, not on signs 
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As extensively discussed in the empirical research above, the study of language 

use in various environments provides an avenue for researchers to examine why 

minority languages are present or absent in a given territory. The main factor underlying 

ethnic language use on signs seems related to the language policy and its status and role 

within a particular society (especially a multilingual one) (Shohamy & Gorter, 2009). 

2.1.4.3 Perceptions of Passers-by on Linguistic Landscape 

So far, LL research has been mostly quantitative- based.  Scholars have 

attempted to examine the amount of signs in a particular context in order to justify 

factors underlying the presence of language(s)  on signs including its size, color, order 

or material in which the text has been written, but have been less interested in exploring 

how individuals conceive languages, especially minority languages, on signs. This is in 

line with the speech given by Durk Gorter, a prominent scholar in the LL field, given 

at the Linguistic Landscape Conference held by the Graduate School for the 

Humanities, Cologne, Germany in 2013.  As a keynote speaker, Gorter stated that it 

would be more informative for scholars to pinpoint the perceptions and experiences of 

people toward the languages displayed in their environment. 

Thus far, two empirical studies have been found exploring perceptions of people 

toward the use of minority languages displayed in the linguistic landscape, one in 

France and the other in Thailand. 

In Hornsby’ s (2008) study, he explored the use of Breton, the minority 

language, in the LL of Brittany in order to see whether its use in the public domain 

helps increase the use of this language in other domains. Thirty-six students, from 9 to 

14 years old, were asked to complete the questionnaire comprising one open-ended and 

three closed questions (p. 134). The questionnaire was intended to elicit their opinions 

toward the use of Breton in public domains, such as restaurants in which Breton is 

included in the menus and the signage. The results revealed that most of the respondents 

have a positive view toward the use of Breton in public sections (Hornsby, 2008). 

Despite the welcoming reception of Breton, it does not expand to other situations. This 

is likely because Breton is more associated with the notion of commodification and 

tourism.  The outsiders and visitors to this town perceive this language as an 

“‘authentic’ Breton experience”  (p.  133)  rather than its status as a heritage language. 
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Based on this fact, another function of LL has occurred (other than informative and 

symbolic)  when the use of the minority language on signs is perceived as 

commodification. 

More recently, Draper and Nilaiyaka (2015) examined the attitudes of students 

and teachers toward the use of the Isan2 language on signs available in Khon Kaen 

University in the Northeast of Thailand. The data were collected via two main research 

tools: the questionnaire and the semi-structured interview. Based on the main findings, 

it was reported that more than eighty percent of the respondents considered multilingual 

signs (Thai, Isan, and English) as constituting a friendlier environment, especially those 

whose mother tongue is Isan.  Participants asserted that they would like to see more 

multilingual signs in other areas than in public educational institutions ( Draper & 

Nilaiyaka, 2015, p. 216). 

It is observed that the use of minority languages in the LL creates different 

meanings for different groups of people. For outsiders, the use of minority language on 

signs is not just about prestige, but also commodification.  At the same time, speakers 

of a particular language, especially a minority language, can reach a state of well-being 

as their mother tongue is welcomed in the public space. Thus, the value and status of a 

language is viewed differently by people. 

2.1.4.4 Linguistic Landscape in the Thai Context 

Moving closer to home, some LL studies (Backhaus, 2007; Huebner, 2006; 

Ngampramuan, 2009, 2016a, 2016b) are also carried out in Thailand. 

In 2006, Huebner explored fifteen neighborhoods in Bangkok and its 

metropolitan area.  He investigated “language contact, language mixing and language 

dominance” (p. 31) in the research sites via the linguistic landscape and collected 613 

signs as data.  Looking at how languages on signs were produced, organized, and then 

manifested, Huebner looked at two types of signs: government versus non-government 

signs ( p.  39). The results showed that sixty percent of the language on government-

produced signs was in Thai ( monolingual signs), and thirty- four percent in both Thai 

and English (bilingual signs) (p. 39). These statistics indicated the predominant use of 

Thai, the national and official language, in public domains as maintained by the national 

                                                           
2 Isan as a spoken language using “Tai Noi” script on signs (Draper & Nilaiyaka, 2015, p. 207) 
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linguistic policy while the use of English results from its status as a foreign language 

for wider communication (p. 39). This is in contrast with the findings shown in the non-

government signs where Romanized-Thai script was encountered more commonly than 

monolingual Thai signs. 

In the next study, drawing on the previous work of Smalley (1994) , Backhaus 

(2007)  investigated “signs of overt and covert language policies”  along three main 

roads of Bangkok:  (1)  Charansanitwong Road where linguistic minority groups are 

united, (2) Yawarat Road representing a large community of Chinese-Thai people, and 

(3)  Sukhumvit Road as the symbol of the more westernized area.  Based on the sign 

taxonomy of Huebner ( 2006) , Backhaus ( 2007)  also classified signs according to the 

sense of ownership into two groups:  government and non- government.  The results 

demonstrated that the occurrence of languages displayed on signs was congruent with 

the environments they are placed in.  Chinese and Roman scripts were mostly seen on 

Yawarat Road and Sukhumvit Road, respectively; whereas, the signs on 

Charansanitwong Road contained Chinese characters for one- third of all shop signs, 

and just five percent represented the manifestation of Roman alphabets (p. 44). 

In Ngampramuan’s (2009) research, the spread of English as a global language 

was investigated through the linguistic landscape in three major transport hubs:  (1) 

Suvarnabhumi Airport, (2) Don Muang Airport, and (3) Barommaratchachonnani Bus 

Terminal.  These public transportation areas are excellent examples of places where 

English is expected to be displayed as a foreign language for wider communication in 

Thailand.  606 pictures of signs were used as the data in this study (p.  31).  Three sign 

taxonomies were set up for coding:  (1)  Official vs.  Commercial where signs are 

categorized according to the sense of ownership; (2)  Informative vs.  Advertising to 

address the purpose of use; and (3)  the degrees of languages manifested on signs 

whether they are monolingual, bilingual, trilingual or multilingual (Ngampramuan, 

2009). Two main findings of this study revealed that (1) English is gaining its status as 

a dominant foreign language in the research sites (p. 76) and (2) the visibility of English 

on signs depended on people at whom the signs are targeted in each transport hub (p. 

77). Based on these results, apart from Thai as the national and official language widely 

used in public communication, English plays a significant role as Thailand’ s de facto 

official language as its presence was found most on public signs (p. 94). 



 18 

Later on, Ngampramuan (2016a) also conducted a study on English as a global 

language through its use on signs in touristy sites with the focus on the intelligibility 

and the acceptability of a Thai variety of English.  1,828 photos of signs taken from 

popular tourist attractions in five provinces were used as the data.  Two research tools: 

an online questionnaire and an in-depth interview were set up to collect data from both 

Thais and non-Thais as participants. The main findings revealed that participants could 

moderately understand Thai- English signs when there was no or minor error.  It was 

also reported that English- native speakers could better understand Thai- English signs 

compared to nonnative ones.  In addition, the nonnative group with higher English 

proficiency could comprehend the meaning of English on signs better as compared to 

the nonnative group whose English proficiency was lower.  Other results show that 

foreign tourists were more concerned about the meanings rather than forms on signs. 

This study on Thai-English signs helped raise awareness of both Thai and international 

participants toward varieties of English used in everyday communication 

(Ngampramuan, 2016a). 

In her next study, Ngampramuan (2016b)  explored signs in forty tourist 

attractions across the country to see whether they are intelligible to non- Thai people. 

An online questionnaire was employed to gather responses from 456 participants, while 

26 participants were chosen to join the interview session.  The results were reported as 

follows:  (1)  participants could better understand Thai- English signs written using 

correct grammar, ( 2)  native speakers of English could understand Thai- English signs 

better than non- native ones, ( 3)  in case of signs containing major errors, they are 

unintelligible to all participants, and (4) most of the English messages on signs digitally 

translated by software were largely unintelligible to participants (Ngampramuan, 

2016b). This research also suggests that foreign visitors needed the contexts of signs to 

help them understand the meanings conveyed in signs in Thailand. 

Based on the studies discussed above, it is clear that English is playing a major 

role as a global language and can even be considered a second official language in 

Thailand.  Its use in parallel with Standard Thai emphasizes the status and significance 

of this global language in an expanding-circle country like Thailand. 
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2.2 Sociolinguistic Situation in the Deep South of Thailand 

In order to fully understand the LL in the three southernmost provinces, it is 

vital to have background knowledge of language use and factors underlying its use in 

these areas.  The relation between the use of languages and people in the Deep South, 

particularly the impact of certain languages on the Malay ethnic group, is discussed 

below to provide a basis for the social and linguistic chronicles of this area. 

2.2.1 National Language Policies of Thailand 

It is necessary to begin this section with the definition of “language policy” . 

This term refers to a plan that allows the government (1)  to officially determine what 

languages should be employed in public contexts, (2)  to educate its citizens with 

communicative skills of a mentioned language(s) in a policy, and (3) to legitimize the 

rights of individuals or a group of people to learn, use and maintain their languages 

(Franks & Gessner, 2013; Spolsky, 2004). In Thailand, its language policy is imposed 

by the Thai government to prioritize the one and only national language, Thai. 

Thailand is a linguistically diverse country with different linguistic varieties 

enjoyed by multiple ethnic groups (Smalley, 1994) .  But despite that, for over one 

hundred years, only Thai has been used as the official language by the Thai government 

(Smalley, 1994).  Hence, the national language policy of the country should be taken 

into account. 

Under the government of Field Marshal Plaek Phibunsongkhram, the Thai 

language was declared the only accepted language spoken throughout the country for 

almost all aspects, especially for government transactions, whereas no regional dialects 

were allowed (Warotamasikkhadit & Person, 2011).  Later on, the national language 

was announced in State Convention in 1940 to serve and maintain the use and status of 

Thai (Warotamasikkhadit & Person, 2011, p.  30).  However, Warotamasikkhadit and 

Person (2011)  further that there is no legal mention about a standard language in the 

Contemporary Thai Constitution while Standard Thai and English have been perceived 

as the most crucial languages by Thai policymakers for communication ( p.  30) .  In 

addition, some linguistic characteristics of Standard Thai such as tones and 

vocabularies are based on Central Thai used in the capital city ( Smalley, 1994) .  With 

regard to this point, Malay people, like all other citizens, have to function in Standard 
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Thai in official practices, such as obtaining basic education in public schools regardless 

of their mother tongue. 

This national language policy is one of the main factors to these three major 

problems Malay people have encountered:  (1)  education failure, ( 2)  high rate of 

unemployment, ( 3)  difficulty to have an access to state services ( Boonlong, 2007). 

More importantly, the Patani- Malay language used in official interaction was not 

recognized by the Thai government (Premsrirat, 2008). This was probably because, 

national language policies aside, the political conflicts and the ongoing violence also 

caused the less use of Patani- Malay in public areas and non- use in official contexts 

(Boonlong, 2007; Burke, Tweedie, & Poocharoen, 2013). This discrimination practice 

in terms of linguistic use is partially leading to the isolation of this ethnic group from 

the mainstream; this linguistic oppression from the government has been the adversity 

for Malays for so long. 

In 1947, there was an attempt made by local scholars to propose the official use 

of Patani-Malay in conjunction with Standard Thai in the three southernmost provinces, 

but they were later arrested as traitors to the Thai State since such an action was against 

the Thai Constitution at the time (Cheunnirun, 2006; Smedley, 2014). Until almost sixty 

years later, this issue was brought up in 2006 by the National Reconciliation 

Commission with the aim to promote the use of Patani-Malay as a “Working Language” 

in formal domains of language use to grant local people the rights in Patani-Malay and 

to bring peace to the area (Cheunnirun, 2006.  Notwithstanding, before this officially 

new status of Patani- Malay was enforced in the law, it was interrupted by His 

Excellency General Prem Tinsulanonda (Cheunnirun, 2006; Manager Online News, 

2016). According to Cheunnirun (2006) , General Prem expressed his concern at the 

conference held in Pattani by stating that “It was an unacceptable proposal.  We are 

Thais living in Thailand, so our language use has to be in Thai…” Consequently, this 

proposal was finally rejected (Cheunnirun, 2006; Manager Online News, 2016). 

Obviously, this standard language ideology is mandated by policymakers, especially 

those who have power to rule and run the society as seen in the case of Standard Thai. 

2.2.1.1 Standard Thai and Southern Thai 

The Thai language is a member of Tai family of languages (Diller, 2008). Thai 
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inclusively refers to Standard Thai or the dialect most Thai people use to interact in all 

communicative modes (Diller, 2008). In his prominent and insightful book “Linguistic 

Diversity and National Unity:  Language Ecology in Thailand,” Smalley (1994, p.  25) 

states that “Standard Thai is a major national symbol, the official language, the 

language of the government, education, media and high culture.” This prestigious status 

of Standard Thai originates from ( 1)  the national language policies maintaining 

Standard Thai in all modes of public and official communication as aforementioned 

(Warotamasikkhadit & Person, 2011); (2) a dialect used in the central region where the 

capital city is located and accordingly employed by the highest rank of people and the 

elites in the Thai society (Smalley, 1994). Standard Thai is, therefore, a standard variety 

that all Thais should have full linguistic competence of in both formal and informal 

communication. All Thais regardless of race, religion or native tongue have to use this 

variety in public schools as the language of instruction. 

Apart from Standard Thai, Southern Thai known as Paktay plays a major role 

as a regional language widely spoken in the south of Thailand, from the south of 

Prachuap Khiri Khan to Narathiwat (Smalley, 1994) .  Southern Thai is generally 

considered a dialect of Standard Thai (Kosonen, 2008; Smalley, 1994).  It is also a 

dialect that most Thai Buddhists or Non- Malay speakers in the southernmost area use 

as their mother tongue (Smalley, 1994). More importantly, it has no recognized system 

of orthography for this dialect to separate itself from that of Standard Thai. As a result, 

Southern Thai is not vastly different from Standard Thai, except the tones ( p.  103) . 

Thus, it is significant to note that this regional language can only be heard, not seen. 

2.2.2 Globalization and Dominance of English 

As can be expected, English is one of several languages used in the 

southernmost part of Thailand and expands its power and identity as it does elsewhere. 

This language came with economy, trade, education and almost all aspects of human 

transaction as the dominant world language for communication (Huebner, 2006). 

Likewise, Malay people have been adjusting themselves to be capable of using 

English in order to meet the needs of the globalization process regionally and 

internationally.  Besides, Malays, like other Thai citizens have been taught English at 

the upper elementary level in public schools and use English in higher education for 
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specialized knowledge (Foley, 2005). 

Furthermore, as English is used as the de facto language of ASEAN 

(Kirkpatrick, 2012), this emphasizes the role and status of this language at both regional 

and universal level.  Because Yala and Narathiwat border with the Malaysian state 

(Melvin, 2007) where most citizens have fundamental skills of English (Kirkpatrick, 

2012), the local people in the southernmost provinces are frequently exposed to English 

as a tool for communicating with a large number of tourists from this neighboring 

country. 

2.2.3 Chinese in the Southernmost Region 

The three southernmost provinces also inhabit Chinese people who have been 

involved in various kinds of businesses in the areas ( Hamilton, 2008) .  This condition 

helps maintain the use of Chinese in informal contexts, such as Chinese writing as a 

trademark on buildings which one can normally see in the Chinese or Sino- Thai 

communities (Smalley, 1994). Besides this, a growing number of Chinese tourists from 

Malaysia and Singapore travel to the South each year (Hamilton, 2008) .  As such, 

Chinese, especially Mandarin as the standard variety expands its predominance for 

wider communication.  Given that the native Chinese speakers from the neighboring 

countries and the Chinese locals in the South can speak different Chinese varieties, they 

can, to some extent, enjoy mutual linguistic intelligibility.  Furthermore, Chinese, both 

spoken and written, not only serves communicative purposes, but also figures as a 

marker of solidarity and ethnicity between these locals and pilgrims regardless of their 

diverse varieties of Chinese. 

2. 2. 4 Advent of the ASEAN Community:  Bahasa Malay, Burmese and 

Cambodian 

Aside from English and Chinese as foreign languages used in the area, others, 

such as Bahasa Malay, Burmese and Cambodian are becoming dominant as a result of 

the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, generally known as the ASEAN 

community. 

This agglomeration of ten countries provides an excellent way for studying 

languages since citizens of this ten-country union can easily visit the country members, 

which leads to a rising number of visitors and transnational laborers.  The ASEAN 
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community thus facilitates the use and access of several languages in this area.  For 

instance, most Cambodian and Burmese people as laborers in the Deep South enjoy 

using their mother tongues in the home and workplace domains.  One might have seen 

Burmese as an alternative language used in the Automated Teller Machines (ATM’ s) 

located near these migrant communities.  This is in line with the use of Bahasa Malay 

in the area as an alternative foreign language taught in both public and private schools. 

Furthermore, Bahasa Malay texts ( written with Romanized alphabets)  can be seen on 

commercial signs in the area. 

It can be concluded that the ASEAN community brings a new multilingual 

atmosphere, not only in terms of people’s speech, but also texts seen in the environment. 

This is because it is expected that written languages on signs, such as direction and 

information signs, will be necessary for the newcomers as guidelines to the area 

(Aiestaran, Cenoz, & Gorter, 2010), especially the border towns.  When the ASEAN 

community is seen in this light, foreign languages, such as Bahasa Malay, Burmese, 

and Cambodian are indeed widely heard and sometimes visible in the Deep South due 

to the ease of mobility for both visitors and migrants. 

2.2.5 Status of Patani-Malay as a Minority Language 

In this section, we look at Patani- Malay as a minority language as well as its 

characteristics and usage because it represents linguistic and ethnographic reality of 

Malay people. To begin with, it is necessary to define a “minority language” in relation 

to the Patani-Malay language. A minority language is spoken by less than fifty percent 

of the overall citizens of a state and is distinct from the language of the mainstream 

communication and the national or official language imposed by the government 

(Pandharipande, 2002). 

Given this definition, it is clear that Patani- Malay is a minority language since 

the Malays constitute less than fifty percent of the overall population in the country, 

(Boonlong, 2007). According to Article 27 of the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (ICCPR) which Thailand has been acting under, the Malays are granted 

the right to use their own language in daily life (p. 58). 

In addition, this minority language is often referred as Yawi, a dialect of 

Standard Malay (Bahasa Malay)  spoken in the southernmost provinces of Thailand, 
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including, Pattani, Yala, Narathiwat, and some areas in Songkhla (Boonlong, 2007; 

Premsrirat, 2008; Smalley, 1994). Patani-Malay itself is actually not a written language. 

Consequently, when it comes to writing, it is in a modified form of the Arabic alphabets 

known as Jawi (Umar, 2007).  In short, a spoken form of Patani- Malay is known as 

Yawi while its written form is called Jawi.  Importantly, Patani- Malay is a medium of 

communication among Malay speakers in family and within their community (Smalley, 

1994; Boonlong, 2007; Premsrirat, 2008) .  It is, therefore, the first language of 

approximately ninety percent of overall population in the southernmost provinces 

(Premsrirat & Samoh, 2012). 

Based on the discussion above, the languages used in the Deep South can be 

summarized according to their status, the people who use them, and some examples of 

their domains in the table below. 
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2.2.6 Language Solidarity and Language for Peace  

“Language carries the history, the culture, the tradition and the very life of 

people” (Hassen, 2016). Likewise, Boonlong (2007) stated that “Language is a symbol 

of belonging, and a representation of a community and culture” .  Based on these 

functions of language, language users can construct not only their own identity but also 

their solidarity or a sense of group membership through language and interaction.  To 

elaborate, as language is used as an expression and, in another way, reflection of 

people’s linguistic identity, this mutual identity in language shared by people can lead 

to their solidarity or unity among the group.  Thus, a language is not a language alone; 

it can be the marker and the maker of people’s cultural, sociolinguistic and ethnographic 

identities and realities.  

Significantly, the ethnic or social conflicts and solidarity of people in such a 

particular speech community can be the results of the government policy on language 

(Shohamy, 2006). This means the use of any particular language can give information 

about the relationship of the government (who rules and runs the language use in the 

society through their linguistic policies)  and their citizens, especially those 

marginalized groups who practice their own language.  In addition, Kasanga (2015) 

asserted that “texts on signs carry a symbolic value...this affects an individual’s positive 

feeling of membership in the relevant society, whereas the absence provokes a sense of 

alienation and exclusion” (Kasanga, 2015, p. 124). Based on this, it can be implied that 

more support for any language from the government through the action plan can; to 

some extent, create a good atmosphere in the area where such language is used. On the 

other hand, a ban or a weak support on a particular language by the government can 

easily arouse prejudice or emotional effects on some people; it can even cause disputes 

and conflicts between the government and the people who use such language, 

specifically the minority group.  Besides, the use of minority language under specific 

linguistic policies can also be symbolic, besides its communicative function (Edwards, 

2009). 

As a result, language can work both ways as opportunities and obstacles to 

peace in the specific area.  In order to use a language as a pathway to peace in any 

particular community, the government needs to take various aspects into consideration, 

such as ways of living, tradition, religion, culture including languages when planning 
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the linguistic policies to be used in such particular area.  With the linguistic promotion 

and encouragement from the government, individuals may be; hence, less suppressed 

and will then use their language with pride and confidence to interact within their 

speech community and the world. 

2.3 Multilingualism in the Context of Thailand’s Southernmost Area 

In the previous section, I present some factors and phenomena underlying the 

linguistic diversity in the three southernmost provinces; I will now elaborate on three 

applications of multilingual concept in this community, and the language policy of an 

official organization which cherishes the use of a minority language in some formal 

contexts. Before that, I will examine concepts of multilingualism and its advantages as 

the basis of this study.  

2.3.1 Concepts and Advantages of Multilingualism 

Generally, multilingualism is regarded as a situation whereby an individual can 

perform his or her linguistic competence in more than one language in appropriate 

contexts (Okal, 2014). Stavans and Hoffman (2015) point out that the concept of 

multilingualism also includes the simultaneous use of more than two languages in a 

particular community by a large number of its speakers. Importantly, these languages 

can be official, national or native languages; at the same time, they can be unofficial or 

foreign languages (Okal, 2014). Furthermore, there are numerous benefits that come 

with being multilingual. Firstly, multilingualism enhances intellectual flexibility and 

creativity and provides room for individuals to learn several languages from different 

learning contexts (Okal, 2014; Stavans & Hoffmann, 2015). In addition, it can help 

people to understand other cultures, ideas and ways of thinking (Stavans & Hoffman, 

2015).  

2. 3. 2 Role of Language Policies Established by the Southern Border 

Provinces Administrative Centre as a Contributor to Multilingualism 

The Southern Border Provinces Administrative Centre (SBPAC) is the official 

government section located in Yala province; it is directly under the Royal Thai 

government. Its main duty is to govern the Southern Border provinces and to fight the 

separatism and the ongoing violence in the affected area (SBPAC, 2018).   
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In 2013, the SBPAC launched its linguistic policies toward the use of Patani-

Malay in official contexts. This formal recognition is probably seen as the new era of 

linguistic history for the Malay ethnic group as they had been calling for their rights to 

function in their own language in formal domains for decades. 

With regard to the investigation of linguistic policies, the new version for 2018 

has not been available according to the SBPAC’s official website. As a result, “The 

Action Plan of the Southern Border Provinces Development for 2013-2014” (SBPAC, 

2018) is examined in relation to language use in the surveyed areas. 

In the following section, the use of Patani-Malay in three formal domains, 

including (1) education, (2) broadcasting and (3) public signs, is discussed based on the 

abovementioned action plan with the extensive focus on the third domain or this study’s 

main issue.  

2.3.2.1 Multilingualism in Education  

Among the nine action plans for the Southern Border Provinces Development 

for 2013-2014, the Fourth one focuses on human and social development plans based 

on ways of living, religion, language, culture, ethnicity, and local history. Its second 

strategy states, “To promote, support, and develop the young generation to have a 

linguistic competency in Thai, Patani-Malay, English and other important languages in 

all educational levels including to promote and encourage the use of Thai, Patani-

Malay, English and other languages for communication” (SBPAC, 2018, p. 10). 

Following the mentioned strategy, Patani-Malay has been of interest to some 

government institutions. For example, the use of Patani-Malay to help with learning 

Thai and other subjects at the initial level of education has been empirically researched 

by scholars of the Research Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia (RILC), 

Mahidol University. These scholars have created and developed the Mother Tongue-

Based Multilingual Education (MTB-MLE) in Thailand’s deep-south schools. They 

also designed an educational program to improve academic standards in the area. Malay 

students now have the right to function in their own language, learn and practice various 

kinds of skills, and use it as a medium of interaction with teachers and classmates 

(Premsrirat, 2008). As a result, the use of Patani-Malay in public schools can improve 

learning outcomes of Malay students (Kosonen, 2008; Premsrirat, 2008). The program 



 29 

also creates a sense of security and more positive attitudes towards Thai education 

system among local Malays (Premsrirat, 2008). While Malays feel more secure with 

multilingual education, this study hopes to find out whether they will perceive 

multilingual signs in the same way. 

2.3.2.2 Multilingual Broadcasting   

Another productive site of multilingualism is in the media, especially in both 

local and national broadcasting. With reference to the Eighth action plan titled, 

“Communication plan for creating a mutual understanding in both national and 

international levels”, multilingual media is mentioned by the eighth strategy. It says 

“(8) To support the media production using Patani-Malay and other languages in order 

to come to an understanding and be prepared for the upcoming ASEAN community, 

and this media production includes televised and radio broadcast functioning in Patani-

Malay and other foreign languages” (SBPAC, 2018, p. 22). Regarding radio broadcasts, 

it is regionally broadcasted in the southernmost provinces with many issues discussed 

in their own language (The Nation Online, 2013). Also, Malay people can watch TV 

programs functioning in Patani-Malay nationally through Channel 5, the National 

Broadcasting Services of Thailand (NBT), and Thai Public Broadcasting Service (Thai 

PBS) (The Nation Online, 2013). However, these TV programs were not full-time 

broadcasts. The SBPAC also announced its plan to create the television channel 

employing Patani-Malay for 24 hours and broadcasted by the NBT of Yala (MCOT 

Online News, 2016).  

2.3.2.3 Multilingual Public Signs 

One significant aspect of the SBPAC’s linguistic policy related to this study is 

its promotion and encouragement of Patani-Malay on public signs. 

“14) To promote and encourage villages and government sections, such 

as schools, hospitals, public health stations, police stations, and local 

administrative organizations to produce their place names or street signs 

with at least three languages namely Thai, local Malay, English and 

other languages (according to the cabinet resolution on March 13, 

2012)” 

(SBPAC, 2018, p. 11) 
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Another productive outcome resulting from this policy is the publication of the 

handbook in written Patani-Malay on public signs (Arwae, 2015). This handbook 

represents the tangible cooperation and production by the SBPAC, Mahidol University 

and local scholars who have mobilized their efforts to preserve and revitalize this 

heritage language. With this handbook, it is reasonable to assume that the use of Patani-

Malay on public signs is made more systematic. Patani-Malay written in the Arabic 

alphabet would be consistent and precise as it is verified and crosschecked by experts 

from both government and private sectors.   

To summarize, implementing official policies on the use of Patani-Malay in the 

above mentioned domains, especially with regard to public signs, is a collaborative 

effort from both government and private sectors to save this ethnic language. This 

sociolinguistic situation in the southernmost context is also congruent with the 

statement given by Cenoz and Gorter (2009):  

“Some state and regional authorities have included in their language 

policy rules about languages to be used on signage. Regulations related 

to the LL go side by side with a language policy for the use of languages 

in education, the media, social and economic life or other domains”  

 (Cenoz & Gorter, 2009, p. 56) 

2.4 Theoretical Frameworks 

This section presents two theoretical frameworks widely used in the LL studies 

by focusing on: (1) Multimodality, and (2) Geosemiotics. 

2.4.1 Multimodality 

According to Jewitt (2014), multimodality is used as a broad term to describe 

approaches to comprehending communication and representation by looking beyond 

language (p. 15). Multimodality deals with various kinds of modes embedded in a sign. 

Mode is socially and culturally constructed; it works as a source of semiotics for making 

meaning (Kress, 2010, 2014). Likewise, Jewitt (2014) proposes that modes are the 

production of “cultural shaping of a material” (p. 22), and they are also influenced by 

the way people interact with each other in everyday life.  

Modes or modal resources can be “space, gesture, gaze, body posture and 

movement, sound, voice and music, image, mathematical symbolism, written and 
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spoken language” (Jewitt, 2014, p. 23) and they can convey a meaning to audiences.  

Based on this notion, most LL studies have engaged in multimodal analysis 

since most signs are intrinsically composed of various modes and the two most common 

modes of any sign are images and texts. The images help readers to save time with what 

is too long to read while the texts are used to explain things that are difficult to show 

(Kress, 2010). This clearly shows that each mode works for different purposes, which 

entails diversity for creating meaning (p. 80). Kress (2010) sees modes as texts which 

are not produced from just language, but also involve images and written language. 

These multimodal texts can create different meanings according to the modes 

embedded in signs.  

Furthermore, Kress (2010) points out that multimodality is both methodological 

and theoretical and if one would like to work with multimodality, one has to be explicit 

of a framework used for multimodal analysis. Bezemer and Jewitt (2010) also state that 

multimodality is more applicable than theoretical since various kinds of sciences are 

involved when analyzing aspects of any multimodal landscape (Bezemer & Jewitt, 

2010, p. 180).  

As discussed above, signs are often constructed with more than one mode which 

is not only linguistics as previously perceived. Rather, signs are composed of several 

modes to convey different meanings and different modes also serve specific functions.  

In this present study, the multimodality concept is used to explore the elements 

on signs, such as a script of language or an image on signs. Multimodal signs are also 

offered in the questionnaire in order to investigate people’s preference toward signs. 

Therefore, multimodality suits this study as signs are generally constructed with at least 

two modes; this approach can also be applied to arrive at the interpretation of responses 

in this study’s questionnaire.   

2.4.2 Geosemiotics 

Scollon and Scollon (2003) propose “geosemiotics” as a new approach to study 

signs. According to these researchers, “Geosemiotics” is defined as “the study of the 

social meaning of the material placement of signs and discourses and of our action in 

the material world” (p. 2). This new way of studying signs is composed of three main 

elements: (1) interaction order, (2) visual semiotics, and (3) place semiotics (Scollon & 
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Scollon, 2003).  

Based on these elements, Scollon and Scollon (2003) point out that the way 

languages on signs and signs themselves construct meanings depends on where they 

are physically established in a given territory. Thus, when analyzing signs, a physical 

placement is considered an important factor, as Scollon and Scollon (2003) put it, “the 

ways in which the placement of discourse in the material world produces meanings that 

derive directly from that placement” (p. 22).  With reference to Scollon and Scollon 

(2003), it can be implied that LL, specifically signs, would create a certain atmosphere 

in a particular environment; at the same time, LL is influenced by the space where it is 

placed. This framework is thus counted as the dynamic process of interpreting the LL 

meaning.  

As this current study aims to explore signs in a specific terrain, the third 

element, place semiotics, which can be generally defined as a place where an object is 

seen can create different meanings to an artifact according to different physical settings, 

would be more relevant to sign interpretation for it is conducted in the Deep South of 

Thailand or the most sensitive and affected area.  

To further understand the concept of place semiotics, three main issues are taken 

into account. Firstly, code preference looks at the representation of preferred languages 

in relation to the politics in a particular region. In this case, choice of languages is 

considered together with focusing on how languages are represented and arranged 

(especially its order) on signs. Next, inscription refers to font type and spelling of 

languages displayed on signs. Different orthography may create different meanings to 

passersby or reader’s mind. The last area under place semiotics is emplacement. As can 

be implied from its name, emplacement deals with a location where signs are placed. 

Different places can carry distinct meanings across time and space. It can be interpreted 

from this point that the same sign conveys a meaning depending on a place it is 

established, not on sign itself.  

As a result, the three elements of place semiotics: (1) code preference, (2) 

inscription, and (3) emplacement, are appropriate to this study’s sign analysis for two 

main reasons. First, signs in the research sites of this study are written in several 

languages, in different font types and sometimes in various forms of spelling; therefore, 

code preference and inscription are helpful to arrive at interpretation on why a specific 
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language and font size of its script are differently manifested on signs. Besides, the 

emplacement can reveal the perceptions of participants toward signs in the surveyed 

areas, especially from insiders and outsiders of the southernmost Thai community.  

2.5 Summary of Literature Review 

In this chapter, I first discuss the LL definitions, main features, functions, and 

previous studies contributing to the LL studies in various realms, including 

multilingualism, linguistic policy, minority language, perceptions of passersby, and the 

past studies of LL in the Thai context. I then delineate the linguistic background of the 

Deep South.  The use of several languages, specifically Patani- Malay, has been 

fruitfully considered together with a look at some factors underlying its use. Following 

that, I propose the official statements of the SBPAC which include Patani- Malay in 

formal domains with a particular focus on public signs.  I close this chapter by 

explicating two analytical concepts:  multimodality and geosemiotics and how I use 

some aspects of these two concepts for sign analysis in this study. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 In this chapter, I present this study’s research design which primarily employs 

a mixed methods intervention design (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) combining two 

research paradigms: quantitative as the main method of this study while qualitative is 

used at the posttest data collection. I then provide details of methods used in each 

paradigm before I move on to describe the models and frameworks to be used in my 

data analysis.  

3.1 Research Design 

 As discussed in Chapter 2, many studies that have contributed to the LL field 

are quantitatively investigated, particularly in the multilingual environments. However, 

such qualitative methods as interviewing people about signs have still been unexplored. 

In addition, most studies in the LL research tend to employ an observational approach, 

collect signs in the surveyed sites, and then analyze those signs from only the 

researcher’s perspective. This outsider’s investigation to signs and analysis is referred 

to as “etic perspectives” (Ravitch & Carl, 2016, p. 163), whereby visual data are 

processed and analyzed from the investigator’s views, whereas its counterpart, an emic 

perspective, involving the participants’ views has been underused by LL scholars (p. 

163). In order to fill this research gap and avoid ethnocentrism, this current study 

employed a mixed methods experimental (or intervention) design (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018) which is a specific type of a mixed methods research. Before going in 

details, I would like to discuss the mixed methods research in general. 

Mixed methods research is the combination of the two best-known research 

paradigms: quantitative and qualitative (Ivankova & Creswell, 2009; Merriam, 2016). 

The integration of these research paradigms provides both arrays of “a depth and 

breadth that a single approach may lack by itself” (Ivankova & Creswell, 2009, p. 136) 

since the mixed method allows researchers to go beyond the traditional approaches 

limited in each paradigm, provide more dimensions to study the issues, and hence 
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advance researcher’s understanding toward the researched (Merriam, 2009). In 

addition, using both quantitative and qualitative paradigms can be regarded as data 

triangulation where different data sources are cross-checked with one another 

(Ivankova & Creswell, 2009, p. 143). Importantly, this synergy of the two research 

paradigms could help increase validity and reliability to this study. Besides, there have 

been main types of a mixed methods research, such as convergent mixed methods 

design and explanatory/exploratory sequential mixed methods designs (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). However, there are more several complex mixed methods designs to 

serve differently research projects and purposes, such as mixed methods experimental 

(intervention) design, participatory-social justice design or case study design (Creswell 

& Creswell, 2018). With the comparison among these types, this present study fit in the 

category of a “mixed methods experimental (intervention) design” (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018, p.228) in which a researcher can add qualitative method into a single 

study at any stage (before, during and after) of quantitative data collection (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). With this strategy, additional opinions of participants can be included 

in the study as the secondary source of data (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Thus, this 

specific type of research was suitable and adaptable to the nature and the data collection 

of this present study which aims to collect signs from the surveyed areas and 

perceptions of people from the questionnaire as the primary data while a semi-

structured interview was set, after the sign and the questionnaire phases had been done, 

to seek further participant’s opinions based on their responses in the questionnaire. 

These different methods from the two paradigms were elaborated on in sections 3.3 

(Quantitative Research) and 3.4 (Qualitative Research).  

3.2 Quantitative Research 

Quantitative research mainly involves numerical data and measurements which 

are analyzed by the means of statistics (Croker, 2009; Punch, 2005). According to 

Croker (2009), quantitative research also allows researchers to generalize numerical 

results from a sample to a wider population and draw a conclusion or a holistic view 

from a specific phenomenon. With this research paradigm, some researchers 

(Backhaus, 2006; Stroud & Mpendukana, 2009) in the LL field gather the number of 

language(s) used on signs and the number of signs themselves in a specific 
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agglomeration in an attempt to observe the degree of multilingualism.  

 In quantitative research, a survey questionnaire is often used to elicit 

information from a large sample in a limited time and budget (Punch, 2005). In addition, 

a questionnaire can glean people’s “attitude, values, opinions and beliefs” together with 

their relevant background information (Punch, 2005, p. 99). With these benefits, the 

questionnaire is a suitable tool for obtaining data from participants.  

3.2.1 Data Collection: Signs 

In answering RQ1, RQ1.1, RQ1.2, RQ2, RQ3 and RQ4, 1,746 signs in the three 

southernmost provinces were photographed in order to observe the number and order 

of languages displayed on signs and the sources of signs. This could possibly be 

considered as an adequate number to capture the reality and to present the partly holistic 

picture of signs in the Deep South. The data was collected for a period of four months 

from June to September, 2017. With the help of my two local friends as the mediators 

and interpreters, I easily had access to the areas and engaged in a conversation with 

local people who speak Patani-Malay.  

Concerning the unrest and security of the researcher, some deserted or the less 

traveled parts of the streets were not explored. Only signs seen in the streets where there 

are state authorities roaming around and the community areas were collected. The 

photos were taken during the daytime by a digital camera and a smartphone. These 

pictures were then stored in a digital file in a computer and grouped according to the 

research sites. It is of note that signs in this study were not be limited to a specific 

category, in accordance with Backhaus (2007, p. 61) who points out that, “many aspects 

of a city’s linguistic landscape are not captured when focusing on one type of sign 

only.” Following his idea, many kinds of signs were included in this study’s data. 

However, some criteria for collecting signs were also established to ensure research 

feasibility.  

3.3.1.1 Criteria for Selecting Signs 

 To collect signs in the research sites, two sets of criteria, in following 

Ngampramuan (2016a), were established; namely, (1) included signs and (2) excluded 

signs. 
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1. Signs that were collected; 

1) All signs along the main streets (see Table 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3) where government 

offices, public institutions, tourist attractions or local markets are located, 

2) Signs seen on the minor streets (see Table 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3) where there was 

less attraction from people or tourists,  

3) Signs visible to pedestrians or any sign that was salient to people, 

4) Text signs which are in line with Ben-Rafael et al.’s (2006) categories of LL 

items, such as public signs, public announcements, street names, place-names 

of the buildings created by the government sectors and all kinds of signs 

produced by private sectors, such as shop signs, business signs, and private 

announcements. 

     2.   Signs that were omitted; 

1) Signs inside buildings, private accommodations, and signs seen in deserted 

streets in compliance with research ethics, i.e. privacy of the residents,  

2) Moving signs on Light Emitting Diodes (LED’s), texts on digital billboards, and 

mobile signs (e.g. commercial signs on buses) are excluded as these signs are 

not permanent and they can change all the time, 

3) Graffiti3 were also omitted in this present study as they are illegal in Thailand, 

4) Paintings or drawings on signs were omitted as this study focused on written 

texts on signs, 

5) Large billboards were also excluded since these signs were rarely seen in the 

urban area and due to the difficulty in photographing them. 

3.3.1.2 Surveyed Areas 

There were three valid reasons for choosing Pattani, Yala, and Narathiwat which 

constitute the Deep South as the research fields. 

                                                           
3 Graffiti are considered as a new window to broaden the LL study and they are taken into 

consideration as interesting data in some empirical studies, such as Pennycook (2009, 2010). 
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Figure 3.1 A map of the three southernmost provinces of Thailand  

Source: http://peacebuilding.asia/understanding-the-southern-thai-peace-talks 

First, the Deep South represents linguistic richness as local residents enjoy using 

several languages in various contexts. Also, these areas have long been recognized as a 

conflict-ridden zone between the government and locals and have long been known for 

ongoing political conflicts between the Thai state and some local people. Lastly, the 

southernmost area has received a number of foreign tourists from the neighboring 

country (i.e. Malaysia) each year. These three phenomena would, to some extent, have 

an impact on public signs seen in the southernmost area.   

In addition, as Backhaus (2007, p. 1) states, “The city is a place of language 

contact”, it can be interpreted that the central city of each southernmost province would 

be an excellent place where several languages both spoken and written are manifested 

in the environment on purposes. With direct reference to this, and for the safety of the 

researcher, only the central city of each province were explored as there are a higher 

number of official law enforcement personnel monitoring the situation. To be specific 

and in regard to RQ1.1, (1) main streets (where government offices, business offices, 

tourist attractions, fresh markets, and shopping centers are located), and (2) minor 

streets (where both local people and tourists tend to take them for granted) of each 

central city were surveyed to investigate the occurrence and number of languages on 

signs. The comparison of each surveyed area was then made to see whether there was 

any considerable contrast (see Chapter 4). More details of each research site can be 
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found according to the provincial areas below.  

(a) Pattani 

Pattani is one of the three southernmost provinces in Thailand. The Gulf of 

Thailand borders this province on the north, districts of Songkhla on the west, 

Narathiwat on the southwest, and Yala on the south (Chaiwanawut, Hattha, & 

Duangmala, 2005). Pattani has been the center of diversity where people with different 

races and religions live together for centuries and it was once an independent state on 

the Melayu peninsula (Boonlong, 2007; Melvin, 2007, Premsrirat, 2008). This province 

is thus rich in history as seen from many historical sites as tourist spots. In addition, 

Pattani is known for being a center of arts and sciences and a hub for educational 

institutions, especially the first university of the South, Prince of Songkla University, 

Pattani campus. But for this study’s purpose, I investigated three main streets in Pattani 

central city, (1) Nong Chik, (2) Charoen Pradit, and (3) Yarang-Nakluea where 

government and business offices, shopping centers, tourist attractions, and other 

important places are located. Other three streets: (4) Poon Sawat, (5) Sarit, and (6) 

Sararom were chosen as the minor streets where there are less attractions for locals and 

visitors. It is of note that these reasons for choosing the main and minor streets also 

applied to the surveyed areas in Yala and Narathiwat. These surveyed areas were 

marked by numbers in different colors. The red circles represented the main streets, 

while the minor streets were marked by the blue circles. The map showing the 

aforementioned streets can be found below. 
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Table 3.1 Surveyed areas according to street names in Pattani  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
   

(b) Yala 

Yala is the second member city of the three southernmost provinces. Pattani 

borders this province on the north, Malaysia on the south, Narathiwat on the east, and 

Songkhla on the west (Yala Phadungpracha Vocational College, 2016). It is of note that 

Yala’s city plan is considered one of the most well-crafted town plans in the country. 

This well-planned city has distinct zoning for different purposes. For instance, the three 

roundabouts at the heart of the city are agglomerated by a large number of government 

offices. This systematic design of town plan would make it easier to collect signs. The 

research sites of Yala were: (1) Wongwienrop 1, 2, 3, (2) Sukkhayang, and (3) Sirorot 

as main streets, (4) Thonwithi 1 (5) Santisuk, and (6) Phang Mueang 2 as minor streets. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No. Main Streets 

1 (Red) Nong Chik 

2 (Red) Charoen Pradit 

3 (Red) Yarang-Nakluea 

No. Minor Streets 

4 (Blue) Poon Sawat 

5 (Blue) Sarit 

6 (Blue) Sararom 



 42 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

S
o
u

rc
e:
 h

tt
p
://w

w
w
.m

ap
o
ft

h
ai

la
n
d
.o

rg
/to

u
ri

sm
-m

ap
/y

al
a-

to
u
ri

st
-m

ap
 

F
ig

u
re

 3
.3

 S
el

ec
te

d
 a

re
as

 o
f 

Y
al

a 
ce

n
tr

al
 c

it
y
 a

s 
re

se
ar

ch
 s

it
es

  

 



 43 

 

Table 3.2 Surveyed areas according to street names in Yala 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(c) Narathiwat 

Narathiwat is the third member city of Thailand’s Deep South. Pattani and the 

Gulf of Thailand border this province on the north, the Kelantan state of Malaysia on 

the east and the south, and Yala on the west (Narathiwat Information and 

Communication Bureau, 2012). Similar to Pattani and Yala, most people living in 

Narathiwat are Thai Muslims speaking Patani-Malay but, interestingly, this province 

has other language varieties. For example, Thai Buddhists who speak the Southern 

dialect as their mother tongue still have distinct accents along the geographical line, 

especially the linguistic use in Tak Bai District where people use their own language 

called, “Che He” (p. 5). Furthermore, the size of the central city and population of 

Narathiwat is quite small compared to Yala and Pattani. The research sites of 

Narathiwat were: (1) Phuphaphakdi, (2) Suriya Pradit, and (3) Rangaemakkha as main 

streets and (4) Panason, (5) Chan Uthit, and (6) Na Nakhon as minor streets. 

 

 

 

No. Main Streets 

1 (Red) Wongwienrop 1, 2, 3 and Phipit Phakdi 

2 (Red) Sukkhayang 

3 (Red) Sirorot 

No. Minor Streets 

4 (Blue) Thonwithi 1 

5 (Blue) Santisuk 

6 (Blue) Phang Mueang 2 



 44 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S
o
u

rc
e:
 h

tt
p
://w

w
w
.m

ap
o
ft

h
ai

la
n
d
.o

rg
/to

u
ri

sm
-m

ap
/n

ar
at

h
iw

at
-to

u
ri

st
-m

ap
 

F
ig

u
re

 3
.4

 S
el

ec
te

d
 a

re
as

 o
f 

N
ar

at
h
iw

at
 c

en
tr

al
 c

it
y
 a

s 
re

se
ar

ch
 s

it
es

 

 



 45 

Table 3.3 Surveyed areas according to street names in Narathiwat 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

3.2.2 Data Collection: Questionnaire 

In response to RQ5 and RQ5.1 stated in Chapter 1, questionnaires were 

employed as data collection instrument. The paper-based questionnaire was used to 

gather data from the participants in this study. Two main reasons for using this paper-

based version were as follows. Firstly, this study sought to gather information from 

respondents of all ages. The elder may find it easier to fill in the paper questionnaire 

rather than completing it via digital devices. Secondly, concerning to their financial 

status, some local Malays may not have access to the Internet or the devices as the 

medium for the Internet use. More importantly, there were two versions of the survey 

questionnaire: the first version for Thais and another for international participants. In 

order to obtain data from Thais, both locals and non-locals of the Deep South 

community, the English version (see Appendix 1) and the same content in Thai (see 

Appendix 2) were available to ensure comprehensibility. For international respondents 

(both Malaysians and international visitors), the English version was used (see 

Appendix 3) based on the assumption that most travelers to Thailand tend to have a 

good command of English. However, some different items in the questionnaires were 

different for Thais and international visitors (see 3.2.2.2 Items in the Questionnaire).  

No. Main Streets 

1 (Red) Phuphaphakdi 

2 (Red) Suriya Pradit 

3 (Red) Rangaemakkha 

No. Minor Streets 

4 (Blue) Panason 

5 (Blue) Chan Uthit 

6 (Blue) Na Nakhon 



 46 

3.2.2.1 Participants 

Participants in this study consist of four main groups: (1) Sixty local people, (2) 

Sixty non-local people, (3) Sixty Malaysian visitors and (4) Sixty International visitors. 

Locals or insiders refer to people who live in the three southernmost provinces while 

non-locals or outsiders mean Thai citizens living in areas other than the Deep South. 

Next, Malaysian visitors refer to Malaysian people from Malaysia as visitors to 

Thailand, specifically to the Deep South. The reason behind the inclusion of Malaysian 

tourists in this study stemmed from my assumption that signs in research areas might 

also target these visitors since the three southernmost provinces are neighbors to the 

Malaysian states. It is also noteworthy that most Malaysian citizens, particularly the 

Malay race, share similar cultural, religious, and linguistic practices with the local 

Malays in Thailand. Finally, international travelers from the rest of the world also took 

part in this research to provide more diverse perspectives of responses. Each group of 

participants was asked to fill in the questionnaires. It is of note that not only sixty people 

were equally recruited as the participants in each group but specifically also the local 

group whose 20 participants were equally gathered from each of the three southernmost 

provinces. 

Table 3.4 The overview of participants doing the questionnaire 

Participants Number of Participants 

1. Locals as insiders 

(People who live in the three southernmost provinces) 

60 

2. Non-locals as outsiders 

(Thai citizens living outside the three southernmost 

provinces) 

60 

3. Malaysian visitors 

(Malaysians from Malaysia) 

60 

4. International visitors from the rest of the world 60 

Total 240 
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With multiple groups of participants, their perceptions on signs in the Deep 

South could add insights to this study. All relevant data should represent opinions of 

people with different ethnic, religious, and linguistic background so that it can examine 

whether such differences have an impact on their attitudes toward signs in the Deep 

South of Thailand. All respondents were recruited on a random and voluntary basis and 

were asked to read the instructions provided on the first page of the questionnaires. The 

total number of respondents for this study was 240 people which were large enough for 

the research to generalize people’s perceptions toward signs in the Deep South. 

3.2.2.2 Questionnaire Items 

The questionnaire in this study was designed by the researcher under the 

supervision of an expert of the LL field in Thailand. Some items were also adapted 

from Ngampramuan’s (2016a) online questionnaire in her study of LL in the Thai 

context. There were two versions of the questionnaire in this study as aforementioned: 

(1) Questionnaire version 1 for Thai participants (Both locals and non-locals), and (2) 

Questionnaire version 2 for foreign participants (Both Malaysian and international 

visitors). The questionnaire for Thais contained 20 questions while 23 questions were 

listed in the English version for foreign participants. Both versions of the questionnaires 

were four pages in length and consist of four main sections. Although, the two versions 

mostly have the same items in the questionnaire, some different items were pointed out 

(see Section D: Opinions of Participants toward Signs).  

Section A: Biographical Information 

 The first section aims to elicit relevant background data of all participants, 

which includes: (1) Gender, (2) Age, (3) Nationality, (4) Hometown, (5) First language 

and (6) Education. These prerequisite data items may influence their responses related 

to the following sections: (section B, C, & D). 

Section B: Signs and Linguistic Policies in the Southernmost Area 

 Section B contained five questions. The first four questions were choice-based 

and ask about the participants’ experiences toward signs and the SBPAC’s linguistic 

policy, whereas the last question was a 6-point Likert scale aiming to inquire people’s 

attitudes toward the mentioned policy. 
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Section C: Preference for Signs in Public Space 

 With regard to multimodality, I designed and presented models of signs with 

different and various modes; namely, (1) diverse language scripts in different sizes and 

orders, (2) dual language combination, and (3) place names in different languages and 

with different graphic backgrounds. To further elaborate on item 3, I presented four 

choices of place-name signs. The first choice portrays a sign which is normally 

designed by the government: this sign was written with the golden scripts in Thai and 

English on the black background. The second sign held a ‘Kanok’ vector representing 

a Thai-style sign written with both Thai and Arabic (Patani-Malay written form) scripts. 

In choice no.3, the Malaysian-style background was demonstrated along with Arabic 

and Romanized Bahasa Malay scripts. The last choice depicted a mosque as an Islamic 

symbol with scripts not in Islamic but in Thai and English instead. These modes of 

different texts and pictures on place-naming were expected to help advance the 

understanding of multimodality and language use in the three southernmost provinces 

of Thailand. 

Section D: Opinions of Participants toward Signs 

 The last section comprises both closed and open-ended questions which aimed 

to elicit the participants’ preferences and opinions on multilingual signs. The first three 

questions explored linguistic preference on signs; in the fourth question on their 

agreement/disagreement toward signs published by the government. The last two 

questions were open-ended designed to elicit the participants’ feelings, opinions and 

suggestions on the use of several languages on public signs. 

It is crucial to note that though the questionnaires contain closed-ended 

questions (i.e. selected answers were already provided), alternative responses are also 

welcome. The participants can therefore tick “Other…”, which is available in most 

questions to fill in their own answers if needed. 

Additionally, as aforementioned, six items in the questionnaire for foreign 

respondents were different from the version for Thais in terms of personal information, 

visit to Thailand and intelligibility on signs as to suit the foreign participants and to 

seek diverse responses. That is, in Section A, one question about their home country 

and other three questions about their visit to Thailand were added to gain participants’ 
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background information and to ensure that they have experienced signs in Thailand. 

Also, two questions in Section B were generated: the first one is to obtain participants’ 

opinions about including a foreign language on signs and another for the 6-point Likert 

scale of mutual intelligibility on signs as to include more specific information. The 

other two sections, Section C and D, remain the same.  

3.2.3 Analysis of Quantitative Data 

In order to analyze quantitative data, this section discussed (1) coding of signs, 

(2) coding of items in the questionnaire and (3) frameworks for analyzing and 

interpreting data. The two codings heavily drew on the taxonomies of signs used in 

previous studies. Likewise, the analytical framework was adapted from Lee (2015)’s 

empirical study investigated in the Thai context. Details of each analysis were provided 

in the sections below.  

3.2.3.1 Coding of Signs 

In order to categorize signs in the Deep South, a coding scheme was set up and 

developed from previous studies (Backhaus, 2006; Ben-Rafael et al., 2006; Ben Said, 

2010; Edelman, 2010; Ngampramuan, 2009; Ngampramuan, 2016a). Based on these 

scholarly work, four main classifications of signs were derived as shown below. 

1. Numbers of Languages 

According to Ben Said (2010) and Ngampramuan (2016a), categorization of 

signs can be classified based on what languages and how many languages are 

manifested on signs.  

1) Monolingual sign (written in one language) 

2) Bilingual sign (written in two languages) 

3) Multilingual sign (written in more than two languages) 

         2.  Origin of Signs 

The status of signs was thoroughly examined in previous research where two 

questions were generally raised: ‘who created the sign?’ and ‘where did the sign come 

from?’ This is in order to find the production source or status of signs. Ben-Rafael et 

al. (2006, p. 14) mentions the so-called “Top-down” to refer to signs produced by the 

government while “Bottom-up” represents signs produced by individuals or private 
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sectors. Similar to Backhaus (2006), he distinguishes signs in his surveyed area as 

“Official versus Nonofficial Signs” (p. 56). This differentiation is further supported by 

the categorization of signs in Ngampramuan (2009) who divides signs according to the 

sense of ownership as “Official vs. Commercial” (p. 35). This current study then 

categorized signs based on the criteria below. 

1) Official signs (Signs created by the government, such as public signs, street 

signs, or public announcements from governmental organizations) 

2) Private signs (Signs written by individuals or companies; for example, shop 

signs or commercial signs) 

3. Degrees of Multimodality 

Various modes of communication adjusted from Ben Said (2010) were used to 

analyze signs in this study. These multimodality levels include: 

1) Monomodal sign (only a script of language) 

2) Multimodal sign (Both script and picture are presented)  

 4. Functions of Signs 

The last coding scheme of signs was adapted from Ngampramuan (2009) by 

sorting signs according to the functions or purposes listed below. 

1) Giving information  

2) Advertising  

3) Both purposes 

3.2.3.2 Analyzing Data from Questionnaires 

 In order to analyze the responses from the questionnaires, four stages were 

generated as follows:  

1) The answers in the questionnaires were categorized into different groups of 

participants.  

2) The answers to each questionnaire item were then directly coded by the SPSS 

program in order to calculate the coded answers and arrive at the percentage 

(Kent, 2015). 

3) Subsequently, the frequency and percentage of each item were presented in 

forms of tables and charts. 
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4) A comparison of the findings based on different groups of informants were 

made (see Chapter 4) and then discussed (see Chapter 5).  

3.3.3.3 Frameworks for Data Interpretation 

To interpret data from signs, the model from Lee (2015)’s study and some 

aspects from sociolinguistics were applied for interpreting the quantitative data.   

In his study of language use and language contact in Thailand, Lee (2015) 

proposed an integrated model called “Trend Magnet Model” which seeks to deeply 

understand the language contact phenomenon, specifically regarding that of the 

minority ethnic groups.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.5 A Trend Magnet Model 

Source: Lee, 2015, p. 331 

As shown in this model, the relationship between language users, especially 

minority-language speakers, and some social factors underlying the use of particular 
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languages in Thailand are described through the concepts of “globalization, 

regionalization, nationalism, urbanization, localization, separatism” (Lee, 2015, p. 

330). These trends and their attached languages overlap in particular communities, 

especially, the minority communities. Thus, this proposed model is suitable for this 

present study to describe the language phenomenon in the Deep South.  

Besides the Trend Magnet Model, aspects of sociolinguistics were employed 

for interpreting data. Sociolinguistics involves an investigation of the relation between 

language and a place or a society where the language is used (Spolsky, 1998; van Herk, 

2012). Not only a language and society are considered, but this field of study also takes 

class, status, gender, ethnicity of people in a particular community into account so as to 

observe the relationship between these factors and language use (Holmes, 1992; 

Wardhaugh, 2006). Additionally, van Herk (2012) points out that sociolinguistics is 

also concerned with the study of relation between different languages used within a 

given speech community, specifically a multilingual one where several languages come 

into contact. Spolsky (1998) furthers that the study of language and society can also 

reveal the power of politics that underlies certain use of a language/languages in a 

specific community. For example, in most sources, the government tends to value a 

particular language and devalue an ethnic language by exercising their power through 

language policy.  

Based on the above discussion, the sociolinguistic lens are suited for the 

interpretation of this study’s quantitative data for two important reasons: (1) 

participants in this study came from all social variables and (2) the issue of “language 

and politics” (Spolsky, 1998, p. 58) was significant because one of this research’s 

secondary data sources was taken from the official documents from the SBPAC.  

3.3 Qualitative Research 

Apart from the quantitative study, a qualitative inquiry also played a significant 

role in this study. Generally speaking, qualitative research mainly deals with “words 

and pictures rather than numbers” (Merriam, 2016, p. 17), and normally relies on 

documents, participant interviews as well as participant observation instead of using 

statistical measurements or experiments (p. 16). Likewise, Croker, (2009, p. 5) states, 

“...qualitative research entails collecting primarily textual data and examining it using 
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interpretive analysis”. Furthermore, Ravitch and Carl (2016) indicate that qualitative 

research is “based on the methodological pursuit of understanding the ways that people 

see, view, approach, and experience the world and make meaning of their experiences 

as well as specific phenomena within it” (p. 5). This can be interpreted that a qualitative 

inquiry can be used to describe an event that people normally encounter in everyday 

life. With these mentioned definitions, a qualitative method was used in this study to 

collect people’s opinions toward signs through interviews.  

Interviewing is regarded as a primary qualitative method; its main aim is to gain 

what people think toward specific issues (Merriam, 2016; Richards, 2009). In addition, 

the interview is needed when researchers cannot make an observation on people’s 

behaviors, feelings, or perceptions toward things surrounding them (Merriam, 2016). 

As such, interviews can serve as an appropriate research tool for gleaning qualitative 

data in this study.  

3.3.1 Data Collection: Interviews 

Based on the occurrence of signs and people’s attitudes toward signs gleaned 

from the questionnaires, interview questions were constructed to gain more insightful 

information from the participants in order to crosscheck the results in the questionnaire 

and the photos of signs.  

Among several types of interviews, the semi-structured interview was used. 

This type of interview has advantages which are, first, the researchers can have 

preliminary questions to guide a “conversation with a purpose” (Richards, 2009, p. 

186); and second, it allows interviewers to feel more comfortable in interviewing as it 

expands scope by asking questions that are not fixed and that go beyond the given 

questions (Richards, 2009; Merriam, 2016). 

 With regard to this method, participants who completed the questionnaire were 

asked to join the semi-structured interview session. The participants were recruited 

based on the interesting responses in their questionnaires and were voluntarily asked to 

be interviewed according to their free time. Interviewees were from four groups based 

on the questionnaire respondents: three locals of the three southernmost provinces (one 

from each), three non-locals, three Malaysian visitors from Malaysia, and three 

international visitors from the rest of the world. Thus, the total number of interviewees 
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in this study was twelve people (see Table 3.5). 

Table 3.5 The overview of participants joining interview sessions 

 

3.3.1.1 Interviews with Locals and Non-locals 

 Six participants, three local people in the research sites as insiders, and the same 

number as outsiders living elsewhere, were asked to read a consent (see Appendix 4 

and 5 for the English and Thai versions respectively) before attending the interview 

session. The interviews took no more than 5-10 minutes of each participant’s time. 

Participants were asked with a series of questions based on their questionnaire 

responses. Interviews were conducted both face-to-face and via telephoning in Thai. 

3.3.1.2 Interviews with Malaysian and International Visitors 

 Three people from each group of Malaysian visitors and international travelers 

to Thailand were asked to join the interview session. They were interviewed in English 

with a series of questions in reference to their responses given in the questionnaire. The 

participants were interviewed face-to-face in English. No more than 5 minutes of time 

was used for each participant’s interview.   

3.4.2 Analysis of the Interview Data  

The interview data were hereafter analyzed by using “data triangulation” 

(Ravitch & Carl, 2016, p. 195), which is widely used for crosschecking data in mixed 

Interviewees Number of 

Participants 

1. Locals 

(People living in the Deep South area) 

3 

2. Non-locals 

(People living in area except the three southernmost 

provinces) 

3 

3. Malaysian visitors from Malaysia 3 

4. International travelers from the rest of the world 3 

Total  12 
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methods research (Ivankova & Creswell, 2009). Similarly, Punch (2005), in referring 

to Bryman (1992) mentions eleven ways to bridge the two research paradigms: 

quantitative and qualitative; the first one that is mentioned is triangulation. 

“ Logic of triangulation. The findings from one type of study can be 

checked against the findings deriving from the other type. For example, 

the results of a qualitative investigation might be checked against a 

quantitative study. The aim is generally to enhance the validity of 

findings.”  

(Punch, 2005, p. 241) 

In addition, according to Croker (2009), triangulation is all about “obtaining 

different perspectives on a phenomenon by gathering data from different participants, 

and using a variety of data collection methods like observations, interviews, and 

questionnaires” (p. 11). Data triangulation is further supported by Barni and Bagna 

(2009) as an approach available for analyzing LL data. Accordingly, each data source 

in this study (i.e. (1) official documents, (2) public signs, (3) questionnaires, and (4) 

interviews were triangulated to see whether, how and to what degree the results of each 

source support one another (Barni & Bagna, 2009).  



 

CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 In this chapter, I present the main results of this research. I begin with showing 

the numerical data of signs collected from the research sites as well as giving examples 

of the signs.  Next, I demonstrate the frequency and percentage of each item in the 

questionnaires of different respondent groups.  The data are then compared and 

highlighted. I close the chapter with the conclusion. 

4.1 Results of Signs in the Deep South of Thailand 

 Regarding RQ1, RQ1. 1, RQ1. 2, RQ2, RQ3 and RQ4, the answer to what 

languages and how many languages are displayed on signs, sources and functions of 

signs including multimodality on signs were indicated in this section.  I initially offer 

an overview of the number of signs in the three southernmost provinces. I then elaborate 

on the data of signs in Pattani, Yala, and Narathiwat, respectively. The data of signs in 

each province was shown based on 1) Overview of signs according to main and minor 

streets, 2)  Numbers of language on signs, 3)  Sources of Signs, 4)  Degrees of 

multimodality and 5) Functions of signs.     

4.1.1 Overview of Signs in the Deep South  

 1,746 photos of signs were the total number of this study’s data. As can be seen 

in Table 4. 1 below, 518 signs were taken from the given streets in Pattani, 605 signs 

from Yala, and 623 signs, constituted the highest number, from Narathiwat.  

Table 4.1 Total number of signs in each southernmost province 

 

 

 

Number of Signs in Each Southernmost Province 

The Deep South Number of Signs 

1. Pattani 518 

2. Yala 605 

3. Narathiwat 623 

Total 1,746 
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Other considerable aspects of signs along with the examples of signs found in 

each province will be introduced in the following sections.   

4.1.2 Signs in Pattani 

The total number of signs in Pattani was 518 as aforementioned. These number 

can be categorized according to the type of streets and the street names.  In Table 4. 2, 

the nominal numbers refer to the name of each street through this section:  1)  Nong 

Chik, 2) Charoen Pradit, 3) Yarang-Nakluea (the first three as main streets), 4) Poon 

Sawat, 5) Sarit and 6) Sararom (the rest as minor streets). It is of note that the nominal 

numbers are also applied to the streets in the other two provinces: Yala and Narthiwat. 

Table 4.2 below demonstrates that 471 signs (91%) out of 518 signs belonged 

to the main street category which was about ten times higher than its counterpart:  the 

minor street category which possessed only 47 signs (9%) of all.  

Table 4.2 The overall number of signs in Pattani according to main and minor streets 
 

 

4. 1. 2. 1 Number of Languages on Official and Private Signs in 

Pattani 

The overall occurrences of each language on official and private signs in Pattani 

is presented in this section.  More diverse languages ( seven languages in total:  Thai, 

English, Patani- Malay, Japanese, French, Chinese and Bahasa Malay)  can be seen in 

the main street category ( street no.  1- 3)  of both official and private signs while five 

languages (Thai, English, Patani-Malay, Arabic and Chinese) were found in the minor 

group (street no. 4-6) (see Table 4.3). It is of note that numbers of languages on signs 

in the main and minor streets was not importantly contrastive; the difference was rather 

Pattani 
Total  

Types of Streets No. of Streets Number of Signs 

Main Street 

No.1 133 

471 (91%) No.2 171 

No.3 167 

Minor Street 

No.4 11 

47 (9%) No.5 20 

No.6 16 

Total  518  
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seen in the order and combination of languages on signs.  A number of languages 

displayed on signs can be categorized into monolingual, bilingual and multilingual 

signs. 

According to Table 4. 3, monolingual and bilingual categories were sharing a 

large number of signs in Pattani’s research areas. Significantly, monolingual signs were 

about six times higher than multilingual signs.  However, it is interesting to note that 

the monolingual and bilingual signs were higher found in the private sign category 

whereas the multilingual ones were more widespread on official signs.  Monolingual 

signs also made up the largest part of the linguistic landscape in Pattani accounting for 

53% (275 signs) while 39% (200 signs) of signs was bilingual. The multilingual signs 

were seen for 8% (43 signs) of all signs.  

In addition, it is shown that the number of private signs (322 signs or 62%) was 

almost three quarter of all signs while official signs accounting for 38% (196 signs). It 

is of note that private signs’ visibility was enlarged in every main and minor street (see 

Table 4.3).  
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Languages Displayed on Monolingual Signs in Pattani 

Based on monolingual signs’  data, Thai had the strongest presence which 

accounted for 96%  ( 265 signs)  of all signs and the only other language found on this 

type of signs was English counting for 4% (10 signs) of the signs (see Figure 4.1). 

 

Figure 4.1 Languages on Monolingual Signs in Pattani 

Note: T = Thai and E = English 

Languages displayed on signs can also be categorized based on official and 

private signs. Thai was used most frequently on official signs accounting for 29% (78 

signs)  and for 71% (187 signs)  on private signs whereas English was seen on official 

signs counting for 10% (1 sign) and for 90% (9 signs) on private signs. It is crucial to 

note that while monolingual Thai signs were largely spread in both official and private 

categories, monolingual English was; on the other hand, higher seen on private signs in 

comparison to its counterpart:  the official sign, which comprised only one sign of its 

type (see Figure 4.2). 

96%

4%

T E
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Figure 4.2 Official and Private Monolingual Signs in Pattani 

Note: T = Thai and E = English 

Examples of Monolingual Signs in Pattani 

  

 

  

 

Figure 4.3 An official ‘Thai’ sign in Pattani 

 

 

Figure 4.4 A private ‘English’ sign in Pattani 
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Languages Displayed on Bilingual Signs in Pattani 

For bilingual signs, Thai and English signs had the highest number accounting 

for 74%  ( 148 signs)  of all signs.  English and Thai signs were found counting at 15% 

(34 signs) of all. It is followed by Thai and Patani-Malay signs accounting for 6% (13 

signs)  whereas only 1%  ( 1 sign)  found in the rest of each combination; namely, ( 1) 

Thai and Arabic, (2) Patani-Malay and Thai, (3) Patani-Malay and English, (4) Japanese 

and English and (5) French and Thai (see Figure 4.5). 

 

Figure 4.5 Languages on Bilingual Signs in Pattani 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, A = Arabic, J = Japanese and                

F = French  

Moreover, Thai and English signs were counted as the highest number at 51% 

( 76 signs)  and 49%  ( 72 signs)  of languages used on official and private signs, 

respectively ( see Figure 4. 6) .  These two language codes also played the second vital 

role on signs, but with different order, English and Thai signs which accounted for 9% 

(3 signs) on official signs and for over 90% (31 signs) on private ones.  It is followed 

by Thai and Patani-Malay combination accounting for 62% (8 signs) on official signs 

and accounting for 38%  ( 5 signs)  on private signs.  The rest combination of two 

languages was only found in the private category; each combination was counted for 

100% (1 sign per each); namely, (1) Thai and Arabic, (2) Patani-Malay and Thai, (3) 

Patani-Malay and English, (4) Japanese and English and (5) French and Thai.  
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It is also interesting to note that only the first three couples of languages were 

seen in both official and private categories while every bilingual sign was present in the 

private category (see Figure 4.6).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.6 Official and Private Bilingual Signs in Pattani 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, A = Arabic, J = Japanese and         

F = French  

Examples of Bilingual Signs in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.7 An official ‘Thai and English’ sign in Pattani 
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Figure 4.8 An official ‘Thai and Patani-Malay’ sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.9 An official ‘Thai and Patani-Malay’ sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.10 A private ‘Thai and Arabic’ sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.11 A private ‘Japanese and English’ sign in Pattani 

 

Languages Displayed on Multilingual Signs in Pattani 

Multilingualism on signs in Pattani is demonstrated in this section.  As can be 

seen from Figure 4.12, 40% (17 signs) of signs belonged to Thai, English and Patani-

Malay signs.  The same percentage (40% or 17 signs)  was also found in Thai, Patani-

Malay and English signs.  It is followed by Thai, Chinese and Patani- Malay signs 

accounting for 6% (2 signs) of all. Each of the rest combination made up for 2% (1 sign 

for each) of all signs, namely, (1) Arabic, Patani-Malay and Thai, (2) Thai, English and 

Chinese, (3) Thai, Chinese and Patani-Malay, (4) English, Patani-Malay and Thai, (5) 
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Thai, Arabic and Bahasa Malay, ( 6)  Thai, Arabic, English and Patani- Malay and ( 7) 

Thai, Patani-Malay, English and Chinese.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.12 Languages on Multilingual Signs in Pattani  
 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, BM = Bahasa Malay, C = Chinese 

and A = Arabic 

As can be seen from Figure 4. 13, Thai, English and Patani- Malay signs were 

seen on official signs accounting for 88% (15 signs) while these three language codes 

were visible on private signs counting for only 12% (2 signs)  of all.  These languages 

with different order, Thai, Patani- Malay and English, were also found at 94%  ( or 16 

signs) in the official category while 6% (1 sign) of all was seen in the private category. 

Besides, these seven multilingual sign groups were only visible on private signs which 

was counted for 100%  of its type; they were ( 1)  Thai, Chinese and Patani- Malay ( 2 

signs) , (2) Arabic, Patani-Malay and Thai (1 sign) , (3) Thai, English and Chinese (1 

sign), (4) Thai, Chinese and Patani-Malay (1 sign), (5) English, Patani-Malay and Thai 

( 1 sign) , ( 6)  Thai, Arabic and Bahasa Malay ( 1 sign)  and ( 7)  Thai, Patani- Malay, 

English and Chinese (1 sign). The last one sign was displayed by Thai, Arabic, English 

and Patani- Malay which belonged to the official category.  It is clear to point out that 

the use of diverse languages on multilingual signs in Pattani were found more in the 
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private category.  This is congruent with the findings discussed in the bilingual sign 

section (see Figure 4.6).  

It is more productive to note that the use of Thai was more visible on official 

signs as the bigger code and the first order on signs (see Figure 4.17 and 4.18). Arabic 

and Bahasa Malay also came to play their important roles in religious place- name 

signage ( see Figure 4. 14 and 4. 23) .  Similar to Chinese, the language was normally 

written on the building signage for mainly business purpose (see Figure 4.17, 4.19, 4.20 

and 4.21). In addition, it can be noticed that English expanded its use in most language 

combinations on signs (see Figure 4.13).  

 

Figure 4.13 Official and Private Multilingual Signs in Pattani 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, BM = Bahasa Malay, C = Chinese 

and A = Arabic 
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Examples of Multilingual Signs in Pattani 

 

 

Figure 4.14 An official ‘Thai, Arabic and English’ sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.15 An official ‘Thai, English and Patani-Malay’ sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.16 An official ‘Thai, Patani-Malay and English’sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.17 An official ‘Thai, English, Patani-Malay and Chinese’ sign in Pattani 
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Figure 4.18 An official ‘Thai, Patani-Malay, English and Chinese’ sign in Pattani 
 

 

Figure 4.19 A private ‘Thai, Chinese and English’ sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.20 A private ‘Thai, English and Chinese’ sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.21 A private ‘Thai, Chinese and Patani-Malay’ sign in Pattani 
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Figure 4.22 A private ‘English, Patani-Malay and Thai’ sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.23 A private ‘Thai, Arabic and Bahasa Malay’ sign in Pattani 

4.1.2.2 Degrees of Multimodality on Signs in Pattani 

The degrees of multimodality on signs in Pattani were present in this section. 

281 signs ( 54% )  of all signs contained only texts or monomodal signs whereas 237 

signs (46%) consisted of texts and other modes, such as pictures (see Table 4.4). It is 

of note that there was no dramatically contrastive number between these two types of 

multimodality on signs in Pattani.  However, the salient finding came up when an 

interesting mode of communication was presented along with the text. Instead of using 

a picture, a sculpture of the polymeric structure was constructed above the sign with the 

message written as “ Department of Rubber Technology and Polymer Science” .  This 

productive phenomenon of multimodality on signs can be seen below along with other 

examples.  
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Table 4.4 The overview of multimodality on signs in Pattani 

Examples of Monomodal and Multimodal Signs in Pattani 

 

 

Figure 4.24 A monomodal (only written text) sign in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.25 A multimodal (text and picture) sign in Pattani 

Pattani Degrees of Multimodality 

 

     Total 
Types of 

Streets 

No. of 

Streets 

Monomodal Multimodal 

Text only 
Text and 

Picture 

Text and 

Sculpture 

Main 

Street 

No.1 90 43 - 133 

No.2 84 86 1 171 

No.3 84 83 - 167 

Minor 

Street 

No.4 6 5 - 11 

No.5 10 10 - 20 

No.6 7 9 - 16 

Total 281 (54%) 237 (46%) 518 
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Figure 4.26 A multimodal (text and sculpture) sign in Pattani 

4.1.2.3 Functions of Signs in Pattani 

In this section, functions of signs in Pattani were reported. The majority of signs 

(322 signs or 62%) belonged to the advertising category while the informative function 

was accounted for 37% (192 signs) (see Table 4.5). The last 4 signs (or 1%) were only 

found in the main street sign category; these signs served both purposes. It is interesting 

to note that these two purposive signs were all official.  They were mostly billboards 

created by the local administration with the aim to inform the event news to the 

passersby (see Figure 4.29). 

Table 4.5 The overview of functions of signs in Pattani 

 

 

 

 

 

Pattani Functions of Sign 
 

Total Types of 

Streets 

No. of 

Streets 

Informative Advertising Both 

Main 

Street 

No.1 55 76 2 133 

No.2 57 112 2 171 

No.3 64 103 - 167 

 

Minor 

Street 

No.4 4 7 - 11 

No.5 8 12 - 20 

No.6 4 12 - 16 

Total 192 (37%) 322 (62%) 4 (1%) 518 
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Examples of Functions of Signs in Pattani 

 

Figure 4.27 An informative sign in Pattani  

 

Figure 4.28 An advertising sign in Pattani  

 

Figure 4.29 A sign that served both purposes in Pattani  

 

4.1.3 Signs in Yala 

605 signs found in the research sites in Yala were used as the data in this section. 

In Table 4. 6, the nominal numbers refer to the name of each street which will be used 

through this section; they are 1)Wongwienrop 1, 2, 3, 2)Sukkhayang, and 3)Sirorot as 



 73 

main streets, 4)Thonwithi 1 5)Santisuk, and 6)Phang Mueang 2 as minor streets. 

The highest number of signs in Yala was found in street no. 3 counting for 333 

signs while the lowest number was in the minor street no.6 accounting for only 13 signs 

( see Table 4. 6) .  Besides, the majority of signs in Yala was visible in the main street 

group counting for 91% or 552 signs of all in which it was almost ten times higher than 

the minor street group which constituted only 9% (53 signs) of all signs.  

Table 4.6 The overall number of signs in Yala according to main and minor streets 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.1.3.1 Number of Languages on Official and Private Signs in Yala 

 The overall number of languages displayed on official and private signs in Yala 

was demonstrated in this section.  More diversity of languages ( six languages in total: 

Thai, English, Patani-Malay, Chinese, Bahasa Malay and Arabic) were found on signs 

in the main street category in Yala on both official and private signs while five 

languages ( Thai, English, Patani- Malay, Chinese and Bahasa Malay)  were also 

displayed on signs in the minor streets, specifically on private signs ( see Table 4. 7) . 

Furthermore, monolingual signs were about one-half of all signs (300 out of 605) which 

almost tripled the number of multilingual signs (96 signs or 16%). The bilingual signs 

were accounted for 34%  ( or 209 signs)  of all signs.  The situation of the degrees of 

language on signs in Yala resembles to that in Pattani ( see Figure 4. 2)  when 

monolingual signs had been the majority of all signs in both Yala and Pattani. Besides, 

a large number of signs ( 364 signs or about 60% )  belonged to the private category 

whereas its counterpart was accounted for 241 signs (40%) of all.  

Yala 

Total Types of 

Streets 

No. of Streets Number of Signs  

Main 

Street 

No.1 170  

552 (91%) No.2 49 

No.3 333 

Minor 

Street 

No.4 23  

53 (9%) No.5 17 

No.6 13 

Total  605 
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 The occurrence of languages is carried out based on three main degrees of 

language:  Monolingual, Bilingual and Multilingual.  Each degree of language used on 

signs was delineated in the subsequent sections.  
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Languages Displayed on Monolingual Signs in Yala 

Thai was mostly widespread on monolingual signs in Yala accounting for over 

90% (273 signs) of all. The English monolingual signs were the second spread language 

counting for 8% (24 signs) while there were only three signs (1%) written with Patani-

Malay (see Figure 4.30 below). 

 

Figure 4.30 Languages on Monolingual Signs in Yala 

Note: T = Thai, E = English and PM = Patani-Malay 

Thai was mostly used among other languages on both official and private 

monolingual signs in Yala: on official signs counting for 32% (88 signs) and on private 

signs counting for 68%  ( 185 signs) .  Coming as the second was the English language 

accounting for only 4% (1 sign) on official signs while reaching 96% (or 23 signs) of 

its type on private signs.  These ranks of languages of Thai as the first and English as 

the second on monolingual signs in Yala are parallel with results of those in Pattani (see 

Figure 4. 1) .  Moreover, the minority language widely used in the Deep South came to 

play its role on monolingual signs.  Patani- Malay was found on private signs counting 

for 100%  ( 2 signs)  since there was no report on its use in the official category as 

illustrated in Figure 4.31.  

91%

8% 1%

T E PM
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Figure 4.31 Official and Private Monolingual Signs in Yala 

Note: T = Thai, E = English and PM = Patani-Malay 

Examples of Monolingual Signs in Yala 

 

 

Figure 4.32 An official ‘Thai’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.33 A private ‘English’ sign in Yala 
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Figure 4.34 A private ‘Patani-Malay’ sign in Yala 

Languages Displayed on Bilingual Signs in Yala 

 For bilingual signs, Thai and English combination gained its wide visibility 

accounting for 68% (161 signs) of all, followed by Thai and Patani-Malay combination 

which comprised 11% (21 signs) of all signs.  The third rank went to the combination 

of Thai and Chinese which accounted for 6% (8 signs) while 4% (5 signs) of signs was 

displayed by English and Thai.  The fifth rank shared by these two combinations, ( 1) 

Thai and Bahasa Malay and (2) Thai and Arabic, which equally gained its use on signs 

for 3%  ( 4 signs for each)  of all signs.  Coming after was Patani- Malay and Thai 

combination which accounts for 2%  ( 3 signs)  of the signs.  The last three couples of 

languages comprised 1%  or 1 sign for each; namely, ( 1)  Bahasa Malay and Thai, ( 2) 

English and Patani-Malay and (3) Chinese and Thai as can be seen from Figure 4.35.  

 

Figure 4.35 Languages on Bilingual Signs in Yala 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, BM = Bahasa Malay, C = Chinese 

and A = Arabic 

68%

11%

6%
4%

3% 3% 2% 1% 1% 1%

T+E T+PM T+C E+T T+BM T+A PM+T BM+T E+PM C+T
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Based on official and private signs in Yala, the dominant combination of 

languages on signs in Yala’ s research fields was Thai and English which was highly 

spread on official signs for over 55%  ( 89 signs)  of the signs and on private signs for 

45% (72 signs) (see Figure 4.36). It is followed by Thai and Patani-Malay as the second 

rank; these two languages were used more on private signs accounting for 95%  ( 20 

signs) of all signs while they were rarely seen on official ones counting for only 5% (1 

sign) of its type.  Next, Thai and Chinese came to play their important roles on private 

signs counting for 88% (7 signs)  of all while they marked the use on one official sign 

or 12%  of all signs.  The following combinations of languages belonged to the only 

private category in which each combination was counted for 100% of its type; namely, 

( 1)  English and Thai ( 5 signs) , ( 2)  Thai and Bahasa Malay ( 4 signs) , ( 3)  Thai and 

Arabic (4 signs) , (4) Patani-Malay and Thai (3 signs) , (5) Chinese and Thai (1 sign) 

and (6) English and Patani-Malay (1 sign). Lastly, Bahasa Malay and Thai combination, 

on the contrary, belonged to the official category accounting for 100%  or only 1 sign 

of its type.  

 It is interesting to note that the use of Arabic, Patani- Malay and Bahasa Malay 

on signs in Yala is similar to that of Pattani as these languages were related and mainly 

functioned for religious purposes (e.g. Figure 4.38 and 4.39). Still, English expanded 

its dominant use along with the minority language in Yala (see Figure 4.45). Likewise, 

Chinese was spread on business- purpose signs ( see Figure 4. 41) .  This language also 

played the role in the realm of Chinese religious rituals when it was first written along 

with Thai on the Shrine place-name signage (see Figure 4.46). 
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Figure 4.36 Official and Private Bilingual Signs in Yala 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, BM = Bahasa Malay, C = Chinese 

and A = Arabic 

Examples of Bilingual Signs in Yala 

 

 

Figure 4.37 An official ‘Thai and English’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.38 An official ‘Patani-Malay and Thai’ sign in Yala 
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Figure 4.39 An official ‘Bahasa Malay and Thai’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.40 A private ‘Thai and Patani-Malay’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.41 A private ‘Thai and Chinese’ sign in Yala 

 

 

Figure 4.42 A private ‘English and Thai’ sign in Yala 
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Figure 4.43 A private ‘Thai and Bahasa Malay’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.44 A private ‘Thai and Arabic’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.45 A private ‘English and Patani-Malay’ sign in Yala 
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Figure 4.46 A private ‘Chinese and Thai’ sign in Yala 

 

Languages Displayed on Multilingual Signs in Yala 

Thai, English, Patani- Malay and Chinese signs had the strongest presence of 

multilingual signs in Yala counting for 57% (54 signs) of the signs which doubled the 

second rank: Thai, English and Patani-Malay signs counting for 20% (19 signs) of all 

signs.  The third rank was shared by the same set of languages, but different orders (1) 

Thai, English and Chinese and ( 2)  Thai, Chinese and English in which each 

combination was accounted for 5% (5 signs for each). It is followed by Thai, Chinese 

and Patani-Malay which counted for 3% (3 signs) of the signs. In the fifth rank, 2% (2 

signs) of the signs equally belonged to (1) Patani-Malay, Thai and English combination 

and ( 2)  Thai, Chinese, English and Patani- Malay combination.  Another six 

combinations gained one percent for each (or 1 sign for each): (1) Thai, Patani-Malay, 

Chinese and English, (2) Thai, Patani-Malay and English, (3) Thai, Bahasa Malay and 

Patani-Malay, (4) Patani-Malay, Arabic and Thai, (5) Thai, Chinese, Patani-Malay and 

English and (6) Thai, English, Bahasa Malay and Patani-Malay as shown in Figure 4.47 

below. 
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Figure 4.47 Languages on Multilingual Signs in  Yala 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, BM = Bahasa Malay, C = Chinese 

and A = Arabic 

The percentage of each language used in multilingal offcial and private signs in 

Yala was demonstrated in this section. As can be seen from Figure 4.48 below, the four-

language combination:  Thai, English, Patani- Malay and Chinese was the largest 

multilingual linguistic landscape seen in Yala accounting for over 93%  ( 50 signs)  on 

the official category while rarely seen on private signs counting for only 7%  ( 4 signs) 

of the signs.  Thai, English and Patani- Malay came to play the second vital role 

comprising 79% (15 signs)  on private signs and 21% (4 signs)  on official ones.  The 

third rank went to these two categories which shared the same set of languages, but 

different orders; namely, ( 1)  Thai, Enlgish and Chinese and ( 2)  Thai, Chinese and 

English. These two combinations were visible more on private signs counting for 80% 

(4 signs) whereas they were hardly seen on the official category accounting for 20% or 

only 1 sign.  Coming next was the use of Thai, Chinese and Patani- Malay which was 

widespread on private signs alone counting for 100%  ( 3 signs)  of its type.  Besides, 

Patani- Malay, Thai and English were equally present on both official and private 

categories counting for 50% or 1 sign for each type.  Next, Thai, Chinese, English and 
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Patani-Malay belonged to only the private category counting for 100% (2 signs) of its 

type.  The three following combinations of languages on signs belonged to the official 

category only which counted for 100% (1 sign for each)  of each combination, that is, 

(1) Thai, Patani-Malay, Chinese and English, (2) Thai, Patani-Malay and English and 

( 3)  Thai, Bahasa Malay and Patani- Malay.  In contrast, the last three combinations of 

multilingual signs were all displayed in the private landscape: (1) Patani-Malay, Arabic 

and Thai, (2) Thai, Chinese, Patani-Malay and English and (3) Thai, English, Bahasa 

Malay and Patani-Malay in which each combination comprising 100% or 1 sign of its 

type. 

 

 

Figure 4.48 Official and Private Multilingual Signs in Yala 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, BM = Bahasa Malay, C = Chinese 

and A = Arabic 
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Examples of Multilingual Signs in Yala 

 

Figure 4.49 An official ‘Patani-Malay, Thai and English’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.50 An official ‘Thai, Patani-Malay and English’ sign in Yala  

 

 

Figure 4.51 An official ‘Thai, Patani-Malay, Chinese and English’ sign in Yala 
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Figure 4.52 An official ‘Thai, English, Patani-Malay and Chinese’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.53 A private ‘Thai, English and Patani-Malay’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.54 A private ‘Thai, English and Patani-Malay’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.55 A private ‘Thai, Chinese and English’ sign in Yala 
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Figure 4.56 A private ‘Thai, Chinese and Patani-Malay’ sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.57 A private ‘Thai, Chinese, English and Patani-Malay’ sign in Yala  

 

Figure 4.58 A private ‘Thai, English, Bahasa Malay and Patani-Malay’ sign in Yala  
 

4.1.3.2 Degrees of Multimodality on Signs in Yala 

The majority of signs in Yala were monomodal (written with text only) counting 

for 318 signs ( 53% )  of the signs while 287 signs ( 47% )  of all signs were found 

multimodal (written with text along with pictures) (see Table 4.8).  
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Table 4.8 The overview of degrees of multimodality on signs in Yala 

Examples of Monomodal and Multimodal Signs in Yala 

 

 

  

 

Figure 4.59 A monomodal (only written text) sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.60 A multimodal (text and picture) sign in Yala 

4.1.3.3 Functions of Signs in Yala 

More than a half of all signs in Yala ( 60%  or 363 signs)  was operated for 

informative purpose while 38% (or 231 signs) of the signs was employed for business-

related or advertising basis ( see Table 4. 9) .  It is also reported that 11 signs or 2%  of 

them served both informative and advertising purposes.   It is of note that advertising 

signs were spread more in the minor streets, especially in the main street no. 3 where 

the advertising signs were almost four times higher than informative ones. 

Yala Degrees of Multimodality  

 

Total 
Types 

of Streets 

No. of  

Signs 

Monomodal Multimodal 

Text only Text and picture 

Main 

Street 

No.1 78 92 170 

No.2 22 27 49 

No.3 188 145 333 

Minor 

Street 

No.4 15 8 23 

No.5 10 7 17 

No.6 5 8 13 

Total 318 (53%) 287 (47%) 605 
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Significantly, the two-purpose signs were mostly seen in every main street counting for 

10 signs while 1 sign of its type can be only found in the minor street no. 6 as 

demonstrated in Table 4.9 below. 

Table 4.9 The overview of functions of signs in Yala  

 

 

Examples of Functions of Signs in Yala 

 

Figure 4.61 An informative sign in Yala 

 

Figure 4.62 An advertising sign in Yala 

Yala Functions of Signs 
 

Total 
Types of 

Streets 

No. of 

Streets 
Informative Advertising Both 

Main 

Street 

No.1 105 64 1 170 

No.2 32 16 1 49 

No.3 76 249 8 333 

 

Minor 

Street 

No.4 11 12 - 23 

No.5 1 16 - 17 

No.6 6 6 1 13 

Total 231 (38%) 363 (60%) 11 (2%) 605 
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Figure 4.63 A sign that served both purposes in Yala  

4.1.4 Signs in Narathiwat 

 In this section, the data of signs in Narathiwat as the last research site of the 

Deep South was demonstrated.  First off, the nominal numbers for each street name 

were addressed as follows:  ( 1)  Phuphaphakdi, ( 2)  Suriya Pradit, and ( 3) 

Rangaemakkha as main streets and (4) Panason, (5) Chan Uthit, and (6) Na Nakhon as 

minor streets. 

The number of signs in this province was 623 in total.  Apparently, the main 

street no.3 comprised the highest number of signs accounting for 293 signs of all while 

the lowest number ( 15 signs)  belonged to the minor street no. 5 ( see Table 4. 10) . 

Overall, 84%  ( or 525 signs)  of the signs were from the main street category whereas 

16% (98 signs) of all signs belonged to the minor street group. This situation of more 

visibility on signs in the main street group corresponds to that in Pattani (see Table 4.2) 

and in Yala (see Table 4.6).   

Table 4.10 Number of signs in Narathiwat according to main and minor streets 

 

 
Narathiwat  

Total Types of Streets No. of Streets Number of Signs  

Main Street 

No.1 98  

525 

(84%) 
No.2 134 

No.3 293 

Minor Street 

No.4 54  

98 

(16%) 
No.5 18 

No.6 26 

Total  623 
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4. 1. 4. 1 Number of Languages on Official and Private Signs in 

Narathiwat 

 Numbers of languages displayed on official and private signs in Narathiwat’ s 

linguistic landscape were shown in this section.  Monolingual signs played the major 

role counting for 48%  ( 301 signs)  of the signs.  The slightly different number at 41% 

(254 signs)  was accounted for bilingual signs whereas 68 signs or 11% of all signs in 

this province were multilingual as demonstrated in Table 4.11 below. 

 With reference to Table 4. 11, each language displayed on signs in Narathiwat 

was also presented.  It is clear to see that the number of languages ( Six languages in 

total:  Thai, Arabic, English, Patani- Malay, Chinese and Bahasa Malay)  was more 

plentiful on the main street category while signs in the minor street group were written 

with less languages (Four languages: Thai, Arabic, English and Bahasa Malay). This is 

in line with the results of those in Pattani and Yala (see Table 4.3 and 4.7, respectively). 

This was especially contrast when we compare numbers of languages displayed on the 

private category to the official category in the street no. 4, 5 and 6 where only 

monolingual Thai signs and bilingual Thai-English signs were available.  

 Moreover, official signs had the higher share of all signs in Naratiwat’s research 

sites accounting for 51% (315 signs) of all signs while the nearly number of signs, 308 

signs or 49%  of all signs, belonged to the private category.  The occurrence of each 

language used on official and private signs was elaborated on according to their 

degrees: monolingual, bilingual and multilingual in the following section. 
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Languages Displayed on Monolingual Signs in Narathiwat 

Thai still maintained its use as the most seen language on monolingual signs in 

Narathiwat accounting for 98%  ( 297 signs)  of all, including that of Pattani and Yala 

(see Figure 4.1 and 4.30, respectively) while Arabic and English equally shared 2% (2 

signs for each) of all signs as the only other languages on this type of signs as shown in 

Figure 4.64.  

 

Figure 4.64 Languages on Monolingual Signs in Narathiwat 

Note: T = Thai, E = English and A = Arabic 

   Moreover, Thai was seen more on private signs counting for 58% (173 

signs)  of the signs while another 42%  ( or 124 signs)  of all belonged to the official 

category ( see Figure 4. 65) .  Next, the equal number of signs was seen in monolingual 

Arabic signs ( 2 signs:  1 on official and another on private signs)  and monolingual 

English signs (2 signs: all belonged to the only private category). 
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T A E



 95 

 

Figure 4.65 Official and Private Monolingual Signs in Narathiwat 

 

Note: T = Thai, E = English and A = Arabic 

Examples of Monolingual Signs in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.66 An official ‘Thai’ sign in Narathiwat 
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Figure 4.67 An official ‘Patani-Malay’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.68 A private ‘English’ sign in Narathiwat 

Languages Displayed on Bilingual Signs in Narathiwat 

As in Pattani ( see Figure 4. 5)  and Yala ( see Figure 4. 35) , Thai and English 

signs still possessed the highest share of percent on bilingual signs in Naratiwat ( see 

Figure 4.69)  accounting for over 70% (211 signs)  of the signs, followed by (1)  Thai 

and Arabic signs counting for 10% (17 signs), (2) English and Thai signs counting for 

9% (16 signs), (3) Thai and Patani-Malay signs counting for 5% (5 signs) and (4) Thai 

and Chinese signs counting for 3% (3 signs). The last two combinations gained 1% (1 

sign for each) of all signs: (1) Arabic and Thai and (2) Arabic and Patani-Malay. 
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Figure 4.69 Languages on Bilingual Signs in Narathiwat 
 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, C = Chinese and A = Arabic 

 Besides, Thai and English combination can be found more on official signs 

accounting for 62% (130 signs) of all and comprising 38% (or 81 signs) on the private 

category as illustrated in Figure 4. 70.  It is followed by Thai and Arabic combination 

which accounted for 94%  ( 16 signs)  on private signs while 6%  ( 1 sign)  of the signs 

belonged to the official category.  Coming next as the third rank was English and Thai 

signs; 94%  ( 15 signs)  of the signs were visible on the private category while 6%  ( 1 

sign)  of them was found in the official category.  In addition, Thai and Patani- Malay 

combination was seen more on official signs counting for 60%  ( 3 signs)  and another 

40% (2 signs) of the signs was seen on private ones. The use of Thai and Chinese was 

still prevalent on private signs only accounting for 100% (3 signs) of its type. The last 

two combinations; (1) Arabic and Thai and (2) Arabic and Patani-Malay, had a minimal 

presence since there was one sign for each combination on only the private category. It 

is more interesting to note that the use of Arabic and Patani- Malay on signs were still 

related to religious domain of language use ( see Figure 4. 71 and 4. 72)  which is 

supported by the results of those in Pattani (see Figure 4.10, 4.14, 4.16 and 4.23) and 

Yala ( see Figure 4. 38, 4. 39 and 4. 49) .  Similarly, the relation between Chinese and 

business signs was seen in Narathiwat (see Figure 4.75, 4.87 and 4.90). 

71%

10%
9%

5%
3% 1% 1%

T+E T+A E+T T+PM T+C A+T A+PM



 98 

 

Figure 4.70 Official and Private Bilingual Signs in Narathiwat 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, C = Chinese and A = Arabic 

Examples of Bilingual Signs in Narathiwat 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 4.71 An official ‘Thai and Patani-Malay’ sign in Narathiwat 
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Figure 4.72 An official ‘Thai and Arabic’ sign in Narathiwat 
 

 

 

Figure 4.73 An official ‘English and Thai’ sign in Narathiwat 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.74 A private ‘Thai and Patani-Malay’ sign in Narathiwat 
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Figure 4.75 A private ‘Thai and Chinese’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

 

Figure 4.76 A private ‘Thai and English’ sign in Narathiwat 
 

 

Figure 4.77 A private ‘English and Thai’ sign in Narathiwat 

Languages Displayed on Multilingual Signs in Narathiwat 

For multilingual signs, the first two highly seen combinations ( same language 

codes with different orders) went to (1) Thai, English and Patani-Malay and (2) Thai, 

Patani-Malay and English in which each combination gained their presence accounting 

for 40%  ( 27 signs for each)  of all signs in Narathiwat’ s research sites.  In the second 

rank, Thai, Arabic and English came into play with the percentage of 7 (4 signs) of the 
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signs. Other three combinations equally shared 3% (2 signs for each) for their visibility 

on this type of signs:  ( 1)  Thai, English, Bahasa Malay and Patani- Malay, ( 2)  Thai, 

English and Chinese and ( 3)  Thai, Chinese and English.  The rest four combinations 

comprised 1% (1 sign for each) of all signs; namely, (1) Thai, English, Patani-Malay 

and Chinese, (2) Thai, Chinese, English and Patani-Malay and (4) Thai, Bahasa Malay 

and English as shown in Figure 4.78. 

 

 

Figure 4.78 Languages on Multilingual Signs in Narathiwat 
 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, BM = Bahasa Malay, C = Chinese 

and A = Arabic 

 According to official and private multilingual signs in Narathiwat, Thai, English 

and Patani-Malay combination gained its presence for 93% (25 signs)  of the signs on 

official signs while 7% (or 2 signs) of the signs was seen on the private category (see 

Figure 4.79). The second combination got 93% (25 signs) on official signs and 7% (2 

signs)  on private ones; these signs were written with Thai, Patani- Malay and English. 

Next, 4 signs displayed by Thai, Arabic and English were only found on the private 

category counting for 100%  of its type.  It is followed by the two combinations only 

found on official signs; ( 1)  Thai, English, Bahasa Malay and Patani- Malay and ( 2) 

Thai, English and Chinese which comprised 100%  ( 2 signs)  of each type.  Besides, 
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Thai, Chinese and English signs were; on the other hand, seen only on the private 

category counting 100% (2 signs) of its type. Coming after was Thai, English, Patani-

Malay and Chinese combination which was only found on the official category (100% 

or 1 sign) .  The rest three combinations, only found in the private category, got 100% 

( 1 sign)  of its combination; ( 1)  Thai, Chinese, English and Patani- Malay, ( 2)  Thai, 

Bahasa Malay and Patani-Malay and (3) Thai, Bahasa Malay and English. 

 In addition, it is interesting to note that there were only first two combinations 

of languages that shared their use on both official and private categories while the rest 

of each combination seemed to belong to either official or private groups.  Besides, if 

we take a look at the use of languages on signs in both official and private categories, 

the latter was still more diverse with different orders of language use. This diversity of 

language combination on private multilingual signs is corresponding to that of Pattani 

(see Figure 4.13) and Yala (see Figure 4.48).       

 

Figure 4.79 Official and Private Multilingual Signs in Narathiwat 

Note: T = Thai, E = English, PM = Patani-Malay, BM = Bahasa Malay, C = Chinese 

and A = Arabic 
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Examples of Multilingual Signs in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.80 An official ‘Thai, English and Patani-Malay’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.81 An official ‘Thai, Patani-Malay and English’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.82 An official ‘Thai, Patani-Malay and English’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.83 An official ‘Thai, English, Bahasa Malay and Patani-Malay’ sign in  

        Narathiwat 
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Figure 4.84 An official ‘Thai, English, Patani-Malay and Chinese’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

 

Figure 4.85 A private ‘Thai, Arabic and English’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.86 A private ‘Thai, English and Chinese’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.87 A private ‘Thai, Chinese and English’ sign in Narathiwat 
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Figure 4.88 A private ‘Thai, Patani-Malay and Bahasa Malay’ sign in Narathiwat 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.89 A private ‘Thai, Bahasa Malay and English’ sign in Narathiwat 

 

Figure 4.90 A private ‘Thai, Chinese, English and Patani-Malay’ sign in Narathiwat 

4.1.4.2 Degrees of Multimodality on Signs in Narathiwat 

The degrees of multomodality on signs in Narathiwat’ s research sites were 

shown in this section.  Most of the signs (54% or 336 signs) was monomodal whereas 

46% (287 signs) of the signs was multimodal (see Table 4.12). It is also evident to say 

that this more expanding monomodality on signs in Narathiwat is congruent with that 

in Pattani (see Table 4.4)  and in Yala (see Table 4.8). 
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Table 4.12 The overview of degrees of multimodality on signs in Narathiwat 

Examples of Monomodal and Multimodal Signs in Narathiwat 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.91 A monomodal (only written text) sign in Narathiwat 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.92 A multimodal (text and picture) sign in Narathiwat 

4.1.4.3 Functions of Signs in Narathiwat 

Based on functions of signs in Narathiwat, 53%  ( 329 signs)  of the signs was 

used for giving information (see Table 4.13). Other 46% (286 signs) of all signs was 

employed for advertising purpose while only 1% (8 signs) served both purposes. It can 

be noticed that the function of most signs in Narathiwat was informative which differs 

Narathiwat Degrees of Multimodality  

 

Total Types 

of Streets 

No. of  

Signs 

Monomodal Multimodal 

Text only Text and picture 

Main 

Street 

No.1 46 52 98 

No.2 49 85 134 

No.3 207 86 293 

Minor 

Street 

No.4 21 33 54 

No.5 6 12 18 

No.6 7 19 26 

Total 336 (54%) 287 (46%) 605 
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from those of Pattani ( see Table 4. 5)  and of Yala ( see Table 4. 9)  where majority of 

signs in these two provinces mainly operated for advertising purpose.  

Table 4.13 The overview of functions of signs in Narathiwat 

Examples of Functions of Signs in Narathiwat 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.93 An informative sign in Narathiwat 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.94 An advertising sign in Narathiwat 

Narathiwat Functions of Signs 
 

Total Types of 

Streets 

No. of 

Streets 

Informative Advertising Both 

Main 

Street 

No.1 42 56 - 98 

No.2 37 96 1 134 

No.3 228 64 1 293 

 

Minor 

Street 

No.4 12 36 6 54 

No.5 6 12 - 18 

No.6 4 22 - 26 

Total 329 (53%) 286 (46%) 8 (1%) 623 
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Figure 4.95 A sign that served both purposes in Narathiwat 

 

4.2 Results of Questionnaires 

In response to RQ5 and RQ5.1, this section reveals the answers from the survey 

questionnaires ( see Appendix 1 for Thai participants and Appendix 3 for international 

participants)  of four different groups of participants.  I show the frequency and 

percentage of each questionnaire item completed by locals, non- locals, Malaysian 

visitors and international visitors, respectively.  There are four sections in the 

questionnaire:  Section A:   Biographical Information, Section B:  Signs and Linguistic 

Policies in the Southernmost Area, Section C:  Preference on Signs in Public Spaces, 

and Section D: Opinions of Participants on Signs. Some interesting and significant data 

are highlighted and compared among the four groups of respondents.  

4.2.1 Occurrence of Each Item in the Questionnaire of Locals  

4.2.1.1 Section A:  Locals’ Biographical Information 

Local participants’  personal information was shown in this section.  The 

majority of local respondents is women, 46 out of 60 people (see Table 4.14). Most of 

the participants (19 people) is also in the age between 18-25 whereas the lowest number 

( 12 people)  equally belonged to the ranges of 26- 34 and 35- 44.  Besides, they are all 

Thai, separately and equally live in Pattani, Yala, and Narathiwat.  It is crucial to note 

that more than fifty participants speak Patani- Malay as their mother tongue.  Thai is 

spoken by five people, and only two speak Arabic as their first language. Besides, over 

a half of participants graduated with a Bachelor’ s degree while six people earned their 

Master’s degree. 
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Table 4.14 Local respondents’ biographical background  

Item 1-6 

1.Gender (n = 60) 

Male  

(n = 14) 

Female  

(n = 46) 

Total  

 

2.Age 

(n = 60) 

 

 

18 - 25 5 14 19 

26 - 34 4 8 12 

35 - 44 1 11 12 

45 and over 4 13 17 

3.Nationality (n = 

60) 

Thai 14 46 60 

4.Hometown 

(n = 60) 

 

Pattani 6 14 20 

Yala 3 17 20 

Narathiwat 5 15 20 

5.First Language 

(n = 60) 

 

Patani - Malay 12 41 53 

Thai 2 3 5 

Arabic - 2 2 

6.Education 

(n = 60) 

 

College and 

below 

5 17 22 

Bachelor’s 

Degree 

7 25 32 

Master’s Degree 2 4 6 

  

4.2.1.2 Section B: Signs and Linguistic Policies in the Southernmost 

Area 

Languages that local respondents saw on signs in their environment were 

presented (see Table 4.15). Languages were listed from the most to the least seen. Thai 

was ranked as the first and most seen language counting for 100%  in which the same 

percentage was accounted for English as the second rank. The third rank was shared by 

both Patani- Malay counting for 66. 7%  and Chinese counting for 33. 3% .  On the 

contrary, Chinese was accounted for 66.7% and Patani-Malay for 33.3% in the fourth 

rank. Bahasa Malay was the least seen language on signs by the locals.    
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Table 4.15 Languages seen on signs by locals 

Item 7: Languages Seen on Signs 

Rank  

(the most to the least) 
Language  Frequency Percent Total 

1 Thai 60 100.0 100.0 

2 English 60 100.0 100.0 

3 
Patani-Malay 40 66.7 

100.0 
Chinese 20 33.3 

4 
Chinese 40 66.7 

100.0 
Patani-Malay 20 33.3 

5 Bahasa Malay 60 100.0 100.0 

The preference of the locals on languages they want to see on signs was shown 

in this section.  Patani- Malay was the most desired language accounting for over 91% 

in the first rank ( see Table 4. 16) .  Thai came to play a major role in the second rank 

counting for 55% ; thereafter was English as the first wanted language on signs in the 

third and fourth ranks counting for 36. 7%  and 46. 7% , respectively.  Chinese was the 

least wanted language the locals want to see on signs counting for 91.7%.  

Table 4.16 Languages the locals prefer on signs 

Item 8: Preferable Languages on Signs 

Rank  
(the most to the least) 

Language  Frequency Percent Total 

1 

 

Patani-Malay 55 91.7 

100.0 
Thai 5 8.3 

2 

Thai 33 55.0 

100.0 Bahasa Malay 17 28.3 

English 10 16.7 

3 

English 22 36.7 

100.0 

Bahasa Malay 18 30.0 

Thai 15 25.0 

Chinese 4 6.7 

Patani-Malay 1 1.7 
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Item 8: Preferable Languages on Signs 

Rank  
(the most to the least) 

Language  Frequency Percent Total 

4 

English 28 46.7 

100.0 

Bahasa Malay 21 35.0 

Thai 7 11.7 

Patani-Malay 3 5.0 

Chinese 1 1.7 

5 

Chinese 55 91.7 

100.0 Bahasa Malay 3 5.0 

Patani-Malay 2 3.3 

It is reported that 90%  of the locals saw multilingual signs in the place where 

they live; only 10% or 6 people were unsure whether or not they perceived those signs 

( see Table 4.17) .  Moreover, it reveals that the large majority of participants (96.7%) 

did not realize that the linguistic policies to support the inclusion of Patani- Malay and 

other foreign languages to be used on signs have been proposed and implemented by 

the SBPAC.  However, the locals had a strong agreement on such policies which was 

the highest scale in the item 11 accounting for 98.3%. 

Table 4.17 Locals’ recognition on multilingual signs and linguistic policies  

 

Item 9-11 Frequency Percent Total  

9.Have Seen Multilingual Sign Yes 54 90.0  

100.0 Not sure 6 10.0 

10.The SBPAC Linguistic 

Policy’s Recognition 

Yes 2 3.3  

100.0 No 58 96.7 

11.Agreement on the SBPAC’s 

Linguistic Policy 

Agree 1 1.7  

100.0 Agree 

strongly 

59 98.3 
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4.2.1.3 Section C: Preference on Signs in Public Spaces  

The locals’  preference on signs in public spheres was demonstrated in this 

section.  85% of the locals preferred sign no.3 in item 12 (see Table 4.18) .  Sign no.3 

portrays the bigger size of Patani-Malay as the first order of language on sign whereas 

sign no.1 in which Thai is bigger and displayed as the first order was preferred by 10% 

of people in this group. For the language combination, Patani-Malay and Bahasa Malay 

matching was mostly chosen by 60%  of this group’ s respondents.  The second rank 

belonged to Thai and Patani- Malay combination counting for 28. 3%  while Thai-

English bilingual signs were preferred by 11. 7%  of all participants.  In item 14, a 

traditional Malay background written with Patani-Malay and Bahasa Malay (Sign no.3) 

was the most chosen design of sign accounting for 70% , followed by sign no. 4 

portraying the picture of a mosque as a background with two language codes, Thai and 

English, rating at 23.3%. Sign no.1 (the golden scripts of Thai and English on the plain 

black background) was chosen by only 1.7% of all participants.  

Table 4.18 Locals’ preference on signs in public spaces 

Item 12-14                                     Frequency Percent Total 

12.Letter Size and Order  

of Language 

Sign no.1 6 10.0  

100.0 Sign no.2 3 5.0 

Sign no.3 51 85.0 

13.Language Combination Sign no.1 7 11.7  

100.0 Sign no.2 17 28.3 

Sign no.3 36 60.0 

14.Design of Sign Sign no.1 1 1.7 

 

100.0 

Sign no.2 3 5.0 

Sign no.3 42 70.0 

Sign no.4 14 23.3 

   

4.3.2.4 Section D: Opinions of Participants on Signs  

The occurrences of languages people want to see in case they can choose one 

language, two languages and three languages on signs were demonstrated in this 

section. In item 15, it reveals that 80% of the locals preferred Patani-Malay as the only 
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language code on signs while Thai was chosen by 20% of them. In case of two language 

codes, Patani-Malay was still mostly preferred as the first language on signs by 95% of 

all participants, followed by Thai counting for only 5% .  The second language code 

preferred in this category was Thai (86.7%), English (10%) and Bahasa Malay (3.3%), 

respectively.  In addition, in the three- language preference category, Patani- Malay 

remained the most and first desired language on signs accounting for 98.3% while Thai 

was selected as the first language by only 1.7% of people. In the second rank, Thai was 

chosen by 51. 7%  of all whereas the nearly number ( 48. 3% )  was for English.  Over a 

half of respondents ( 55% )  preferred Bahasa Malay as the third language code for this 

category; coming after was English counting for 41.7% and Chinese counting for 3.3% 

(see Table 4.19). 

Table 4.19 Locals’ language preference on signs 

Item 15-17                Rank    Language Frequency Percent Total 

15.One Language 

Preference 

1 Thai 12 20.0 
100.0 

1 Patani-Malay 48 80.0 

16.Two Languages 

Preference 

1 
Patani-Malay 57 95.0 

100.0 
Thai 3 5.0 

2 

Thai 52 86.7  

100.0 

 

English 6 10.0 

Bahasa Malay 2 3.3 

17.Three 

Languages 

Preference 

1 
Patani-Malay 59 98.3 

100.0 
Thai 1 1.7 

2 
Thai 31 51.7 

100.0 
English 29 48.3 

3 

Bahasa Malay 33 55.0 
 

100.0 
English 25 41.7 

Chinese 2 3.3 

It is significant to notice that over 98 per cent of the locals agreed with the 

inclusion of a minority language on signs while only 1 per cent was neutral ( see Table 

4. 20) .  According to the open- ended questions, 25%  of the local group provided the 

answer to the first open- ended question asking their opinions on multilingual signs. 

15% of this group’s participants also gave their further suggestions toward signs while 

over 80% left blank to this second open-ended question as shown in Table 4.20 below. 
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Table 4.20 Locals’ agreement on a minority language on signs and their answers to 

the open-ended questions 

Item 18 – 20 Frequency Percent Total 

18.Agreement on Including a 

Minority Language on Signs 

Agree 59 98.3 
100.0 

Neutral 1 1.7 

19.Open-ended Question  

-Opinions toward Multilingual signs 

Answer 15 25.0 

100.0 No 

Answer 

45 75.0 

20.Open-ended Question  

-Further Suggestions 

Answer 9 15.0 

100.0 No 

Answer 

51 85.0 

This sections presents local respondents’  opinions and further suggestions on 

multilingual signs which can be categorized based on 1)  Preferable languages, 2) 

Feeling toward multilingual signs, 3)  Recommendations for sign production, 4) 

Advantages of multilingual signs and 5) Other comments as can be seen in tables below. 

Table 4.21 Locals’ opinions on multilingual signs 

Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

Feeling toward multilingual signs 

P4 : I am so glad they actually did it. 

P13 : I am a native speaker of Patani-Malay, but it is quite hard for 

me to read all of these signs. I am the older generation. Anyway, 

I am so proud seeing it. 

P16 : I feel warm seeing it. We normally speak it, but hardly see it on 

the government signage or in the government offices. 

P22 : I feel good when walking around and seeing this language in 

surroundings.  

P29 : I am so glad to see it. Our children can see it and they can then 

learn it. 

P33 : This is excellent and I agree 100 percent. I see not only Patani-

Malay on signs, but also the pride on it. It is our dignity and also 

our sense of belonging. 

P34 : It is good. 

P45 : I am so glad this language is finally presented on signs. I know 

it is the policy from the government and I can see their attempt. 
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Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

P48 : I have more confidence going around and I am so proud seeing 

it. 

P55 : When I see the sign, I feel even more secure since I know that 

where I am now is my community.  

Recommendations for sign production 

P9 : Want to see more 

P15 : Signs written with this language is more visible in Yala. I see 

these signs a lot in Yala and they are hardly seen here 

(Narathiwat). Hope they produce more in this area. 

P27 : I am not quite familiar with the writing of this language even if 

I speak this language at home. I still like it and want to see more. 

Advantages of multilingual signs 

P38 : This is one way to maintain this language. I want to see it in 

every sign. 

Other comments 

P58 : It is rarely seen in the place where I live. 

Table 4.22 Locals’ further suggestions toward multilingual signs 

Participants Further Suggestions  

Preferable languages 

P13 : Include Bahasa Malay on more signs 

 Recommendations for sign production 

P4 : I want to see more. 

P9 : There are some of multilingual signs, but when compared to 

bilingual signs (Thai and English) multilingual signs are rarely 

seen.  

P15 : It would be better to enlarge the signs and make it more visible 

when driving. 

P16 : It is still not enough; I want to see more. 

P22 : It is a good start. And I hope I can see more in the near future. 

P27 : We can see some multilingual signs, but they are not 

widespread. 

P45 : Multilingual signs can be rarely seen in some areas, so I want 

the government or the organization responsible for it produce 

more of these signs.  

P55 : I want to see it everywhere not only in my hometown. 

 



 116 

4.3.3 Occurrence of Each Item in the Questionnaire of Non-locals 

4.3.3.1 Section A:  Non-locals’ Biographical Information  

This section presents non-local participants’ personal information. It is reported 

that female respondents (38 people) are higher than male respondents (22 people) (see 

Table 4. 23) .  Almost a half of people in this group is in a range age between 26- 34 

whereas the lowest number is in the range of 35- 44.  They are all Thai citizens who 

mostly practice Thai as their mother tongue while four of all chose Southern Thai as 

their mother tongue. Isaan and Norhtern Thai were also chosen as the first language by 

three and two respondents, respectively.  Besides, the large majority of this group 

graduated with Bachelor’ s Degree counting for 46 people while only 1 person got the 

doctorate as highest education. 

Table 4.23 Non-locals’ biographical information 

 

The non- local respondents’  hometown was shown according to provinces and 

regions ( see Table 4. 24) .  As can be seen, the participants came from various parts of 

the country: the North, the Northeast, the West, the Central, the East and the South. The 

total number of provinces was 32.  Significantly, the greater numbers of participants 

were from Bangkok counting for 13 people or 21. 7%  of all whereas the average of 

participants in other provinces was 1 to 2 persons.   

Item 1-3, 5-6 

1.Gender (n = 60) 

 Male  

(n = 22) 

Female 

 (n = 38) 

Total  

2.Age 

(n = 60) 

 

 

18 – 25 4 9 13 

26 – 34 11 13 24 

35 – 44 2 7 9 

45 and over 5 9 14 

3.Nationality (n = 60) Thai 22 38 60 

5.First Language 

(n = 60) 

Thai 17 34 51 

Southern Thai 2 2 4 

Isaan 2 1 3 

Northern Thai 1 1 2 

6.Education 

(n = 60) 

1.Bachelor’s Degree 18 28 46 

2.College and below 2 5 7 

3.Master’s Degree 1 5 6 

4.Doctorate 1 - 1 
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Table 4.24 Non-local respondent’s hometown 

 

 

4.3.3.2 Section B: Signs and Linguistic Policies in the Southernmost 

Area  

With reference to Table 4. 25 below, Thai was mostly seen on signs, followed 

by English and Chinese as the second and third languages seen by the non-local group. 

Item 4: Hometown 

Region Province No. of Participant Percent 

Northern 

(n = 8) 

1.Chiang Mai 3 5.0 

2.Chiang Rai 3 5.0 

3.Lamphang 1 1.7 

4.Nan 1 1.7 

Northeastern 

(n = 11) 

5.Nakhon Ratchasima 3 5.0 

6.Khon Kaen 2 3.3 

7.Ubonratchathani 2 3.3 

8.Buriram 1 1.7 

9.Srisaket 1 1.7 

10.Surin 1 1.7 

11.Udonthani 1 1.7 

Western (n = 1) 12.Kanchanaburi 1 1.7 

 Central 

 (n = 24) 

13.Bangkok 13 21.7 

14.Nonthaburi 2 3.3 

15.Ratchaburi 2 3.3 

16.Angthong 1 1.7 

17.Lopburi 1 1.7 

18.Nakhonsawan 1 1.7 

19.Pathumthani 1 1.7 

20.Pitsanulok 1 1.7 

21.Sing Buri 1 1.7 

22.Uthai Thani 1 1.7 

Eastern 

(n = 2) 

23.Rayong 1 1.7 

24.Trat 1 1.7 

Southern  

(n = 14) 

25.Nakhonsrithammara

t 

3 5.0 

26.Songkhla 3 5.0 

27.Chumphon 2 3.3 

28.Suratthani 2 3.3 

29.Krabi 1 1.7 

30.Phuket 1 1.7 

31.Patthalung 1 1.7 

32.Trang 1 1.7 

Total  60 100.00 
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Bahasa Malay was chosen as a language seen in the fourth rank counting for 73. 3% 

while other foreign languages like Japanese and Russian were visible accounting for 

10% and 6.7%, respectively. It is also revealing that other regional languages; namely, 

Northern Thai (written with Lanna script) and Isaan (written with Tai Noi script) came 

to play their roles on signs in the fourth rank as well. It is also noticed that Patani-Malay 

was the least seen language on signs by this group. 

Table 4.25 Languages seen on signs by non-locals 

Item 7: Languages Seen on Signs 

Rank  
(the most to the 

least) 
Language  Frequency Percent Total 

1 Thai 60 100.0 100.0 

2 English 60 100.0 100.0 

3 Chinese 60 100.0 100.0 

4 

Bahasa Malay 44 73.3 

100.0 

Japanese 6 10.0 

Russian 4 6.7 

Patani-Malay 3 5.0 

Northern Thai (Lanna script) 2 3.3 

Isaan (Tai Noi script) 1 1.7 

5 
Patani-Malay 57 95.0 

100.0 
Bahasa Malay 3 5.0 

  

It is surprising that the first three preferable languages on signs by non- locals 

were the same as those they had seen the most on signs ( see Table 4. 25) .  These three 

languages were Thai, English and Chinese in which each language gained 100% for its 

rank ( see Table 4. 26) .  Likewise, the fourth rank still comprised Bahasa Malay as the 

majority counting for over 83%  while Northern Thai and Isaan remained as the other 

two Thai regional languages counting for 3.3% and 1.7%, respectively. Patani-Malay 

was the least wanted language on by over 83% of people (see Table 4.26). 
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Table 4.26 Languages non-locals prefer on signs 

Item 8: Languages Non-locals Prefer on Signs 

Rank  

(the most to the 

least) 

Language  Frequency Percent Total 

1 Thai 60 100.0 100.0 

2 English 60 100.0 100.0 

3 Chinese 60 100.0 100.0 

4 

Bahasa Malay 50 83.3 

100.0 

Japanese 4 6.7 

Patani-Malay 3 5.0 

Northern Thai (Lanna script) 2 3.3 

Isaan (Tai Noi script) 1 1.7 

5 
Patani-Malay 50 83.3 

100.0 
Bahasa Malay 10 16.7 

 Non- locals’ s experience on multilingual signs and their recognition and 

agreement on the SBPAC’s language policies were shown in this section. More than a 

half of non- local group ( 61. 7%  or 37 people)  never saw multilingual signs in their 

public space while 31.7% of them were not sure whether they see this type of signs (see 

Table 4. 27) .  It is then reported that only 4 people or 6. 7%  of all experienced 

multilingual signs. It is more crucial to note that 59 people or over 98% of the non-local 

population did not recognize that the linguistic policies supporting the use of a minority 

language have been launched and implemented by the SBPAC.  However, almost 40 

people or 65% of them agreed with such linguistic policies. Besides, 16 people (26.7%) 

of all had a strong agreement on the policies while five people of them (8.3%) slightly 

agreed with the policies. 

Table 4.27 Non-locals’ experience on multilingual signs and their recognition and 

agreement on the SBPAC’s language policies 

Item 9 – 11 Frequency Percent Total 

9.Have Seen Multilingual Sign Yes 4 6.7 

100.0 No 37 61.7 

Not sure 19 31.7 

10.The SBPAC Linguistic 

Policy’s Recognition 

Yes 1 1.7 
100.0 

No 59 98.3 
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Item 9 – 11 Frequency Percent Total 

11.Agreement on the SBPAC’s 

Linguistic Policy 

Slightly 

agree 

5 8.3 

100.0 Agree 39 65.0 

Agree 

strongly 

16 26.7 

 

4.3.3.3 Section C: Preference on Signs in Public Spaces  

The non-locals’ preference on languages on signs and the design of signs were 

presented in this section. All of non-local respondents preferred sign no.1 written with 

bigger size of Thai as the first language order, English as the second language also 

Patani- Malay and Bahasa Malay, respectively ( see Table 4. 28) .  100%  of this group 

also chose sign no.1 where Thai and English are written as the most preferred language 

combination on signs.  For the design of sign, almost three quarter of the non- locals 

(70%) selected sign no.1 which can be considered a standard type of Thai public signs 

(a golden script of Thai and English on the plain black material). This is different from 

the result of the other three groups where this design of signs was less chosen by 1% of 

the locals, 11. 7%  of Malaysians and 13. 3%  of international respondents ( see Table 

4.18, 4.39 and 4.52, respectively).  Sign no.4 was also preferred as the second rank of 

the design of signs for 28.3%. It might be revealing to note that sign no.4 still manifests 

the use of the same set of languages (Thai and English)  written on the mosque picture 

as the background of sign.       

Table 4.28 Non-locals’ preference on letter size and order of language, language 

combination and design of sign  

Item 12 – 14 Frequency Percent Total 

12.Letter Size and Order of 

Language 

Sign no.1 60 100.0 100.0 

13.Language Combination Sign no.1 60 100.0 100.0 

14.Design of Sign Sign no.1 42 70.0 

 

100.0 
Sign no.2 1 1.7 

Sign no.4 17 28.3 
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4.3.3.4 Section D: Opinions of Participants on Signs  

It is clear to see that in case of one language, Thai was 100%  chosen by non-

local respondents (see Table 4.29) which is totally different from that of the local group 

where Thai gained its percentage for only 20%  ( see Table 4. 19) .  For two- language 

preference, Thai and English still played the vital roles counting for 100%  of each 

language.  This is also in line with non- locals’  major preference on language 

combination and design of signs where Thai and English are displayed on signs ( see 

Table 4.28). Besides, it is crucial to note that these two language codes surpassed others 

as the first and second languages chosen in the three- language preference category. 

Chinese was selected as the most preferred language in the third rank in which Northern 

Thai shared its presence counting for 3.3% and 1.7% for Isaan. 

Table 4.29 Non-locals’ preference on one, two and three languages  

Item 15 – 17                  Rank    Language Frequency Percent Total 

15.One Language 

Preference 
1 

Thai 60 100.0 
100.0 

16.Two Languages 

Preference 

1 Thai 60 100.0 100.0 

2 English 60 100.0 100.0 

 

17.Three Languages 

Preference 

1 Thai 60 100.0 

100.0 

2 English 60 100.0 

3 

Chinese 57 95.0 

Northern Thai 

(Lanna script) 

2 3.3 

Isaan (Tai Noi 

script) 

1 1.7 

The majority of non- local respondents or 86. 7%  of them agreed with the 

inclusion of a minority language on signs whereas 13.3% (8 people) of them felt neutral 

about this inclusion.  In addition, 14 people provided answers to the first open- ended 

question asking about their opinions on multilingual signs while another 10 people left 

the messages as their suggestions upon the multilingual signs in the second open-ended 

question as shown in Table 4.30.    
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Table 4.30 Non-locals’ agreement on inclusion of a minority language and their 

answers on open-ended questions  

Item 18 – 20 Frequency Percent Total 

18.Agreement on Including 

a Minority Language on 

Sign 

Agree 52 86.7 

100.0 
Neutral 8 13.3 

19.Open-ended Question  

-Opinion on Multilingual 

sign 

Answer 14 23.3 

100.0 No 

Answer 

46 76.7 

20.Open-ended Question  

-Further Suggestion 

Answer 10 16.7 

100.0 No 

Answer 

50 83.3 

   

This sections presents non- local participants’  opinions and further suggestions 

on multilingual signs which can be divided into seven main categories:  1)  Agreement 

on multilingual signs, 2)  Preferable languages, 3)  Preference on multimodality, 4) 

Feeling toward multilingual signs, 5)  Advantages of multilingual signs, 6) 

Recommendations for sign production and 7)  Other comments as seen in Table 4. 31 

and 4.32 below. 

Table 4.31 Non-locals’ opinions on multilingual signs 

Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

Agreement on multilingual signs 

P6 : To be honest, I do not know this language. But I think this is 

the good thing. 

P53 : I think it is the government’s idea and I could not agree more 

with it. 

P23 : Great idea! 

P46 : It is good. 

P57 : It is a good idea. 

P38 : I do not care much about this language, but I think having 

several languages on signs is a good thing. 

Preferable languages 

P47 : I prefer Thai and English since I do not understand this 

language (Patani-Malay). 
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Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

Feeling toward multilingual signs 

P12 : I like it. 

P21 : I like this idea very much. I also see other languages on signs 

such as the Lanna language in the tourist spots in my hometown. 

P31 : I am glad that they started creating signs like this.  

P48 : This is the great idea. Even though, I am not familiar with this 

ethnic language, I am still happy and excited to see it on signs.  

Advantages of multilingual signs 

P17 : This would help create a nice landscape in the area. 

P45 : It is good for people in the Deep South. 

Other comments 

P37 : I have never seen this kind of signs before, so I am not quite 

sure how I think about it. 

Table 4.32 Non-locals’ further suggestions toward multilingual signs 

Participants Further Suggestions or Other Opinions 

Agreement on multilingual signs 

P46 : I have once seen signs with diverse languages when I go 

abroad. Even though I do not understand it at all, it is still good 

to see. And I think it is a great idea and I like it a lot. 

Preferable languages 

P38 : I have nothing to do with several languages on signs. If it is 

Thai, it is fine for me.  

P47 : Thai and English must be on any sign first. They can then add 

other languages. 

Preference on multimodality 

P17 : Any language on public signs is fine, but I think it would be 

better having more than one language on it. They may include 

pictures and other symbols to make it interesting and more 

understandable to people who see it. 

Advantages of multilingual signs 

P12 : I think we should have more of multilingual signs. Then, we 

can learn languages on signs. 

Recommendations for sign production 

P6 : I want to see varieties of languages on signs. 

P21 : The government should include other minority languages on 

signs as well. 

P45 : Create more signs like this in other regions.  
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Participants Further Suggestions or Other Opinions 

P48 : Public signs that I have seen in my everyday life is mostly 

bilingual signs (Thai and English). I have noticed that there are 

always the errors of the language use on signs.  

P53 : I want to see other languages on signs too. 

 

4.3.4 Occurrence of Each Item in the Questionnaire of Malaysians 

4.3.4.1 Section A:  Malaysians’ Biographical Information  

Malaysian participants’  biographical information was demonstrated in this 

section.  Similar to the gender population of the two previous groups, female 

respondents still constitute as the majority of the Malaysian participants ( see Table 

4.33). Almost a half of respondents is in the age between 26-34 while only 4 people are 

45 and over.  They are all Malaysian from Malaysia:  the neighboring area to the Deep 

South. The Malaysian visitors practice these various languages as their mother tongue: 

Chinese (21 people), Bahasa Malay (20 people), English (15 people) while Arabic and 

Indian are spoken by 2 people for each.  The respondents with the Bachelor’ s Degree 

were the dominant group, followed by those having Master’ s Degree for 8 people; 

another 3 earned their doctorate.  

Table 4.33 Malaysian respondents’ biographical background  

Item 1 – 6 

1.Gender (n = 60) 

 Male  

(n = 26)  
Female  

(n = 34) 
Total  

2.Age 

(n = 60) 

 

 

 

18 – 25 9 7 16 

26 – 34 12 17 29 

35 – 44 2 9 11 

45 and over 3 1 4 

3.Nationality (n = 60) Malaysian 26 34 60 

4.Country (n = 60) Malaysia 26 34 60 

5.First Language 

(n = 60) 

 

Bahasa Malay 6 14 20 

English 6 9 15 

Chinese  11 10 21 

Arabic 2 0 2 

Indian 1 1 2 

6.Education 

(n = 60) 

 

Bachelor’s 

Degree 

20 29 49 

Master’s Degree 5 3 8 

Doctorate 1 2 3 
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The Malaysian respondents’  visit to Thailand and the places they have visited 

were presented.  All of the participants have visited Thailand in which it was the first 

time of 5 people, and the second time of 11 people while it was more than 3 times for 

over 40 people.  It is also reported that these visitors have been to many places in the 

country, especially Hat Yai where all of them have once visited, followed by Bangkok, 

Pattani, Phuket, Narathiwat, Pattaya, Yala, Trang, Krabi, Hua Hin and Chiangmai as 

illustrated in Table 4.34 below. 

Table 4.34 Malaysian respondents’ visit to Thailand and places they have visited 

   

4.3.4.2 Section B: Signs and Linguistic Policies in the Southernmost 

Area  

Malaysian respondents’  opinions on signs and linguistic policies in the Deep 

South were carried out in this section.  It is revealed that Thai ( 100% )  and English 

( 100% )  were the first two languages mostly seen on signs by the Malaysian visitors 

( see Table 4. 35) .  In the third rank, Chinese came to play a major role counting for 

78. 3%  while in the fourth rank Bahasa Malay was seen by over 71%  of them along 

with Russian as another foreign language that shared its visibility counting for 5% . 

Item 7 – 9  Frequency Percent Total 

7.Visit to Thailand (n = 

60) 

Yes 60 100.0 100.0 

8.If yes, how many times? 

(n = 60) 

 

1 5 9.0  

100.0 2 11 18.0 

More than 3 44 73.0 

9.Been to following places 

(n = 60) 

 

Hat Yai 60 27.0  

 

 

 

100.0 

Bangkok 28 13.0 

Pattani 24 11.0 

Phuket 24 11.0 

Narathiwat 22 10.0 

Pattaya 15 7.0 

Yala 13 6.0 

Trang 10 4.0 

Krabi 9 4.0 

Hua Hin 8 4.0 

Chiangmai 7 3.0 
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Patani- Malay was reported as the least seen language on signs by 60%  of Malaysian 

visitors. 

Table 4.35 Languages seen on signs by Malaysian respondents 

Item 10: Languages Seen on Signs 

Rank  

(the most to the 

least) 

Language  Frequency Percent Total 

1 Thai 60 100.0 100.0 

2 English 60 100.0 100.0 

3 
Chinese 47 78.3 100.0 

Patani-Malay 13 21.7  

4 

Bahasa Malay 43 71.7 

100.0 
Patani-Malay 9 15.0 

Chinese 5 8.3 

Russian 3 5.0 

5 

Patani-Malay 36 60.0 

100.0 Bahasa Malay 16 26.7 

Chinese 8 13.3 

 

 According to languages Malaysian respondents want to see on signs, Bahasa 

Malay was chosen as the most preferable language by 38. 3%  of this group’ s 

participants, followed by Chinese counting for 35% in the same rank. It is necessary to 

note that while Patani- Malay was the least seen language by Malaysian participants 

(see Table 4.35) ; Patani-Malay was rather the second most wanted language to see on 

signs by 35%  of them ( see Table 4.36) .  Next, English comprised 46.7% of all in the 

third rank. In the fourth rank, Thai was the majority among other languages comprising 

over 93%  whereas Patani- Malay and Chinese were the first two languages chosen as 

the least wanted languages in the fifth rank accounting for over 56%  and for 41% , 

respectively. 
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Table 4.36 Languages Malaysian respondents prefer on signs 

Item 11: Preferable Languages on Signs 

Rank  
(the most to the 

least) 
Language  Frequency Percent Total 

1 

Bahasa Malay 23 38.3 

100.0 
Chinese 21 35.0 

English 15 25.0 

Patani-Malay 1 1.7 

2 

Patani-Malay 21 35.0 

100.0 

English 17 28.3 

Chinese 11 18.3 

Bahasa Malay 10 16.7 

Thai 1 1.7 

3 

English 28 46.7 

100.0 

Bahasa Malay 25 41.7 

Patani-Malay   3 5.0 

Thai 2 3.3 

Chinese 2 3.3 

4 

Thai 56 93.3 

100.0 
Bahasa Malay 2 3.3 

Chinese 1 1.7 

Patani-Malay 1 1.7 

5 

Patani-Malay 34 56.7 

100.0 Chinese 25 41.7 

Thai 1 1.7 

It is revealing from the findings in Table 4.37 that more than 71% (43 people) 

of Malaysian visitors once saw multilingual signs in places they have visited in 

Thailand whereas 23.3% (14 people) of them was not sure about their visibility on these 

signs ( see Table 4. 37) .  It is also reported that 5%  ( 3 people)  of them never saw this 

kind of signs before.  In addition, 100%  of Malaysian respondents thought that the 

inclusion of any foreign language on signs was intended to help or facilitate foreign 

tourists. 
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Table 4.37 Malaysian respondents’ experience on multilingual signs and their 

opinions on foreign languages’ inclusion on signs 

Item 12 – 13 Frequency Percent Total 

12.Have Seen Multilingual Sign Yes 43 71.7 

100.0 
No 3 5.0 

Not 

sure 
14 23.3 

13.Inclusion of a Foreign Language  

for Helping Tourists 

Yes 60 100.0 100.0 

This sections reports on Malaysian visitors’ intelligibility on signs in Thailand. 

It reveals that 35% of all chose the range of 4 for their comprehensible degree on signs 

while over 31% of them selected the range of 3. It was after by the range of 2 counting 

for 25% which tripled the range of 5 in which only 5 people or 8.3% of them perceived 

signs in Thailand as nearly comprehensible.  It is interesting to note that the range of 

incomprehensible and comprehensible ( the range of 1 and 6, respectively)  were left 

blank by this group (see Table 4.38). 

Table 4.38 Malaysian respondents’ comprehensibility on signs in Thailand  

Item 14: Degrees of Comprehensibility on Signs 

 From Incomprehensible to Comprehensible Frequency Percent 

     1     - 0.00 

2 15 25.0 

3 19 31.7 

4 21 35.0 

5 5 8.3 

6 - 0.00 

Total 60 100.0 

 

4.3.4.3 Section C: Preference on Signs in Public Spaces  

 For Malaysian participants’ preference on signs, 93.3% of them chose sign no.2 

in which English is written with the bigger font, followed by Thai, Patani- Malay and 

Bahasa Malay written with the same size of scripts (see Table 4.39). Sign no.3, Patani-
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Malay written as the first and bigger script, was selected as the only another signs 

counting for 6. 7% .  Besides, Thai and English combination on signs was mostly 

preferred by Malaysian visitors counting for 70%  whereas Patani- Malay and Bahasa 

Malay combination shared another 30% of all. For the design of sign, the same language 

combination (Thai and English) written on a masjid as the background or sign no.4 was 

mostly chosen as the preferred design of sign by over a half of this group.  The second 

rank was sign no.3 where a traditional Malay background is written with Patani-Malay 

and Bahasa Malay which accounted for 30%. It is of note that only 1% of them chose 

sign no. 1 ( A golden script of Thai and English on the plain black background)  which 

resembles to that of the locals’ preference where this sign was selected by about 1% of 

them as well (see Table 4.18).  

Table 4.39 Malaysian respondents’ preference on letter size and order of language, 

language combination and design of sign  

Item 15 -17 Frequency Percent Total 

15.Letter Size and Order  

of Language 

Sign no.2 56 93.3 
100.0 

Sign no.3 4 6.7 

16.Language Combination Sign no.1 42 70.0 
100.0 

Sign no.3 18 30.0 

17.Design of Sign Sign no.1 7 11.7 

 

100.0 
Sign no.3 18 30.0 

Sign no.4 35 58.3 

   

4.3.4.4 Section D: Opinions of Participants on Signs  

This section reveals Malaysian participants’  opinions and language preference 

on signs.  Bahasa Malay was the most chosen language in case they can choose one 

language on signs counting for 40%  while Chinese and English shared the percentage 

in this category for 35%  and 25% , respectively ( see Table 4. 40) .  For two- language 

preference, the first three languages Malaysian visitors want to see on signs were 

Bahasa Malay (40%), Chinese (35%) and English (25%) whereas the second languages 

they preferred were English (43.3%), Patani-Malay (31.7%), Chinese (20%), Bahasa 

Malay (3.3%) and Thai (1.7%). Moreover, Bahasa Malay, Chinese and English were 
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still in the first rank for the three-language preference which counted for 40%, 35% and 

25%, respectively while almost a half of Malaysian participants selected English as the 

most preferred language in the second rank for 43. 3% , followed by Patani- Malay 

(31.7%), Chinese (20%), Bahasa Malay (3.3%) and Thai (1.7%). In the third rank of 

this category, Bahasa Malay was mostly chosen by 31.7% of them, followed by English 

(28.3%), Thai (26.7%), Patani-Malay (8.3%) and Chinese (5%), respectively.    

Table 4.40 Malaysian respondents’ preference on one, two and three languages  

Item 18-20                  Rank            Language Frequency Percent Total 

18.One Language 

Preference 
1 

Bahasa Malay 24 40.0 

100.0 Chinese 21 35.0 

English 15 25.0 

19.Two Languages 

Preference 

1 

Bahasa Malay 24 40.0 

100.0 Chinese 21 35.0 

English 15 25.0 

2 

English 26 43.3 

100.0 

Patani-Malay 19 31.7 

Chinese 12 20.0 

Bahasa Malay 2 3.3 

Thai 1 1.7 

 

 

 

 

 

20.Three 

Languages 

Preference 

1 

Bahasa Malay 24 40.0 

100.0 Chinese 21 35.0 

English 15 25.0 

2 

English 26 43.3 

100.0 

Patani-Malay 19 31.7 

Chinese 12 20.0 

Bahasa Malay 2 3.3 

Thai 1 1.7 

3 

Bahasa Malay 19 31.7 

100.0 

English 17 28.3 

Thai 16 26.7 

Patani-Malay 5 8.3 

Chinese 3 5.0 
   

It is essential to note that all of Malaysian visitors ( 100% )  agreed with the 

inclusion of a minority language on signs (see Table 4.41). 30% of them or 18 people 
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also gave the messages of what they think about the multilingual signs in the first open-

ended question; the same percentage of this group’ s participants also left their further 

suggestions for multilingual signs in the second open-ended question as well. 

Table 4.41 Malaysian respondents’ agreement on inclusion of a minority language 

and their answers on open-ended questions  

Item 21 – 23 Frequency Percent Total 

21.Agreement on Including a 

Minority Language on Sign 
Agree 60 100.0 100.0 

22.Open-ended Question  

-Opinion on Multilingual sign 

Answer 18 30.0 

100.0 No 

Answer 

42 70.0 

23.Open-ended Question  

-Further Suggestion 

Answer 18 30.0 

100.0 No 

Answer 

42 70.0 

  This sections reveals Malaysian respondents’ opinions and further suggestions 

on multilingual signs which can be categorized according to 1)  Agreement on 

multilingual signs, 2)  Drawbacks of multilingual signs, 3)  Preferable languages, 4) 

Preference on multimodality, 5)  Feeling toward multilingual signs, 6)  Advantages of 

multilingual signs, 7) Recommendations for sign production and 8) Other comments as 

seen in Table 4.42 and 4.43 below. 

Table 4.42 Malaysian respondents’ opinions on multilingual signs 

Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

Agreement on multilingual signs 

P3 : It is good, I agree. 

P5 : OK 

P12 : It is interesting but I do not understand it. 

P37 : It is good seeing languages on signs, especially in historical 

tourist sites. 

P53 : Good idea to have the ethnic language on signs.  

Drawbacks of multilingual signs 

P15 : Sometimes, a lot of languages can make people confused, 

specifically the tourists. 

Preferable languages 

P6 : It is better if they include Chinese for the tourists. 

P21 : English  
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Table 4.43 Malaysian respondents’ further suggestions toward multilingual signs 

Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

P24 : English should be placed in every sign. This ethnic language, 

I do not know, may not communicate to tourists. 

P49 : It is good, but I want more English and Chinese in every 

tourist spots. 

Feeling toward multilingual signs 

P29 : Malay is my mother tongue, but I have nothing to do with the 

text of Patani-Malay. It is still good to see the Arabic though. 

P31 : I would not mind because it is, to me, not understandable. 

P36 : Spectacular! Want to see signs like this in my hometown. 

P57 : I like it. 

Advantages of multilingual signs 

P25 : Good for visitors to see. 

Recommendations for sign production 

P42 : The government should make more signs like this for tourists 

who speak different languages. 

Other comments 

P48 : I have seen some in Yala. They include Chinese in street signs 

too.  

P51 : I do not know Arabic so I have no idea for having it on signs. 

Participants Further Suggestions or Other Opinions 

Agreement on multilingual signs 

P21 : It is a very good idea indeed. This will help people understand 

more. 

P48 : Great idea! I hope to see them everywhere the next time I come 

here.  

Preferable languages 

P3 : Include English and other languages speak by majority of 

people. 

P5 : More Chinese 

P6 : I want more signs with the big letter size of Chinese. 

P12 : English is widely used across the globe, so only English along 

with local language may be enough. 

P24 : More Chinese and English please. 

P31 : I just want English. 

P49 : English and Chinese are enough.  

P51 : Use English on signs, especially the important ones. 

Preference on multimodality 

P42 : It would be more interesting if they put some pictures on it, to 

make it more understandable to tourists. 

 

Feeling toward multilingual signs 

P36 : It is amazing to see languages everywhere. 
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4. 3. 5 Occurrence of Each Item in the Questionnaire of International 

Visitors 

4.3.5.1 Section A:  International Visitors’ Biographical Information  

This section shows the international participant’ s background.  For the gender 

population, in contrast with the first three groups (see Table 4.14, 4.23 and 4.33), men 

are the majority of international participants counting for 37 people ( see Table 4. 44) . 

The greater number of the group is also in the range 18- 25 of age while the lowest 

number (1 person) belongs to 45 and over group. Having Bachelor’s Degree is also the 

majority of this group’ s respondents accounting for 39 people, followed by Master’ s 

Degree for 9 people, College and Below for 6 people, Doctor’s Degree for 4 people and 

another 2 people with their Diplomas.  

Table 4.44 International respondents’ gender, age and education 

Item 1-2 and 6 

1.Gender (n = 60) 

 Male  

(n = 37)  

Female  

(n = 23) 

Total  

 

2.Age 

(n = 60) 

 

 

18 – 25 21 14 35 

26 - 34 12 7 19 

35 - 44 3 2 5 

45 and over 1 - 1 

6.Education College and below 4 2 6 

Participants Further Suggestions or Other Opinions 

Advantages of multilingual signs 

P29 : It is good to see lots of languages as they can create the brand-

new feeling to new visitors.   

Recommendations for sign production 

P15 : Keep the sign simple and easy-to-understand to tourists with 

precise info.  

P25 : Produce more signs including English and Chinese with correct 

information on clear and big enough boards. 

P37 : For me, the idea of having many languages is very good, but I 

do concern more of the precise information the signs present and 

the consistency of what it is written on the signs, to avoid 

tourists’ misunderstandings. 

P53 : The authorities associated with making these signs should 

implement this idea in other areas. The border one is a must.  

Other comments 

P57 : Way to go! 
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Item 1-2 and 6 

1.Gender (n = 60) 

 Male  

(n = 37)  

Female  

(n = 23) 

Total  

 

(n = 60) Bachelor’s Degree 23 16 39 

Master’s Degree 5 4 9 

Doctorate 3 1 4 

Diploma 2 - 2 

 The home country and nationality of each international visitor were 

demonstrated in this section.  Participants from 16 Asian countries are the majority of 

this group ( 40 people) , specifically Chinese people who constitute 10%  of all 

participants.  Another 12 people from 5 countries in Europe are the large second group 

of all in which Germans (4 people) are the highest number of this group. Coming after 

is 5 people from the Africa continent and another 3 people from USA as the only 

country from the Americas continent. It is of note that the number of country is twenty-

five in total.  The nationalities of people are also accordingly to their home country as 

illustrated in Table 4.45 below. 
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Table 4.45 International respondents’ home country and nationality 

This section demonstrates each mother tongue of international respondents. As 

can be seen from Table 4. 46, the first three highest numbers of speakers are English 

(20%) , Chinese (10%) , French, German and Khmer (4%  for each) .  It is followed by 

Dzongkha spoken by 3 people from Bhutan and the Lao language for 3 people as well. 

Moreover, Bahasa Indo, Burmese, Dagbani, Hindi, Japanese, Nepali, Persian, Russian, 

Urdu are equally spoken by 2 people while Bengali, Chichewa, Dhivehi, Slovak, 

Tagalok and Vietnamese are spoken by 1 person for each. 

 

 

Item 3-4:  Home Country and Nationality  

Continent Country Nationality Participant Percent 

Asia 

(n = 40) 

1.China Chinese 6 10.0 

2.Cambodia Cambodian 4 6.7 

 3.Bhutan Bhutanese 3 5.0 

4.Laos Lao 3 5.0 

5.Singapore Singaporean 3 5.0 

6.The Philippines Filipino 3 5.0 

7.India Indian 2 3.3 

8.Indonesia Indonesian 2 3.3 

9.Iran Iranian 2 3.3 

10.Japan Japanese 2 3.3 

11.Myanmar Myanmar 2 3.3 

12.Nepal Nepalese 2 3.3 

13.Pakistan Pakistani 2 3.3 

14.The Maldives Maldivian 2 3.3 

 15.Bangladesh Bengalis 1 1.7 

16.Vietnam Vietnamese 1 1.7 

Europe 

(n = 12) 

17.Germany German 4 6.7 

18.France French 3 5.0 

19.Russia Russian 2 3.3 

20.UK British 2 3.3 

21.Slovakia Slovak 1 1.7 

Africa 

(n = 5) 

22.Cameroon Cameroon 2 3.3 

23.Ghana Ghanaian 2 3.3 

24.Malawi Malawian 1 1.7 

The Americas 

(n = 3) 

25.USA American 3 5.0 

Total 60 100.0 
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Table 4.46 International respondents’ first language 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

International respondents’  visit to Thailand and experiences of places in the 

country were carried out in this section. As this current study would like to ensure that 

the international participants have at least experienced signs in Thailand, sixty people 

of international visitors from the touristy sites in Bangkok and other areas were 

recruited as the sample of this study. The number of participants who had their visit to 

Thailand was then reported as 100% for such reason (see Table 4.47) .  It also reveals 

from the data that over a half of them have been to Thailand for the first time while 18 

of them have been to this country for more than 3 times. They have also visited places: 

Bangkok, Phuket, Chiang Mai, Pattaya and Hua Hin as the first five popular 

destinations rated by this group and other places, namely, Koh Samui, Krabi, Chiangrai, 

Chonburi, Khon Kaen , nong Khai, Nan, Chantaburi, Hat Yai, Nakhon Nayok, Pattani, 

Phayao, Trat as shown in Table 4.47 below. 

Item 5: First Language  

First language Participant Percent 

1.English 12 20.0 

2.Chinese 6 10.0 

3.French 4 6.7 

4.German 4 6.7 

5.Khmer 4 6.7 

6.Dzongkha (Bhutan) 3 5.0 

7.Lao 3 5.0 

8.Bahasa Indo 2 3.3 

9.Burmese 2 3.3 

10.Dagbani (Ghana) 2 3.3 

11.Hindi 2 3.3 

12.Japanese 2 3.3 

13.Nepali 2 3.3 

14.Persian (Iran) 2 3.3 

15.Russian 2 3.3 

16.Urdu (Pakistan) 2 3.3 

17.Bengali 1 1.7 

18.Chichewa (Malawi) 1 1.7 

19.Dhivehi (the Maldives) 1 1.7 

20.Slovak 1 1.7 

21.Tagalog 1 1.7 

22.Vietnamese 1 1.7 

Total 60 100.0 
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Table 4.47 International respondents’ visit to Thailand and places they have visited 

 

4.3.5.2 Section B: Signs and Linguistic Policies in the Southernmost 

Area  

Thai and English were the first two most seen languages on signs counting for 

100% of each by the international participants in the first and second ranks, respectively 

( see Table 4. 48) .  Chinese came as the majority for the third rank accounting for 90% 

while other two foreign languages, Japanese and Russian, were chosen by 6. 7%  and 

3.3% of people, respectively. Coming after was Bahasa Malay as the dominance in the 

fourth rank accounting for over 61%  whereas over 63%  in the fifth rank belonged to 

Patani-Malay as the least seen language on signs by this group. 

Item 7 – 9  Frequency Percent Total 

7.Visit to Thailand  

(n = 60) 

Yes 60 100.0 100.0 

8.If yes, how many 

times? 

(n = 60) 

1 31 51.0  

100.0 2 10 17.0 

3 1 2.0 

More than 3 18 30.0 

9.Been to following 

places 

(n = 60) 

Bangkok 60 41.0  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

100.0 

Phuket 22 15.0 

Chiangmai 15 11.0 

Pattaya 9 6.0 

Hua Hin 7 5.0 

Koh Samui 5 4.0 

Krabi 4 3.0 

Chiangrai 3 2.0 

Chonburi 3 2.0 

Khon Kaen 3 2.0 

Nong Khai 3 2.0 

Nan 2 1.0 

Chantaburi 1 1.0 

Hat Yai 1 1.0 

Nakhon Nayok 1 1.0 

Pattani 1 1.0 

Phayao 1 1.0 

Trat 1 1.0 
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Table 4.48 Languages seen on signs by international respondents 

Item 10: Languages Seen on Signs 

Rank  

(the most to the 

least) 

Language  Frequency Percent Total 

1 Thai 60 100.0 100.0 

2 English 60 100.0 100.0 

3 

Chinese 54 90.0 

100.0 Japanese 4 6.7 

Russian 2 3.3 

4 

Bahasa Malay 37 61.7 

100.0 

Japanese 9 15.0 

Russian 7 11.7 

Chinese 6 10.0 

Patani-Malay 1 1.7 

5 

Patani-Malay 38 63.3 

100.0 Bahasa Malay 21 35.0 

Japanese 1 1.7 

 

Based on languages international visitors want to see on signs, English was 

mostly chosen by 63.3% of them in the first rank, followed by Chinese (11.7%), French 

( 5% ) , German ( 5% ) , Thai ( 5% ) , Japanese ( 3. 3% ) , Russian ( 3. 3% ) , Bahasa Malay 

(1.7%) and Khmer (1.7%) as shown in Table 4.49 below.  For the second rank, it is 

surprising that Thai came to play as the most wanted language on signs counting for 

60%  even though this language is not any participant’ s mother tongue.  Chinese was 

counted as the majority in the third rank accounting for over 63% while Bahasa Malay 

comprised 66% as the dominant language in the fourth rank. The least wanted language 

on signs was Patani-Malay counting for over 66%. 

Table 4.49 Languages international respondents prefer on signs 

Item 11: Preferable Languages on Signs 

Rank  
(the most to 

the least) 
Language  Frequency Percent Total 

1 

English 38 63.3 

100.0 
Chinese 7 11.7 

French 3 5.0 

German 3 5.0 
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Item 11: Preferable Languages on Signs 

Rank  
(the most to 

the least) 
Language  Frequency Percent Total 

Thai 3 5.0 

Japanese 2 3.3 

Russian 2 3.3 

Bahasa Malay 1 1.7 

Khmer 1 1.7 

2 

Thai 36 60.0 

100.0 
English 19 31.7 

Chinese 4 6.7 

Bahasa Malay 1 1.7 

3 

Chinese 38 63.3 

100.0 

Thai 14 23.3 

English 3 5.0 

Burmese 2 3.3 

Patani-Malay 2 3.3 

Arabic 1 1.7 

4 

Bahasa Malay 40 66.7 

100.0 

Thai 7 11.7 

Chinese 6 10.0 

French 3 5.0 

Japanese 2 3.3 

Patani-Malay 2 3.3 

5 

Patani-Malay 40 66.7 

100.0 
Bahasa Malay 17 28.3 

Chinese 2 3.3 

French 1 1.7 

International respondents’  experience on multilingual signs and their opinions 

on foreign languages’ inclusion on signs were revealed in this section. More than a half 

of all international participants ( 55% )  were not sure whether they have experienced 

multilingual signs in places they have visited (see Table 4.50) .  Almost twenty people 

( 31. 7% )  of them identified that they have never seen such signs while eight people 

(13.3%) of them reported that they once saw multilingual signs. In addition, over 93% 

of this group’ s participants thought that the use of any foreign language on signs was 

for helping tourists while 6.7 of them did not ensure whether this type of signs operates 

for that purpose. 
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Table 4.50 International respondents’ experience on multilingual signs and their 

opinions on foreign languages’ inclusion on signs 

Item 12 – 13 Frequency Percent Total 

12.Have Seen Multilingual 

Sign 

Yes 8 13.3 

100.0 
No 19 31.7 

Not 

sure 

33 55.0 

13.Inclusion of a Foreign 

Language for Helping 

Tourists 

Yes 56 93.3 

100.0 Not 

sure 

4 6.7 

  International participants’  intelligibility on signs in Thailand was 

reported on in this section, over 36% of them chose the range of 2 as the degree of sign 

comprehensibility while the nearly number, 31.7%, chose the range of 3. It is also vital 

to note that almost a quarter of them ( 14 people or 23. 3% )  thought that signs were 

incomprehensible to them as they chose the range of 1, while the ranges of 4 and 5 were 

rated at 3.3% and 5% by international respondents, respectively (see Table 4.51).  

 It is necessary to point out that both Malaysian and international participants 

were less intelligible to signs since most of their responses were more in the ranges of 

2 to 4; more importantly, no one in these two groups chose the range of 6 which is the 

comprehensible level of signs. 

Table 4.51 International respondents’ comprehensibility on signs in Thailand  

Item 14: Degrees of Comprehensibility on Signs 

 From Incomprehensible to Comprehensible Frequency Percent 

1 
14 23.3 

2 22 36.7 

3 19 31.7 

4 2 3.3 

5 3 5.0 

6 - 0.00 

Total 60 100.0 
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4.3.5.3 Section C: Preference on Signs in Public Spaces  

For sign preference, most international visitors or 95%  of them preferred sign 

no. 2 in which English is first written with the bigger size, followed by Thai, Patani-

Malay and Bahasa Malay whereas sign no. 1 written with Thai with the bigger size in 

the first order was chosen by 5%  of them ( see Table 4. 52) .  For the language 

combination, over 96%  of the participants chose sign no. 1 written with Thai and 

English as the most preferable language combination on signs. Sign no.3, displayed by 

Patani- Malay and Bahasa Malay, and sign no. 4, written with Thai and Bahasa Malay, 

were equally selected by 1 person or 1. 7%  of all participants for each.  For design of 

sign, more than 80% of them preferred sign no.4 written with Thai and English on the 

picture of a mosque. This is similar to that of the Malaysian respondents who chose this 

sign by more than a half of them (see Table 4.39) .  Sign no.2 (Thai and Patani-Malay 

on a traditional Thai frame) was the second preferred design by 13.3% of all participants 

whereas sign no.3 where Patani-Malay and Bahasa Malay written on a traditional Malay 

background was selected by 3.3% of them. 

Table 4.52 International respondents’ preference on letter size and order of language, 

language combination and design of sign 

Item 15 -17 Frequency Percent Total 

15.Letter Size and 

Order of Language 

Sign no.1 3 5.0 
100.0 

Sign no.2 57 95.0 

16.Language 

Combination 

Sign no.1 58 96.7 

100.0 Sign no.3 1 1.7 

Sign no.4 1 1.7 

17.Design of Sign Sign no.1 8 13.3 

 

100.0 
Sign no.3 2 3.3 

Sign no.4 50 83.3 

 

4.3.5.4 Section D: Opinions of Participants on Signs  

 This section shows international participants’ preference on languages used on 

signs.  In case of one- language preference, English took the major role with the 
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percentage of 66.7%. It is followed by Chinese (10%), Thai (8.3%), French (5%) and 

Russian (3.3%).  The other four languages were equally chosen by only 1.7% of this 

group’s participants: Bahasa Malay, German, Japanese and Khmer as can be seen from 

Table 4.53. 

Table 4.53 International respondents’ preference on one language 

Item 18             Rank         Language Frequency Percent Total 

One 

Language 

Preference 

1 

English 40 66.7 

100.0 

Chinese 6 10.0 

Thai 5 8.3 

French 3 5.0 

Russian 2 3.3 

Bahasa 

Malay 

1 1.7 

German 1 1.7 

Japanese 1 1.7 

Khmer 1 1.7 
 

According to the two-language preference on signs, English remained the most 

preferred language in the first rank counting for 66. 7% , followed by Chinese ( 10% ) , 

Thai (8.3%), French (5%) and Lao (3.3%). Coming after was Bahasa Malay, German, 

Japanese and Khmer which were equally shared the percentage of one for each.  In the 

second rank, Thai was highly preferred by over 56%  of all people.  The subsequent 

languages were English (30%) and Chinese (6.7%). The rest four languages got 1% for 

each: Bahasa Malay, French, German and Lao (see Table 4.54). 

Table 4.54 International respondents’ preference on two languages 

Item 19                Rank Language Frequency Percent Total 

Two 

Languages 

Preference 

1 

English 40 66.7 

100.0 

Chinese 6 10.0 

Thai 5 8.3 

French 3 5.0 

Lao 2 3.3 

Bahasa Malay 1 1.7 

German 1 1.7 

Japanese 1 1.7 

Khmer 1 1.7 

2 
Thai 34 56.7 

100.0 
English 18 30.0 
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Item 19                Rank Language Frequency Percent Total 

Chinese 4 6.7 

Bahasa Malay 1 1.7 

French 1 1.7 

German 1 1.7 

Lao 1 1.7 

   

English was still preferred by 66.7% of people in the first rank of the three-

language preference while Thai was dominant in the second rank (see Table 4.55). It is 

crucial to note that while Chinese is the first language spoken by only 6 people or 10% 

of all participants of this group (see Table 4.46) this language was mostly chosen by 

over a half of the participants (53.3%) in the third rank (see Table 4.55). Other foreign 

languages were also mentioned by their speakers, such as Burmese (3.3%) and Arabic 

(1.7%).  

Table 4.55 International respondents’ preference on three languages 

Item 20                Rank Language Frequency Percent Total 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Three 

Languages 

Preference 

1 

English 40 66.7 

100.0 

Chinese 6 10.0 

Thai 5 8.3 

French 3 5.0 

Lao 2 3.3 

Bahasa Malay 1 1.7 

German 1 1.7 

Japanese 1 1.7 

Khmer 1 1.7 

2 

Thai 32 53.3 

 

 

100.0 

English 19 31.7 

Chinese 6 10.0 

Bahasa Malay 1 1.7 

French 1 1.7 

Lao 1 1.7 

3 

Chinese 32 53.3 

100.0 

Thai 20 33.3 

Burmese 2 3.3 

Patani-Malay 2 3.3 

Arabic 1 1.7 

English 1 1.7 

French 1 1.7 

German 1 1.7 
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  More than 76% of international respondents agreed with including a minority 

language on signs while over 20% of them felt neutral. It is necessary to note that 1 

person or 1.7% of them did not agree with this idea (see Table 4.56). This is contrast to 

that of the other three groups of participants (the locals, the non-locals and the 

Malaysian participants) where ‘Disagree’ was chosen by no one (see Table 4.20, 4.30 

and 4.41, respectively). However, the agreement on such idea gained the high 

percentage in every group of participants (see Table 4.20, 4.30, 4.41 and 4.56). Besides, 

it is of note that more international participants were welcome to write down their 

opinions on multilingual signs counting for 78.3% (47 people) and over 73% (44 

people) of them provided their answers as further suggestions upon signs. These results 

appear to be contrastive to that of other three groups: the locals, the non-locals and the 

Malaysians in which participants in these groups tended to leave no answer to open-

ended questions (see Table 4.20, 4.30 and 4.41, respectively). 

Table 4.56 International respondents’ agreement on inclusion of a minority language 

and their answers on open-ended questions 

Item 21 – 23 Frequency Percent Total 

21.Agreement on Including a 

Minority Language on Sign 

Agree 46 76.7 

100.0 Neutral 13 21.7 

Disagree 1 1.7 

22.Open-ended Question  

-Opinion toward 

Multilingual sign 

Answer 47 78.3 

100.0 No Answer 13 21.7 

23.Open-ended Question  

-Further Suggestion 

Answer 44 73.3 
100.0 

No Answer 16 26.7 

 

This sections demonstrates international respondents’  opinions and further 

suggestions on multilingual signs which can be divided into nine main categories:  1) 

Agreement on multilingual signs, 2) Disagreement on multilingual signs, 3) Drawbacks 

of multilingual signs, 4)  Preferable languages, 5)  Preference on multimodality, 6) 

Feeling toward multilingual signs, 7)  Advantages of multilingual signs, 8) 

Recommendations for sign production and 9)  Other comments as seen in Table 4. 57 

and 4.58 below. 



 145 

Table 4.57 International respondents’ opinions on multilingual signs 

Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

Agreement on multilingual signs 

P2 : It is OK. 

P17 : Absolutely need, not only Patani-Malay but also other 

languages. 

P20 : Good thing! 

P25 : It is necessary. 

P26 : Yes, it is necessary, especially for tourists from many 

countries visit Thailand and for many people with many 

nationalities living in Thailand. 

P36 : It is very important and necessary to make a local language 

visible in all cities and provincial locations where people who 

use the language living.  

P41 : It is very necessary for including other languages on signs as 

majority of people in Thailand do not speak English. 

P47 : It is very reasonable and very interesting. I never think of 

writing any minority language on signs, specifically public 

signs before. I want to see more of other local languages. 

P58 : All public signs should include several languages. 

Disagreement on multilingual signs 

P8 : Thai people, particularly who live in Southern part of 

Thailand can really understand the Thai language, so there is 

no need to write Patani-Malay language on public signs.  

P12 : Nowadays, people can understand English or Thai. So no 

need to include Patani-Malay on public signage. 

P14 : Not that much necessary as people get more education. Most 

of them can understand the main language, such as Thai and 

English. 

P15 : In nationwide, I am convinced that there is no need to write 

Patani-Malay on public signs. 

P16 : No need, English, French, Chinese, and Japanese are enough. 

P35 : It is not necessary. Two is enough (Thai and English). 

Drawbacks of multilingual signs 

P4 : I think that signs should be universal. And it should be made 

to be understand. However, the inclusion of majority language 

may lead to information overload rather than being helpful. 
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Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

P11 : There is no reason enough to include Patani-Malay. In my 

personality, it is because they can understand Thai and 

English. Otherwise, it will become redundant or complex 

public signs. 

P22 : I think multilingual public signs is very necessary for a 

tourism country like Thailand, but just Thai and English is 

OK. If a sign has too many languages, it will look terrible. 

Preferable languages 

P3 : English should be preferred over other languages (except 

Thai). 

P5 : I think the language of the signs should be produced based on 

the percentage of population living in that particular location. 

If there is a greater share of Patani-Malay people, the language 

should be the primary language following by others. 

P7 : I think English and Thai. 

P18 : Thai should be the first language, but it is definitely positive 

if there is a second language, such as a common language as 

English or an ethnic language like in this case on the public 

signs so both foreigners and locals understand the signs. 

P21 : I do not mind as long as I can read English. 

P57 : I do not speak this language and due to tourism, for me it 

only makes sense to include languages which are spread all 

over the world e.g. Chinese, English, Arabic. 

Feeling toward multilingual signs 

P56 : It would be amazing to see since I do not know this language. 

P59 : It would be great to see different languages. 

Advantages of multilingual signs 

P6 : That is good too. This will make it clearer for those who use 

the language. 

P19 : Can be useful in places often visited by people 

speaking/reading this minority language. 

P23 : It is important. It would be useful for tourists. 

P24 : I think it should include Patani-Malay. It will be helpful for 

the Southern people of Thailand. 

 

P30 : I think multilingual public signs are more helpful for foreign 

tourists so they can travel over Thailand individually. 

P31 : This will make it easy for some people, will help people 

eliminate misunderstandings. 
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Participants Opinions on Multilingual Signs 

P32 : That is useful and helpful for people whom they do not know 

English or Thai. 

P33 : Foreigners/tourists can understand the signs and take 

information without problems. 

P34 : Multilingual public signs are good for directions. 

P39 : Very helpful 

P46 : Good and very helpful 

P52 : Good for people in local to understand. 

P54 : Useful to locals and interesting for visitors 

P55 : It is useful to those local people. 

P60 : It will help the native-speakers of Patani-Malay to understand 

and find the desired place/direction, they also enjoy their own 

language. The government should expand this concept to other 

areas.  

Recommendations for sign production 

P1 : I have not been there, so I really do not know. But I think it 

should be understandable. 

P13 : Should only implement in Southern part of Thailand. 

P28 : I think this approach is feasible and can be provided to more 

people. 

Other comments 

P29 : I have no idea. 

P37 : I have no idea. 

P40 : Inclusive 

 

Table 4.58 International respondents’ further suggestions toward multilingual signs 

Participants Further Suggestions or Other Opinions 

Agreement on multilingual signs 

P11 : Sure. We need them not only in Thailand, but also in every 

country. 

P12 : Thailand as many countries in the world, is now opened 

country overtime; therefore, we need multilingual public signs.  

 

P19 : Of course. In Thailand there are many foreigners not speaking 

Thai, but most speak English as 2nd language. So, 2nd language 

signs should be a must. 
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Participants Further Suggestions or Other Opinions 

P47 : Every minority community should have their public signs 

written with their own languages. That would be fascinating and 

unique, and also attract more tourists. 

Preferable languages 

P1 : Public signs are important. It should be understandable by all. 

So, all I can say is it should include the English language. 

P6 : It should try to use the language that more people use. 

P7 : English-Thai 

P8 : I prefer English and local languages on public signage. 

P13 : I would like to have public signs including neighbor languages 

along the borders. 

P14 : Need to write international languages on public signs! 

P15 : I strongly agree the multilingual public signs which should 

include well-known international languages. 

P17 : Next to Thai, public signs should include English as a second 

language se even Non-Thai people can understand the signs. 

P20 : I would like to read English and Karaoke languages on public 

signs as well. 

P22 : Tourist attractions can add more multilingual public signs, 

maybe they can add Chinese because Chinese tourists more and 

more travel to Thailand. 

P23 : I suggest that every public sign should be written in English, 

no matter which country or which place. That is essential. 

P24 : In my opinion, all public signs in Bangkok or other tourist 

cities in Thailand should include English because it will be very 

useful for foreigners from all over the world. 

P26 : I suggest using Thai and English on signs. 

P27 : At lease having English. 

P31 : Maybe it should increase the efforts to achieve full coverage of 

the English signs, and case-sensitive. 

P34 : English should be included in the multilingual signs. 

P35 : Signs should be big and clear enough with more English 

language. 

P41 : The sign board must consist of English language on a proper 

sign.  

P55 : I think English should be part of all signs. 

P56 : Public signs should show the languages used whereby the signs 

are located. Anyway, I think English description should be 

inclusive (at least in small letters). 
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Participants Further Suggestions or Other Opinions 

P57 : Thinking of the global population we have to focus on English, 

Chinese, and Arabic speaking people as they are the majority 

with over or more than one billion native speakers each. 

P60 : As English is considered as the most understandable language 

after the first language of any country. So, it is better to have 

public signs in both for convenient sake of local public as well 

as foreign tourists. 

Preference on multimodality 

P33 : The pictures must be self-explanatory apart from words being 

put on the sign posts. 

P58 : Make the signs more understandable and communicative to 

both local people and tourists. Maybe use more pictures and 

color on the signs (in case of directions). 

Advantages of multilingual signs 

P3 : It will help foreigners feel at home. 

P38 : Very nice to help the tourists who come. 

P40 : Helpful 

Recommendations for sign production 

P4 : They should be functional and practical – not just created in 

the name of inclusion. There should be a survey on what 

nationalities visit specific areas – and the signs. 

P5 : Make signs more clear and visible to the eyes of people. 

P16 : The Thai government should survey where foreigners like to 

visit when they come to travel. Then, write their main language 

on public signs as well. 

P18 : I would prefer a clear design of signs. 

  

P21 : It is so rare to see multilingual signs. Produce more at least 

bilingual signs. 

P28 : I hope the signs can be more detailed.  

P29 : Maybe multilingual public signs are not just in the tourist 

spots. 

P30 : Just do multilingual public signs more simply to make tourist 

easier to understand. 

P32 : I saw signs in some places they are not in good angles, and that 

is not easy to recognize them. Also if they use bigger size of 

word and board, it will be more beneficial. 

P36 : Need to distinct of color and size of board. 
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4.3 Conclusion 

The findings of this empirical study were presented in this chapter with an 

attempt to answer this study’ s research questions.  The results showed that varieties of 

languages were present on signs in the research fields.  From the national and formal 

language of the country, the Thai language, to the minority ethnic language widely used 

in the Deep South, Patani-Malay; these languages were widespread on signs along with 

other foreign languages: English, Chinese, Bahasa Malay, Arabic, French and Japanese 

in which each language was displayed on signs for different purposes.  With these 

languages, the linguistic landscape of the Deep South was created with various degrees 

of language: from monolingual, bilingual to multilingual levels. The monolingual signs 

shared a great number of all signs in every research site while bilingual ones were 

visible as the second rank of signs in the Deep South.  Multilingual signs were also 

present in the southernmost linguistic scenery, though with a smaller number of signs 

if compared to the other two levels.  Besides, monolingual and bilingual signs equally 

shared their presence in both official and private categories while multilingual signs 

seemed to be more visible in the official category. The languages aforementioned were 

also portrayed with different shapes, sizes and orders on signs in which other modes of 

communication, such as a picture as a background or even a sculpture were presented 

along with the text on signs as well.  The results also revealed that more numbers of 

languages on signs were visible in every main street in the Deep South where less 

numbers of languages were found in the minor street group.  It is vital to note that a 

number of languages displayed in both main and minor street categories were slightly 

different; the differences rather occurred in the language orders, not numbers of 

languages. 

Participants Further Suggestions or Other Opinions 

P52 : Public signs should be maintained properly, and in different 

languages, if a government wants to promote a comfort tourism 

and a study tour etc. 

P54 : Consider or take the opinions of the majority and minority of 

the places they reside in when create the signs. 

P59 : Correct, clear and simple signs are important to everyone, 

especially foreigners 
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In addition, as can be seen from the results of the survey questionnaires, the 

answers in each item yielded the fruitful results to this study. The answers of four-group 

participants were based on their linguistic and ethnographic background as these 

factors, to some degrees, represented the way they perceived or preferred a particular 

language used on signs.  This was clearly seen in the results of language preference on 

signs in which more preferable language was related to respondents’  mother tongue: 

the locals ( Patani- Malay) , the non- locals ( Thai)  and the Malaysian visitors ( Bahasa 

Malay and Chinese). The international visitors, regardless of their first language, highly 

preferred English in most cases of language use on signs.  Significantly, most Thai 

participants, even the majority of locals, have never realized that the use of a minority 

language and other foreign languages on signs have been launched and implemented 

by the SBPAC’s linguistic policies, even though this government organization has been 

located in Yala.  However, it is reported that local participants in the Deep South have 

experienced more multilingual signs when compared to other three groups.  Moreover, 

the multimodality came to play its vital role on signs since most respondents of these 

four groups preferred signs with more modes of communication, such as pictures. One 

salient finding from the questionnaire that should be mentioned was Malaysian and 

international respondents’  intelligibility on signs.  These foreign participants were 

reportedly less comprehensible to the messages written on signs in Thailand as a large 

number of them chose the scale of 2 to 4 on average from the scale of 1- 6 ( from 

incomprehensible to comprehensible) .  This is specifically critical when an important 

number of international visitors rated the scale of 1 which signifies their 

incomprehensibility on signs in places they have visited in this country.  

Above all, the results from the questionnaires might generalize the perception 

and preference of each particular group on preferable languages on signs or signs 

themselves.  These findings may be useful for policymakers who consider what 

languages should be present on signs and authorities who are responsible for making 

signs in Thailand.  All of these important issues were taken into account for further 

discussion in the next chapter. Importantly, it is of note that the data from the interview 

as this study’s qualitative results was not presented in this section. Rather, the interview 

data; namely, the interview excerpts, will be used to provide additional support to 

people’ s opinion on languages, signs and linguistic policies from the government.  In 
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this light, participants’ opinions from the questionnaires and the interview excerpts will 

be analyzed and discussed along with other main data of this study in the subsequent 

chapter. 

 

 



 

CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 This chapter discusses the results of this study.  I begin by examining each 

language found on signs and explaining the possible factors underlying its use.  An 

attempt is then made to analyze people’ s perceptions from both survey questionnaires 

and interviews on language use on signs. The salient findings of significant features of 

signs; for instance, desirable and undesirable signs as well as intelligibility on signs, 

are taken into consideration with the intention to arrive at the implications for sign 

making.  The role of the linguistic policies launched by the government as one of the 

most influential contributors to the existence of multilingual signs in the Deep South is 

also discussed together with showing people’ s opinions which can be considered as 

support and encouragement to such policies.  Besides, the notions of signs as 

commodification, language learning, language maintenance and pathway to peace are 

proposed as other advantages of signs from participants’  perceptions.  This study’ s 

conclusion and recommendations are also given at the end of this chapter  

5.1 The Use of Languages on Signs in the Deep South of Thailand 

This section describes the use of each language on signs, and also the difference 

in the number of language(s) on signs on the main and minor streets in each province. 

The data of each language on signs can be used to reflect the multilingual situation in 

the Deep South, especially relationship between language users and social factors 

underlying the use of particular languages on signs in the southernmost communities as 

Blommaert (2013) stated, “Messages in the public space are never neutral; they always 

display connections to social structure, power and hierarchies” (p. 40). In this light, the 

Trend Magnet Model proposed by Lee (2015) and sociolinguistic aspects are also used 

to describe the language phenomenon on signs in the areas. 
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5.1.1 The Presence of Each Language on Signs and the Reasons behind It 

Thai Comes First 

 As is evident in the result section, Thai was present the most on signs in the 

research sites.  This would not be surprising since the language maintains the status of 

“…national symbol, the official language, the language of the government, education, 

media and high culture. ”  ( Smalley, 1994, p.  25) .  We can see that Thai serves most 

aspects of communicative purposes in both formal and informal contexts. 

 Thai always comes first on signs, specifically the official signs produced by the 

government sectors.  Even if such signs produced by the private sectors or individuals 

in this ethnic communities where Patani- Malay is the mother tongue of its major 

population, Thai was still displayed with the bigger font size and the first order on signs. 

According to the trend magnet model ( Lee, 2015) , this phenomenon would possibly 

come from the concept of nationalism underlying the use of Thai as the country’s only 

national and official language.  This situation is also apparent in the linguistic policies 

imposed by the SBPAC stating the use of Thai as the first language code to be present 

on signs ( see Section 2. 3. 2. 3)  and the results of signs in this current study indicating 

the strongest presence of Thai in most signs found in the research sites ( see Table 4. 3, 

4. 7 and 4. 11) .  Clearly, the Deep South community is inevitably under the shadow of 

this concept.  Similarly, Backhaus (2006) , who examined the LL in Tokyo, the capital 

city of Japan, claimed that official signs are used to show the power relations via the 

dominant use of Japanese on signs.  Likewise, one of the salient findings of Huebner’s 

(2006) study showed that more than a half of LL in Bangkok and its metropolitan area 

was in monolingual Thai.  It is clear from the statistics of these empirical studies and 

the results in this current study that the predominant use of Thai on signs, specifically 

in the Deep South, results from and is maintained by both national linguistic policies 

launched by the central Thai government and the linguistic policies imposed by the 

SBPAC, the regional government administration in the southernmost Thai 

communities.  We can see how the political institution exercises its power through the 

government policy on language which is able to manipulate the more or less use of a 

particular language in a specific domain.    
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English Comes Second 

 As expected, signs in the Deep South are a place where the most foreign 

influential language like English comes into contact as the second most seen language 

on signs (see Table 4.3, 4.7 and 4.11).  

 The magnet of globalization ( Lee, 2015)  would be revealing to this de facto 

foreign language of Thailand.  English has been brought to the country through 

economy, trade, education and most aspects of human transaction as the dominant 

world language for communication.  With this significant status at both regional and 

universal levels, English is undeniably visible on signs in the Deep South as the 

phenomenon of ‘Thai comes first, English comes second’ found in this present study. 

This ‘ T+ E’  situation on signs in the research fields is supported by fruitful 

results of LL studies investigating the use of languages on signs in Thailand.   For 

instance, Huebner ( 2006)  explored the LL in Bangkok and its metropolitan area.  The 

results revealed that 60%  of languages used on official signs was Thai ( monolingual 

signs) , and 34%  in both Thai and English ( bilingual signs) .  This is in line with 

Ngampramuan’s (2009) research exploring the spread of English as a global language 

through the LL in three major transport hubs of Thailand.  One main salient finding 

showed that English is gaining its status as a dominant foreign language in the research 

sites.  Her study also pointed out that apart from Thai as the national and official 

language widely used in public communication, English plays a significant role as 

Thailand’ s de facto official language as its presence was found most on public signs. 

Furthermore, English is proposed as the communicative medium of the ASEAN 

community where Thailand has been one of its members.  More use of English as the 

second language seen on signs would be the welcoming and communicating platform 

from all-related parties to this incorporation among ten member countries. In this light, 

it is clear that English is playing a vital role as a global language and can even be 

unofficially considered a second official language in Thailand.  

It is also intriguing to indicate that even if we see from the evidence that the 

phenomenon of ‘Thai comes first, English comes second’ is spread on both official and 

private signs in the research fields or even throughout the country, Warotamasikkhadit 

and Person (2011) asserted that there is no legal mention about a standard language in 

the Contemporary Thai Constitution while Thai and English have been perceived as the 
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most crucial languages by Thai policymakers for communication.  This would 

emphasize the concept of nationalism and globalization as shown in the Trend Magnet 

Model by Lee (2015) when these concepts have a strong impact through the use of Thai 

and English in the southernmost areas; these two language codes even surpass the use 

of Patani- Malay, the minority language yet used as the first language by almost the 

entire population in the areas, on signs.  

Chinese on Signs as the Result of Trade and Tourism  

 Based on the data, the Chinese language plays a key role as the language seen 

on most business signage ( see Figure 4. 17, 4. 19, 4. 41, 4. 55, 4. 57, 4. 75 and 4. 90) , 

especially the gold shop in the Deep South areas ( see Figure 4. 21, 4. 56 and 4. 87) . 

According to the Trend Magnet Model ( Lee, 2015) , Chinese on signs in the research 

sites may result from the concept of regionalization or even globalization when Chinese 

has been spoken by one of the world’s largest speakers. Its use on signs may be intended 

to welcome more Chinese native speakers around the world, especially in the Southeast 

Asian Countries like Singapore and Malaysia, the near and neighboring states to 

Thailand’s Deep South. Not only is Chinese on signs in contact with Chinese-speaking 

visitors but also with its local speakers. As discussed in this study’s Literature Review, 

the three southernmost provinces also inhabit Chinese people who have been involved 

in various kinds of businesses.  This would be one of the reasons behind the use of 

Chinese on trade or business- related signs, such as Chinese writing as a trademark on 

buildings. Notably, Chinese still expands its predominance on formal contexts when it 

is included on official signs along with Thai, English and Patani-Malay (see Table 4.3, 

4.7 and 4.11). This would be counted as the policy of the government to provide a wider 

communication to both foreigners and locals.  

Bahasa Malay: The Language from the Neighboring Area  

 Bahasa Malay, the official language of Malaysia, can be visible on both official 

and private signs in the Deep South. Since it is the same language used in certain regions 

or sub- regions within Thailand, the magnet of regionalization ( Lee, 2015)  would be 

describing the use of Bahasa Malay. As Patani-Malay is considered a dialect of Bahasa 

Malay, these two groups of people can, to some extent, mutually understand each other 

when speaking (Smalley, 1994; Boonlong, 2007; Premsrirat, 2008). However, reading 
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and understanding signs written in Patani-Malay might be difficult for some Malaysian 

visitors to the Deep South to comprehend, in spite of the Malay race largely sharing the 

same cultural, traditional and ( spoken)  linguistic practices with the local Malays in 

Thailand. This would be because Patani-Malay’s script is the simplified form of Arabic, 

whereas Bahasa Malay uses Romanized alphabets to transcribe its spoken language. 

Thus, there is a promotion of Bahasa Malay to be used more in various domains where 

it is not only commonly heard, but also increasingly seen on signs as to facilitate and 

communicate information to the Malaysian visitors.  With this strategy, the higher the 

number of tourists visiting the area from Malaysia, the faster the growth of the economy 

and social units will be in the Deep South. Notably, there is no report on the use of any 

other languages of the ASEAN member countries on signs in the Deep South. The two 

reasonable reasons for this would be; (1) the three provinces are located at the deepest 

part of the country, which may be difficult in terms of transportation for both foreign 

tourists and even laborers from other member countries, except for Malaysia, and ( 2) 

the Deep South is constantly portrayed by the media as the area of insurgency and 

instability, where foreigners might be afraid to visit.  

Roles of Other Foreign Languages on Signs: Arabic, French and Japanese 

 Apart from English, Chinese and Bahasa Malay as the foreign languages on 

signs in the Deep South, three other foreign languages are placed on signs for different 

domains of language use.  

 Arabic: Its Prevalence in the Religious Domain 

 Arabic is commonly perceived as being relative to the religious domain, since 

the language often appears on building signage of Islam-related places such as masjids 

(see Figure 4.14, 4.38, 4.49 and 4.72), Muslim graveyards (see Figure 4.10 and 4.23), 

or non- secular schools ( see Figure 4. 85)  broadly located in the three southernmost 

provinces.  This perception could also develop from the fact that Arabic is the main 

language used in the Quran, the central religious text of Islam (Huda, 2018). Thus, this 

language inherently possesses the symbolic status of integrating Islam and its believers, 

with the language found to be widely used on place-name signage in this study.  
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French and Japanese on Signs for Trade 

 French and Japanese are the two other languages that can be seen on private 

signs.  These two language codes are added for advertisement purposes only.  French 

can often be found on the building signage of a coffee shop, while Japanese is seen on 

signs of a restaurant.  Through the lens of globalization ( Lee, 2015) , the use of these 

languages have resulted from cultural diffusion in which not only the food culture 

( drinking coffee/ tea with bakery and Japanese food)  is being flown into the 

southernmost Thai society, but also the language use of such original cultures.  This is 

supported by Backhaus’ s ( 2006)  study where the researcher claims that nonofficial 

signs, which are normally released by the business sector, offer higher use of foreign 

languages to represent an overseas atmosphere.  This would explain the use of French 

and Japanese on signs in the sense that it may help provide customers with the authentic 

feelings of being in a foreign land.  This is usually achieved through the packaging of 

products, the settings of a location, or the use of the local language of a certain country. 

The Spread of Patani-Malay on Public Signs 

 Having discussed the use of various languages, from official to foreign 

languages on signs, this section is dedicated to the critical area of this research:  the 

inclusion of Patani-Malay on public signs. 

 As discussed in the first two chapters of this study, Patani- Malay was once 

banned and was not allowed in the formal domains of language use even though its 

native speakers have enjoyed the use in everyday communication within their families 

and communities.  

 From the results of signs, it is shown that Patani-Malay was displayed on signs, 

especially official ones in the research sites of the three southernmost communities.  It 

can be also noticed that even though Patani-Malay was rarely seen on both official and 

private monolingual signs, this language was frequently present along with other 

languages, such as Thai, English and Chinese on official signs for the most part ( see 

Table 4.3, 4.7 and 4.11) .  This extensive use of Patani-Malay on public signs resulted 

from the linguistic policies imposed by the SBPAC. This is in line with Shohamy (2006) 

who indicated that any LL item is a means for a language policy to exercise the power 

over the public environment by maintaining a particular language together with giving 
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a specific status to that language displayed in the space.  The policies by the SBPAC 

can be then counted as the most influencer of the growing visibility of Patani-Malay on 

public signs. Similar to Dal Negro (2009), the researcher revealed that various uses of 

languages, specifically local varieties seen as texts in the LL in the three villages in 

Northern Italy, resulted from the strong impact of local linguistic policies as well.  We 

have seen that the main factor underlying ethnic language use on signs seems related to 

the language policy and its status and role within a particular society, especially a 

multilingual one. Importantly, through the lens of the trend magnet model (Lee, 2015); 

the Deep South is the overlapped area where several languages come into contact. Each 

language on signs has been differently influenced by various factors: from national and 

regional language policies, trade, tourism, regional incorporation to the linguistic rights 

of the minority ethnic group promoted by the government.  These underlying factors 

help create the atmosphere of societal multilingualism in the southernmost Thai 

community through the use of several languages on signs.   

5.1.2 Number of Languages on Signs in the Main Vs Minor Streets 

 As is evident in the results (see Table 4.2, 4.6 and 4.10), a number of languages 

on signs in the two opposite sides of the streets is not considerably different. The same 

languages can be seen along both main and minor streets, but different orders of 

language codes and numbers of languages displayed on signs.  It is more interesting to 

point out that the flexible orders and diverse combinations of languages can be more 

visible on private signs of these two street categories.  This might be because private 

signs are created by individuals and most of signs are mainly produced for the 

commercial purpose.  This type of signs, therefore, seems more creative and flexible 

since the sign creators do not have to follow a specific pattern of designs or languages 

to be used on signs, as is opposite to the case of official ones.  

5.2 Perceptions of People Toward the Use of Languages, Including Patani-Malay 

on Signs  

 Given the reasons behind the presence of languages on signs above, this section 

would therefore discuss people’s perceptions toward the use of such languages in order 

to answer this study’s second research question as described below. 
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5. 2. 1 The Privileged Status of Thai as the Only National and Official 

Language of the Country 

 Some participants have confirmed the status of ‘ Thai comes first’  on signs as 

widely discussed in the previous section.  

 The critical and tangible support to this privileged status of Thai on signs has 

been found in the statement of a man who was born and raised in Bangkok who 

commented that “I have nothing to do with several languages on signs.  If it is Thai, it 

is fine for me” (Non-local Participant 38).  

 Besides, the outstanding results to emphasize this situation have been found in 

the questionnaire responses of all participants who reported that Thai was mostly seen 

on signs in places where they live or visit (see Table 4.15, 4.25, 4.35 and 4.48 for local, 

non-local, Malaysian and international participants, respectively). This is especially for 

the non- local group in which Thai was one- hundred per cent of their language 

preference on signs ( see Table 4. 26)  and also as the first and bigger size of code ( see 

Table 4. 28) .  The logic underlies this is that Thai is the mother tongue of majority’ s 

non- local participants; it is quite certain that they would prefer a language that is most 

understandable and familiar to them.  Conversely, the results of locals’  language 

preference on signs are different.  Even though Thai was mostly visible on signs in the 

areas where they live ( see Table 4. 15) , this language was not the most preferred 

language code by this group, when only 8.3% of them chose Thai as the first language 

code on signs (see Table 4.16). This evidence proves that Thai with its privileged status 

in the formal contexts cannot overshadow the ethnic minority language which is the 

mother tongue of this group’s participants. 

 This preference for Thai is even more prominent when not only non- local 

participants in Thailand but also the international respondents prefer the Thai language 

as the first language code on signs as one of them reported, “ Thai should be the first 

language…” (International Participant 18). This male participant from Bhutan was then 

asked to delineate this in the interview session, he said “ Here I am standing now is 

Thailand, Thai should be the first language put on any signs”. He furthered that “It is 

not surprising for me if I could not find any other languages than Thai and English on 

a sign.  Rather, it is something common when a language of that state is used the most 

along with a world language like English”. As seen, ‘Thai comes first, English comes 
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second’  has been the recurring concept in the opinion of this participant and of others 

below. 

“ Thai and English must be on any sign first.  They can then add other 

languages.” (Non-local Participant 47)  

“ Public signs that I have seen in my everyday life are mostly bilingual signs 

(Thai and English).” (Non-local Participant 47)  

“I think multilingual public signs are very necessary for a tourism country like 

Thailand, but just Thai and English is OK…” (International Participant 22) 

 “I suggest using Thai and English on signs.” (International Participant 26)  

“It is not necessary. Two is enough (Thai and English).”                   

(International Participant 35)  

 Evidently, we have seen how a national language policy proposed by the 

government and other institutions like the media and education strongly and effectively 

have an impact on people’ s perceptions as they are more likely to favor Thai that is 

served for wider communicative aspects in Thailand and English which is the world 

language nowadays. More details of people’s opinions on English are discussed in the 

next section. 

5.2.2 The Preference of English as the International Language 

 Apart from Thai, English has been extending its status as the foreign de facto 

language of this country for years.  This is evident in the findings of all participant 

groups where all of them congruently reported that this language was seen most on 

signs as the second code, next to Thai ( see Table 4. 15, 4. 25, 4. 35 and 4. 48 for local, 

non- local, Malaysian and international groups, respectively) .  Particularly, English is 

positively favored by the non- local group who always chose English as the second 

preferable code in all functions and aspects of language use on signs ( see 4. 26, 4. 28 

and 4.29).  
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 The linguistic situation of English as the most influential language extensively 

used around the globe can be seen from some assertive perceptions of participants, 

especially Malaysian and international ones below. 

“I suggest that every public sign should be written in English, no matter which 

country or which place. That is essential.” (International Participants 23) 

“ Maybe it should increase the efforts to achieve full coverage of the English 

signs…” (International Participants 31) 

 “I think English should be part of all signs.” (International Participants 55) 

  “English should be placed in every sign.” (Malaysian Participants 24) 

 “I just want English.” (Malaysian Participants (31) 

“Use English on signs, especially the important ones.”                          

(Malaysian Participants 51) 

The reason behind these strong perceptions toward the use of English on signs 

should be found in the opinion of International Participant 60 who said:  

“ As English is considered as the most understandable language after the first 

language of any country.  So, it is better to have public signs in both for 

convenient sake of local public as well as foreign tourists.” 

In addition, International Participant 1 commented that “ Public signs are 

important. It should be understandable for all. So, all I can say is it should include the 

English language”. 

 As previously discussed in the concept of ‘Thai comes first’, the ‘English comes 

second’ has also been found in some people’s opinions that the use of English on signs 

should go side by side the national or official language of the country which in this case 

is Thai. 

“ Next to Thai, public signs should include English as a second language even 

Non-Thai people can understand the signs.” (International Participant 17)  
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“ English is widely used across the globe, so only English along with local 

language may  be enough.” (Malaysian Participant 12) 

 “English should be preferred over other languages (except Thai).” 

(International  Participant 3)  

 Besides, English on signs can be helpful and communicative to tourists when 

these two female participants said “In my opinion, all public signs in Bangkok or other 

tourist cities in Thailand should include English because it will be very useful for 

foreigners from all over the world”  ( International Participant 24) , and “ People 

nowadays travel and migrate freely and they can at least understand English as it is 

spoken worldwide. So, place the signs with these two (English and Chinese) everywhere 

if possible” (Malaysian Participant 49). 

 Another productive aspect also comes from International Participant 5.  This 

male participant from the US thought that not only should we put English on signs for 

the convenient sake of communication for international visitors but we should also 

consider the internal population in Thailand whom English may be their first language. 

His explanation from the interview is shown below: 

“ Speaking of which, there are some foreigners permanently living in Thailand 

or even Thais themselves who may use English as their native language.  They 

have the full right to speak and make use of English in all ways, the access to 

public signs is one of them.” 

 Above all, it can be clearly seen that English expands its identity and status in 

Thailand where this language is perceived as the most influential language on signs, 

aside from Thai.  

5.2.3 The Use of Chinese and Bahasa Malay: The Welcoming to the ASEAN 

Community  

 Chinese and Bahasa Malay are taken into consideration in this section as the 

other two vital foreign languages on signs. One main critical factor of their presence is 

relatively connected to the advent of the ASEAN community. 



 164 

 As formerly discussed, Chinese is more likely attached with trade signage and 

still used by Chinese- speaking people in the Deep South, this language is also widely 

spoken by the foreign visitors, especially those Chinese- native speakers from the 

neighboring areas like Malaysia and Singapore.  A great number of Malaysian 

participants, specifically those who use Chinese as their mother tongue requested for 

more use of Chinese on signs. Here are some: “More Chinese” (Malaysian Participant 

5) , or “ More Chinese and English please”  ( Malaysian Participant 24) .  For the 

convenience of tourists, Malaysian Participant 6 put it that “ It is better if they include 

Chinese for the tourists”, or Malaysian Participant 49 who stated “It is good, but I want 

more English and Chinese in every tourist spots”. 

 Another Chinese participant from the international group was also expressing 

his thought concerning the increasing number of Chinese visitors to Thailand, when he 

suggested that “Tourist attractions can add more multilingual public signs, maybe they 

can add Chinese because Chinese tourists travel more and more to Thailand” 

(International Participant 22). 

 Notably, the results of Chinese displayed on signs in the Deep South of this 

study has also been confirmed by Malaysian Participant 48 who reported, “I have seen 

some in Yala. They include Chinese in street signs too”. 

 Apart from Chinese, another important language widely used as the official 

language of Malaysia has been present on signs in the southernmost Thai communities 

as well (see Table 4.3, 4.7 and 4.11). Bahasa Malay was the most preferable language 

wanted to be seen on signs by the Malaysian group ( see Table 4. 36) ; and it was also 

ranked as the first language if this group of participant could choose one, second or 

third languages to see on signs ( see Table 4. 40) .  Having said that this language is the 

official language of the state next to the Deep South, the use of this language on signs 

was less visible in comparison to Chinese. This would be as the following reasons: (1) 

Patani- Malay is the dialect of Bahasa Malay, therefore, the spoken language of the 

Malay visitors from Malaysia and the local Malay can mutually intelligible to some 

extent.  ( 2)  Based on their intelligibility on spoken language, the writing seems less 

important because the written languages of these two groups are totally different. 

Bahasa Malay employs the Romanized alphabets to transcribe their spoken language 

into written texts while Patani-Malay benefits from the simplified version of Arabic as 
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their writing.  Interestingly, it seems that Arabic can also connect these two groups 

through its use in religious domain.  This is the case and apparent when one male 

participant in the Malaysian group expressed “ Malay is my mother tongue, but I have 

nothing to do with the text of Patani- Malay.  It is still good to see the Arabic though” 

( Malaysian Participant 29) .  This would possibly be the underlying cause of the less 

visibility of Bahasa Malay compared to Chinese.  Based on this fact, the suggestion to 

use more Bahasa Malay on signs was then seen from Non- local Participant 13’ s 

message stating that “Include Bahasa Malay on more signs”. 

 Furthermore, the wide visibility of Chinese and Bahasa Malay on signs, 

specifically the former, was partially the results of the advent of the ASEAN 

community.  This is evident in the interview of Pongsak Yingchoncharoen, the Mayor 

of Yala City Municipality, when he revealed through the interview with the media 

press, he said “ as Yala is aware of the upcoming ASEAN Economic Community. . . so 

multilingual public signs written with four languages have been produced to welcome 

visitors from the neighborhoods” (Workpoint Online News, 2016). In this light, we can 

see that all- related parties are aware of the regional country union when several 

languages are in need for people with different background as in this case the Yala City 

Municipality which has created multilingual signs in order to prepare and welcome the 

ASEAN community. 

5.2.4 Patani-Malay: Pride, Solidarity and Sense of Security to Its Speakers 

This section analyzes the perceptions of people toward the use of an ethnic 

minority language: Patani-Malay. The opinions of both local participants and others are 

carried out in an attempt to answer the secondary question of RQ2 of this present study: 

Are the opinions of people living in other areas on signs different from those of local 

people, especially those whose mother tongue is Patani-Malay? 

 Based on the numerical data, most people of the local group preferred Patani-

Malay to be firstly placed on signs for all aspects of language use (see Table 4.16, 4.180 

and 4. 19)  even if Thai was the most seen language on signs by this group ( see Table 

4. 15) .  The salient finding was also shown in the results of the agreement to include a 

minority language on public signs when over 98 per cent of the locals agreed with such 

notion (see Table 4.20).  
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   Generally speaking, a language is a tool of communication and a representation 

of its speakers, the local Malay’s opinions on the use of their ethnic language on public 

signs seem beyond that as one female participant from this group stated “ This is 

excellent and I agree 100 percent.  I see not only Patani- Malay on a sign, but also the 

pride on it.  It is our dignity and also our sense of belonging”  ( Local Participant 33) . 

This participant was then asked to elaborate more on her statement in the interview 

session as she put it that: 

“ It means a lot to me as a Thai citizen who sees my own language on signs.  I 

had never seen this language on public signs in my entire life until recent years 

when they (the government) include it on the sign”.  

She added that “ I know that most people out there take this language for 

granted, but for us it is our life.  It is something proving that we exist as part of this 

country. ”  Based on this, we can see how Patani- Malay can be prestigious and 

meaningful to its speakers as its presence on signs can bring them pride and can even 

create the sense of membership among people who use it.  Furthermore, as the locals 

live in the sensitive area of uncertainty and unrest, it is phenomenal when some locals 

said how their heritage language on signs can build their confidence, arouse their 

positive emotion and even create the state of security when being around with their 

language written on signs in their homeland as they stated:    

“I feel good when walking around and seeing this language in surroundings.” 

(Local Participant 22) 

“I feel warm seeing it…” (Local Participant 16) 

“I have more confidence going around and I am so proud seeing it.” 

(Local Participant 48) 

“When I see the sign, I feel even more secure since I know that where I am now 

is my community.” (Local Participant 55) 

With the positive effect of this type of signs, some locals were calling for more 

visibility of these signs when one male participant put it that “ I want to see more” 
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( Local Participant 4) , and another added “ It is still not enough; I want to see more” 

(Local Participant 16). However, a female participant in this group revealed that “I am 

a native speaker of Patani- Malay, but it is quite hard for me to read all of these signs. 

I am the older generation…” Even if she might be lack of the ability to understand the 

message written with Patani- Malay on signs, these signs still make her “ … so proud 

seeing it” (Local Participant 13). 

Significantly, while others expressed how they feel or think about such 

inclusion of Patani- Malay on public signs, these two female participants rather talked 

about the producers of the signs. 

“ It is a good start.  And I hope I can see more in the near future. ” , this is the 

expression of Local Participant 22 who thought including Patani-Malay on public signs 

is something that should have been done and also encouraged the government to make 

it more widely visible.  Another critical perspective also came from Local Participant 

45 who commented that “ … I know it is the policy from the government and I can see 

their attempt” .  This message can reflect how the local Malay thought about the Thai 

government in the present.  It might be implied that they have gained more trust and 

have perceived this project as a compromise from the Thai government through the 

allowance to enjoy their minority ethnic language on public signs in the environment. 

This female participant was asked to join the interview session to explain more on this 

issue, she then expressed that “I think the government goes on the right way even if they 

should have done it along ago” .  Given that she thought this project should have been 

implemented a long time ago; she was still obliged to it as she said “ Anyway, I 

appreciate it” .  This could be an important message for the government to put more 

effort on this project and be more aware of the linguistic policies.  The government 

should continue and develop their action plan of producing more public signs including 

Patani-Malay as these signs have a positive impact toward the local people, specifically 

those whose mother tongue is such language.  

  The perceptions of local people in the area, especially the Malays, were 

psychologically and politically positive when they see their heritage language in the 

public environment.  It is evident that they appreciated official multilingual signs as 

these signs can to some degree represent their sociocultural and sociolinguistic pride. 

This finding is also in line with that of Draper and Nilaiyaka’ s ( 2015)  research which 
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examined the attitudes of students and teachers toward the use of the Isan language on 

signs (written with Tai Noi script) available in Khon Kaen University in the Northeast 

of Thailand.  The salient finding revealed that more than eighty percent of participants 

consider multilingual signs ( Thai, Isan and English)  as a friendlier environment, 

especially those whose mother tongue is Isan.  

 Having widely discussed perceptions of local people about Patani-Malay above, 

the second part of this section examines the perspectives of other three groups of 

participants. 

 In reference to the statistics of the agreement on the inclusion of Patani- Malay 

on public signs, it is reported that the majority of the non- local, Malaysian and 

international groups agreed with such idea (see Table 4.30, 4.41 and 4.56, respectively). 

We have seen that there was a positive tendency of people’ s opinions on the use of 

Patani- Malay on public signs.  This can be clearly seen from the friendly messages of 

people from various groups with different background as they viewed such inclusion as 

advantages to local Malay in terms of better communication and understanding.  Here 

are some of their statements:  

“That is good too. This will make it clearer for those who use the language.” 

(International Participant 6) 

“I think it should include Patani-Malay. It will be helpful for the Southern  

people of Thailand.” (International Participant 24) 

“Good for people in local to understand.” (International Participant 52) 

“Useful to locals…” (International Participant 54) 

“It is useful to those local people.” (International Participant 55) 

“It will help the native-speakers of Patani-Malay to understand and find the 

desired place/direction, they also enjoy their own language.”  

(International Participant 60) 

“And I think local people can enjoy the signs in this case. This is even better for 

locals who speak this language.” (Malaysian Participant 29) 
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Meanwhile, other two non-local participants revealed that although they do not 

know Patani- Malay, its use on signs is still positively viewed by them.  One male 

participant put it that “To be honest, I do not know this language. But I think this is the 

good thing”  ( Non- local Participant 6) , another female participant from the North of 

Thailand added that “…Even though, I am not familiar with this ethnic language, I am 

still happy and excited to see it on signs” (Non-local Participant 48). 

This is also supported by some participants who see the benefit of including 

Patani- Malay on public signs through the lens of tourism.  A female participant from 

the international group said “Every minority community should have their public signs 

written with their own languages.  That would be fascinating and unique, and also 

attract more tourists”  ( International Participant 47) , and “ Good for visitors to see” 

commented by Malaysian Participant 25. 

 Some healthy opinions can also be found in International Participant 47 who 

stated “It is very reasonable and very interesting. I never think of writing any minority 

language on signs, specifically public signs before.  I want to see more of other local 

languages” .  Malaysian Participant 36 also said “ Spectacular!  Want to see signs like 

this in my hometown”. 

Another productive point to consider was present in the message of International 

Participant 4 who suggested that Patani-Malay on public signs should be functional and 

practical, not it is just created in the name of inclusion. It can be implied from this that 

the written form of Patani- Malay should be communicative and effective so that the 

main goals of this inclusion would be accomplished.  

 On the other hand, there is always another side of opinions when some 

participants seem not to take this inclusion as important as other languages. First of all, 

some have seen that this language may not convey meaningful information to wider 

communication as some said “ This ethnic language, I do not know, may not 

communicate to tourists”  ( Malaysian Participant 24) , or “ In nationwide, I am 

convinced that there is no need to write Patani- Malay on public signs”  said by 

International Participant 15 who is from Laos, the neighborhood country to Thailand. 

Interestingly, other three Lao participants also thought that it is unnecessary to 

include Patani-Malay on signs. The possible explanation behind this would be the fact 

that the Thai language and the language used in Laos have shared some linguistic 
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features; Thai and Lao people can mutually understand each other to some extent. These 

participants can then understand the signs in Thailand.  Another possible reason is that 

Lao participants may not know the linguistic background of people living in the Deep 

South and the sociolinguistic situation concerning the exclusion of Patani- Malay in 

formal contexts or even the ban of this language in public spheres in the past.  These 

participants would; therefore, perceive that this inclusion is not necessary since people 

in the southernmost areas can potentially understand and practice Thai in both formal 

and informal domains of language use. These would underlie their thoughts to disagree 

with such inclusion as their opinions shown below:  

“ Thai people, particularly those who live in Southern part of Thailand can 

really understand the Thai language, so there is no need to write Patani-Malay 

language on public signs.” (International Participant 8) 

“Nowadays, people can understand English or Thai. So no need to include 

Patani-Malay on public signage.” (International Participant 12) 

“Not that much necessary as people get more education. Most of them can  

understand the main language, such as Thai and English.” 

(International Participant 14) 

 It can be seen from their opinions above that these Lao participants perceived 

the inclusion as unnecessary from the pragmatic perspective; they would not mean to 

exclude Patani- Malay for any other reason, such as the standard language ideology 

which maintains and cherishes the use of a particular language over another language.  

Besides, some participants suggested that instead of using Patani- Malay, it 

would be better having a language that is used by world majority of people. 

International Participant 57 expressed her opinion that “ I do not speak this language 

and due to tourism, for me it only makes sense to include languages which are spread 

all over the world e. g.  Chinese, English, Arabic” , accordingly supported by 

International Participant 16 who commented that “No need, English, French, Chinese, 

and Japanese are enough”. 

With this wide discussion of people’ s opinions on the use of Patani- Malay on 

public signs, it is evident that all perceptions of the local group were more emotionally 
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and politically better and positive. We can clearly see that public signs including Patani-

Malay can operate not only for the communicative purpose but mostly symbolic one to 

the locals while some healthy and supportive messages can be found in a great number 

of opinions from other groups.  It can be noticed from the discussion that the locals’ 

opinions were more related to their sense of belonging and their positive psychological 

states whereas the communicative aspects toward the inclusion of Patani- Malay were 

largely coming from those of the other three groups.  Besides, some perceptions of 

participants from the groups other than the locals were somehow against the use of 

Patani- Malay on signs when the inclusion has seen unnecessary.  However, these 

contrastive opinions are not surprising since a particular language, especially a minority 

one, may be differently perceived by people with diverse background of cultural, 

traditional, religious and linguistic practices.  All in all, a signs written with a specific 

language is tended to be interpreted based on the experiences of its readers which can 

be varied and subjective.  

5.2.5 Multilingual Signs: Helpful or Data Overloaded?  

Having extensively discussed what people thought about each particular 

language on signs above, this section discusses how people perceived multilingual signs 

as a whole.  Based on the data, most of participants from four different groups had 

mutually thought that multilingual signs are more helpful and beneficial for different 

purposes as described below. 

People perceive multilingual signs as useful for the most part. This is especially 

related to the international group who sees multilingual signs as “ very nice to help the 

tourists who come”  ( International Participant 38) , “ good and very helpful” 

(International Participant 46), or “…important…and useful for tourists” (International 

Participant 23). International Participant 32 also emphasized the role and advantages of 

several languages on signs for those whose first language is neither Thai nor English as 

“…useful and helpful for people whom they do not know English or Thai”, and “…will 

make it easy for some people, will help people eliminate misunderstandings” 

( International Participant 31) , or “ It is a very good idea indeed.  This will help people 

understand more”  ( International Participant 21) .  Based on these notions from 

international participants, it is reasonable to say that the more languages on signs, the 
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less misunderstanding and miscommunication to the readers. More support can be seen 

from the opinion of International Participant 33 who said, “ Foreigners/ tourists can 

understand the signs and take information without problems” , as well as International 

Participant 26 who saw how multilingual signs are not only important for foreign 

visitors but also for internal residents possessing different nationalities and living in 

Thailand as he wrote “ Yes, it is necessary, especially for tourists from many countries 

visit Thailand and for many people with many nationalities living in Thailand”. 

Similarly, multilingual signs are also perceived as good for individual tourists 

who might travel alone so that they may benefit from signs as their cross- checked 

information, one of the international participants reported that “ I think multilingual 

public signs are more helpful for foreign tourists so they can travel over Thailand 

individually” (International Participant 30). While some may see multilingual signs as 

their navigator, one of them put it that “ Multilingual public signs are good for 

directions” (International Participant 34). In this light, it can be interpreted that if there 

are more effective and communicative multilingual signs throughout country, this 

would provide more opportunities for tourism in other areas where there is still unseen 

to the eyes of foreigners since they can travel freely and individually with the help of a 

good and standardized sign. This expansion of tourism industry would then make more 

economic growth to the country.    

Moreover, some people asserted that it is as of necessity for signs to contain 

several languages; one said “ It is very necessary for including other languages on 

signs…”  (International Participant 41) .  Meanwhile, some thought that it is necessary 

to have multilingual signs since “ Thailand as many countries in the world, is now an 

opened country; therefore, we need multilingual public signs”  ( International 

Participant 29) .  By this, we have to be more aware of languages displayed on signs as 

Thailand’ s largest economic sector is tourism on which the country has to mainly 

depend.  Thus, as proper multilingual signs can be advantages to foreign visitors to the 

country, we should produce more on this type of signs in order to welcome and facilitate 

them.  Proper and communicative signs with several languages are also seen as the 

higher standard of Thailand’s tourism industry. However, the expansion of multilingual 

signs should not be limiting only in the realm of tourist attractions, as one of 

international participant suggested that “ Maybe multilingual public signs are not just 
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in the tourist spots” (International Participant 29). Another interesting perspective on 

multilingual signs has been that these signs can be soothing to some homesick tourists 

who are far away from their home country; as seeing their own language on signs may 

help them “…feel at home” said by a female participant from Germany. 

Evidently, the use of several languages on signs can yield advantages as widely 

discussed above, some participants; on the other hand, perceive multilingual signs as 

drawbacks.  This is the case when one male participant said, “ Sometimes, a lot of 

languages can make people confused, specifically the tourists” (Malaysian Participant 

15), or “…signs should be universal. And it should be made to be understand. However, 

the inclusion of majority language may lead to information overload rather than being 

helpful ( International Participant 4) .  Similar to International Participant 11, he 

commented that “ There is no reason enough to include Patani- Malay.  In my 

personality, it is because they can understand Thai and English.  Otherwise, it will 

become redundant or complex public signs”. With these opinions, we can see that some 

do not agree with having several languages on signs as a bunch of languages would 

make people confused or dizzy.  Some even thought that having the minority language 

like Patani- Malay on signs would be unnecessary and make signs more complicated. 

Besides, some are concerned about the appearance of signs in the public space, when 

one male participant from the international group said “ … If a sign has too many 

languages, it will look terrible” (International Participant 22).  

5.2.6 Use of Several Languages on Signs:  New Taste in The Eyes of Visitors  

 Another productive feature of multilingual signs from the eyes of the passersby 

is that signs with several languages can create the good atmosphere to the visitors, 

especially the newcomers as one of the Malaysian participants put it that “It is good to 

see lots of languages as they can create the brand- new feeling to new visitors” 

(Malaysian Participant 29).  This is in line with the opinion expressed by International 

Participant 54 who thought that multilingual signs are “ … interesting for visitors” , 

while some say “It would be great to see different languages” (International Participant 

59), or “It is amazing to see languages everywhere” (Malaysian Participant 36).   

 Likewise, Non- local Participant 17 saw multilingual signs as it “…would help 

create a nice landscape in the area. ”  This male participant was also then asked to 
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explain this idea in the interview session. He said that ‘nice’ here means “it is friendly 

to see and visit” , he furthered that he would go visit the Deep South just for taking 

photos of those signs: 

“As I am a photographer, these signs are attractive to capture. I would go there 

really fast if it is especially some multilingual graffiti. That would be even cool 

to see”.  

 Moreover, it is interesting to point out that even though those newcomers may 

not understand a particular language, like in this case of including Patani- Malay on 

signs, they still think “ It would be amazing to see since I do not know this language” 

(International Participant 56). As we can see, several languages on signs are positively 

welcome by foreign visitors. It would be better if there are more of this type of signs to 

attract more tourists to the country, specifically the area where such a minority language 

is displayed along with other languages on signs.  

5.2.7 Suggestions of People on Signs to the Thai Government  

 Apart from people’ s opinions toward languages used on signs, some opinions 

can be analyzed as they help yield some applicable suggestions to the Thai government 

for further development of signs in various ways. 

 International Participant 58 expressed that “ All public signs should include 

several languages” while Non-local Participant 21 asked the government to “…include 

other minority languages on signs as well” .  The two asserted that several languages 

with the inclusion of a minority language should be placed on signs. 

 Meanwhile, International Participant 4 suggested that “ … There should be a 

survey on what nationalities visit specific areas – and the signs”. It can be interpreted 

from this participant’ s opinion that the government should do a survey on what 

language is spoken by people who normally come to the area, so that the signs should 

contain such language to communicate with those visitors.  

 Given that there is the use of several languages on signs in the Deep South, 

some insiders asked for more multilingual signs since they thought this type of signs is 

still sparse. Some of them put:  
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“ There are some of multilingual signs, but when compared to bilingual signs 

(Thai and English) multilingual signs are rarely seen.” (Local Participant 9)  

“Signs written with this language is more visible in Yala. I see these signs a lot 

in Yala and they are hardly seen here (Narathiwat) .  Hope they produce more 

in this area.” (Local Participant 15)  

“Multilingual signs can be rarely seen in some areas, so I want the government 

or the organization to be responsible for producing more of these signs.” (Local 

Participant 45) 

 From the eyes of the locals, multilingual signs should exist, but the number of 

signs in the present may not serve their need.  

 Interestingly, some essential suggestions came from the foreign participants 

who see the benefit of multilingual signs as a well-strategic plan and a good preparation 

of Thai tourism to welcome and facilitate foreigners. One male participant from China 

commented that “ Public signs should be maintained properly, and in different 

languages, if a government wants to promote a comfort tourism and a study tour etc.” 

( International Participant 52) , and another said, “ The government should make more 

signs like this for tourists who speak different languages” (Malaysian Participant 42). 

This is supported by the statistics from the questionnaires from both Malaysian and 

international participants, these two groups thought the inclusion of any foreign 

language on signs in Thailand is to help foreign visitors for 100%  of Malaysian group 

and over 90% of the international group (see Table 4.37 and 4.50, respectively). 

 Additionally, a large number of participants required the application of 

multilingual signs in other areas as International Participant 60 expressed that “ … the 

government should expand this concept to other areas” , or Non- local Participant 45 

who said, “ Create more signs like this in other regions” .  This spread of multilingual 

signs including a minority language was requested in the border areas as well; 

Malaysian Participant 53 expressed a certain thought toward this issue as “ The 

authorities associated with making these signs should implement this idea in other 

areas.  The border one is a must” .  Similar to International Participant 13’ s opinion, it 

says “ I would like to have public signs including neighbor languages along the 
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borders”. In addition, above all suggestions might be easy to follow and be practicable, 

as International Participant 28 asserted that “ I think this approach is feasible and can 

be provided to more people”.  

5.3 Signs in the Deep South of Thailand 

 In this section, main features and some salient findings of signs in the 

southernmost Thai area are taken into account.   

5.3.1 Main Street Vs Minor Street Signs 

 According to the results of signs in the three southernmost provinces, it appears 

that the greater number of signs were found in the main streets of every research field. 

This would be because the main street is an agglomeration of government and business 

offices, tourist attractions, fresh markets, shopping centers and people 

accommodations.  Thus, signs are unavoidably needed to serve different purposes.  On 

the contrary, minor streets are normally the less travelled parts of the cities since most 

of the important and necessary places were not established for convenient sake of 

transportation.  This would be the reason why both locals and newcomers tend to take 

the minor streets for granted. The number of signs are accordingly less visible. This is 

supported with what Gorter (2006) stated, “the highest density of signs can be found in 

cities and towns, in particular in the main shopping streets and industrial areas” (Gorter, 

2006, p.  86) .  More importantly, since the Deep South is perceived as the insurgency 

area, people always avoid the streets where there is less or no state authorities roaming 

around. If they can choose, they would not go to the deserted areas or the less traveled 

streets for no reason.  

5.3.2 Official and Private Sign Landscapes 

 In this section, I argue based on the evidence that official and private signs can 

be distinguished by the design and pattern of languages used and the number of 

languages displayed.  The two generalizations of signs were from this study’ s results: 

( 1)  The Standard Pattern of Official Signs and ( 2)  Private Signs:  A Rich Source of 

Linguistic Diversity. 
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1. The Standard Pattern of Official Signs 

 It can be generalized from the findings that official signs in the Deep South 

produced by the government sectors normally consist of a golden script of any 

language, be it monolingual, bilingual or multilingual, on the plain black background 

(see Figure 4.3, 4.15, 4.24, 4.32, 4.38, 4.49, 4.81 and 4.91). However, the most popular 

combination of language on official signs is Thai and English ( T+ E) .  In case of 

multilingual signs, the formula of languages on signs in the Deep South (see Table 4.3, 

4. 7 and 4. 11)  tend to be Thai, English, Patani- Malay and Chinese ( T+ E+ PM+ C)  or 

Thai, English and Patani-Malay (T+E+PM or T+PM+E). One can also notice that this 

fixed appearance of signs is visible in both the three southernmost communities and 

throughout the country.  The reason behind this would be the government policy on 

language. Following the policy, signs tend to be more congruent and look-alike. 

 2. Private Signs: A Rich Source of Linguistic Diversity 

 While official signs generally employ the static pattern of language use, private 

signs; on the other hand, include more diverse languages (see Table 4.3, 4.7 and 4.11). 

Private landscaping can be seen as a home of linguistic diversity in which languages 

are fluidly presented in various sizes, shape and order of language codes.   This is not 

surprising since private signs are produced by individuals.  These signs are differently 

influenced by the feelings, opinions and tastes of the owners.  It could be said that the 

signs are subjective, but they are also spectacular to the eyes of the passersby.  This 

more linguistically diverse situation on the private landscape of the Deep South is in 

line with Backhaus ( 2006)  who pointed out that one can still differentiate these signs 

since nonofficial signs often produce a diversity of languages compared to formal ones.  

 In spite of this, language texts on these signs both official and private are also 

displayed along with other modes of communication.  This phenomenon of 

multimodality on signs is discussed in the section below. 

5.3.3 Signs and Multimodality: Ways toward More Clarity on Signs 

 Based on the statistics of multimodality on signs in the research sites, it appears 

that there were more monomodal signs (see Table 4.4, 4.8 and 4.12). Though the one-

mode signs or signs with text only are prevalent in the Deep South, the statistical and 
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interview data revealed that multimodal signs are preferred since participants as sign 

readers can benefit more from it as described below. 

 According to the results on the preference for design of signs in the 

questionnaires of the local, Malaysian and International groups, more than a half in 

each group chose signs with pictures as a background ( see Table 4. 18, 4. 39 and 4. 52, 

respectively) .  This is more apparent when the international group who chose the Thai 

and English scripts written on a masjid picture as a background for over 80%  of them 

while the same set of languages on the plain black background was rated 13. 3%  ( see 

Table 4. 52) .  Multimodality on signs is useful and necessary as some of participants 

said, “ It would be more interesting if they put some pictures on it, to make it more 

understandable to tourists”  ( Malaysian Participant 42) , and “ … Maybe use more 

pictures and color on the signs ( in case of directions)”  (International Participant 58) . 

These two participants see how other modes than texts can benefit the passersby or 

travelers who have to depend on the signs.  

 Another productive opinion came from International Participant 33 who 

suggested that the picture on signs “…must be self-explanatory apart from words being 

put on the sign posts” .  It can be interpreted that a picture itself should be meaningful 

and communicative to sign readers even if there is no single word on signs.  

 On the contrary, another contrastive idea can be found from International 

Participant 18’s message, it says “I would prefer a clear design of signs”. He explained 

more in the interview that “I would understand more if there is only text on it. Like this 

sign (Patani-Malay and Bahasa Malay on a traditional Malay background) is way too 

much for me”. He furthered that “there is no need for floral or other decoration” since 

“legibility is most important” for him. 

 Even though local, Malaysian and international groups preferred more modes 

on signs, over 70% of non-local group preferred otherwise by choosing a golden Thai-

English script on the black background (see Table 4.28).  The main reason behind this 

would be that this design of sign is more prevalent in the linguistically official 

landscape of Thailand. One can notice that most place-name signage of the government 

buildings seems to follow this fixed pattern of design.  This would be the reason why 

more Thai as this study’s non-local participants preferred such design of a sign as they 

are more familiar with it. Anyway, there was one male participant from Germany who 
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thought that more languages and more modalities can be advantages to people as he put 

it: 

“Any language on public signs is fine, but I think it would be better having more 

than one language on it. They may include pictures and other symbols to make 

it interesting and more understandable to people who see it”. 

 Another salient finding of signs and multimodality can be found in Pattani 

where a place-name signage contains both a text and a sculpture (see Figure 4.26). The 

sculpture of polymeric structure was built upon the signage containing the text as 

“ Department of Rubber Technology and Polymer Science” .  It can be implied that the 

sculpture was established to not only attract people with its outstanding feature but also 

help them understand more as the sculpture technically represents the tangible form of 

the word ‘ Polymer’  on the sign.  This modality coming with sign could extend the 

concept of multimodality in which modes or modal resources can be a sculpture other 

than “space, gesture, gaze, body posture and movement, sound, voice and music, image, 

mathematical symbolism, written and spoken language” (Jewitt, 2014, p. 23). 

 We can see that multimodality can be one way toward a better understanding of 

signs.  With several modalities on signs, each mode can convey a different perception, 

but with one aim, i.e. to make signs as understandable as possible to sign readers. 

5.3.4 Geosemiotics of Signs: Code Preference and Emplacement 

The concept of geosemiotics can be applied to explain the results of this study 

in terms of code preference and emplacement of signs since the way languages on signs 

and signs themselves construct meanings depends on where they are physically 

established in a given place.   

Code Preference 

 Based on the concept of code preference, to examine a language preference in 

a particular speech community, such main factors as the politics have to be taken into 

account regarding the preferred languages on signs. As in the case of Patani-Malay on 

public signs, this language is largely welcome by locals in the area. Two main reasons 

to be considered as the relation to this phenomenon is that (1) it is the first language of 

the majority of people in the area and ( 2)  it is the recognition and promotion on this 



 180 

language through the linguistic policies.  On the other hand, these signs written in 

Patani-Malay are perceived as unnecessary by people living in other areas as previously 

discussed. One main reason for this situation is that people seem to prefer the language 

based on their mother tongue or the one they are familiar with the most regardless of 

where they are. The code preference of the international participants would well explain 

this when those from different national and linguistic background were asked to choose 

a language to see on signs in Thailand, some of them tended to choose their own 

language (see Table 4.53, 4.54 and 4.55). 

In this light, their opinions can be considered as the recommendations, 

specifically for the government that it is better to examine the speakers of any language 

to be put on signs, as shown below: 

“ The government should reach out to local population and ask for their 

comments (aside from tourists)  what languages they want to see on signs.” 

(International Participant 5) 

“ It should try to use the language that more people use. ”  ( International 

Participant 6) 

“ The Thai government should survey where foreigners like to visit when they 

come to travel. Then, write their main language on public signs as well.” 

(International  Participant 16) 

“ Consider or take the opinions of the majority and minority of the places they 

reside in when create the signs.” (International Participant 54) 

Emplacement 

 With reference to the concept of emplacement, the same sign conveys a meaning 

depending on a place it is established, not a sign itself is interpreted. The placement of 

signs is; therefore, a main factor that should be taken into consideration when producing 

signs and a language to be used on it.  The opinions of some participants support the 

idea of the emplacement that signs and a language to be used on signs should belong to 

the majority of its speakers who live there in order to serve the language preference by 
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majority of people in such a particular area. This concept is also found in International 

Participant 5’s opinion, this male participant from Singapore said: 

“I think the language of the signs should be produced based on the percentage 

of population living in that particular location.  If there is a greater share of 

Patani- Malay people, the language should be the primary language following 

by others”. 

 Similarly, International Participant 56 also agreed that “ Public signs should 

show the languages used where the signs are located…”, also International Participant 

36 stating that “ It is very important and necessary to make a local language visible in 

all cities and provincial locations where people who use the language live”.  

  In sum, it might be reasonable to say that with diverse concepts of code 

preference and emplacement, signs written with preferred language in the right place 

could convey the real meaning and serve both communicative and symbolic purposes 

to sign readers. 

5.3.5 Opinions of People on Signs in Thailand 

 This section discusses how people perceive signs in Thailand.  Based on the 

results, opinions of people on signs can be distinguished into two main groups: (1) key 

features of preferable signs and (2) key features of undesirable signs. 

  1. Key Features of Preferable Signs 

As can be expected, preferable signs contain precise message and it should be 

easy and communicative to the readers. Non-local Participant 48 reported, “For me, it 

is nothing to do with several languages on signs, rather I am concerned more about the 

accuracy of the language is present on signs and how it communicates to people who 

see it”. This is similar to Malaysian Participant 25 and 15, who respectively said 

“Produce more signs including English and Chinese with correct information on clear 

and big enough boards” and “Keep the sign simple and easy-to-understand to tourists 

with precise info”. This is especially the case of travelers who are in need of correct 

message on signs as they have to depend on the information. Some international 

participants reported their opinions as “Just do multilingual public signs more simply 

to make it easier to understand for tourists” (International Participant 30), and another 
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person commented that “Make the signs more understandable and communicative to 

both local people and tourists…” (International Participant 58). It resembles with 

Malaysian Participant 37 emphasizing that good information on signs can avoid 

misunderstanding as he said, “…I concern more of the precise information the signs 

present and the consistency of what it is written on the signs, to avoid tourists’ 

misunderstandings”. This finding is supported by Ngampramuan’s (2016a) empirical 

research conducted on English as a global language used on signs in touristy sites. One 

salient finding of this study revealed that foreign tourists were more concerned about 

the meanings rather than forms. This is apparent and logical that accurate and consistent 

message on signs are crucial to foreign tourists since signs can be the best source of 

information for them when traveling in Thailand. 

 In addition, a male participant from Germany raised the interesting issue as he 

suggested that we should also make signs to be easily recognized by focusing more on 

the use of color and size of the material on which the message is written.  It is also 

thought-provoking to notice that majority of participants who were concerned more on 

these issues of signs were the foreign ones.  These foreign visitors with different 

linguistic and ethnographic background have to rely on and make use of signs when 

traveling.  Thus, they seem fully aware of messages present on signs and signs 

themselves in comparison to normal Thai people who are familiar with the language 

use on signs and the place they are going to, which most of the time they just take signs 

for granted.  

  2. Key Features of Undesirable Signs 

 Having discussed signs that people prefer above, this section provides the space 

for the opposite.  The two important issues here are linguistic errors on signs and 

unsuitable locations for signs. 

 The first issue is raised by Non- local Participant 48 who said, “ I have noticed 

that there are always the errors of the language use on signs” .  This male participant 

was then asked to clarify this state of undesired signs in the interview session where he 

explained more that “ If you look at the traffic signs, they are never consistent.  The 

spelling of the specific place can be varied according to the organization producing 

it”.  
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 This is supported by International Participant 5 who was reportedly visiting 

Thailand several times.  He claimed that, “ I always pay attention to signs almost 

everywhere.  It is quite a bit surprising when I can see the inconsistencies of the word 

choice of the specific name on signs”. He then exemplified, “I would take the road sign 

and the MRT station name as the example.  I see ‘Rama 9’ on the road sign (and most 

places on that road use this or even Rama IX)  while Phra Ram 9 is pronounced and 

used on the train”. He finally added that “I know this is not a big deal but it can make 

some confused” .  This is a concern and an awareness of Non- local Participant 48 who 

also thought that bad signs can be troublesome to passersby, specifically foreign tourists 

as he put it that “ What I want to see is the consistency of the language use on signs to 

avoid misunderstanding, especially, for those foreigners and tourists”. We can see that 

a little difference in the eyes and ears of local people would cause a misunderstanding 

to the visitors, especially those newcomers to the country. 

 Another aspect that can be considered as undesired feature of signs is the wrong 

location of signs.  Signs in the unsuitable locale can be perceived as “ … not in good 

angles, and that is not easy to recognize them… ”  ( International Participant 32) .  

Overall, this finding should be a good source for the Thai government to consider when 

producing signs in order to make them more useful and desirable to both Thais and 

foreign visitors. 

3. Intelligibility on Signs: Views from Foreign Visitors to Signs in 

Thailand 

 One of the salient finding of this study came from the responses of Malaysian 

and international participants on their comprehensibility of signs in Thailand. 

 Based on the results, it seems that both groups were less comprehensible on 

signs generally seen in the places they have visited in the country ( see Table 4. 38 and 

4.51 for Malaysian and international groups, respectively). In company the findings of 

these two groups, Malaysian participants tended to have a good average of intelligibility 

on signs whereas about 23% of international participants chose the minimum range that 

means signs were very incomprehensible to them.  With reference to this, it signals the 

less pleasant situation of foreign visitors toward signs in Thailand since the average 

number of them, specifically international visitors perceive signs as less 

understandable.  
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 The reflection on this problem can be found in the interview excerpts of 

International Participant 57 who stated that “ most signs here are inconsistent, but that 

is not a real problem. The very problem is it lacks of good translation”. She added that 

“ this is sensitive if the signs cannot warn you how to behave, what you can do or what 

you cannot do when you go to a place like a temple, for example”.  

Based on these excerpts, it can be implied that foreign visitors are fully aware 

that signs with a proper-translated content can mostly benefit those who may not know 

the regulations or how to properly behave in a particular place.  It might be reasonable 

to say that a good sign can avoid misunderstanding and cause less dispute and prejudice 

since a proper and clear message on signs can guide people, especially foreigners to 

conform to social norms of a place they visit.  

This finding is also congruent with those in Ngampramuan’s (2016b) research 

that explored signs in forty tourist attractions across the country to see whether they are 

intelligible to non- Thai people.  Some salient findings revealed that in case of signs 

containing major errors, they are unintelligible to all participants, and most of the 

English messages on signs digitally translated by software were largely unintelligible 

to participants as well. This research also suggests that foreign visitors should consider 

the contexts of signs to help them understand the meanings conveyed in signs in 

Thailand (Ngampramuan, 2016b).      

 Based on the results of this current study and of the empirical research on 

intelligibility on signs of foreign visitors, it is reasonable to suggest that this issue of 

less comprehensible or even incomprehensible signs of foreigners should be seriously 

taken into consideration by all parties in order to investigate the problems of signs both 

the content and the appearance of the sign itself. Such problems and drawbacks should 

be accordingly fixed as soon as possible since the minimal issue could to some extent 

have an impact on the tourism industry.  Without solutions, these signs might devalue 

the image of Thailand’ s tourism and might be perceived by foreigners as containing 

poor-quality information and non-standard production. 

5.4 The Existence of Multilingualism in the Deep South of Thailand 

 With reference to the statistical data (see Table 4.3, 4.7 and 4.11), multilingual 

signs might be less visible than monolingual or bilingual ones.  We can see how 
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multilingual signs are important to some people for its advantages and have a positive 

impact on some people, especially the local Malays whose state of minds are 

psychologically improved when their mother tongue is included on public signs.  This 

is congruent with Akindele (2011) who pointed out that not only do public signs directly 

represent the messages, but they also convey the recognition of the language and culture 

of that particular community.  Above all, we have witnessed from the results of signs 

that multilingualism truly exists in the southernmost Thai community through the use 

of several languages on signs, especially official ones.  This phenomenon can greatly 

contribute to the language policies imposed and implemented by the SBPAC.  

5.4.1 Multilingual Signs as a Result of the SBPAC’s Linguistic Policies 

 With reference to the official statement in the linguistic policies imposed by the 

SBPAC (see Section 2.3.2.3), we have witnessed the implementation of the policies by 

all related parties. The collaborative effort from both government and private sectors to 

save the ethnic language has resulted in multilingual signs as part of the linguistic 

landscape of the three southernmost communities. This linguistic richness on signs can 

be regarded as the symbol of both multilingual and multicultural southernmost Thai 

societies in which several languages are not only heard but also seen as texts on signs. 

This multilingual phenomenon in the Deep South, specifically in the formal domains 

of language use would not be accomplished without the government policy on 

language. This is in line with Huebner’s (2006) study in which its conclusion said that 

Mon-speaking people on Koh Kred have been able to preserve their ethnic language as 

a result of the government ‘s encouragement. In this light, we can clearly see the power 

of a political institution toward the use of a particular language. More importantly, both 

groups, local and non- local, had an agreement for the inclusion of Patani- Malay on 

public signs in the high range of scale (see Table 4.20 and 4.30, respectively).  This is 

especially the local group in which over 98%  of them strongly agreed with such 

policies. It is no doubt why the linguistic polices supporting the use of Patani-Malay on 

signs have a great impact on the insider’ s minds as a language and its speakers are 

inseparable.  Seeing their language on signs is seeing their identity and pride being 

acknowledged.   
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5. 4. 2 People’ s Support and Encouragement toward the SBPAC’ s 

Linguistic Policies 

 This section reports on people’ s opinions on language policies imposed by the 

SBPAC.  These opinions can be considered as support and encouragement to the Thai 

government when people have a positive view to this government’ s action plan on 

language. 

 The supportive messages came from Non- local Participant 48 who said, “ this 

is the great idea… ”  At the same time, Non- local Participant 46 put it that “ … even 

though I do not understand it at all, it is still good to see. I think it is a great idea and I 

like it a lot” .  Another cheering message came from Non- local Participant 53 who 

commented that “ I think it is the government’ s idea and I could not agree more with 

it”.  

 Additional encouragement was seen from two Malaysian participants’ messages 

who expressed their opinions as “ Great idea!  I hope to see them everywhere the next 

time I come here” (Malaysian Participant 48), and “Way to go!” (Malaysian Participant 

57). 

 People’ s opinions as discussed above may be seen as a warm welcome and a 

recognition to the government’s endeavor to promote and implement multilingual sign 

project. 

5.5 Other Advantages of Signs from Passersby’s Views 

 Given the discussions on signs in various aspects above, other benefits emerging 

from signs have been perceived by the participants of this study.  There are three main 

areas where signs can be viewed as advantages:  ( 1)  signs as a commodification to 

visitors, ( 2)  signs as a source of language learning and language maintenance and ( 3) 

signs as a possible pathway to peace in the deep south. 

5.5.1 Signs as a Commodification to Visitors 

 Apart from two main functions of signs:  informative and advertising, another 

productive function of signs has been seen as commodification where the sign itself can 

be the object of trade as Non-local Participant 21 said,  
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“ … can also attract more tourists as they are unique and authentic to the eyes 

of the tourists, for example signs written with Lanna in Chiangmai’ s historical 

tourist sites”.  

The concept of authentic signs is related to the historical spots.  As Malaysian 

Participant 37 expressed his opinion that “ it is good seeing languages on signs, 

especially in historical tourist sites” .  Similarly, International Participant 47 put it that 

“ Every minority community should have their public signs written with their own 

languages.  That would be fascinating and unique, and also attract more tourists” .  It 

can be implied from all the perceptions provided above that signs not only give 

directions or express the message for advertisement but can also be regarded as the 

trademark which can be attractive to visitors’ eyes. This is in line with Hornsby’s (2008) 

study, when Breton, the minority language in the LL of Brittany, is more associated 

with the notion of commodification and tourism. The visitors to this town perceive this 

language as an “‘authentic’ Breton experience”. With this evidence, several languages 

on signs, including the ethnic minority language, can add more value to signs and the 

economic status to a particular speech community.  

5.5.2 Signs as a Source of Language Learning and Language Maintenance 

 Some participants have been fully aware that multilingual signs can be both 

language learning and language maintenance.  This is especially what in the case of 

Patani- Malay on signs where a number of its speakers have asserted that their young 

generation can learn the language through its visibility on signs:  “ I am so glad to see 

it. Our children can see it and they can then learn it” (Local Participant 29), this notion 

is also supported by Local Participant 45 who expressed her thought in the interview 

session, “ Young people can learn Patani- Malay’ s script on signs, this will even help 

them learn Arabic more effectively since Patani- Malay’ s writing is borrowed from 

Arabic” .  For deeper understanding, she was asked to elaborate on this issue, 

“ Sometimes, it is better to be surrounded by and learn this language in public rather 

than being taught in schools which can be boring for young people”. This is consistent 

with Non- local Participant 12’ s opinion who indicated that “ I think we should have 

more of multilingual signs. Then, we can learn languages on signs”. More importantly, 

Local Participant 45 added that “ It would be more useful to expand this concept of 
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Patani-Malay’s script in other domains of language use”. In this light, we can see that 

people both local and non- local are more aware of what they see on signs and how it 

can benefit them, such as language learning.  

 Additionally, some people have realized that the use of a particular language on 

signs can maintain such language.  Local Participant 27 who is a native speaker of 

Patani- Malay revealed that “ I am not quite familiar with the writing of this language 

even if I speak this language at home. I still like it and want to see more”. We can see 

that some native speakers of Patani-Malay are not familiar with this language’s writing 

system. However, with more extensive use of Patani-Malay on signs, this would be one 

way of this language’s maintenance as Local Participant 38 put it that “this is one way 

to maintain this language. I want to see it in every sign”. Moreover, as Spolsky (1998) 

pointed out that language shift easily occurs when small languages or languages of 

minority groups, come into contact with more powerful languages used by the majority 

or the dominant group in a particular speech community.  Thereby, the use of a 

marginalized language:  Patani- Malay on public or official signs could be a potential 

strategy to preserve this language.  

5.5.3 Signs as a Possible Pathway to Peace in the Deep South 

With the separatist movement and the ongoing violence in the southernmost 

provinces of Thailand since 1979 ( Melvin, 2007)  and the ban on the use of Patani-

Malay in formal contexts in previous decades (Boonlong, 2007), the language policies 

imposed by the Thai government to promote and encourage the use of Patani-Malay in 

official domains of language use, specifically public signs, could constitute a message 

of reconciliation to local people.  

This is apparent in the local people’ s opinions, especially whose mother tongue is 

Patani-Malay. Their perceptions on the inclusion of Patani-Malay pn public signs were 

positive as we can see through their opinions as widely discussed in the previous 

sections. Here are some comments as to how inclusion of Patani-Malay on public signs 

is important and meaningful for them: 

“ … I see not only Patani- Malay on a sign, but also the pride on it.  It is our 

dignity and also our sense of belonging.” 

“…I feel even more secure since I know that where I am now is my community.” 
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 “I feel warm seeing it…” 

We can see that this positively signals a potential pathway to peace in this conflict-

ridden zone when trust is gained and reconciliation prevails.  

“…I know it is the policy from the government and I can see their attempt.” 

“…the government goes on the right way.” 

As people and their language are inseparable, local Malay is inevitable.  Patani-

Malay is powerfully symbolic of their sense of belonging and is closely connected to 

their religion, culture, and traditions and used as their mother tongue for interaction 

within the family and their community.  Thus, this ethnic minority language’ s 

recognition from the Thai government could be one possible way to peace in this 

inflicted area of insurgency.  This is possibly because people who use this minority 

language are psychologically, emotionally and politically less suppressed and feel pride 

in using their own language more confidently with other members in the same ethnic 

speech community and the mainstream society.  

5.6 Conclusion of the Study  

This study demonstrates how the government’ s recognition on Patani- Malay 

through the linguistic policy can potentially create a societal multilingualism to the 

Deep South communities.  Walking along the streets in the southernmost Thai areas, 

one can see the agglomeration of languages on signs:  Thai, English, Chinese, Bahasa 

Malay, Arabic, French, Japanese and importantly Patani-Malay; the minority language 

widely spoken by large majority of people in the areas.  These languages are displayed 

on signs with various degrees of language from monolingual, bilingual to multilingual 

levels. These languages are also placed on signs with complicated patterns and different 

orders of language.  Besides, signs in the Deep South operate and serve different 

purposes, with the main function for giving information.  These signs are also present 

with not only texts but also other modes of communication, such as pictures or even a 

sculpture with the aim to make signs more understandable. 

According to the Trend Magnet Model proposed by Lee ( 2015)  and the 

sociolinguistic aspects, it seems that the concepts of globalization, regionalization, 

nationalism and localization have brought a multitude of languages to come into contact 
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on signs in the southernmost Thai communities.  This is especially the inclusion of 

Patani- Malay on public signs, which was the government’ s promotion and 

implementation through the linguistic policy. Based on the opinions of the locals, there 

is a sign of trust and warm welcome toward this linguistic compromise. With this, one 

significant implication of this study has emerged as LL can be the possible pathway to 

peace in this sensitive area of unrest when discourse on signs in the Deep South can 

give the extra meaning to signs readers besides literal texts.  In this light, such signs 

written with Patani- Malay could constitute the message of reconciliation from the 

government to local people. The inclusion of Patani-Malay on public signs helps depict 

the preferable scenery to the eyes and the mind of locals, especially the Patani- Malay 

speakers.  

Additionally, what the presence of a particular language on signs means or how 

the sign itself is perceived have been extensively discussed in the attempt to see whether 

or not the locals’  perceptions on the inclusion of Patani- Malay are different from that 

of non- locals and foreigners.  Regarding this, there was a report that locals positively 

perceived such inclusion as their symbolic representation and the government’ s 

recognition toward their ethnic language which help improve their mental state of well-

being. The majority of the other three groups also had a strong support to the inclusion 

of Patani- Malay on signs in terms of better communication, though some people 

disagreed with this notion since they thought that including Patani- Malay on signs 

would be redundant.   Through the lens of geosemiotics, it provides a deeper 

understanding on why the locals and the other three groups differently viewed the use 

of Patani-Malay on public signs. Based on the concept of emplacement, the same sign 

is varied across time and space.  It can be meaningful in one place, but not in another. 

Then, it is suggested from this study that reading or making meaning out of signs is 

subjective since people tend to perceive and interpret signs based on their personal 

background and experiences.  Significantly, the main concern of people, especially the 

Malaysian and international participants has been in the intelligibility of signs in 

Thailand which are less comprehensible to them. This is one critical issue this research 

would like to raise to all- related parties to have more awareness of the sign making 

process: from policy and production to presentation of signs in public space.   
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 Overall, this study portrays the existence of multilingualism in the southernmost 

communities through the use of several languages and the inclusion of Patani- Malay 

on public signs.  The study also presents some factors to be considered when issuing 

and implementing linguistic policies in relation to the use of minority language and the 

source for sign producing with the intention to make signs more mutually intelligible 

and preferable to locals, internal and external visitors to the country.  Moreover, this 

research intends to shed light on and serve as the foundation of the LL study in 

Thailand, especially in the Deep Southern communities where further research is 

needed to investigate the LL items in these areas.  The research would require a 

broadened aspect and methods, since the world is becoming more multilingual and 

more complex, and the Deep South itself is also inherently sociocultural and 

sociolinguistic in nature.  Thus, the linguistic landscape of the Deep South would 

increasingly become even more diverse in its linguistic use in the near future.  This 

diversity of languages on signs would create a more desirable atmosphere for both 

locals and newcomers to the areas.  In addition, regarding to all benefits coming from 

multilingual signs and the inclusion of Patani- Malay on signs, it is expected that 

multilingual signs including Patani- Malay will be more widespread in the future, and 

multilingual concepts should also be made to extend the use of Patani- Malay in wider 

range of language domains. 

5.7 Contributions of the Study  

This research could yield six valuable implications: 

1. Public Signs as Ethnic Reconciliation  

This study on multilingual signs can serve as a new pathway to peace in the 

Deep South. As shown in the results, local Malays perceive multilingual public signs, 

including their minority ethnic language, as a linguistic compromise initiated by the 

government. These signs in public spaces can create a preferable atmosphere to this 

ethnic group; hence less political suppression in the area. Thus, the government should 

be aware of promoting this language not only on signs but also in other domains of 

language use in order to come to more understanding with the locals. 
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2. Signs as Language Revitalization 

There is an increasing use of Patani-Malay on public signs in the Deep South. 

This wide visibility of Patani-Malay provides more exposure to the younger generation 

who reportedly uses less of this language (Burarungrot, 2010). Consequently, Patani-

Malay on signs across spaces, outside the classroom and home can have a positive 

motivational effect on children’s cognitive processes in learning this language’s 

literacies. It is of note that with the action plan of the language project launched by the 

government and the community, a particular language can maintain its status steadily 

enjoyed by its speakers.  

3. Signs as Teaching Aids and Teaching Materials 

To effectively and successfully use a language, linguistic knowledge alone is 

not enough. Language learners, especially students, have to possess knowledge of the 

world to make sense of language use. In this case, public signs could be a rich source 

for learning a language(s) from the real situation. Multilingual public signs as teaching 

materials could be created based on the authentic signs seen in the southern Thai 

communities. These signs could explain how languages are practiced in everyday 

communication. Students can then relate what is taught in the classroom, such as 

grammar rules or word spellings to language use in the real world.  In addition, signs 

as teaching aids can grasp students’ full attention and motivation to learn a language; 

for example, teachers can assign students to creatively make their own signs according 

to signs they have seen in their environments.  

4. Signs as an Inspiration to Be an Active Language Learner 

Aside from using signs as teaching aids and teaching materials, signs with 

several languages can inspire people, especially students, to learn languages in a more 

active and interesting way. As signs can make students more observant, they might start 

noticing other stuff around them as a source for learning a language and apply their 

classroom knowledge into practice. In addition, several languages on signs could, to 

some degrees, raise student’s awareness of learning more than one language. Students 

may be inspired to learn other languages since they are surrounded by multilingual 

materials (e.g. signs and billboards) in the public sphere.  
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5. Guidelines for the Thai Government 

This research will potentially raise the government’s awareness, especially the 

policymakers in promoting and encouraging minority languages’ use in formal 

contexts. The officers should take ways of living, cultural, traditional and linguistic 

practices of a particular speech community into consideration when planning and 

issuing the linguistic policies in such area. For example, the government could produce 

more multilingual signs in areas where ethnic minority languages are used to protect 

and cherish the citizens’ language rights. The government’s recognition on language 

could create the psychological well-being of the minority groups (e.g. those living in 

the Up North and the Deep South area of Thailand), which could, in turn, lead to lesser 

conflicts in the society.  

6. More Intelligible Signs: A Way to Welcome Foreign Visitors 

Based on the findings, the Thai government, specifically official sectors 

responsible for creating public signs, can benefit from the international visitors’ 

responses that signs in places they have visited are not consistent and lack a good 

translation. The state authorities can make use from these findings and suggestions from 

the international passersby as guidance for producing public signs and making them 

more mutually intelligible to foreign visitors to Thailand. 

5.8 Limitations of the Study 

 This current study has a number of limitations as follows: 

 Firstly, the research sites covered only the provincial capitals of these three 

provinces, Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat. Other areas were left unexplored for the safety 

reason as the Deep South is the sensitive area of insurgency. 

 Secondly, not all the signs along the given streets in each capital city of the three 

provinces were taken; only signs seen in the community area were photographed.  The 

less traveled or the deserted part of the streets were not explored due to the instable 

situation in the area as stated in the first limitation. Signs as this study’s data might not 

truly reflect the whole picture of the linguistic landscape in these areas. 

 Next, as mentioned in Chapter 3 ( see Section 3. 3. 1. 1)  this study only 

investigated written texts on signs, a language text displayed in other forms was 
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omitted, such as graffiti, paintings, drawings and large billboards. It is of note that texts 

on digital billboards, mobile signs and moving signs on Light Emitting Diodes (LED’s) 

were also excluded from this study as well. 

 Besides, as this study aims to explore multilingualism on signs including a 

minority language in the Deep South, the correctness or accuracy of any language use 

displayed on signs was not the focus of this present study. Thus, the linguistic features, 

such as word spelling, consistency of language use or grammatical errors were not 

considered.   

 Lastly, the state authorities, such as policymakers who issue the linguistic 

policies to be implemented in the Deep South and officials who are responsible to create 

signs in the three southernmost provinces were excluded due to the fact that the 

researcher neither went to interview those state authorities in the areas nor were they 

available to be interviewed via telephoning or e-mail correspondence. 

5.9 Suggestions for Further Study 

 This present study provides some six recommendations to future research as the 

following: 

 First, attempts could be made at conducting the LL in other areas of the Deep 

South. In Narathiwat, two locations could yield more insightful data to this issue, such 

as Su- ngai Kolok district and Tak Bai district.  Su- ngai Kolok is the most important 

town of Narathiwat and one of the largest southernmost economic zones of Thailand, 

also the neighboring area to the Malaysian states while Tak Bai is the area where most 

Thai Buddhists speak their own language called, “ Che He” .  The signs’  results from 

these areas can be compared to that of LL in its capital city as shown in this current 

study.     

 Second, the borderline areas in other regions of Thailand could be a new 

research locale for investigating whether there is any use of minority languages or the 

neighboring country’ s languages on signs.  The comparison of signs in such areas and 

the Deep South should be made in relation to the linguistic policy and the current 

situations/tensions.  

 Third, as mentioned above that this current study emphasizes only signs to 

explore LL in the southernmost communities; it would be more revealing if other 
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modes, such as graffiti, paintings or texts written on other materials, such as packaging 

containers and commercial products, etc.  in the Deep South, were examined to see 

whether and how they portray any messages that reflect the sociolinguistic situation 

and the unrest in the areas.   

 Moreover, the interview with the policymakers of the SBPAC should be made 

to gain in-depth information about how the language policy of Patani-Malay on public 

signs was formulated and implemented. The interview session should also be set up to 

gain more information from some officials of the Department of Rural Roads in each 

province who are responsible for generating public signs in the three southernmost 

provinces in order to verify whether these official organizations follow or act upon the 

linguistic policy launched by the SBPAC.  The interview can also shed light on the 

methods used in the LL field, as Spolsky ( 2009)  indicates that an obvious flaw found 

in almost LL studies is researchers heavily work on an observational approach but often 

leave out how “a particular sign was produced” (Spolsky, 2009, p. 31).  

 Next, the linguistic features of language use on signs as aforementioned could 

be research aspects for examining the correctness of a particular language displayed on 

signs and the extent to which such messages can potentially communicate to the 

passersby, especially foreign visitors to the areas. 

 Last, people’s perceptions toward the use of minority languages on signs could 

elucidate other relevant academic disciplines, such as psychology, communication and 

peace studies.  Scholars could build on how people’ s well- being and state of security 

are influenced by public signs in certain circumstances.  These academics can further 

study how signs can resolve political and social conflicts in a given society. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Survey Questionnaire for Thais 

 

“Inclusion of the Minority Language on Public Signs: 

Multilingualism in the Deep South of Thailand” 

 

Please check (✓) the item that fits you the most  

 

Section A:  Biographical Information 

 

1. Gender:                   Male              Female 

2. Age:              18-25                  26-34        35-44          45 & Over 

3. Nationality:             Thai                            Malaysian        Other…………... 

4. Hometown:            Pattani                  Narathiwat         Yala           Other………..….. 

5. First language:        Patani-Malay        Thai                     Other………….... 

6. Education:            College and below       Bachelor’s degree         Master’s degree  

              Doctoral Degree          Other……......…… 
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Section B: Signs and Linguistic Policies in the Southernmost Area   

7. Which language do you see the most on signs (e.g. street signs, commercial signs) in 

the place where you live? (Please rank 1-5 for the most to the least)           

   Thai       English  Chinese 

   Patani-Malay      Bahasa Malay Other………………… 

 

8. Which language do you want to see the most on signs (e.g. street signs, commercial 

signs) in the place where you live? (Please rank 1-5 for the most to the least) 

                                     Thai       English                 Chinese 

           Patani-Malay         Bahasa Malay         Other……………… 

9. Have you ever seen multilingual signs (signs written with 3 or more languages) in 

public space whereby you live?  

           Yes       No  Not sure 

10. Have you ever known that the use of several languages on public signs in the 

southernmost area results from the language policy imposed and promoted by the 

Southern Border Provinces Administration Centre (SBPAC)?  

                 Yes      No  

11. To what extent do you agree or disagree with this language policy? 
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Section C: Preference for Signs in Public Spaces  

12. Which letter size and order of languages of the following signs do you prefer the 

most? 

     1.                                2. 

                 

 

     3.      4. 

                                                                  

 

 

13.  Which language combination do you prefer the most in the following signs? 

       1.                     2. 

 

 

 

       3.          4. 

        

 

 

 

 

 



 205 

14.  Which design do you prefer the most in the following signs? 

       1.                     2. 

       

 

       3.           4.  

 

 

 

Section D: Opinions of Participants toward Signs 

15.  If only one language could appear on signs, which language do you prefer the 

most? (Please write 1 on one box) 

                                   Thai       English                 Chinese 

           Patani-Malay        Bahasa Malay         Other……………… 

16.  If two languages could appear on signs, which of the following language 

combination do you prefer the most? (Please write 1 and 2 on two boxes) 

                                   Thai       English                  Chinese 

           Patani-Malay         Bahasa Malay         Other……………… 
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17.  If three languages could appear on signs, which of the following languages do you 

prefer the most? (Please write 1-3 respectively on three boxes) 

                                   Thai       English                 Chinese 

           Patani-Malay        Bahasa Malay         Other……………… 

18. Do you agree that public signs, such as street signs or place names should be 

written in more languages (including an ethnic minority language like Patani-Malay)? 

                         Agree        Neutral                   Disagree 

19. What do you think about multilingual public signs including Patani-Malay? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

20. Do you have any further suggestion or opinion toward multilingual public signs?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

*** I am also looking for participants for a follow-up interview about this topic. It can be 

a face-to-face, telephone or email interview depending on your preference.  If you are 

happy to participate, please give your email address or telephone number, and I will 

contact you later for more information. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Thank you very much 
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Appendix 2: Survey Questionnaire for Thais (Thai version) 

“ภาษาชนกลุ่มน้อยบนป้ายสาธารณะ: ความหลากหลายทางภาษาในพื้นที่ชายแดนใต้ของไทย” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

กรุณาท าเครื่องหมาย (✓) หรือกรอกข้อความลงในช่องที่ตรงกับข้อมูลของท่านมากที่สุด  

ตอนที่ 1:  ข้อมูลทั่วไปของผู้ตอบแบบสอบถาม 

1. เพศ:            ชาย          หญิง 
2. อายุ:              18-25     26-34       35-44              45 หรอืมากกว่า       
3. สัญชาติ:          ไทย      มาเลย์                 อ่ืนๆ ............................ 
4. ภูมิล าเนา:    ปัตตานี    นราธิวาส             อ่ืนๆ ............................. 
5. ภาษาแม่:      ไทย               ปาตานี-มาเลย์       มาเลย์กลาง       อ่ืนๆ ............................ 
6. การศึกษา:    มัธยมศึกษาหรือต่ ากว่า         ปริญญาตรี        ปริญญาโท 
     ปริญญาเอก          อ่ืนๆ ........................ 
ตอนที่ 2: ป้ายสาธารณะและนโยบายด้านภาษาในพื้นที่สามจังหวัดชายแดนภาคใต้ของไทย  

7. ภาษาท่ีท่านเห็นว่าปรากฏบนป้าย เช่น ป้ายจราจร ป้ายบอกทาง ป้ายโฆษณาสินค้าในพ้ืนที่ที่ท่าน

อาศัยอยู่ (กรุณาใส่หมายเลข 1-5 เรียงล าดับจากมากท่ีสุดไปหาน้อยที่สุด) 

                  ไทย                   อังกฤษ             จีน 

     ปาตานี-มาเลย์              มาเลย์                        อ่ืนๆ..........................
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8. ภาษาท่ีท่านอยากเห็นบนป้าย เช่น ป้ายจราจร ป้ายบอกทาง ป้ายโฆษณาสินค้าในพ้ืนที่ที่ท่านอาศัย

อยู่ (กรุณาใส่หมายเลข 1-5 เรียงล าดับจากมากท่ีสุดไปหาน้อยที่สุด) 

                       ไทย                   อังกฤษ             จีน 

     ปาตานี-มาเลย์              มาเลย์                        อ่ืนๆ.......................... 

9. ท่านเคยเห็นป้ายที่ใช้ 3 ภาษาหรือมากกว่าในพื้นที่สาธารณะที่ท่านอาศัยอยู่หรือไม่  

     เคย                    ไม่เคย         ไม่แน่ใจ 

10. ท่านทราบหรือไม่ว่าป้ายที่ใช้ 3 ภาษาหรือมากกว่าในพ้ืนที่สามจังหวัดชายแดนใต้เป็นนโยบาย

ภาษาของศูนย์อ านวยการบริหารจังหวัดชายแดนภาคใต้ (ศอ.บต.)  

                        ทราบ                             ไม่ทราบ 

11. ท่านคิดเห็นอย่างไรต่อนโยบายภาษาข้างต้นที่ให้จัดท าป้าย 3 ภาษาหรือมากกว่าเพ่ือใช้ในพื้นที่

สามจังหวัดชายแดนภาคใต้ 
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ตอนที่ 3: ลักษณะและรูปแบบของป้ายในพื้นที่สาธารณะ  

12. ป้ายสาธารณะที่ใช้ล าดับภาษาและขนาดของตัวอักษรในข้อใดที่ท่านพึงพอใจมากที่สุด 

     1.                                2. 

                 

 

     3.      4. 

 

                                                                  

 

13. ป้ายสาธารณะที่ใช้คูภ่าษาในข้อใดที่ท่านพึงพอใจมากที่สุด 
       1.                     2. 

 

 

 

       3.          4. 
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14. ป้ายสาธารณะที่ใช้ภาษา ลวดลายและสีในข้อใดที่ท่านพึงพอใจมากที่สุด 

      1.                     2. 

       

 

       3.          4.  

 

 

 

ตอนที่ 4: ความเห็นส่วนตัวของผู้ตอบแบบสอบถามที่มีต่อป้ายสาธารณะ 

15. หากเลือกภาษาท่ีใช้บนป้ายสาธารณะได้ 1 ภาษา ท่านต้องการภาษาอะไรบ้าง (เขียนเลข 1 ลงใน

ช่อง) 

     ไทย                   อังกฤษ                   จีน 

     ปาตานี-มาเลย์              มาเลย์                        อ่ืนๆ.......................... 

 

16. หากเลือกภาษาท่ีใช้บนป้ายสาธารณะได้ 2 ภาษา ท่านต้องการภาษาอะไรบ้าง (เขียนเลข 1 และ 

2 ลงในช่อง) 

                         ไทย                   อังกฤษ             จีน 

     ปาตานี-มาเลย์              มาเลย์                        อ่ืนๆ.......................... 

17. หากเลือกภาษาท่ีใช้บนป้ายสาธารณะได้ 3 ภาษา ท่านต้องการภาษาอะไรบ้าง (เขียนเลข 1, 2, 3 

ลงในช่อง) 

           ไทย                   อังกฤษ             จีน 

     ปาตานี-มาเลย์              มาเลย์                        อ่ืนๆ.......................... 
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18. ท่านเห็นด้วยหรือไม่ที่ป้ายสาธารณะควรมีหลายภาษา เช่น ป้ายบอกทางหรือป้ายสถานที่ราชการ

ที่ใช้ 3 ภาษาหรือมากกว่า 

                        เห็นด้วย                          เฉยๆ                        ไม่เห็นด้วย  

19. ท่านรู้สึกอย่างไรต่อการใช้ภาษาปาตานี-มาเลย์ (เขียนด้วยตัวอารบิค) บนป้ายสาธารณะ 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
20. ท่านมีข้อเสนอแนะหรือความเห็นเพิ่มเติมใดบ้างเก่ียวกับการใช้ภาษามากกว่า 3 ภาษาบนป้าย

สาธารณะ 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

*** ผู้วิจัยขอความอนุเคราะห์ในการเข้าร่วมการสัมภาษณ์เกี่ยวกับหัวข้อวิจัยนี้ ซึ่งท่านสามารถเลือก
ได้ว่าจะรับการสัมภาษณ์แบบส่วนบุคคล ผ่านทางโทรศัพท์หรือทางอีเมล์ หากท่านยินดีโปรดระบุ
อีเมล์หรือเบอร์โทรศัพท์เพ่ือที่จะแจ้งให้ท่านทราบถึงรายละเอียดเพิ่มเติมในภายหลัง 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..……… 
 

ขอขอบพระคุณเป็นอย่างสูงที่ช่วยตอบแบบสอบถามในครั้งนี้ 
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Appendix 3: Survey Questionnaire for Malaysian and International Visitors 

“Inclusion of the Minority Language on Public Signs: 

Multilingualism in the Deep South of Thailand” 

 

Please check (✓) the item that fits you the most  

Section A:  Biographical Information 

1. Gender:                   Male                        Female 

2. Age:              18-25                  26-34        35-44          45 & Over 

3. Nationality:             Malaysian             Chinese        Other…………... 

4. Country:            Malaysia       UK                     USA           Other……..….. 

5. First language:        Bahasa Malay       English              Chinese       Other………..... 

6. Education:            College and below       Bachelor’s degree         Master’s degree  

             Doctoral Degree          Other……......…… 

7. Have you ever visited Thailand before? 

                                    Yes                       No 

8. If yes, how many times?  

                                   1                             2                        3                More than 3 
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9. Have you ever been to the following places? (You can check more than one box) 

                                    Pattani                  Yala                   Narathiwat      

                                    Hat Yai                Bangkok             Other……………….. 

Section B: Signs and Linguistic Policies in the Southernmost Area   

10. Which language did you see the most on signs, such as street signs or commercial 

signs in places that you have visited in Thailand? (Please rank 1-5 for the most to the 

least) 

                                   Thai       English                 Chinese 

           Patani-Malay         Bahasa Malay        Other……………… 

11. Which language do you want to see on signs, such as street signs or commercial 

signs the most in places that you have visited or want to visit in Thailand? (Please 

rank 1-5 for the most to the least) 

                                   Thai      English                 Chinese 

           Patani-Malay        Bahasa Malay         Other……………… 

12. Have you ever seen multilingual signs (signs written more languages) in public    

places in which you have visited? 

           Yes       No  Not sure 

13. Do you think the inclusion of a foreign language e.g. Bahasa Malay or Chinese on 

public signs in some places, such as street signs in the Deep South of Thailand is for 

helping foreign tourists?  

                                   Yes                       No                           Not sure            
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14. To what extent do you understand the meaning of messages on signs, especially 

public signs (e.g. directional, informational signs seen at tourist attractions) in places 

you have visited? 

 

 

 

 

Section C: Preference for Signs in Public Spaces  

 

15. Which letter size and order of languages of the following signs do you prefer the 

most? 

 

     1.                                2. 

                 

 

     3.      4. 
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16.  Which language combination do you prefer the most in the following signs? 

       1.                     2. 

 

 

 

       3.          4. 

        

 

17.  Which design do you prefer the most in the following signs? 

       1.                     2. 

       

 

       3.           4.  

 

 

 

Section D: Opinions of Participants toward Signs 

18.  If only one language could appear on signs, which language do you prefer the 

most? (Please write 1 on one box) 

       Thai       English       Chinese       Patani-Malay        Bahasa Malay        Other…… 
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19.  If two languages could appear on signs, which of the following language 

combination do you prefer the most? (Please write 1 and 2 on two boxes) 

       Thai       English       Chinese       Patani-Malay        Bahasa Malay        Other…… 

20.  If three languages could appear on signs, which of the following languages do you 

prefer the most? (Please write 1-3 respectively on three boxes) 

      Thai       English     Chinese       Patani-Malay         Bahasa Malay       Other…… 

21. Do you agree that public signs, such as street signs or place names should be 

written in more languages (including an ethnic minority language like Patani-Malay)? 

                       Agree        Neutral                   Disagree 

22. What do you think about multilingual public signs including Patani-Malay? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

23. Do you have any further suggestion or opinion toward multilingual public signs?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

*** I am also looking for participants for a follow-up interview about this topic. It can be 

a face-to-face, telephone or email interview depending on your preference.  If you are 

happy to participate, please give your email address or telephone number, and I will 

contact you later for more information. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Thank you very much  
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Appendix 4: Consent Form for Semi-Structured Interview 

Consent to Participate in Research 

Researcher: Perapong Suaykratok, Graduate student of National Institute of 

Development Administration (NIDA), Bangkok, Thailand  

Research Title:    “Inclusion of the Minority Language on Public Signs:  

Multilingualism in the Deep South of Thailand”  

Purposes: 1. To examine what languages appear on signs within the agglomeration 

along main and minor streets in the urban areas in Pattani, Yala, and Narathiwat  

                 2. To explore opinions of (1) local people in the three southernmost provinces, 

(2) non-locals living outside the three southernmost provinces, (3) Malaysian visitors 

from Malaysia and (4) international travelers from all over the world toward the use of 

the minority language, Patani-Malay, on public signs  

Procedure: You will be asked to participate in a semi-structured interview which should 

take about 5-10 minutes. This interview will be audio recorded upon participant’s 

permission. If not, notes will be taken instead. 

Risks: There are no risks in participating in this research. No name will be mentioned 

in the paper or presentation. If you participate in this activity, your personal information 

will be kept strictly confidential. Thank you for your time  

I agree to participate in this interview 

………………………………………. 

(...........................................................) 

               Signature 

            …………….……... 

      Date 
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Appendix 5: Consent Form for Semi-Structured Interview (Thai version) 

ใบยินยอมเข้าร่วมการสัมภาษณ์ 
ผู้วิจัย: นายพีระพงษ์ สวยกระโทก นักศึกษาปริญญาโท คณะภาษาและการสื่อสาร  
สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ กรุงเทพมหานคร ประเทศไทย 
ชื่อหัวข้อวิจัย: “ภาษาชนกลุ่มน้อยบนป้ายสาธารณะ: ความหลากหลายทางภาษาในพ้ืนที่ชายแดนใต้
ของไทย” 
วัตถุประสงค์:    1. เพ่ือส ารวจภาษาท่ีปรากฏบนป้ายบนท้องถนนเส้นหลักและเส้นรองในพื้นที่อ าเภอ 
เมืองจังหวัดปัตตานี ยะลาและนราธิวาส 

2. เพ่ือศึกษาทัศนคติของ (1) คนในพ้ืนที่ (2) คนนอกพ้ืนที่ (3) นักท่องเที่ยวจาก   
ประเทศมาเลเซียและ (4) นักท่องเที่ยวชาติต่างๆจากทั่วโลกที่มีต่อภาษาที่ใช้บนป้ายโดยเฉพาะการใช้
ภาษาปาตานีมาเลย์บนป้ายสาธารณะซึ่งจัดท าโดยหน่วยงานภาครัฐ 
กระบวนการสัมภาษณ์: ท่านจะเข้าร่วมการสัมภาษณ์แบบส่วนบุคคลซึ่งใช้เวลาประมาณไม่เกิน 10 
นาทีและได้รับการสัมภาษณ์เพ่ือสอบถามข้อมูลเกี่ยวกับป้ายสาธารณะที่ใช้ภาษาถิ่นบนป้ายซึ่งแสดถึง
ความหลากหลายทางด้านภาษาในพื้นที่สามจังหวัดชายแดนภาคใต้ของไทย นอกจากนี้ ระหว่างการ
สัมภาษณ์ผู้วิจัยใคร่ขอบันทึกการสัมภาษณ์ด้วยเครื่องมืออิเล็กทรอนิกส์หรือจดบันทึกระหว่างการ
สัมภาษณ์ในกรณีท่ีท่านไม่อนุญาตให้บันทึกเสียง  
ความเสี่ยง: ผู้วิจัยขอรับรองว่าท่านจะไม่ได้รับความเสี่ยงหรืออันตรายใดๆท้ังสิ้นจากการเข้าร่วมการ
สัมภาษณ์ครั้งนี้ ผู้วิจัยจะไม่เอ่ยชื่อท่านในงานวิจัยหรือการน าเสนองานวิจัย ดังนั้น ท่านสามารถแสดง
ความคิดเห็นระหว่างสัมภาษณ์ได้อย่างเปิดเผย หากท่านยินยอมเข้าร่วมการสัมภาษณ์ในครั้งนี้ ผู้วิจัย
ขอรับรองว่าจะเก็บรักษาข้อมูลส่วนบุคคลของท่านไว้เป็นอย่างดี ขอขอบพระคุณที่เสียสละเวลา 

                                                                     ข้าพเจ้ายินยอมเข้าร่วมการสัมภาษณ์ 

                                                                                …...........………………………. 

                                                                        (...........................................................) 

   ลงลายมือชื่อ 

 …………….……... 

                                                                                            วันที่ 
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