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Language Development in South Africa – Past and Present
This paper contrasts two different efforts to develop indigenous South African languages for use in government, higher education, and business. The first case, the development of Afrikaans during the 1920’s and 1930’s, can generally be seen as a success, although development was not as rapid as might have been wished. By contrast, the prospects for success in the second case, the modern effort to develop nine indigenous African languages, appear to be far more limited. While contextual differences between the cases doubtless explain some variation in the success of language development efforts, this paper argues that the key explanatory variable is the political salience of a linguistically defined ethnic identity. Language development is unlikely to be successful unless it is an issue on which the survival of the government depends. The Apartheid government’s use of African ethnic identities to further segregation and discrimination have delegitimized the use of these identities as a political tool in post-Apartheid South Africa. While this has been valuable in securing political stability and avoiding inter-ethnic tension in modern South Africa, it has also meant that political value of the successful development of any indigenous African language is extremely limited. If language development efforts in modern South Africa are to be a success, new strategies which take into account the political realities of the country will be essential. 
Introduction
South Africa is one of the few countries in the world, and the only country in Africa, which has seen, during the 20th Century, the development of a language from one which had no governmental recognition, and existed largely in spoken form, to one in which substantial parts of the government, the national economy, and higher education were run
. Seventy years after the language of Afrikaans was first granted official status, South Africa set off on another unique linguistic journey. This time, in 1993, the country became the location of an effort to develop, simultaneously, nine indigenous African languages, granting all nine, along with English and Afrikaans, equal status and proclaiming that education and governmental documentation would be available in all. What can the story of the successful development of Afrikaans – particularly during those years directly before and after the decision to develop the language – tell us about the prospects for the successful development of South Africa’s major African languages in the contemporary context? While similarities between the historical and modern efforts hold up some hope for the successful development of South Africa’s major indigenous African languages, some key differences in context and in the scope of governmental intentions offer warnings that modern efforts may be less successful. Despite the great political importance of language in both cases, the modern government is simply not prioritizing language in the ways that the government of 1924 did. A substantial shift in the government’s approach to language development is likely to be necessary if any of the nine new official languages are ever to have a status approaching that of English or Afrikaans.
Tracing the history of the development of the Afrikaans language, and comparing this with the currently unfolding story of the development of South Africa’s African languages, points to one key feature which, in its interaction with political structure, appears to have crucial implications for language development success. While the existence of a linguistically based ethnic identity is important, it is only when linguistically defined ethnic identity develops in such as way as to become politically important that language development is taken seriously. While other factors may cause a state to profess support for language development, without this factor in place, the extent of development that occurs will be limited. While linguistically based ethnicity was highly politically important in the 1920s, leading to the development of Afrikaans, history has played out in such a way as to seriously limit the significance of ethnically defined political groups in the modern case
. The Apartheid era government’s attempts to use African ethnic identities to disenfranchise Africans, and to prevent the development of a unified opposition movement, delegitimized the use of ethnicity by political parties in modern South Africa
. In modern South Africa, even as the principle of linguistic equality is hugely politically important, support for the development of any single language is unlikely to bring political benefits. The ways in which ethnic identity have played out politically in contemporary South Africa are also inextricably interwoven with the fact that the modern government is now tasked not with the development of a single language, but with nine, which clearly makes the challenge of language development more difficult, and changes the types of structural issues which must be dealt with.
The recency of the contemporary case, and the consequently highly indeterminate state of the data that is available, does raise some questions about the validity of a comparison with Afrikaans. While this cannot be entirely resolved, I do believe that some general trends are visible in the information that is available about the modern case. Perhaps most striking is the slowness of policy development in the area – a slowness which appears to be due to lack of political interest, rather than deeper political difficulties raised by the issues in question
. Furthermore, implementation of the policy that does exist simply does not appear to be taking place
. 
Additionally, the importance of the issue to South Africa’s efforts at social and  economic development makes an early attempt to understand what is happening worthwhile. Particularly in the realm of education, language is causing serious problems. Students are regularly examined in languages other than those in which they are taught, and in which they generally have low proficiency. In many other cases, teachers are attempting to teach in a language they barely know. The barriers that language is throwing up for already disadvantaged students are clear, as is the fact that concerted effort towards implementing mother-tongue education to higher levels, and particularly for examinations, and towards the use of bilingual or multilingual teaching methods could go a long way to resolving these problems – but would require concerted governmental action
. 
Education is not the only area where language policy is of critical importance. South Africa prides itself on its democratic status, and the eagerness of its people for political participation. A weak stance on language, however, makes communication between the state and its citizens highly unreliable, and often makes real political participation impossible. Issues of language stand in the way of policy implementation when policy cannot be understood by those it affects. As a democratic state, South Africa owes it to its people at a very fundamental level to ensure that they can access, understand, and participate in government. A failure to do this poses a real threat to the very essence of the country
. Consequently, while the recency of the case does make its examination more problematic, there are a number of valid reasons to push ahead with the analysis.

Theory and Alternative Hypotheses
David Laitin argues that while states prefer language rationalization and linguistic homogeneity within their borders (as it significantly reduces the challenges of rule), under certain political conditions – which are common in modern developing nations, and particularly those of Africa – states may not be able to enforce this preference for homogeneity, leading to an equilibrium outcome of linguistic heterogeneity
. Thus, in India, and most African countries, while leaders continue to prefer language rationalization, and would favor the sole use of the former colonial language, an indigenous ‘lingua franca’ is also promoted and becomes increasingly widespread for national communication, while at the local level people’s mother tongues remain important. The outcome, which Laitin terms ‘3+/- 1’ is that most Africans and Indians need to learn three different languages (occasionally one more or less) to function effectively within their country
. Homogenization, he argues, is not achieved because of regional pressures to the contrary – but never because central government actually has a genuine preference for multilingualism.
In his focus on the politics around language homogenization, however, Laitin neglects to a large extent its flip-side – the politics around language development – without which the success or failure of language rationalization cannot be fully explained. While many cases of superficial language development (widespread across Africa), can be explained by a government with monolingual preferences coming under political pressure, this explanation stumbles when language development occurs successfully
. This paper suggests that while state preferences for language rationalization may be widespread, the successful development of a new language in the context of a multi-ethnic population cannot be explained without understanding that under certain conditions a state may have a genuine preference for multilingualism
. South Africa, from 1920-1948, was one of those cases
.
Laitin’s more recent work explains patterns of language choice and shift in the new republics of Eastern Europe largely in terms of rational decisions made at the individual level
 . He argues that language use choices are made instrumentally, and may change over time. It is generally through a change in the structure of a state or government that the instrumental values associated with various patterns of language use may change. Following this logic, we would generally expect to see a gradual shift by individuals towards new, more beneficial patterns of language use – as determined by governmental policy. However, this has not historically always been the case. This points us towards the conclusion that where a linguistically-defined ethnic group exists, and is able to become politically important, it has the capacity to instead alter the state’s linguistic preferences towards language development, as its members come to form part of government
. This pattern plays out very clearly in the history of the Afrikaans language, while its absence in the contemporary context suggests that language development is far less likely.

A number of alternative hypotheses do present themselves. Firstly, the international contexts of the two cases are very different. In particular, in the contemporary context, with increasing levels of globalization, the value of English is often assumed to be far higher, both to countries and to individuals. It should be noticed, however, that while South Africa was no longer an English colony in 1924, it was also not truly independent, and maintained very close connections with, and a fair deal of dependence on Great Britain. English was a language of considerable value in this era too. In addition, in recent years with the global growth of human rights movements, the international community has come to look very favorably on the recognition and promotion of indigenous languages. In the contemporary era, South Africa has received a fair amount of external support in its efforts to develop the new languages – support which was absent when Afrikaans was developed. For these reasons, it seems unlikely that the international environment of 1924 was any more favorable to language development than the contemporary one, or any less favorable towards the widespread use of English.

Secondly, language recognition in the contemporary case has come alongside an unprecedented level of structural change in government, which might be expected to cause a slow down in government function as it learns and adapts to new structures and processes. While the 1924 government did not have to deal with substantial structural change when it came into power, it did have a number of other difficult issues competing for its attention, including a serious economic downturn. Perhaps more significantly, in the contemporary case substantial and very rapid progress in policy development and implementation is evident in a number of spheres (such as housing, water, taxation, some aspects of health and some aspects of education) – but not language. While the government is facing challenges due to structural change, it appears to have retained the ability to work relatively effectively on the issues which it prioritizes – of which language is simply not one. This pushes us away from questions of state capacity, and forces us to think about why language is not prioritized in the contemporary case.

Thirdly, the population to which government is responsible and which it is expected to serve has expanded dramatically, not just since 1924, but also since the rights of black South Africans were recognized in 1993. Government is consequently faced with many more competing demands, and doing anything for a larger number of people is harder. Here, we need to look again at the modern government’s progress in areas other than language – again, while the increase in population may cause difficulties for government, it has not been able to prevent progress on issues which have been prioritized.

Finally, and most glaringly, there is the difference in the number of languages which government is attempting to develop. While 1924’s government could plausibly work towards all white South Africans being able to speak all national languages, this is no longer the case. The cost and complexity of developing nine languages at once far outscales the costs and difficulties faced by the government in 1924. This discrepancy is almost certainly a large part of the explanation of the different levels of success in the two cases. However, if we begin to think about the reasons for this dramatic difference between policy in the two cases, we are taken back to the fact that political pressures of very different types explain the governmental recognition of the new languages. In the historical case, it was driven by the existence of a politically significant language community. In the contemporary case, it was driven by a demand for equality rather than a demand for language development. While the precise nature of the policy in the contemporary case has not made implementation any easier, it is the lack of political commitment to the development of any particular language – due to the absence of politically significant language communities – that is the root cause of the problem
.

While these contextual variations cannot be entirely discounted, the difference in the political salience of linguistically defined ethnicity does appear to remain the most plausible explanation for the differences in performance between the two cases. Although expanding the number of cases is not possible in this paper, a cursory glance at language development efforts in other countries does appear to support this hypothesis. In India, where the use of Hindi was central to the Congress Party’s identity, Hindi is now used for a wide range of state functions, and to some extent for higher education
. While Tanzania’s earlier efforts to develop Swahili were quite successful, as the political significance of the language to the ruling party has decreased over time, the effort has lost some of its initial steam, and many analysts regard progress as intermittent and generally unsatisfactory – despite the fact that a wide range of people speak the language, and support its development
. Of course, any conclusions that we choose to draw from this history remain far from deterministic. 
The Story of Afrikaans:
Developing a clear understanding of the history of Afrikaans requires us to think about the ways in which the language’s politicization has colored efforts to interpret its origins and meanings. Central to recent work in both history and sociolinguistics is the idea that part of the reason for Afrikaans’ successful development was the creation of a mythology based on language to define and justify the existence of the Afrikaans in South Africa as a people or a ‘Volk’. Afrikaans is a relatively young language, originating in South Africa’s Cape region, with roots in most of the different languages that were spoken there from the 17th Century onwards, including Dutch, French, German, English, Arabic, Malay, Khoi, and various African languages
. It was originally a low-status language, used largely to communicate with slaves and uneducated workers, but was gradually adopted by a broader spectrum of the population. The mythology around the Afrikaner volk first originated in the mid 19th Century, and was developed further during the period after the Boer War, in both cases as white Afrikaans speakers came to feel increasingly threatened by the English and their Imperial ambitions
. 
Language provided a central element around which the mythology of the Afrikaans as God’s chosen people developed – language was the most obvious way to distinguish the English and the Afrikaans
, while still ensuring that the newly constructed volk would contain members from all walks of life, which was essential to a successful political movement. In this context a redefinition of the language’s origins was necessary, with racial and linguistic purity taking central roles
.  While battles were fought from 1870 on for the recognition of the language’s distinctness from Dutch, Afrikaans’ origins in Dutch (as opposed to in indigenous languages) were demonstrated with great fervor by linguists. Numerous Afrikaans dialects (those spoken by non-whites) were dismissed as perversions of the pure, true Afrikaans language, spoken only by whites
. The unique Afrikaans language was described as God’s means to communicate his will to, and through, Afrikaners, demonstrating their superiority over the English, and South Africa’s indigenous inhabitants, and their consequent right to control the land and its people
.
It is worth stressing that while the mythology that was developed around Afrikaans was one based on origins, religion and culture, its formation was driven by extremely practical and material concerns
. The Afrikaners as a group, crystallized by the Boer war, were threatened politically by the resurgence of English power, and the growing dominance of the English language threatened Afrikaans speakers economically and socially. The construction of a mythology surrounding their existence, identity, and current situation made political mobilization in protection of their interests a possibility. The centrality of language to this mythology, meant that any ethnically based political group claiming to represent the Afrikaner volk would likely pursue the issue of language development and promotion with great energy.

Afrikaners as a group became internationally visible with the outbreak of the Boer War in 1899, driven by territorial conflicts between the Afrikaners (or Boers) and the English. English victory in the war was sealed with the 1902 Treaty of Vereeniging
, bringing most of what is now South Africa under English control. In an attempt to promote national unity
, the treaty stipulated that education in government schools could take place only in English – and not in Dutch and Afrikaans as had been the practice in many areas of the country. This threatened the Afrikaners very materially, and gave the Afrikaans language movement a new burst of energy as fears of ‘cultural obliteration’ at the hands of the English grew
. Numerous cultural, political and social organizations to promote the development of ‘pure’ Afrikaans developed
. By 1920 at least two Dutch language universities were doing some teaching in Afrikaans, though often unofficially
. These bodies would later come to play an important role in the promotion and development of the Afrikaans language. 

There were two key cleavages in South Africa at this time – that of race, and that of language. While the racial cleavage certainly shaped the Afrikaner identity, as discussed above, the systematic disenfranchisement of non-whites meant that it was relatively unimportant in political terms. Language, by contrast, shaped political identity directly. This political division was matched by a real economic difference – Afrikaans speakers tended to be poorer, less well educated, and were more likely to live in the rural areas, and in the Orange Free State and Transvaal. English speakers, by contrast, were more educated, wealthier, dominated the urban areas, and were more likely to live in the Cape or Natal. Why didn’t the Afrikaners simply give up at this point, and try to become English? Many apparently did, as parents pushed their children to learn English and attend English schools. However, the strength of the mythology which had been constructed around the Afrikaner people and their language meant that language would continue to define political identity – meaning that leaders who determined to develop Afrikaans would be able to do so. Critically, popular pressure did not develop Afrikaans, but it did bring into power leaders and elites who were able – and motivated – to do so.
The South Africa Act of 1909
 gave Dutch and English equal status in parliamentary and judicial affairs, constructing South Africa as a bilingual state
. While Church and State continued to support only the official recognition of English and Dutch, there was a slow movement from 1914 on to allow the use of Afrikaans in schools in place of Dutch, if parents demanded it
. Indeed, education was to become one of the central arenas in which the politics of language recognition and development played out. In the words of Davenport and Saunders, “The battle for the minds of Afrikaners centered largely on the classroom”
. In 1913, Hertzog , the “leading representative of latent Afrikaner republican sentiments”
, and “a self-acknowledged linguistic nationalist”
, walked (or was thrown) out of the ruling South African Party (SAP) government, and formed the new National Party (NP). Two of the key elements of this party’s platform were English-Afrikaans dual medium education, and compulsory bilingualism in the public sector
. In 1924, the SAP, led by Smuts, was no longer able to hold onto power alone, and the Pact Government, a coalition between the SAP and NP, was born. True to Hertzog’s campaign platforms, the recognition of Afrikaans as an official national language, in place of Dutch, was one of the first actions taken by this government. 
At this point in time, Afrikaans was still a relatively undeveloped language – much on a par with indigenous African languages today. While some significant Afrikaans literature had been developed, and the language had many speakers and was well-developed for cultural purposes, it had not been developed for use in industry, certain areas of government, and more technical higher education. In addition, English was by far the dominant language in business, leaving Afrikaans as a language with no economic profile
. Many Afrikaans parents resisted initial attempts to educate their children in Afrikaans, seeing it as an attempt to ensure their continued subjugation and separation from English speakers.
While the official languages did change in 1924, Davenport (2000) argues that overall, it was not a particularly significant transition, as there were no real structural changes. This was not South Africa’s first experiment with bilingualism – it had been bilingual since 1910. While it did for the first time give the Afrikaners a real voice in government, it was a relatively moderate voice, further moderated by the fact that it was in a coalition government. One might argue that it was the fact that the 1924 government had few other serious changes to cope with that enabled them to introduce their new language policy effectively. Yet this was not an easy era for government – 1929 brought the great depression, which impacted South Africa seriously, and which was accompanied by a severe drought. Other explosive issues – most notably those of white poverty, and race – were also competing for government attention, and draining government resources. The government was therefore not in a position to give its undivided attention to language, and was further constrained by a lack of resources. Indeed the beneficial impact of 1948’s more substantive structural reforms on the development of the Afrikaans language suggests that even though structural change does require some adaptation on the part of a government, this need not in any way inhibit its efforts to carry through with policy goals.

In many respects, early progress on the development of Afrikaans was slow. While the publication of laws and official documents was able to switch fairly seamlessly from Dutch to Afrikaans, most issues took far longer to address
. The reluctance of Afrikaans parents to educate their children in Afrikaans in the 1920s and 30s, and the unwillingness of English-speakers to learn the language are well-documented.
 Large numbers of Afrikaans children continued to attend the far more numerous, and generally better English-medium schools. Mpati traces the first use of Afrikaans in the writing of a judicial decision to 1933, and argues that its use only really became widespread during the 1960s, as those who had been educated in Afrikaans began to move into the judiciary
. In the private sector, the use of Afrikaans also grew only slowly, and indeed was never able to entirely rival English
. Nonetheless, only ten years after its recognition, Afrikaans was being used in courts and parliament, Afrikaans-speaking businesses were growing, even in the financial sector, and prospects for an expansion of secondary and tertiary education in the language looked good. In 1948, the election of a largely Afrikaans government demonstrated the political and social growth of the language to a position of dominance – a remarkable change over such a brief period of time. 

Nevertheless, this change did not occur overnight, and the gradual progression of language development highlights both the difficulties of this type of project, even when backed both popularly and by the government, and the hugely important role that education policy plays in it. Instituting Afrikaans as a language of education forced attention to be paid to terminology development, and meant that after a lag of several years, people educated in Afrikaans and able to use the language for professional purposes would begin to flood into the labor market, leading to increased use of the language in government and the private sector and causing a real change in the status of the language. While the government played an important role in terminology development, progress was almost certainly far faster because of the roles played by cultural organizations, and by the previously Dutch universities, which had begun to use Afrikaans even before its official recognition. These groups had already done much to standardize the language, and worked hard to ensure that further development occurred – both through their independent action, and through the political pressure they were able to bring to bear on the government. By 1960, political rule was conducted principally in Afrikaans, and most white South Africans could speak the language, even if begrudgingly at times.
In short, the fairly vulnerable position of the Afrikaners with respect to the English in early South Africa was central to the construction of a strong Afrikaner identity, the key element of which was language. They were able to take on a political role as a group defined by language – language shaped political behavior and identity, leading to the election into the national government of people who believed fervently in the mythology and the importance of the Afrikaans language. Even as pressures on individuals to learn English grew, the development of Afrikaans, and the promotion of opportunities for its speakers became very real goals of government, aided by similarly committed elites. This commitment bolstered the value of the language for Afrikaners and others, resulting in its successful development. 
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The development of African languages
In 1993, when South Africa’s new interim constitution was released, it guaranteed a wide range of rights to all South Africans. One of the newly recognized rights was that to use, and be educated in, the official national language of one’s choice. All official languages were now equal, and those languages included not just the English and Afrikaans of old, but also 9 African languages – isiZulu, isiXhosa, isiNdebele, Xitsonga, Tshivenda, siSwati, Setswana, Sesotho and Sepedi
. While the radical nature of the change, and the hugely more complex nature of the challenge facing government in the implementation of this policy may make the case appear rather distinct from that of Afrikaans, there are a number of similarities. Much like Afrikaans prior to 1924,  prior to 1993 these languages were all fairly widely spoken as mother tongue languages in South Africa, but their economic and political roles were extremely limited. Likewise, their speakers tended to be poor, poorly educated, religious, and largely rural. In both case the languages had been used as languages of education at the primary level, and in both cases this practice was viewed by speakers with some distrust as an attempt as subjugation. In both cases, a fairly small literature, but one containing some significant works, had been developed
. Like Afrikaans, these languages are also thought to have evolved in the country, although some of them can be dated back to as early as 300AD
. Another similarity lies in the highly politicized nature of language in both cases, and the recognition of the new languages by a new government after a period of some political upheaval
.

However, underneath these superficial similarities, the nature of the language recognition that took place was extremely different. In the case of Afrikaans, the language was recognized when politicians representing a group which was mobilized around this issue were elected to power as part of a coalition government. The recognition and development of the language was consequently of great importance to the government, and was pursued effectively. In the contemporary case, by contrast, government was not elected on the basis of language by a group which defined itself in terms of language. If the electorate defined itself by anything, it was by the concept of equality. So, while it was necessary for the government to recognize the new languages, and their equality, its commitment to language development was superficial, rather than genuine. Although it is too early to draw final conclusions, the result appears to be slow and inconclusive policy making, little interest on the part of government, and very limited progress. While the slow nature of the progress that was made in the development of Afrikaans suggests that we should not be too hasty in declaring language development a failure, the paralysis on the issue of implementing South Africa’s indigenous African languages as languages of education bodes poorly for their future development.
Language equality was one of the few issues which were agreed upon with relatively little contention as the country’s interim constitution was drawn up
. The right to use the language of one’s choice was undisputed. Likewise, there was no debate over the notion that education should be available to all students in the national language of their choice – where reasonably practicable. The need to recognize the nine African languages, and simultaneously to preserve the positions of English and Afrikaans were clearly evident to all players involved. During the constitutional negotiations of 1993, one of the most significant threats the country faced was that of destabilization from the extreme right wing. An issue which would almost certainly have triggered action on their part would have been any decrease in the official recognition of the Afrikaans language. The status of Afrikaans could consequently not be touched
. At the same time, a central theme of the negotiations was that of equality – equality on the basis of race, gender, and language. Because language had played a substantial role in South Africa’s history of discrimination (discussed below), recognition of the equality of South Africa’s African languages with English and particularly with Afrikaans was politically essential. A failure to guarantee this equality would unquestionably have compromised the acceptability of the constitution. The necessary end result was therefore sufficiently clear to obviate the need for much discussion on this issue
.
It now falls to us to explain why language, despite being highly politically important in contemporary South Africa, is not an issue that is prioritized. The answer appears to lie in the fact that while ethnic identity, and, by extension, language, remain extremely important to people, the importance of ethnicity is not reflected in the country’s political structure or its parties. The ongoing importance of a linguistically-defined ethnic identity to modern South Africans is most evident, and has been most studied in the Afrikaans and Zulu communities, but seems likely to extend to a large number of other ethnic groups
. The enduring strength of ethnic and linguistic identities suggests that it is not a difference in the strength of ethnic identity that is the real difference between the historic and modern cases, but the ways in which ethnicity was politicized and connected to party and political structure. 
During the 20th Century, the political, social, and economic threats faced by blacks were shaped largely by the dimension of race, rather than language or ethnicity. The salience of race as the basis of threat and discrimination only continued to grow through the century, and was formalized with the institutionalization of Apartheid in 1948. The Apartheid government followed a policy of dividing the African population into disparate ethnic groups through its infamous homeland policy, which stripped black South Africans of their citizenship and rights within South Africa, leaving them attached to a homeland, or Bantustan, determined by their ethnic identity. One aim of this policy was to keep the African population divided, thereby preventing the emergence of a unified opposition. In this, the policy was largely a failure – by co-opting African ethnic identities for their own purposes, the Apartheid government effectively delegitimized the use of these identities by anyone else, thereby guaranteeing that efforts at resistance would be largely pan-ethnic. This held particularly true after it was seen that Buthelezi’s early attempts, as leader of the KwaZulu homeland, at resistance through the use of the homelands and ethnic identity were successfully co-opted by the Apartheid state
. Therefore, due largely to government policies during the mid-20th Century, the resistance movement which would mature into South Africa’s new ruling party was one in which ethnicity was largely irrelevant. 
Instead of language or ethnic identity, the politically important cleavages are now those of race, and to a lesser extent socio-economic class. So while the new governments of 1924 and 1994 were both multi-ethnic coalitions, it is only in the historic case that language was the most important political distinction amongst coalition members, and therefore the issue on which government could not afford a misstep. In the modern case, that role has been replaced largely by race – as is evidenced by the caution with which the new government has handled this issue. With the partial exception of Afrikaners and Zulus, linguistically defined ethnicity was not politically salient. While language may well be an important issue to many members of government, it is not one on which their political positions are likely to hang, and it is not an issue with the potential to pull a government apart.
The two partial exceptions to this claim do warrant further discussion, however. While the right-wing Afrikaner movement required constant appeasement during the negotiated transition to democracy, they became significantly less important following 1994’s elections. While a significant portion of the White Afrikaner community retains a political identity, not only is this now far less important than was historically the case, but it is now also largely irrelevant to the politics of language development - while the Afrikaans language may (or may not) require some protection to survive in the new South Africa, it is already as fully developed as a language can really be. The Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) is more relevant to the question at hand. It is led by Mangasuthu Buthelezi, the former ruler of the KwaZulu homeland, and draws most of its support from Zulu speakers who continue to be located largely in this area. As an ethnically based party it has always been too small to pose a real threat to the ANC at the national level. While it was able to pose threats of destabilization in 1993, it has lost much of the support it once had, and is no longer in a position to threaten stability. The party also avoids framing itself as a Zulu party, clearly seeing the limitations this holds at the national level, but rather tries to portray itself as the only African alternative to ANC domination. For this reason, the development of Zulu language and culture is not a party goal – in fact, they suggest that English should be recognized as the dominant language
. Thus, while the  IFP might be considered an ethnically based party, it appears not to be an ethnically defined party as was Hertzog’s NP
. Clearly, there is no longer political mobilization around language that can be useful for the purpose of language development.
The reluctance of black South Africans towards mother tongue education has generally been explained by the conflation of mother tongue education and inferior education in the public mind, meaning that this education is simply not wanted. While this may be a factor, what appears to be more important is the limited educational and economic opportunities associated with a mother tongue education
. Just as choices about language use is instrumental, so too are choices surrounding language of education. Without the development of indigenous African language use in both the public and private sectors, uptake of education in these languages is likely to be limited. Yet the case of Afrikaans makes clear the importance of the use of a language as a language of education in ensuring that its use in other areas grows, rather than dwindles. Without an increased focus by the current government on ensuring the development and implementation of African languages as languages of education, and providing space for the use of these languages in government, further language development is unlikely to become a reality.
To summarize, in contemporary South Africa, while ethnicity and language are important to personal identity, they are largely irrelevant to political identity. The country’s history has instead ensured that issues of race and socio-economic status define political behavior. Consequently, while the political and historical context of policy making has made the official equality of all eleven national languages essential, there is no real political incentive to develop any of the nine new languages. This translates into slow, indecisive and often impractical policy making on issues around language. The lack of a strong governmental stance on language development solidifies beliefs that the African languages are languages with no economic future, reducing incentives for education in these languages, which in turn significantly lowers the chances that these languages will ever come to be used outside of the home.
Conclusions
There has been a great deal of discussion about how South Africa’s new language policies are simply not working. Part of the despair surrounding discussions of language policy in South Africa may simply be the result of expecting too much, too soon – it took decades for Afrikaans to rival English in any sector, and the modern case is far more complex. However, the marked difference in political commitment to language development in the two cases suggests that this is not the entire picture. 1924’s government created incentives for Afrikaans language education, including well paid jobs in government. High school and university education in the language was also made available – in some cases even before the language’s official recognition. These incentives are simply not in place for the use of African languages in modern South Africa.
As long as language policy languishes, language will continue to throw up barriers to development, both for individuals and for the country as a whole. Finding a way to make language work is crucial. An obvious – but also obviously inadequate – answer would be to find a way to make language politically salient. While it might spur language development, it would be an extremely dangerous, and almost certainly counterproductive strategy in a country already fraught with tensions. In addition, while it might spur action on one, or maybe two languages, nine languages remain too many. A far more practical solution would be a decision to drop efforts at language development and shift to the exclusive use of English as the language of government, but this would be neither politically viable, nor in keeping with the newly constructed democratic and multilingual South African identity. Language development is therefore likely to remain a stated goal of government. A third proposal has been the reduction of the number of official languages by creating new languages out of similar official languages
. While technically feasible in certain cases, this policy is unpopular with speakers of the languages in question.
What, then, should South Africa do? The current goal of 11 equal languages will likely remain unachievable, but targeting development efforts towards the roles that African languages usefully could and should play - as means of education through to the tertiary level, and mediums of political participation and communication – substantial progress towards empowering South Africans could be made. The federal structure of the country suggests one possible approach – much responsibility for language development could be devolved to the provincial levels, with appropriate accountability mechanisms in place. Most provinces have one dominant African language on which they could focus, making the task of language development far more manageable. Ethnic identities are more salient at the local level, and need not be connected to a political party to have the potential to influence policy making. While this might be an improvement, not all provinces would be likely to do equally well, larger languages would almost certainly receive preferential development, and ethnic identities might be fueled to the point where they would become destabilizing. Without some political commitment on the national level, progress through this mechanism would remain unlikely.
However, the story of Afrikaans highlights not just the importance of a committed state, but also the importance of cultural bodies and universities in language development. If cultural and ethnic groups were to focus more energy on language development, this could provide a substantial boost to these languages. And until African languages become an important part of tertiary education, these languages are likely to remain invisible and unusable in government and in business. Terminology development and linguistic legitimacy are inextricably linked to the possibility of tertiary education in a language. Even if English remains the national lingua franca, as is likely, ensuring that African languages can be used in government, even if only at the local level, and that education and political participation are available to all South Africans remains an important goal, and one in which cultural and educational organizations may be able to play a uniquely powerful role.
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� While the extent of development of Swahili in Tanzania has been significant, secondary and higher education, much of the state’s administrative work, and the more lucrative parts of the private sector continue to be run in English. The three other commonly cited cases of successful language development are Hindi, Indonesian, and Hebrew.


� The case of the largely Zulu Inkatha Freedom Party, and the generally Afrikaans rightwing parties are two partial exceptions that I will discuss later. While not directly related to questions of language, I have found some of the ideas outlined in Posner (2004) extremely helpful. In particular, the concept of Politically Relevent Ethnic Groups seems highly appropriate to the questions I am addressing.


� I thank Prof. Herbst for stressing the importance of this point to me.


�Sensitive issues such as curriculum reform were addressed very carefully, but language was left out of the discussion not because of sensitivity, but because it was assumed that teaching would take place in English. Likewise the role and function of the South African Broadcasting Corporation was quickly redefined, but their language policy has only recently been dealt with. And the government’s own language use policy was only released in 2000.


� Much of the writing which alludes to the slowness of policy development, and poor implementation, puts this down to a lack of ‘political will’ – a widely used and highly under-defined term. Despite the vagueness of the term, and a tendency towards its use with insufficient investigation, this pattern does suggest a widespread consensus that a lack of effort, rather than concerns about political sensitivity, are to blame. While this consensus does not of course indicate that this is in fact true, it does suggest that this is likely to be an avenue of investigation worth some pursuit.


� PRAESA, based at the University of Cape Town, has published widely on this issue.


� Englebert (2000) discusses the importance to various measures of state legitimacy of a match between the official language(s) of the state and the languages spoken by its citizens in their homes.


� Laitin (1992)


� The outcome he predicts for South Africa is different – he suggests a two-language system whereby most people speak English and their mother tongue only.


� Indeed, Laitin’s (1992) model suggests for India an outcome of the superficial development of Hindi – and he remains unable to explain why language development was pursued so seriously.


� In particular, a government may need to develop a multilingual state to gain or retain popular support and legitimacy – a very different type of pressure than that described by Laitin, in which pressure is coming from regional elites.


� In fact, even after 1948, there appears to have been a preference for multilingualism, even within the white population, but for different reasons. The question that Laitin’s work is perhaps better equipped to answer is that of why English survived as an official and well-regarded South African language. There is a distinct difference between the factors required for language development and language preservation.


� Laitin (1998)


� While in some cases, the preference may be for homogenization towards the new language (for example Israel), preferences will generally be for ongoing heterogeneity due to the significant economic and often political values attached to the original language.


� Most provinces have adopted only one African language along with English and Afrikaans, and it is not clear that there has been much progress in language development even at this level – again suggesting that the problem is political (stemming largely from central government) rather than purely technical.


� Laitin (1992) discusses this case briefly (pages 37-46), and sees the pressures resulting in Hindi’s development as acting along somewhat different lines as in his analysis a state always prefers language rationalization.


� See for example Roy-Campbell, Z. M. (2001), or Polome, E. and C. P. Hill (1980)


� For a general history of the language, see Steyn (1980), Ponelis (1993), Webb and Kriel (2000) or Giliomee (2003).  It is worth mentioning that there are substantive differences in the histories presented by these sources, in particular regarding the origins and development of the language, likely due to the different backgrounds of the authors, and the different time at which they were written.


� Webb and Kriel (2000). Page 37. They provide a good overview of the creation of this mythology.


� Indeed, some suggest it was the only way: Giliomee (2003) cites Hertzog as saying “The circumstances of this country are such that we have largely assimilated English customs, culture and ideals. Our difference is simply that of language and a want of sympathy between the newcomers and the old inhabitants” (page 339). It is not clear that this sentiment was widely felt to be true, however. Note also that most Afrikaners did not live in the urban areas as did Hertzog.


� Kotze (2000) provides the best description of the ways in which race and language interacted.


� In a twist of history, they were recently ‘re-recognized’ as Afrikaans when it was realized that the language’s survival in a democratic South Africa required that it have a large number of speakers from a range of racial backgrounds.


� Webb and Kriel (2000). See for example the poetry quoted on page 33, and the speeches on page 42.


� Giliomee (2003) makes this point repeatedly, but it does not appear to have been widely discussed elsewhere.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.sahistory.org.za/pages/sources/docs/treaty-of-vereeniging.htm" ��http://www.sahistory.org.za/pages/sources/docs/treaty-of-vereeniging.htm� . Note that Dutch could still be taught as a subject in schools in the Transvaal and Orange Free State.


� Davenport and Saunders (2000), p. 239


� Ibid p.246


� For example the Suid-Afrikanse Akademie vir Wetenskap en Kuns (1909), and most infamously, the Afrikaner Broederbond (1918). See Webb and Kriel (2000), Steyn (1980) – they provide strikingly different analyses of these events.


� Ponelis (1993) p. 54. The Universities were those of Stellenbosch and Potchefstroom. Just when and where the shift was made from Dutch to Afrikaans is not made very clear by the history books, but it was clearly a gradual and ongoing process throughout this era, despite various governmental efforts to prevent it.


� http://www.sahistory.org.za/pages/sources/docs/sa-act-1909.htm


� It should be noted that much of the information on language policy during these years is scattered and often contradictory. In addition, as is often the case in a developing country context, it is not clear that practice and policy were always one and the same – and it may be due to this that there is so much confusion.


� Steyn suggests that in the Cape, of 47 230 Afrikaans pupils, 18 371 were being educated in English,  14 640 in Dutch, and the rest in some form of English-Dutch. He claims that purely Afrikaans schools were not permitted in the Cape at this time.  (page 208)


� Davenport and Saunders (2000), page 247. Later, the issue of whether mother-tongue or dual medium education was preferable would become fiercely contested, with the different positions taking on highly political overtones.


� Davenport and Saunders (2000), p. 268


� Webb and Kriel (2000) page 38.


� Davenport and Saunders (2000), p. 269


� This low economic profile of the language was seen as a serious barrier to language development efforts at the time. Giliomee (2003) quotes N.J. Hofmeyr, a Professor at the Theological Seminary in Stellenbosch as saying to his younger brother who would become an NP member with great involvement in language development “Afrikaans will only come into its own when it acquires commercial value. Only then will Afrikaans be able to hold its own against languages like English and Dutch.” (page 373). Steyn (1980) provides the same quote in the original Afrikaans (page 204).


� It should be stressed, however, that while the process of change was slow, policy making was not – a crucial point of contrast with South Africa’s current efforts at language development.


� Steyn , J. P. (1980)  Tuiste in eie Taal. Cape Town, South Africa: Tafelberg  pg. 204-211


� Mpati (2004). Inaugural lecture, University of the Free State


� Giliomee (2003)


� In naming African languages I use the custom of referring to them as do their speakers. The names of these languages may be more familiar with the prefixes removed.


� The details of the transcription and development of each of South Africa’s languages is detailed in the World Language Report released by UNESCO in 2000. It is available at http://www.dac.gov.za/reports/unesco_report/unesco_world_languages_survey.htm


� A common myth propagated by Afrikaner historians was that the presence of South Africa’s indigenous African languages and people did not predate the presence of early white settlers – around 1652. The political motivations for this misrepresentation of history are clear. See Herbert and Bailey (2002).


� Technically, the African languages were recognized before the ANC was actually elected in 1994. However, it is clear that their recognition was part of the ANC’s agenda.


� Spitz and Chaskalson (2000) mention only minor disagreements around clauses related to language issues – and all of these were highly peripheral to the basic rights, which went unchallenged.


� The small but significant reduction of language protections in the 1997 constitution suggests that some of the 1993 protections were included largely to appease Afrikaners – by 1997 they posed far less of a threat to the country. The reduction could also indicate that it had become less necessary to protect other languages from Afrikaans, however.


� While this conclusion makes sense, I am a little uncomfortable that I haven’t found any documentation to back it up.


� This is not to suggest in any way that the ethnic identity of these groups is any less constructed than that of the Afrikaners – simply that it remains a salient identity, and one that is not substantively different from that of the Afrikaner. It is unfortunate that the ethnic group which has been most studied is the one with a small level of political salience– but it seems unlikely that language and ethnic identity are less important to other groups. See the UNESCO World languages survey or de Kadt (2004) for more information.


� Davenport and Saunders (2000) discuss Buthelezi’s early efforts at resistance through the homeland mechanism – and their initial support by the ANC.


� Browsing through various party documents available on the party website will show a party that is not overly concerned with issues related to language, or to Zulu identity. http://www.ifp.org.za/


� On a related note, many Zulus complain that the ANC has become a Xhosa dominated party, and that the Zulus are largely ignored. At the same time, however, no-one would characterize the ANC as a Xhosa Party. Even if this group is dominant, the party’s policies are not defined by the interests of this ethnic group.


� Heugh (2002) argues convincingly that there is not a deep opposition amongst mother tongue speakers of African languages to education in that language. Rather, she suggests that the widespread use of English as the language of education reflects an awareness of the limited opportunities to access higher education or a well-paying job that a mother tongue language is likely to provide.


� Neville Alexander is the most well known proponent of this policy. It is briefly mentioned in Laitin (1992)





