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Abstract
The aim of the article is to discuss the process of national linguistic transformation in South Africa “from below”, with reference to a language planning project of a South African government department.
Language planning is traditionally seen as a top/down process – initiated and managed by authoritative bodies, usually government institutions such as the Department of Arts and Culture in South Africa. This approach to linguistic transformation has not produced the expected changes in national linguistic behaviour: the African languages are still not used in public domains, and there are no signs of “equity” and “parity of esteem” between the national official languages of the country as required by the South African constitution. One of the reasons for the failure of language planning in South Africa is the absence of meaningful community involvement, of “language planning from below”.
The article discusses an interesting (and very promising) language planning initiative of the Department of Provincial and Local Government in South Africa which is directed at establishing official multilingual practices at the third level of government, the municipalities.

Given the requirement that linguistic transformation be handled from the “bottom-up”, the question is what the chances are that this government project will succeed.
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Introduction: the dplg project

At the beginning of 2008, the Department of Provincial and Local Government (the dplg) in South Africa initiated and designed a project directed at establishing and promoting multilingualism at the third level of government, that is, the municipalities (see dplg 2008a, b, c, d, e). The project is simply called Multilingualism in local government. It was divided into two stages: a planning (or theoretical) stage, during which the framework for the project was developed, and a roll-out phase, during which the plan is to be implemented. The first phase ended with a national conference in Cape Town, in which all 283 municipalities participated along with representatives of various governmental and non-governmental stakeholders. At the time of writing, the dplg was planning the second phase.

During the first phase of the project, the dplg contracted consultants to develop proposals for the development of language policy and language policy implementation, as well as guidelines for the role of two central agencies in local government: the ward committees (which are led by municipal councillors and include representatives of local communities), and the community development workers (who are employed by the Department of Public Administration, and facilitate government service delivery to local communities).

One of the proposals of the consultants was that language units be established in every municipality and that these bodies then manage the development and implementation of language policies on behalf of local government, co-operating with ward committees and community development workers.

The second phase of the project, the roll-out phase, will obviously be directed at building the capacity of institutions, municipal employees and local communities for ensuring the successful outcomes of the project.

The organizational structure of the project is as follows:


[image: image1]
The dplg’s reasons for establishing the project included the unsatisfactory service delivery at municipal level (for example regarding housing, sanitation, health and transport) and the non-participation of citizens in policy decisions and implementation in local government, which means that the constitutional aim of participatory democracy is not being realised. (See also Keating, 2007.)
The objectives of the project are, according to official documents (Department of Provincial and Local Government, 2008a):
(a) To “provide more effective service delivery” through increasing “the impact and effects of language in speeding up service delivery”

(b) To empower the local community and to support local development through “mainstreaming multilingualism”, and
(c) To deepen “community participation and empowerment” through the promotion of the use of local languages in official functions and domains.
The project is clearly people-directed, with information provision, consultation, participation and empowerment as explicit objectives of the project. The focus on community participation, for example, is clear from the following quotations from dplg documents:

· “In terms of the basic values and principles governing public administration
· people’s needs must be responded to (and)

· the public must be encouraged to participate in policy-making” (Systems Act, Section 195 (e))
· “The objects of local government (are) to encourage the involvement of communities and community organizations in the matters of local government” (Systems Act, Section 152), and
· The description of public participation as “a democratic process of engaging people, who are to decide, plan, and play an active part in the development and operation of services that affect their lives” (dplg report, p. 4).
The dplg insists on “community-based planning”, that is, an approach  (which) seeks “the active involvement of the community, especially poor people, so as to improve the quality of plans and services, extend community control over development and empower communities so that they take action”. To achieve these goals, the dplg argues that the use of the local languages is necessary.

As a language planning project (being directed at linguistic transformation – promoting the use of local languages in public domains in order to improve social welfare) the question is: can the dplg achieve their language planning aims by following the “usual” language planning approach?

Language planning practice

Language planning is very often conceived of and managed as a top/down process. This is clear from many of its descriptions and definitions:

Language planning refers to deliberate efforts to influence the behaviour of others with respect to the acquisition, structure, or functional allocation of their language codes (Cooper, 1989: 45)

Language planning refers to deliberate and future-oriented activities aimed at influencing or modifying the language behaviour of a speech community or society (Swann et al: 2004: 173)

Language planning is a systematic, rational, theory-based effort at the societal level to solve language problems with a view to increasing welfare. It is typically conducted by official bodies or their surrogates and aimed at part or all of the population living under its jurisdiction. (Grin, 1996: 31)

In line with these definitions, language planning is managed through the development and implementation of laws, regulations and policies by a (central) government authority with the aim of allocating languages to official functions, thus regulating peoples’ language behaviour in public domains (regarding their choices and even norms).

The top/down approach is often quite effective, as is demonstrated by the imposition of English in Wales and Ireland and of Afrikaans and English in South Africa. A feature of the success in these cases is the essential role of power: language planning is successful because the implementing agency (e.g. the government) has the necessary power. The current increase in the use of English in large parts of the world also follows on the political and economic power of the Western world (in particular of the USA), globalisation and a supra-national market-driven economy: Top/down language political transformation is thus successful where the (central) authorities have considerable power.

The question is, however, whether this approach is also effective in cases where national governments are not strong enough (and can’t, for example, withstand the power of global economic and political forces) or are directed at establishing liberal democracies.

South Africa is a good example of this situation.

Over the past 14 years, the South African government has made considerable progress in supporting its commitment to multilingualism: using the constitutional stipulations on language as a framework, it has developed a well-articulated national policy framework, several provincial and local authorities have developed language policies, and it has developed the necessary infra-structure: the Pan South African Language Board with its constituent bodies, the Department of Arts and Culture with its language policy and development bodies, and the Commission for the protection and promotion of religious, cultural and linguistic minorities. In spite of this extensive network, however, there has been no language political transformation: the language of official business and the linguistic landscape is increasingly English, multilingualism has not yet been meaningfully promoted and the public meaning of the African languages (their social, economic, educational and political value) is largely unchanged. Furthermore, the language policies which have been developed are either not implemented (including the national, provincial and municipal policies) or counter-productively implemented (such as the language-in-education policy of 1997).
One must therefore seriously ask why linguistic transformation has not succeeded in post-1994 South Africa.
Several explanations have, of course, been suggested, such as (a) the absence of an understanding by decision-makers of the fundamental role of language in all domains of development; (b) the existence of myths about multilingualism (e.g. that it is necessarily very expensive); (c) the language political heritage of the country, viz. that language was used as a political ideological instrument for separating and marginalising communities; (d) globalising political and economic market forces which have led to the dominance of English; and, even, (e) political and bureaucratic leaders’ concern for personal material benefit rather than a concern for the welfare of the people they govern. (For discussion see Webb, 2004, 2006.)
 An explanation which has not yet been effectively investigated (but is highly likely to be found applicable) is that officials do not possess the capacity to manage language policy implementation effectively.
A further explanation may be that the planned language political transformation did not have the meaningful support of the speakers, that is, that language planning in South Africa has been handled only as a top/down issue. In such a case, a bottom/up approach to linguistic transformation is required.
Given this point of view, it means that the dplg project will only be successful if it is (also) approached in a bottom/up manner. One therefore has to ask to what degree the proposed project will be handled in this manner. To discuss this issue, however, it is necessary to have some clarity about what is meant by bottom/up language planning.
A bottom/up approach

Baldauf, Li and Hudson (2007) distinguish four locations along a continuum of language planning agencies:
 from macro agency (wholly top/down implementation) to micro agency (wholly bottom/up implementation). In a neat typology of “language planning and language cultivation”, Baldauf and Kaplan (1997: 50), again, distinguish between activities of governments and agencies and activities of pressure groups and individuals. According to these distinctions, a “bottom/up” approach to language planning refers to the “language cultivation” activities of individual and pressure group agencies. (See also Alexander, 1992, Robinson, 1997.)
Such a characterisation of bottom/up language planning is, however, not enough to evaluate the dplg project. One needs, specifically, to consider the processes, factors, conditions, mechanisms and steps typically involved in a bottom/up approach if one wishes to evaluate the dplg project in a justifiable way.
 In addition, the promotion (or social development) of the African languages (implied in the notion: “multilingualism in local government”) needs to be evaluated with reference to cases of successful bottom/up language planning. To do this, the sociolinguistic transformation of modern Hebrew (Nahir, 1998) and Afrikaans are considered.

Bottom/up planning is characterised by two processes: first, individuals, who become aware of threats to the interests of their communities (such as access to education and to information), initiate actions directed at protecting these interests;
 and second, organisations are established (through the work of initiating individuals) to promote the interests of these communities. Where the communities involved are distinguished by a distinctive language, language is often used as a mobilising instrument. In this way language “struggles” are established. In the case of both the Afrikaans and the Hebrew communities (in 1875 and 1895 respectively), social activists used language as instruments to mobilise their communities, agitating for the recognition of these languages for use in church, school, court and legislation.
 And in both cases, community organisations were established to manage language promotion: the Genootskap vir Regte Afrikaners – the association for true Afrikaners (1875) in the case of Afrikaans , and the Hebrew Language Committee and the Hebrew Teachers Association. In both cases, the activists received no official support. On the contrary, they received official opposition as well as, even, opposition from the reigning elite in their own speech communities.

The factors that have an impact on bottom/up language promotion include the communicative needs of the speakers of the language (e.g. sociolinguistic needs such as whether speakers of the language want their languages to be used in high-function formal contexts); the level of intellectualisation in the community (including the degree to which there is a fully-fledged literature in the language); and the socio-political needs of the community (see Nahir, 1998). I wish to focus on the last factor.

Bottom/up promotional activities occur when communities become aware of being dominated, marginalised and disempowered, realising that their basic human rights are not recognised meaningfully. In such a scenario activists in the community seek instruments for mobilising the community, encouraging them to empower themselves, and to promote their own interests. Often the language of the community is used for these purposes, and in the process language movements are initiated.
Both Afrikaans and Hebrew illustrate this point: From 1875, but particularly after 1910 (with the rise and expansion of Afrikaner nationalism), Afrikaans was used to gain recognition for the basic rights of the Afrikaans community. Similarly, the revitalisation and development of Hebrew (linked to religion) was part of a struggle for socio-political recognition.
There are many examples of language promotion policies which failed because of the absence of supportive socio-political factors. Examples quoted by Schiffman, 2006, include: the initial failure of Canada’s language policy of French in Québec, which was due to the fact that the promotion of French was not “something speakers of French demanded” whereas speakers of English in Canada had “no incentive to do so” (to implement the language policy); and the failure of language policy in Singapore to “purify” Indian Tamil, which was due to “children see(ing) little economic value for this variety” and because students felt “they don’t own Tamil”. Examples from South Africa could include attempts to develop the African languages of South Africa into fully-fledged standard languages, which is threatened by language-internal conflicts between, for example, rural Zulu and Soweto Zulu, and between Khelovedu and Pedi/Northern Sotho/Sesotho sa Lebowa; and attempts to promote alternative Afrikaans in the 1980s (Van den Heever, 1987) and to restandardise Afrikaans (Van Rensburg, 1989/90), which did not take place because the socio-political context did not support it.
For a B/U process, two conditions need to be met:

(i) That the community bodies involved in the project have the necessary legitimacy, trust and support of their communities and have secured the right to speak on their behalf,
 and

(ii) That the community organisations and their members have the required capacity – the knowledge, understanding and skills, and the necessary social, political and financial authority.

Effective bottom/up transformation requires agreement between stakeholders about the goals of the processes of change. An important strategy in this regard is that all parties involved in the transition engage in communication, thereby establishing the values, beliefs and patterns of behaviour necessary for sustained change. Related to this is the establishment of communication networks, thereby supporting co-operation between interested parties.
In the case of linguistic transformation, an important strategy is that the link between language promotion and achieving personal and community aims and ideals needs to be emphasised, as well as the link between language, economic development and empowerment.
The final dimension of bottom/up planning that needs consideration is the steps that need to be taken in order to facilitate linguistic transformation from below. The first step is that information should be provided on the necessity for change, followed by attempts to obtain the co-operation of all stakeholders, and, finally, developing language promotion programmes.
Given, now, that the preceding description of a bottom/up language promotion process has some validity, the question is whether the dplg project will have the necessary bottom/up dimension.

Will the dplg project have a meaningful bottom/up dimension?

The question is, given the nature of bottom/up language planning – its processes, determining factors, conditions, mechanisms and steps: Is the dplg project designed to ensure a bottom/up approach? Do their declared intentions - to satisfy citizens’ needs, to build local capacity, to consult with civil organisations and to ensure public participation, effectively constitute such an (essential) approach?

A closer look at the dplg project suggests that it was conceived essentially in top/down terms.
Several top/down remarks are included in the report on the first round table meeting of the dplg project (2008a, pp. 11 and 17). This report, for example, emphasises:

· “the need to legislate on language use in very specific terms because broad policy guidelines are open to various interpretations, misunderstanding (deliberate or genuine) and could even be open to abuse”
· the role of “an unambiguous legislative and regulatory regime across all domains of language use”

· that municipalities have the task to develop language policy on advice of and under the guide of the frameworks which have been developed by the dplg
· the requirement for every local government institution to establish language units which will be the most important language implementation agencies

· that ward committees (controlled by councillors) will be the main implementing agencies along with community development workers, who are state officials who are required to ensure that language policy development occurs according to prescriptions

Furthermore, Alexander (an internationally known sociologist of language who participated in the initial planning seminar of the dplg) is also quoted as having said that the African languages must be supported “by enforced regulations where necessary. The multilingual approach therefore must not be left to the goodwill of institutions and public administration systems”, and, he is reported as saying, “it is critical that adequate legislative measures be taken to ensure a multilingual approach at all levels in public and private institutions within and outside the communities themselves”. (dplg, 2008a)
However, the dplg documentation (2008a, in particular p. 5) also specifies that it is directed at effecting community participation and involvement in the project.
 It expects, it states, that municipalities report annually on their attempts to involve communities and community organisations, indicating to what degree they:

· “consult the community about the level, quality, range and impact of municipal services”;

· develop “a culture of municipal governance that complements formal representative government with a system of participatory governance”
· “encourage(d) and create(d) conditions for the community to participate in the affairs of the municipality”; and
· “contribute to building the capacity of the local community to participate in the affairs of the municipality and … to foster community participation.”

In addition, the dplg is also obtaining the co-operation of bodies representing community interests, such as the Media Development and Diversity Agency, as well as local radio stations and local newspapers. It has also developed a communication strategy which is directed at creating public awareness, mobilising public participation and obtaining the co-operation of “key stakeholders (in order) to take up empowerment through multilingualism” (dplg 2008d:2)
Clearly, therefore, the dplg is community-directed. It is not enough, though, for the dplg just to state that the project is people-directed and that communities and community organisations will be consulted and involved. South Africa’s proposed National Language Plan Framework (NLPF) of 2003 was similarly person directed: paragraphs 2.2.5 and 2.3 emphasised that language policy and implementation must be based on the principle of person-directedness, par 2.3.1 recommends that the knowledge present in communities be resourced, and par. 2.3.5 advises language planners to follow a community-based, decentralised and participatory approach. These recommendations and advice have not been followed and the NLPF has not made any difference to the country’s language political situation.

The fundamental question is therefore whether the communities in each municipality will be involved (and not only “informed” and “consulted”) in the process in ways that are typically bottom/up. Will the dplg project be positively characterised regarding the 5 dimensions listed above, which are typical of bottom/up processes? Will communities ultimately provide active support, become participants, “take ownership” of the project, and thus drive the process? What does the dplg have to do to ensure that the top/down process is complemented by a genuine bottom/up process?
Given the origin of the dplg project it can obviously not be thought of in terms of the first dimension of bottom/up planning, that is: being initiated by leaders in a community. The dplg can, however, contribute to the development of a situation which is similar. It is possible, for example, to engage the socio-political conditions which normally give rise to community-initiated and community-driven movements: the educational, economic, social and political marginalisation, exclusion and deprivation of local communities, and to convince communities that the use of their languages in public domains will contribute to the acknowledgement of their interests. One of the first tasks of the dplg project team is thus to establish a consciousness in local communities of the fundamental importance of the African languages in personal and local development, in the mediation of their own interests and rights and in the reversal of their marginalisation and subordination. They need to understand that they need to invest in the use of their languages in high-function contexts, such as teaching (beyond the current limit of Grade 3). Given such consciousness, such awareness, community leaders and organisations may then assume ownership of the project and take responsibility for its realisation, as opposed to the dplg taking the main responsibility.
The African languages will only be meaningfully used at local government level if actions directed at their promotion and development have the involvement of their communities and are driven by community leaders and organisations. 

The use of language for reclaiming rights is nicely illustrated by the language-political history of Chitumbuka, a language from northern Malawi, as discussed in Kamwendo, 2002 and 2005.

In Malawi, a former president, Dr. Hastings Banda (1964-1994), promoted Chichewa/ ChiNyanja as national language(s) and suppressed the other indigenous languages. This policy of selective promotion and marginalisation subsequently led to attempts to promote one of the larger minority languages, Chitumbuka, by its speakers. With the strong support and involvement of missionaries (the Livingstonia Synod), Chitumbuko became a symbol of ethno-cultural identity and a sense of language loyalty and language pride developed among its speakers. As a consequence, the Chitumbuka language and cultural association (CLACA) was established which led a struggle for social and economic rights organising, in the process, linguistic pressure groups which lobbied the government for the recognition of their language rights.
Given the centrality of active community involvement (the bottom/up process) in language promotion,
 it is clear that the dplg will need to contribute to establishing a strong sense of language awareness in the communities, along with the realisation that language promotion is a fundamental constituent of access to opportunities, self-empowerment and development. This could be handled through the communication channels already identified by the dplg, in particular local radio stations and newspapers.

An approach such as this is obviously not without obstacles. On the one hand, the potential link between linguistic awareness and ethnic separatism (nationalism?) requires that such a program needs to be handled carefully, and a framework must clearly be developed in which a balance is established between the promotion of the different languages of a municipality and the principles of democracy, equality, human rights, minority rights and linguistic pluralism. On the other hand, it is necessary to make provision for the effect of the current socio-political context, in particular the role of factors such as the tendency towards central control (established through the use of a single language, English), and the realities of a highly stratified society, in which English is the symbol of the wealthy, urbanised class.
In addition to the language political factor, attention also needs to be given to the other two factors relevant to a bottom/up language promotional agenda, viz. the communicative needs of the speakers of the language, i.e. the degree to which communities wish to use their languages in high-function formal contexts (as opposed to low-level social interaction), and the level of intellectualisation in the community (signalled inter alia by the degree to which there is a fully-fledged literature in the language of the community). In this regard, the dplg clearly needs the dedicated co-operation of all possible partners, such as other government departments, state and semi-state organisations (e.g. PanSALB, the Human Rights Commission and the Commission for the Promotion and Protection of the Rights of Cultural, Religious and Linguistic Communities), private sector bodies and community-based organisations.
The dplg also needs to ensure that the project meets the conditions relevant to bottom/up movements, in particular that the different bodies involved in the process of linguistic transformation (such as the municipal ward committees and the proposed linguistic units) have the necessary legitimacy and trust of their communities (and thus have secured the right to speak on behalf of the communities), that these bodies and their members have the required capacity – the knowledge, understanding and skills related to language promotion, and the necessary social, political and financial authority.

The most important strategy and mechanism in a bottom/up movement is the promotion of sustained discourse between government, community organisations and communities. Given the presiding language political realities in the country (the perceived superiority of English and the perceived inferiority of the African languages), it is likely that there will be strong differences of opinions, views, beliefs, aspirations, attitudes and priorities regarding the project. It is clearly essential that all such differences be debated and, where there are conflicts, that they be negotiated. An important goal of state-community discourse is the establishment of mutual trust as well as the construction of new values, beliefs and patterns of behaviour in the communities.

As regards the last dimension of bottom/up planning, the steps to be taken, a first priority is that information be collected regarding the language political realities relevant to the process, such as the extent to which there are language-related problems in service delivery in the municipality,
 the awareness in the communities of the link between language, development and empowerment and, consequently, of the need to promote community languages. Furthermore, information needs to be collected about the value the local languages have for their users and the degree in which these languages are used in public domains (such as the school, the courts, government offices, etc.). The purpose of this information is not primarily to guide the dplg in its project plan of implementation, but to enable it to facilitate discourses between communities and other interested parties with the aim of facilitating community-driven language promotion.
A second step is the promotion of language political discourse in the community, covering the topics listed above (such as the connection between language development and empowerment) and directed at mobilising communities to engage in language movements.
A third step is suggested by Kamwendo’s discussion of the promotion of Chitumbuka. He reports (2005) that, despite strong community support, CLACA is currently thwarted in its attempts to promote Chitumbuka by severe financial and technical constraints. Bottom/up language promotion clearly needs the necessary funding as well as the development of the knowledge and skills necessary to steer the process.
Conclusion

In conclusion, two general remarks can be made about “language planning from below” from a theoretical perspective.
Firstly, in private discussions the observation has been made that, if language promotion is a “grass-roots process, springing from the nationalist aspirations of ordinary people” (Nahir, 1998: 352), it cannot be described as part of a planning process. This is of course not necessarily true since both traditional language planning and bottom/up language promotion are organised processes. In the latter case, community based organisations were centrally involved in all three the examples referred to in this contribution: the GRA (“fellowship of proper Afrikaners”), the ATKV (the Afrikaans language and cultural society) and the FAK (federation of Afrikaans cultural organisations) in the case of Afrikaans, CLACA (the Chitumbuka language and culture association) in the case of Chitumbuka and the Hebrew Language Committee and the Hebrew Teachers Association in the case of Hebrew. Additionally, furthermore, other agencies were also involved, especially teachers, school principals and community leaders. It is therefore also an organised process.

Secondly, there is also no necessary contradiction between top/down and bottom/up approaches. Although bottom/up language promotion is historically confrontational in nature, with community organisations acting in opposition to both the government and the social leadership, this need not necessarily be the case in a political dispensation which is committed to establishing a liberal democracy, diversity and the recognition of minority rights. The two approaches need not be separate, independent processes, but could be co-operative, interdependent and mutually complementary: the state creates the language development infra-structure and funding, provides information, consults with communities and attempts to involve them in the process, and community leaders and bodies respond, assume ownership of the process and take responsibility for driving the process.
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� Schiffman (2006:2) notes the possibility that a government may want its language policies to fail and that it may have hidden agendas (e.g. that bilingual programmes in the US should be implemented in ways which will ensure subtractive bilingualism), and also points out that language policies are often managed by “amateurs”, that is, by people who imagine that it is sufficient for language planning “to hand down a few decrees, make grandiloquent statements, promulgations and decrees, (and then) sit back and expect things to just happen”.


� Agents/agencies are described as individuals/institutions who (have) the power to act on behalf of others and “whose voices need to be considered” in making decisions about (public) language behaviour (Baldauf & Kaplan, 2008).


� A description of these dimensions was obtained from work in Public Management: Brynard and De Coning, 2006; Cline, 2000; Cloete & Wissink, 2000; deLeon and deLeon, 2002; Dye, 1992; Okumus, 2003; and O’Toole, 2000.


� Other success cases can also be considered, such as that of Bahasa-Malay, Finnish, French (in Canada), Catalan, and Dutch in Flanders.


� The most striking case of a language-related bottom/up movement in recent times in South Africa is the 1976 Soweto protests, which led to significant language policy changes.


� The radical differences between the socio-political and the economic realities of Palestine at the beginning of the 20th century and South Africa from 1875 on-wards must of course be taken into account.


� At a conference organized by the Federation of Afrikaans Cultural Organisations (transl.) and attended by most bodies in the Afrikaans cultural industry over the weekend of 17 and 18 October, 2008, at the University of Pretoria, proposals were made that these bodies should actively engage in deliberations with, inter alia, the South African government about the linguistic and cultural interests of Afrikaans-speaking South Africans. The assumption underlying such proposals is, of course, that these bodies have the required legitimacy to speak on behalf of the Afrikaans-speaking community. In light of information supplied during the conference about this community’s lack of serious concern about Afrikaans and “its culture”, it is likely that they may not have this legitimacy.


� All dplg documents emphasise three ways of ensuring co-operation with the public: “inform, consult and involve”.


� The principle is clear: if there is no demand for language promotion, it makes no sense to supply goods. Determining “needs” is not enough.


� An important issue which also needs discussion is the role of the cultural factor in language promotion. The dplg documentation on the project states that “a clear understanding (of) indigenous knowledge” is necessary (for establishing multilingualism / linguistic transformation in local government) because language and language use “is embedded in the everyday practices of people and influences the way they relate to development programmes (and) is largely passed on from generation to generation through language”. How this issue is to be built into bottom/up language planning still needs investigation. What is clear, however, is that the participation of the Houses of Traditional Leaders in the promotion of African languages and multilingualism at local government level in language promotion discourses is essential.


� For example: the extent to which municipal information is provided in the languages of the communities and the extent to which officials are willing and able to provide services in the languages of citizens.
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