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Introduction

In Language in South Africa (Webb, 2002), a normative approach to language planning is followed. This approach, however, is often viewed rather negatively. In a review of this book, du Plessis (2003:307), for example, talks about my “prescriptive urge”, suggesting that such an approach may be a negative exercise. And de Klerk, in her review of the book, asks (2004: 84) whether it is realistic to think that “absolute linguistic parity” can ever be reached in South Africa in practice, also suggesting, albeit obliquely, that it may be inappropriate or improper to work with particular, substantive norms in language planning.
It is clear that the concept normative language planning is understood differently by different scholars, and that it needs clarification if it is to be a useful concept in language planning. This, then, is the aim of this contribution: to indicate my understanding of the concept and how I use it, and then, secondly, to discuss some of the issues pertaining to normative language planning in South Africa.
The need to distinguish between normative and ideological language planning

It is essential not to confuse a normative approach with an ideological approach.

Ideological language planning

The term ideological is used in this contribution in the meaning generally accepted in critical cultural studies.
 Using Kellner (1995) as reference source (but see also Hall, 1999 and O’Sullivan et al, 1994), ideology can be described as a set of views, beliefs, ideas, and so forth, subscribed to in a specific dominant social group (class, language, gender, race or ethnic group) to maintain the existing social order, that is, to maintain their position of dominance and control and used to reproduce relations of inequality. In a related sense, it is described as "the practice of reproducing social relations of inequality" (Kellner, 19XX: 140).
The main features of ideology in this sense therefore include:

· An ideological approach serves the interests of groups who are in a position of social supremacy (ruling powers and elites)

· The views, beliefs, ideas, and so forth, of the dominant groups are produced, deployed, regulated, generalised and institutionalised in such a way that they are perceived to be "natural", and therefore legitimate and binding (pp. 141, 142). (Kellner, 19XX: 89 also describes such an approach as an attempt at "mystification", that is, an attempt to disguise the fact that it is an instrument of inequality, injustice, and oppression.)

· Ideological practices are directly linked to power and hegemony, are regulatory and coercive, and directed at control and domination, subordination and the perpetuation of oppression

· Ideology is directed at representing the Other as "secondary, derivative, inferior, and subservient" (Kellner, 19XX: 89)

· Ideologization is facilitated through the construction of discourses, texts, symbols, myths and particular representations of ideas, beliefs and views, as well as groups of people

Language planning scholars are (of course) aware of the use of language planning for domination and control and for the imposition of a reality on a community which is not in its interests and which serves, on the contrary, the interests of the planners (or, in the case of language planning by the state, the interests of the political and bureaucratic leadership). For example:

Phillipson (1992: 47) discusses the use of dominant languages for the “establishment and continuous reconstitution of structural and cultural inequalities”
;

Tollefson (2002: 77) talks of the “the enormous power of language and language planning to shape public opinion, mobilize populations, and to define in concrete terms more abstract issues of power and control”;

Pennycook (2002:24) points out that “language plays a highly significant role in the reproduction of inequality, as both object and medium of division”. As an example he quotes the use of colonial language-in-education policies in oriental societies for preserving indigenous identities, thereby constructing “loyal citizens”. Societies are thus “engineered” to serve the interests of their rulers;

Annamalai (2003: 179-80) discusses the use of education and language as instruments in the construction of cultural character, and the subsequent control of communities (including the “construction of people’s knowledge”). He argues that the stated educational aim of the British colonial government in India was the provision of “useful knowledge (to) and … religious and moral improvement” of the Indian people, to make the local population “more English than Hindus”. The useful knowledge to be imparted, he states, “was defined as the European knowledge of science and the perception of the nature of society as derived from the Enlightenment. The moral improvement was the acquisition of European values and their world view derived from Christian theology.” This aim, he further writes, was to be achieved through making English-medium education selectively available “with government support, to the upper segment of the Indian population, who in turn, as teachers, would impart European knowledge and values to the masses through the medium of vernaculars, in schools” (p. 180).
The use of language planning by the powerful for domination and control, and to serve its own interests can be either overt or covert.

The overt use of language for purposes of domination and control (conducted, of course, consciously, coercively, through an explicit policy of language domination) can be illustrated with the decisions by the English rulers of Wales, Ireland and South Africa in the 16th, 17th and 19th centuries respectively to prohibit the use of Welsh, Irish and Dutch in public spaces, and the prohibition of Basque in Spain by Franco. A similar case is the attempt by Cameroonian authorities to restrict the use of Cameroonian Pidgin English, quoted by Bobda (2005: 5).

The covert use of language planning for purposes of domination and control does not, of course, occur explicitly, through legislation, public policy or decree, but indirectly, through “symbolic domination”. According to Hasnian, n.d. (quoting Bordieu): symbolic domination is “the ability of certain social groups to exercise control over others by establishing their view of reality, their norms, … and their cultural practices as the most valued ones”, thus through the enforcement of, for example, the coloniser’s views about what is valuable, what the correct behavioural norms are, what their aspirations should be, and so forth. In language planning, this means legitimising a language by establishing an association between that language and power, wealth, the possession of knowledge, skill, education and social prestige, and centralising that language by politically and economically powerful bodies through coercive administrative control, the control of a community’s human and natural resources, their consumer patterns and their recreational needs.
The consequences of ideological language planning ( particularly in formerly colonised countries, but also in the case of minoritised communities in the modern-day, globalised world) are educationally, economically, politically, socially and culturally destructive: subordination, subjugation, marginalisation and exclusion, the economic disadvantaging of the majority of the citizens of a country, the de-culturalisation of the colonised, the inferiorisation of indigenous cultural values, beliefs, patterns of behaviour, and so on. Smolicz (date unknown, p. 10) also points out that covert language planning endangers the “integrity, creative powers and the ability to sustain intellectual effort” of the communities concerned. And Pennycook (2002) points out that a-symmetric power relations between dominating and dominated communities are established as well as negative language attitudes, negative self-concepts, and a break-down of self-confidence, so that a negative sense of self-worth develops.

There are several examples of ideological “language planning” in the language political history of South Africa, such as:

· The policy of the Dutch East India Company government in the Cape that slaves could only be freed if they were proficient in Dutch
· The Anglicisation policies of the British colonial government in the nineteenth century Cape Colony and the two former Boer republics
· The appropriation of Afrikaans in the late 19th century and the early 20th century by its white speakers and its use to serve the latter’s interests

· The use of language in the creation of the National States and the Self-Governing Regions (the so-called Bantustans) in the time of apartheid

· The attempt by the National Party government in the 1970’s to impose Afrikaans as medium of instruction in “black” secondary schools, which led to the Soweto protests in 1976
· The development of racist ways of thinking through the establishment of discourses in which terms such as European, non-European, Blacks and Whites (with “appropriate” capitals) were used
· The exclusionary reification of the standard language in education, for instance in the case of Afrikaans, which effectively excluded more than 50% of its speakers from the educational rights to which they were entitled, and

· The incremental use of English in public life in South Africa which contributes to the exacerbation of differential power relationships, the regulation of the flow of information, the threat to linguistic and cultural diversity and the restriction of cultural liberty.
Another clear example of language planning to serve own interests, is the construction of African languages in South Africa. Herbert (1992) and Makoni (2003) argue that the four Nguni languages and the three Sotho languages were created (or “invented”, to use Makoni’s term, 2003: 134) out of the dialect continua of the time. Before the start of missionary work in the northern and eastern territories of southern Africa, what is now recognised as isiZulu, isiXhosa, isiNdebele and siSwati, and Sesotho sa Leboa, Setswana and Sesotho existed as varieties in dialect continua, but were constructed into distinct languages by missionaries and later colonial administrators on the basis of cultural, political and linguistic ideology. Herbert, for example, argues that these seven languages came into existence on the basis of racist thinking within the apartheid paradigm and “that ethnic groups and standard languages (were) used to justify apartheid policy” (1992: 3). Makoni shares this view and additionally mentions the role of (early) sociolinguistic thinking, pointing out that the construction of African languages as separate categories had its genesis in European colonial thinking. Quoting Romaine, he says “the very notion of language as discrete units, or “boxes” (such as “standard languages”), is a product of European positivism reinforced by literacy and standardisation”, and that the ideology of “linguistic fixity” disregards the socio-historical contexts in which (these languages) were invented” (134). (See also Pugach, 2004.)

In South Africa today, too, with the almost total contradiction between policy and implementation, language policy practice can be regarded as ideological. One can point out, for example, that the current political and bureaucratic leadership seems to have an unformulated language ideology of Anglicisation, and, in its quest for political domination and control, uses language as an instrument for such domination and control and for the construction of particular, culturally homogenized communities, with particular views, beliefs and values. This occurs through their use of English only in legislative debates, their tacit support for the use of English as the only language of state administration (explicitly proposed in the case of the courts), and the extensive use of English on SABC public television. This effectively means that many citizens have very little choice about what language to use, being, in fact, compelled to use English in all high-function public contexts. It is also apparent from their lack of attempts to promote African languages or a meaningful culture of multilingualism in the public and private sector. This increasingly monolingual English reality in the public domain “shapes the barriers and advantages individuals face in life (in South Africa) – politically, socially, economically and culturally” (to borrow from the UNDP report, 2004: 9), and, additionally, entrenches socio-economic inequalities (perpetuating the gap between the (very) rich and the poor), perpetuating disadvantage, discrimination, exclusion and conflict and constructing cultural identity (values, beliefs, etc.) according to the Anglo-American view of life. It is unclear why the South African government allows such a violation of the constitutional language stipulations in official domains.

A final modern-day example of the use of language for domination and control is the Department of Education’s laissez faire management of the 1997 language-in-education policy. By not providing school governing bodies with the necessary information and understanding about the role of language in education which would enable them to take informed and educationally justified decisions about the medium of instruction, school governing bodies are forced, in some sense, to select English as the major medium of instruction in the schools they are designated to control. The Department of Education is, therefore, reducing the options available to parent bodies, and is following a language policy practice that is in conflict with the democratic rights of the parents and learners.
As has often been pointed out, English today is the language of control, inclusion and exclusion and the language of successful economic performance, and the rules of economic participation are controlled by the English-speaking community. Persons who are not proficient in English struggle to participate and compete, and so stay at a disadvantage. At the same time, members of the urban black middle class in South Africa, who do have the necessary proficiency in English, consciously or subconsciously use English as a gate-keeper, a separator, an exclusionary mechanism, thus protecting their own interests and maintaining the (new) social hierarchy.

Language policy implementation is therefore clearly not necessarily a “neutral” exercise, and if a government is serious about linguistic transformation it needs to ensure that language planning is not handled ideologically. Nor can it allow the use of languages in public life to be controlled exclusively by reigning economic and political forces. It must take direct note of the power dimension within which languages function, and take pro-active steps to reconstruct national life linguistically in a positive way.

Normative language planning

In contrast to the ideological approach, normative language planning (in my definition of the concept) is not directed at establishing a specific set of views, beliefs, patterns of behaviour, and so forth, with the aim of serving the interests of the dominant ruling class, maintaining a particular social order, control and domination, or reproducing relations of inequality and keeping the Other subordinated, or representing the Other as secondary, inferior and subservient.

Normative language planning involves, following Kellner’s 19XX: 94 discussion of critical social theory, the construction of a programme of actions based on a set of values and norms which have the consent and support of the population to which they apply. These values and norms refer to the principles of freedom, equity, democracy and empowerment and serve as a frame of reference for language policy development, the construction of plans of implementation and for evaluating the implementation process. They also serve as a framework within which ideological programmes can be criticised, enabling one to unmask hegemony, domination, oppression and negative discrimination, as well as ideological structures and practices.
Normative language planning is, essentially, directed at serving the interests of the polity as a whole. Following, once again, Kellner (19XX: 95) on critical social theory, the normative approach to language planning "supports the struggles of oppressed groups against domination and subordination, siding with those in struggle against inequality, injustice, and oppression" (p. 96) and "allies itself with the struggles for emancipation and for the creation of a more free, just, and egalitarian social order" (p. 97). At the very least, normative language planning must be consciously anti-hegemonic, directed at unmasking ideological policies and practices and at developing counter-hegemonic strategies.

The justification of a normative language planning approach in South Africa

Given this interpretation of normative language planning, a normative approach to language planning in South Africa can be justified on the basis of arguments such as the following.

Firstly, language planning in South Africa is, in principle, not arbitrary. It is guided, to begin with, by a very clear frame of reference, namely the values upon which the South African constitution is based (dignity, equality, democracy and freedom), the constitutional language stipulations (linguistic equity and parity of esteem, and the obligation to develop African languages), and the Bill of Human Rights. Furthermore, this framework is nationally accepted: it was debated for a period of two years in the National Assembly, that is the chosen representatives of the people of the country, before being ratified, so one can assume that the constitution is a legitimate expression of the will of the South African people, and that it constitutes a valid set of norms for public planning and action. In so far as language planning gives expression to these norms it can be said to be justified and non-arbitrary.

Secondly, in so far as language planning proposals accord with the constitutional language stipulations, it can not be seen as serving sectional interests, but as serving the interests of the nation as a whole. In this regard it is also interesting to note the comment by Kellner (19XX: 95) that critical social theory (read normative language planning) is "necessarily multicultural and seeks to attend to differences, cultural diversity, and otherness". As such, this approach to language planning is in the national interest. More specifically, it is directed at the development, transformation and reconstruction of South African society as a whole.
Thirdly, normative language planning is in agreement with the notion of development as described in the UNDP Human Development Report of 2004, which requires that public policies and programmes must be directed at “creating and enlarging citizens’ options, … and providing (them) with the tools and equipment to make those choices”
. Language policy development and implementation must therefore be concerned with expanding citizens’ choices, and thus with the role of language in:

· increasing citizens’ access to rights and opportunities, equity and social justice

· ensuring access to educational development for all South Africans, developing the knowledge and skills of each learner, and facilitating the fuller intellectualisation of South African communities

· facilitating citizens’ participation in the economy of the country and narrowing the poverty gap

· ensuring effective state administration, effective service delivery and combating corruption

· facilitating political development: democratisation, national integration and nation-building

· supporting socio-psychological development: de-racialising South African society; combating inequality; valorising and legitimising communities of speakers of African languages; promoting an increase in their self-esteem, their sense of self-worth and their dignity; and
· promoting cultural development: establishing values such as tolerance and respect for social and cultural difference, deconstructing the mores of superiority and subordination in the larger South African society, and expanding cultural liberty, i.e. individuals’ freedom to choose their own identity

Fourthly, some of the common arguments against a normative approach in language planning are not applicable. These arguments include:

(a) That normative language planning as described, for instance, in Webb (2002), is too idealistic, maybe even utopian, suggesting, probably, that the aims it wishes to attain are unattainable

It is true, of course, that normative language planning is idealistic, and very challenging to attain in practice. This fact, however, may not be allowed to become an obstacle to the exercise. If one accepts the South African constitution as describing the type of society South Africa wishes to become and as the basic frame of reference for language planning in South Africa, language planners, like planners in all the domains of public life in South Africa, are obliged to work towards achieving the aims set out in the constitution. It is necessary, however, to keep in mind that the realisation of the (linguistic) development, transformation and reconstruction of South African society will be a complex, long-term process.

(b) That normative language planning does not take adequate note of the sociolinguistic realities of South Africa

This criticism is also not applicable. Like all planning projects, language planning must be informed by the realities of the linguistic situation, and its aims and strategies must be determined by these facts. To take the case of English in South Africa as an example: though it is true that English functions hegemonically, it is also true that proficiency in English is essential for all South Africans in every domain of public life. Therefore, in addition to indicating what strategies need to be employed to combat the hegemony of English, a language planning proposal must also provide mechanisms for promoting general proficiency in English.
(c) That normative language planning disregards the wishes and wants of the South African people

The reasoning behind this criticism is presumably that language planning should reflect the strong preference for English among black South Africans (particularly in the case of the higher socio-economic classes) and the general lack of support for the use of African languages as instruments in high-function formal contexts. Explicit support for the promotion of the latter (for instance as media of instruction in schools), is therefore construed as a disregard for the wishes and wants of speakers of African languages.

This criticism is, again, somewhat uninformed. Firstly, support for the promotion of African languages as media of instruction, for example, does not imply that school governing bodies must be compelled to opt for mother-tongue education. The freedom of decision-making of these bodies must obviously be respected. However, it does mean that educational authorities should be obliged to inform these bodies about the advantages and disadvantages of whatever choice they make regarding school media of instruction, and that there may be a conflict between their wants and their actual needs (and that a particular preference may actually lead to a ‘restriction of options’ in the UNDP sense as mentioned above). Secondly, normative language planning also acknowledges the fundamental role of community co-operation in language policy development and implementation, as pointed out further down.

(d) That normative language planning tends to be too prescriptive
This criticism is related to the preceding two remarks, and, in so far as it is applicable, needs to be acknowledged. However, normative language planning is not by definition prescriptive: as argued above, this approach binds itself to operating within a nationally accepted vision and set of values and norms. Additionally, it is directed at proposing strategic measures and structures which will lead to linguistic transformation and will establish a situation in which citizens’ right to choose is promoted.
To summarise:

Grin (1996:31) describes language planning as “systematic, rational (and) theory-based”. If we accept this description, as a normative approach does, it means that language planning cannot be handled in an arbitrary way, is based on factual material and not emotional considerations, and has to be conducted within a clear conceptual framework (thus being bound by a specific set of concepts, assumptions, objectives/aims, principles, processes and methods which are theoretically and empirically grounded). Furthermore, as Donnacha (2000) points out: language planning is a coherent, integrated process and must therefore be synchronised with other national planning programmes. In this sense language planning, also normative language planning, is a justifiable approach.

Implementing normative language planning

An aspect that should, by rights, be discussed fully in a discussion of normative language planning is what such an approach in the South Africa context entails. Given the restrictions of this contribution, however, only four aspects of this issue will be discussed, viz. the two specific tasks which need to be performed, the obstacles in the way of realising these two tasks, and some conditions for effective, normative language planning.

Language planning tasks

Promoting African languages

Since poor and marginalised South Africans (i.e. the majority of South Africans) can only gain equitable and fair access to education and training, employment and public services (health, justice, security, and so forth) through African languages, language planning in South Africa must obviously be directed at increasing the use of African languages as media of communication in high-function formal contexts. To accomplish this, African languages need to develop higher status and prestige. This can only happen if their economic, social and cultural values are developed through planning (also as a constituent component in a larger, coherent national plan), thus contributing to the intellectualisation of these communities.

As regards the role of language in the intellectualisation of African communities: debates and discussions on issues such as African spirituality, philosophy, theology, systems of government and systems of justice are probably only really possible for a large percentage of African people in an African language,
 that is, in a language that enables its users to debate at an abstract level about these issues. In this way knowledge about these matters can become understood and internalised, with ownership taken of them. General social, educational and economic empowerment is far more likely through African languages than through, for example, English.

If this were to happen, that is if African languages were used for technological and economic development and for high-level educational development, technology and economic thinking can more easily become rooted in the “cultural life-world of Africans”, thus facilitating ownership and control over the processes involved.

Combating the hegemony of English in South Africa

Language planning in South Africa must also be directed at combating the hegemony of English.
 As mentioned several times above, the hegemony of English is one of the factors responsible for the many inequalities in the country: unequal growth and educational development, unequal social opportunities, the inadequate development of democracy and the restriction of cultural liberty (i.e. the freedom to choose one’s own identity), a lack of efficiency and productivity in the public sector, and insufficient international competitiveness in the world market. A more balanced relationship between the power of the different language communities to control their own destinies through their languages needs to be established.
Challenges to normative language planning in South Africa

Language planning is an extremely complex enterprise. It aims at changing the meanings of languages and peoples’ attitudes to them and, thus, peoples’ linguistic behaviour, all within the national context. This is especially the case within an approach guided by a normative framework handled in a non-prescriptive way. It is therefore essential that note be taken of the obstacles in the way. In the South African case, the following obstacles need to be considered:
(a) The language political heritage: many negative memories in South Africa are language-based, since language was used extensively for domination and control in the past. Language planning needs to propose strategies with which these memories can be dealt with.

(b) The power dimension: language development is not free from contextual control. Given the social functions of human languages (social interaction, the provision of access, binding and separating communities, symbolising identity), language remains a potential instrument of domination and control. Language policy developers and implementers in South Africa, however, seem to see language as an objective entity operating free of any contextual control. According to this view the selection of an official language (as medium of instruction, language of the courts, language of public pronouncements, and so forth) is an “innocent” exercise and occurs with reference only to considerations such as the linguistic capacity of a language and the national or international status of a language. This view, however, obscures both the potential of languages to function as instruments of control and social manipulation and the role of the free market economy in the context of globalisation in language planning implementation. In public (as in private) life, languages function within contexts of power. This means, of course, that language planning has to develop strategies to inhibit the effects of the forces of the free market.

(c) Plural democracy: South Africa is a totally new experience (what Shamsul & Nakanishi call a plural society, as against a pluralist society). Whilst pre-1994 South Africa was pluralist society, post-1994 South Africa is a pluralist state. With the demise of apartheid a totally new state came into being: an inclusive modern state with the character of a liberal democracy, with the state taking formal responsibility for constructing a polity in which all linguistic, socio-cultural and political groups have to be accommodated and integrated into a new democratic state: establishing unifying values, human rights, equity, recognition and respect for minority rights, and educational, economic and political development.

Language planning for a (complexly and comprehensive) multilingual society cannot be effective if undertaken in a monolingual conceptual framework. Besides the fact that such an approach is, in fact, only a euphemism for central control and linguistic and cultural assimilation, and that it will lead to linguistic intolerance and prejudice, and thus conflict, the major objective of language planning, the increased welfare of societies, will not be attained. Language planning for multilingual societies must make explicit provision for multilingualism as a formal factor in policy development in all public domains, such as education, the economy, politics, state administration and the media, and must find ways of utilising multilingualism as a resource.

(d) Fear of ethno-linguistic nationalism: A fourth problem is the role of identity politics, especially ethnolinguistic awareness and loyalty. As is generally known, ethnic nationalism can be a strongly divisive factor, and in a country with a heritage of division based on ethnolinguistic identity, language has the potential to be ethnically conflictual, which is obviously a problem in any programme for national integration and nation-building. 
 Language planning in South Africa thus needs to devise strategies which will recognise the positive dimensions of ethnic identity, yet prevent possible division.

The development of African languages as high-function languages can obviously contribute to national integration, but the ways in which this is to happen must be based on a justifiable concept of multilingualism and cultural diversity
, and, it is true, need to be considered very creatively.

(e) The cultural dimension: A final possible obstacle to realising the constitutionally prescribed aims of language planning in South Africa is the question of whether a society with a cultural character such as that in South Africa will be able to establish, maintain and sustain a pluralist language policy and plan.

As noted above, the South African constitution embodies a pluralist approach (as against an approach of assimilation, integration or internal separation) and ascribes to a liberal democracy, directed at the values of individual freedom, equality and individual human rights. Yet the larger South African society is characterised as collectivist and as accepting strict social hierarchies. These two sets of features – the constitutional and the cultural, may be in conflict, which may lead to the non-implementation of the constitutional language stipulations.

Characterising the national community culturally is obviously a very complex task. However, using the dimensions identified by the Dutch cultural scholar, Hofstede (2003), for describing communities’ cultural character, one could possibly say that, in general terms, an important segment of South African society has the following characteristics to some degree:

· valuing collective interests above individual interests, with views determined by group interests, and with political power exercised by groups 

· respect for authority and seniority, with subordinates expected to be obedient, not to question authority, with rigid social hierarchies

· a preference for centralised political power and decision-making, and

· a tendency to link power, status and wealth

The question one needs to pose is whether societies with these cultural characteristics can successfully implement a language policy grounded on individual freedom and equity? Will such societies not tend to accept languages and language behaviour which will benefit the powerful, the elite? Hofstede points out that in countries with what he calls a low Power Dimension Index, a pluralist approach is accommodated, with participative government, accountability and transparency, and with a tolerance for diversity. But in high Power Dimension Index countries such as South Africa, elitist theories of power are preferred.

Any language planning proposal must make specific provision for handling thesae five challenges.

Conditions

Given these 5 obstacles and given the strength of market forces in the free market system, it is clear that linguistic transformation will not occur in a spontaneous, natural way. The linguistic development, transformation and reconstruction of South African society will, in the first place, need clear government support, for instance in the form of language legislation, supported by language policies in all domains and at all levels of government.

If one accepts that language planning in South Africa requires the support of language legislation and language policies, one must also accept that language planning must obey the following two conditions, both of which are in line with a normative approach to language planning:

(a) Language planning cannot be a solely top/down process, and the meaningful co-operation of citizens is essential. The example of the Soviet Union is quite clear in this respect: despite 70 years of imposing Russian norms and values, views and beliefs and patterns of behaviour, citizens of the Soviet Republics retained their local identities. The language political history of Afrikaans from 1875 to 1948 is also a good example, demonstrating that language promotion and language development cannot occur without bottom/up support. A solely top/down approach to language planning will fail, and the support and commitment of both public sector managers and civil society must be obtained. This can be done in several ways, but basically requires that language planning be clearly directed at the national, regional and local needs of communities, remembering, however, that where communities are uninformed about their needs (and seem to be dominated by their “wants”), they must be provided with the necessary information, securing, at the same time, their co-operation.

(b) Language planning must always be self-critical and constantly monitored in order to ensure that its negative potential – its potential for becoming an ideological tool, does not become a problem and that it is synchronised with the relevant over-arching frames of reference. The language planning programmes must be analysed to determine that they have not become an instrument of ideology. As an illustration, one can consider the recent conflict over the issue of single-medium Afrikaans schools: the demand on the one hand by the Western Cape Education Department that these schools also use English as medium of instruction, and the refusal, on the other, by the school governing bodies to comply with this demand. One should ask in this case what the underlying reasons were for the action on either side? Was the stance of the Western Cape Education Department based on political or educational principles? Was it ideological? On the other hand, are there adequate and relevant educational, sociolinguistic, psycholinguistic and language political reasons for the actions taken by the Afrikaans community? Can these actions be reconciled with the principles of equity and access? Are schools being used as sites in the struggle for power and control over the socialisation and enculturalisation of Afrikaans learners, attempting to maintain a past social order?
Conclusion

The main points of view this contribution wishes to express are:

· That normative language planning in South Africa is by definition not based on arbitrary decisions, directed at changing the society into something it does not want to be,
 aimed at exploiting and manipulating the communities in this new society and implementing language policies in a dogmatic, intolerant top/down manner.

· That normative language planning in South Africa is not handled on the basis of sectional assumptions about what a “good” society is; is aimed at constructing a social reality supported by all South Africans; and includes establishing particular values, beliefs, norms, patterns of behaviour, and so forth, entrenched in the South African constitution.

· That normative language planning in South Africa is not used as a strategy for obtaining domination over the population through the centralisation and empowerment of the Self and the marginalisation of the Other.

· That there is no necessary contradiction between a normative approach and an empirical approach based on language political realities. A pluralist, normative approach in South Africa implies the explicit recognition of the sociolinguistic complexity of communities, especially of the important role of all languages and all varieties in the different language communities.

· That a normative approach is a delicate issue, and that it is true that the dividing line between nation-building and the one-sided imposition of an unwished for cultural reality is a fine line. It is therefore essential that language planning processes be constantly monitored to ensure that language planning has not become an ideological instrument.
· That language planning is not easy, and that it is essential to understand the complex interaction between language and society as macro-phenomena, that is the inter-relationship between languages and the economic, political (e.g. the politics of identity and ethnolinguistic awareness), social and cultural order.

Thompson (1984, quoted by Davies, 1996: 488) links the “critical concept of ideology” with “the process of sustaining asymmetrical relations of power - that is, to the process of maintaining domination”. Given this meaning of the term ideology there is no way in which the normative language planning proposals contained in Webb (2002) can be seen as ideological. On the contrary: these proposals are, precisely, directed at combating a-symmetrical power relations, domination and the imposition of particular beliefs and values, and are, furthermore, guided by the internal and external realities of the language political situation in South Africa.
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� The concept is, sometimes, defined in a positive way, as in Kohnstamm and Cassee (eds.) 2005: 83: "A more or less well-rounded and coherent composition of ideas about society and the way in which it must change. Ideologies are commonly used to mobilize people, in particular on the political terrain" (tr. from the Dutch by VNW). As indicated above, in this contribution the critical cultural studies understanding of the concept is followed.


� See also Swann et al (2004: 141), who point out with reference to a neo-Marxist view of ideology, that ideology functions as a set of “ideas and practices that disguise and distort the social, economic and political relations between dominant and dominated classes, … maintaining unequal power relations between groups in society”.


�In a later publication (2000), Phillipson calls this use of language linguicism, referring with this term to the use of ideologies, structures and practices to legitimate, effectuate and reproduce an unequal division of power and resources between groups which are defined on the basis of language.


� Ironically, these constructions seem to have led to the development of a degree of ethnolinguistic self-awareness among the 9 African language communities in South Africa. This is apparent from the rejection by spokespersons for these languages of the Nhlapo/Alexander proposal for the harmonisation of the Nguni and Sotho languages respectively in the early 1990’s, conceivably arguing that a harmonised “Nguni” or “Sotho” would detract from the existing languages, thus threatening the ethnolinguistic identities of their speakers.


� I would like to express my appreciation to Dr. Viola Milton, Department of Afrikaans, University of Pretoria, for suggesting this formulation.


� Development is thus not defined solely in material terms (higher per capita income, economic growth, more material possessions) or as technological advancement.


� In this connection I need to acknowledge a remark by Dr. Viola Milton, Department of Afrikaans, University of Pretoria: that “the idea of ‘choice’ functions within parameters, not only of class and place, but also in terms of individual psychology and the availability of support structures: a lack of structural support cannot lead to human agency. Choice cannot be defined in the simplistic model of individual behaviour, (and) societal structures that uphold inequality (are) probably bigger culprits in limiting choices. A language plan can therefore only be as effective as the governmental structures that support it.”


� An extreme interpretation of this criticism, that nevertheless needs to be pointed out, is that it can be (albeit somewhat wilfully) taken to imply that language planning is an unnecessary exercise: if “language planning” is to be directed only by the needs and wants of society (or be determined only by the economic forces operative in a society) no planning needs to be done. Market forces will be the only legitimate factors determining the linguistic future of a country. Given the power dimension operative in all societies, this will lead, in the case of modern-day South Africa, to all the evils of hegemony: discrimination, exclusion, continuing poverty, Westernisation and the threat to all diversity.


� Included in this task is the need to maintain Afrikaans as a high-function language in public life. The maintenance of Afrikaans is an essential constituent in any language plan that is directed at realizing the constitutional objectives in general and the promotion of African languages in particular.


� This is not to say that the Sapir/Whorf hypothesis is accepted as valid in this contribution. Interestingly, though, there are scholars who argue that there are typical African styles and patterns of reasoning and conceptualization. Such views need to be debated. My own view of the interrelationship between language and culture is that, though languages are instruments in the construction of cultural identity, they do not constitute cultural identity substantively in a meaningful way, but are reflexive of the cultural character of a community and are “repositories” of the knowledge and wisdom of speech communities, as seen in their lexical stock, proverbs, communicative rules and patterns of speech.


� As Dirven & Webb (1992:5) point out, “the devaluation of the indigenous languages may lead to a break in the development of the conceptual system of a cultural community.” The development of a community’s language, however, will facilitate “metaphorisation processes”, which will “allow the exploration of new mental experiences in art, science, religion, etc.”


� Young (2005: 56) writes: “I find the flogging of the dead horse of the hegemony of English tedious”, adding that we should move on and make additive bilingualism work. While agreeing with the latter, I would suggest that the hegemony of English is a continuing reality and a constant threat and needs to be kept in mind all the time, with counter-measures being consciously developed. However, let me emphasize once again: combating the hegemony of English does not mean attempting to counter the value or even the dominant role of English in public life in South Africa.


� It is generally accepted that cultural and linguistic groups are not discrete entities and internally homogeneous, that language and cultural identity are not co-terminous, and that neither languages nor “cultures” are clearly distinct, separable and coherent entities; also that cultural and linguistic identities are not inherited but are acquired (or constructed) anew by every individual, which means that communities are continually adapting and changing. Despite this, cultural and linguistic identity are regularly used in an over-generalised, often essentialist way to mobilise communities politically for power and control.


� A debate is needed on the political character of multilingualism. Some discussants of the development of national integration in a multilingual society, for example, argue that the latter is only possible through the recognition and support of group-differentiated rights/minority rights. This difficult issue needs serious attention.


� This section is investigative, presented for discussion; no hypothesis is being proposed.


� In the same way as affirmative action requires measures such as the Employment Equity Act, so linguistic transformation needs a national language act.


� This includes, of course, not wanting to “modernise” the country in the sense warned against by Blommaert (1996).
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