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Introduction

The dominant approach to language management in South Africa has been normative, with the norm being the constitutional language stipulations. There have, however, been questioning remarks about this approach. In a review of my Language in South Africa, Theo du Plessis, for example, talks about my “prescriptive urge”, suggesting that a normative approach, which is followed in the book, may have negative facets. And Vivian de Klerk, who also reviewed the book, asks whether it is realistic to think that “absolute linguistic parity” (p. 84) can ever be reached in SA in practice, suggesting that LM should rather accept the current sociolinguistic reality of SA.
These remarks suggest, albeit obliquely, that LM in SA may be an instrument of ideological manipulation and control. One could ask, for instance, whether the promotion of the 11 language policy and the construction of a new South African identity in which language will inevitably be a constituent factor, is a case of social engineering, of imposing a particular view of life on the citizens of the country, and, thus, a case of ideological control? Is language and language policy used as an instrument of power and control? This is what I mean when I talk of the “cultural dimension” of LM. It is obviously an issue that requires critical debate.

In this paper I want to contribute to that debate, and I want to do so, first, by presenting the “dark” side of a normative approach to LM, then the positive side, and finally, list the problems a normative approach, which I support, will need to address.

The dark side of a normative approach

The dark side of language management becomes clear if one sees language as a site of struggle for power and control and for the establishment of an ideology.
Such a struggle can, as we know, be conducted consciously, through an explicit policy of language domination, as in the case of the prohibition of Irish and Welsh in Ireland and Wales by the English government (16th and 17th centuries), and the prohibition of Basque in Spain by Franco.
Power and control can also be exercised symbolically, through controlling what is regarded as appropriate and valuable, and through the association of a language or a language community with power, that is wealth, the possession of knowledge, skill and education, and social prestige. As such power can be exerted by either a government or the market.
The exploitative and manipulative use of language policy is discussed extensively by Pennycook, Tollefson, Annamalai and Hasnain.

The language political history of SA has many examples of the use of language and language planning as instruments of power and control, for example:
· 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 Cape Colony
· The appropriation of Afrikaans by its white speakers (which is also a nice example of the successful creation of a myth in order to achieve political goals)
· The construction of African languages (Herbert, 1992; Makoni, 2003)

· The use of language in the creation of the National States and the Self-Governing Regions 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 construction of racist ways of thinking through the generalisation of terms such as European, non-European, Blacks and Whites

· The exclusionary reification of the standard language in education
· The hegemony of English at the present time
To establish whether LM in SA today is being used as an instrument in the struggle for power and control one should perhaps ask the following questions:
(a) Is LM concerned with taking note of what people want and do in order to achieve their personal goals or their goals for their children and is it directed by the patterns of linguistic behaviour in society, or is it, in fact, prescriptive, instead of being descriptive?
(b) Is the LM discourse constructed on the basis of assumptions about what a “good” society is and what is best for a society, and is it aimed at constructing a new social reality with particular values, beliefs, norms, patterns of behaviour, etc., directing the behaviour of people and changing the way citizens think and perceive their world, their roles in this new world?
(c) Is it used as a strategy for obtaining domination over the population through the centralisation and empowerment of the Self and the marginalisation of the Other?
(d) Is LM based on arbitrary decisions, serving sectional interests, and directed at changing the society into something it doesn’t want to be, and is it aimed at exploiting and manipulating the communities in this new society and is implemented in a dogmatic, intolerant way.

Asking these questions, one would probably find that language policy practice today can be regarded as ideological in the negative sense of the word. One can argue, for example, that the current political leadership and government has, in fact, an unformulated language ideology and, in its quest for political control, language is used as a site of struggle for control and for the construction of a particular, culturally homogenized society, with particular views, beliefs and values: their use of English only in legislative debates, their tacit support for the use of English as the only language for state administration (explicitly proposed in the case of the courts) and their lack of attempts to promote multilingualism in the public and private sector, effectively mean that many citizens have very little choice about what language to use, being compelled to use English in all high-function public contexts. This increasingly monolingual English reality in the public domain “shapes the barriers and advantages individuals face in life (in South Africa) – political, social, economic and cultural” (UNDP, 2004: 9), and, additionally, entrenches socio-economic inequalities (perpetuating the gap between the (very) rich and the poor), disadvantage, discrimination, exclusion and conflict.
)

A neat example of the use of language for domination and control is the Department of Education’s laissez faire management of the 1997 LiEP. By not providing school governing bodies with the necessary information and understanding about the role of language in education so that they can take informed and educationally justified decisions, school governing bodies are forced, n some sense, to select English as the major MoI. The DoE 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.

The justification of the normative approach
On the positive side, an ideological or normative approach to LM can be justified on the basis of the following considerations:
(a) Normative LM in SA is not arbitrary: the type of society, the social order, at which it is directed, is based on the constitution and the values underlying it - dignity, equality and freedom, which are accepted by all South Africans. LM is thus not a case of social engineering, part of an attempt to change the socio-cultural character of the country or to “modernise” or Westernise it, but is a case of social development, in the sense of enlarging peoples’ choices.

(b) LM in SA is directed at increasing access to rights and opportunities, and establishing equity and social justice, defining, in the process, what the role of language is in this regard. Since poor and marginalised South Africans can only obtain equitable access to jobs, schools, hospitals, justice, security and other basic services through African languages, LM must obviously be directed at increasing the use of African languages as media of communication in high function formal contexts. By using African languages for technological and economic 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. Use of African languages will therefore ensure the effective participation of the majority of black South Africans in the modern world. Furthermore, debates and discussions on issues such as African spirituality, philosophy, theology, systems of government and systems of justice is probably only really possible in an African language,
 that is, in a language that allows meaningful communication about these issues. In this way knowledge about these matters can become understood, internalised, and taken ownership of. General social, educational and economic empowerment is far more likely through African languages. The development of African languages will also contribute to their valorisation and legitimatisation and thus to their speech communities, leading to increased self-esteem and dignity.
(c) The development of the African languages as high-function languages can also contribute to national integration. It is sometimes argued that the recognition of the African languages will lead to the promotion of ethnicity and group differentiation, even mutually exclusive ethnic identities, as in the time of apartheid. This will not happen if a national identity is based on a justifiable concept of multilingualism and cultural diversity.

(d) LM in SA is directed at combating the hegemony of English
. The hegemony of English is one of the factors responsible for 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. The hegemony of English in SA has led to marginalisation and exclusion, placing minorities at risk.
Thompson 1984 (quoted by Alan Davies, 488) links the “critical concept of ideology” with “the process of sustaining asymmetrical relations of power – that is, to the process of maintaining domination”. If one adopts this meaning of the term ideological then there is no way in which current LM proposals in SA can be seen as ideological. On the contrary: these proposals are, precisely, directed at combating a-symmetrical power relations, domination and the imposition of a particular system of beliefs and values, and are, furthermore, guided by the internal and external realities of the language political situation in SA. As pointed out earlier: LP development in SA must not be seen as a case of social engineering but as an instrument directed at social development.
Problems
The problems faced by LM in SA include the following:

(a) The question whether a society such as that in SA can establish, maintain and sustain a pluralist language policy and plan.

As we know, the SA constitution embodies a pluralist approach, and ascribes to a liberal democracy, directed at the values of individual freedom, equality and human rights. As such it may, arguably, be inherently contradictory to the cultural character of the majority of South Africans, contributing to the non-implementation of the constitutional language stipulations.
Characterising the national community culturally is probably not really possible. However, using three of the four dimensions identified by the Dutch cultural scholar, Hofstede (2003), for characterising communities’ cultural character, one could possibly say that, in general terms, the larger South African society has some of the following characteristics:
· respect for authority and seniority, with subordinates expected to be obedient, and not to question authority
· a preference for centralised political power and decision-making
· a tendency to link power, status and wealth

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

The question I’d like to pose is whether societies with these cultural characteristics can successfully implement a language policy grounded on individuality and equity? Will such societies not tend to prefer powerful 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. In high Power Dimension Index countries such as SA, however, elitist theories of power are preferred.
(b) A second problem relates to conflicts within the sociolinguistic realities of SA, in particular between the wishes and wants of black parents (particularly in rural and semi-urban areas) and the learning needs of their children. The question is what LM should do if the wants of citizens contradict their needs? If LP must be directed only by the wants of society, no language planning is necessary, and the use of English in high-function formal contexts can be allowed to go unchecked, leading, of course, to the negative consequences already mentioned: discrimination, exclusion, domination, continuing poverty, Westernisation and the threat to linguistic and cultural diversity. A purely descriptive approach, directed at the (uncritical) acceptance of what people want, will probably be self-destructive.
(c) A third problem is the role of identity politics, especially ethnolinguistic awareness and loyalty. As an illustration, one can consider the current conflict over the issue of single-medium Afrikaans schools. What are the underlying reasons for the action on either side? Is the stance of the Western Cape Education Department based on political or educational principles? Is it an ideological approach in the negative sense? 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 for the struggle for power and control over the socialisation and enculturalisation of Afrikaans learners, attempting to maintain a past social order? And if so, is there anything wrong with such an approach?
(d) Finally, there is the issue of the language political support of speech communities. The language political history of Afrikaans clearly demonstrates that language promotion and language development can not occur without bottom/up support. A solely top/down approach to LM will fail, and the support and commitment of both public sector managers and civil society must be obtained. The question, though, is how.
Conclusion
Given these challenges, and given that LM must be directed at a pluralist approach, a normative approach seems self-evidently necessary, it seems to me. Such an approach does not, of course, imply that the needs of communities be ignored. On the contrary, a pluralist approach implies the explicit recognition of the sociolinguistic complexity of communities, especially the recognition of the important role of all languages and all varieties in a language community.
At the same time, though, language managers must be aware of the negative potential of LM, must adopt a self-critical approach and must continually analyse LP development and implementation in order to determine whether it may not have become ideological in the negative sense.
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� The use of language (or language policy) as an instrument of domination and control is widely recognised. Phillipson (2000), for example, calls the use of language for domination and control linguicism, which he defines as “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”.


� 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 dialect continua. 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 Sotho existed as parts of dialect continua, but were constructed into distinct languages by missionaries and 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 supports 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” (read “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). Ironically, these constructions seem to have led to the development of ethnolinguistic self-awareness among the 9 African language communities in SA. 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 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.


� In addition to its role in constructing cultural identity (the values, beliefs, etc. of an Anglo-American view of life), the incremental increase of English in public life has several negative effects, such as the exacerbation of the differential power relationships, the regulation of the flow of information, the threat to linguistic and cultural diversity and the restriction of cultural liberty. It is unclear why the SA government allows the violation of the constitutional language stipulations in official domains.


� The Indian sociolinguist, Annamalai (2003: 179-80), provides a nice example of 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 records that the stated educational aim of the British Colonial Government in India was the provision of “useful knowledge and … religious and moral improvement” to the Indian people, to make the local population “more English than Hindus” and to produce “consenting subjects”. 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 available “with government support, selectively 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).


� Following the UNDP Human Development Report (2004), development is not defined solely as economic and technological progress, but as a process “creating options”, that is, development is: “first and foremost about allowing people to lead the kind of life they choose – and providing them with the tools and equipment to make those choices”.


� This is not to say that the validity of the Sapir/Whorf hypothesis is accepted in this paper. Interestingly, though, there are scholars who argue that there are typical African styles and patterns of reasoning and conceptualization. My own view of the interrelationship between language and culture is that languages reflect 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; that languages are, also, instruments of socialization and culturalisation; and that language can be used to construct cultural identities.


� 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.


� Not, of course, the value or even the dominant public role of English.


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





PAGE  
1

