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Abstract
THE POWER OF ENGLISH AND ACADEMIC LITERACY: STUDENS’
PERCEPTIONS AND THEORETICAL, POLITICAL, AND PEDAGOGAL

IMPLICATIONS. A CASE STUDY OF STUDENTS AT THE UNIERSITY OF
KWAZULU-NATAL

By Andrea Parmegiani

Adviser: Professor Steven Kruger

My dissertation seeks to problematize widespreadraptions about language
ownership in the context of post-apartheid SouthicAf a country where English
proficiency is a precondition for professional eoywhent, political participation, and
often, academic success, despite the fact thatHassl0% of the population speaks
English as a first language. My argument is based critical literature review and a
case study.

Chapter | provides an excursus on the fundamentateptual tools of analysis
(language, power, identity, and discourse) andllswed by a historical overview of
how language and identity have been used to dafidechallenge power relations in
South Africa. | discuss the discrepancy betweauttsAfrica’s language policy and
practice and | review the literature produced lgpotists who have engaged in a
critical discourse about the power of Englishhdw how the limitations of these
theories can be ascribed to the “birthright panaxligor a set of assumptions about
language, power and identity that restrict languageership to the native speakers of
a language. | suggest an alternative model foerstdnding language ownership
built on the assumption that additional languageslie fully appropriated.

Chapter Il discusses my research methodologichwcomprises a

guestionnaire, ethnographic observations, and jpthdaterviews. My research



guestions look at black South African studentsglaage practices, their attitudes
towards language ownership, and towards langualjzgso

Chapter Il presents my findings and Chapter I\tdsses their
epistemological, political, and pedagogical imgiicas. Epistemologically, the
assumptions of the birthright paradigm do not dtipe to the complex socio-
linguistic reality of black South Africans suchtae students in my sample, who have
taken ownership of English as an additional languagrarious ways. Politically, the
birthright paradigm reifies the linguicist effeatsEnglish as a dominant language and
the power of English to function as a proxy fored&er maintaining inequality.
Ironically, the birthright paradigm also impedes ffromotion of marginalized
indigenous languages. From a pedagogical poiniesi, questioning the birthright
paradigm can help students exercise discursive i®hipeas they appropriate the

dominant language.
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Introduction

This dissertation explores the relationship betwaaguage, power, and
identity and questions common assumptions abogukge ownership. | have a
personal vested interest in this exploration anarguing that theorists, language
rights activists, educators, policy makers, ancbaeyengaging in conversations about
language, power and identity should move beyonadthti®n that a person’s own
language is necessarily only his or her motherueng

Italian, not English, is my mother tongue. Yetcéese of life vicissitudes, |
have come to claim English as my own language. eNdftien than not, this claim is
denied because of widespread assumptions aboutmdias language a speaker’s
“‘own language.”

My family moved from a small town outside MilanKaiwait when | was
eleven years old. A couple of weeks after | adjMenvas placed into an American
school. My only exposure to any language othem thg mother tongue came from
having taken one year of French as a compulsongsutine year before | left Italy.
Before school started, | was thrilled to have thpatunity to attend an American
school. | had always had a fascination for diffiélanguages and cultures, and like
many children growing up in Italy in the seventieten | thought of America, all |
could think about were the wonderful things | sawtelevision. | had no doubt that |
wanted to make that language -- and the thingscdrae with it -- “my own”.

On my first day at the American School, | discodetfgat things were going to
be much more difficult than | had thought. In mavgys, my new school did feel like
a movie, but it was not dubbed, nor were theresamyitles. And | had to find ways

to function in a language | did not understand whanted to continue to do well



academically. When | got home that day, | realized difficult my life was going to

be. My only homework assignment that night waetw one paragraph in my
geography book. It took me the rest of the dapéake some sense of a few sentences.
What would | do when all my teachers would stavirgi me homework and ask me

to read chapters, write essays, and take testexamns?

During my first two years at the American schodpént more time studying
than | would the rest of my life, including gradeachool. Thankfully, my academic
performance reflected my endeavors. When | gofirstyreport card, none of my
grades were below a B, and by the end of theyf@at, my name was added to the
honor roll. Ironically, when | started getting AsEnglish as a subject, | still
struggled to have a basic conversation with a tlgmglish speaker.

My family and | returned to Italy unexpectedly Wyear before | completed
high school because the political situation inrégion was becoming unstable. By
then, English had become mine. | never usedhbate, but while living in Kuwait, |
spent most of my life immersed in this languagengmomework, reading, talking to
friends, and using it as a lingua franca wheneved to interact with anyone outside
my family and the very small Italian expatriate coomity. If anything, the only
problem | saw myself possibly having with languagight have been having to carry
out complex academic tasks using my mother tongue.

For my first two years in Italy, | didn’t have tomfront that problem. My
parents found an international school within comngutlistance from my suburb. In
this school, students were placed in sections daupto their mother tongue, and by
the time they got to high school, they took halfledir courses in an additional
language, which could only be either English, Flrermec German. | was placed in the

English mother tongue section, taking French adirstyadditional language, and



Italian as an optional, second “foreign” languageom that point on, | was labeled as
“English” in that school, despite my non-native eaicand the fact that | didn’'t have
anyone to speak English with once | got home. theffirst time, | started using
English when writing in my journal, which | had ays kept in Italian while living in
Kuwait.

The problem started after | finishedhhsghool and | enrolled at a university in
Milan, where everything was taught through the medof Italian. The feeling I got
when | started reading the text books | had botahmy first year courses was very
similar to the feeling | had when | came home fromp first day at the American
school and | had to struggle with that paragrapmfmy geography book. What was
different was that this time, | had no particulasile to take ownership of the medium
of instruction. There was no question that | cduliction quite effectively in my
mother tongue in non-academic contexts, and ratfaerinvesting time and energy in
mastering an abstract and abstruse academic jngbeeemed to be designed to
make learning as difficult as possible, | would ég@veferred to improve my
command of the other languages | was learning.liEnd-rench, and German, which
| had begun to study on my own, opened up world/siand ways of thinking that
were providing me with a much wider range of patisigs for defining who | was
and the way | wanted to live my life. Italian, espally the variety that was used in
my text books and by my professors seemed to nadloaw this range of possibilities.
In my mind, my mother tongue confined me to a semnailorld which felt
conservative and provincial; my other languagegeeslly English, were my way out
of that world.

To make sure | would do well academically despitelimited knowledge of

academic ltalian, I worked very hard, as | did whetarted studying at the American



school. This time, however, there seemed to beon@lation between my academic
performance and my hard work. And this time, lldaii even justify my poor
academic performance with the notion that | wadyghg in a language that was not
“my own language.” But eventually, that was exaethat | did.

| disowned Italian, banishing it from my innermgphere. | refused to read
and write in Italian, unless it couldn’t be avoidéustead, | read and wrote in English
as much as | could, seeking to escape to a woredevtultural norms were less
stringent and where | could have more freedom teioe | wanted to be. And when |
found myself still struggling to pass my first yemurses when students who had
started at the same time as | did started gradyatiould say to myself and the rest of
the world, “this is happening because English,ltad&an is my own language.”

Ten years after | started, | finally finished mygdee. A few weeks later, | was
in New York, trying to build a new life for mysat a world where | could use the
language | had adopted as my own. It was then tied to confront the fact that my
claim to the ownership of English was not recogaiag people who could easily
detect that this language was not my mother tondpamically, | was labeled as
“English” when | was living in Italy, and most ofynprivate life took place in Italian.
In New York, where | hardly ever used my mothergues, the “made in Italy” label
followed me whenever | opened my mouth. Fortuyatkis didn’t stop me from
pursuing a career as an English scholar. A yadar Bbegan my graduate studies at
the City University of New York, | was able to gtegaching English to native
speakers at the university level.

While | was working on my Ph.D., | went to Southriéé as an exchange
student, in part, to escape the post-9/11 politkalate in New York. At the

University of Cape Town, | began a theoretical exation of language, power, and



identity that has made me more aware of widespasadmptions about language
ownership and of the need to question these assumpMy exploration was rooted
in the work of Pennycook (1994a, 1998), Phillipgd892) and several other critical
language theorists who have denounced the dire-patitical effects of the spread of
English as a national and international linguadegnn South Africa and other parts
of the world. In my dissertation, | shall referthas literature as “the critcal
discourse” about the power of English.

The way English was constructed within the critidigicourse often clashed
with the way | had come to see the power of Enghshme, it had been a weapon of
empowerment; in the work of the critical languagd &teracy scholars that | read,
English was often constructed as a weapon of opjores And the rhetorical pillar of
these constructions was the notion that Engligippessive because it is not the
“own language” of many of the people who have ®iti®n a daily basis to succeed
in school and to be employed as professionals.

Spending time in South Africa, not just in the inoukate, Anglophone suburb
that surrounds the University of Cape Town (UCTt, &lso in “homelands,” the
destitute, rural areas where black people wereetbta live under apartheid, made me
see where critics such as Pennycook and Phillipsae coming from. For students
who lived in villages with no running water andcttecity, where parents are often
illiterate, where English is virtually never heawhere even teachers struggle to
communicate in this language, and where the legaapartheid education is alive
and kicking, learning through the medium of Engishsented insurmountable
challenges that | did not have to face while attega private American school with
sons and daughters of the Arab elite and of thdtineaxpatriate community.

Nevertheless, | remained very uncomfortable withwilay many voices within the



critical discourse assumed that the ownership gli&im-- and of the power that
comes with it — is a native speaker’s prerogative.

In order to come to terms with the tension betwtbenway | felt about the role
English had had in my life, and the disempowerifigats of the hegemony of English
that | could not help notice in South Africa, | iea mini-dissertation for a master’'s
degree at UCT where | argued that the power ofiEmgs ambivalent; it can both
empower and disempower, depending on how it is.usbégan by acknowledging
that, given the dire effects of the dominance aflish, both locally and globally, a
critical discourse about the power of this languiagessential. This is particularly
true for South Africa, where English is a precoioditfor academic success,
professional employment, and meaningful politicattigipation, even though this
language is used as a mother tongue by only 9%egbdpulation. But | also argued
that a critical analysis of English as a dominanguage should not stop short of
considering the extent to which English can functés a weapon of empowerment,
once it is effectively appropriated. | discusspmological, pedagogical, and
political limitations of critical theoretical appohes that do not take sufficiently into
account ways in which the power of English can éméssed by non-native speakers.
| concluded by suggesting a model for understandinguage ownership that can
make English a language of inclusion, rather thiEamguage of exclusion.

This dissertation is an attempt to delve deegerigsues of language, power,
and identity that are relevant for language owrniprsh will combine a more
thorough theoretical analysis with an empiricablgtuChapter | will begin with an
excursus on the fundamental conceptual tools disisa Language, power, identity,
and discourse will be discussed within a multi-tie¢ical perspective that draws

extensively on post-modernism and on an applicaifddourdieu’s theory of



language and symbolic power. | will then provideistorical overview of how
language and identity have been used to definelaltenge power relations in South
Africa from colonialism until the transition to dexracy in 1994. The discrepancy
between South Africa’s language policy — which ¢ggasqual status to eleven official
languages — and practice — will be discussed.s disicussion will be followed by a
review of the literature produced by theorists Emdjuage rights activists who have
engaged in a critical discourse about the pow&magjflish in order to bridge the gap
between language policy and practice in South AfriBecause the local power of
English is inextricably related to the global powé&English as an international lingua
franca, my review will include seminal works oft@s who have written about the
power of English globally and in contexts othemti&outh Africa. After discussing
epistemological and political limitations of thebeories, and how these limitations
can be ascribed to problematic assumptions abogtige, power, and identity, | will
suggest a model for understanding language owmnebshilit on the notion that
additional languages can be fully appropriated.

Chapter Il will discuss my research methodolotywill begin with an
exposition of my rationale for exploring languagenership empirically at the
University of KwaZulu-Natal, a formerly white unirgty that is actively trying to
increase the enroliment of black South African etud, who, in most cases, are not
native English speakers. A set of overarchingassh questions will be articulated.
These questions will seek to problematize commsnraptions about language
ownership by looking at black South African studétdnguage practices and
attitudes towards their language repertories. Mgstions will also explore what
these students have invested in their processggpobpriating English as an

additional language, and how their investment shidper attitudes towards language



policies. | will present my rationale for choosibgth quantitative and qualitative
research methods and | will discuss issues retatgdestionnaire design and
ethnographic investigation. In particular, | wiport my attempts to gain entry to the
field, moving from the position of outsider to thesition of partial insider.

Chapter Il will present and discuss my findindgsach section will report a
key finding that emerged from the questionnaire @glge into its significance by
exploring relevant discourses that | collected e/lihgaging in classroom
observations and in in-depth interviews with a ®ogwup. The sections of this
chapter will be organized according to the follogethemes: micro-ownership,
macro-ownership, investment (Peirce, 1995), attisubwards language policies, and
discursive ownership.

Chapter IV will conclude my dissertation by loogiat the epistemological,
political, and pedagogical implications of my argamh Epistemologically, | will
highlight how the data | collected shows how widesd assumptions about language
ownership are inadequate for producing theoridargjuage, power, and identity that
reflect the complex socio-linguistic reality of sfers of English as an additional
language in multi-lingual settings such as Southicaf Politically, restricting the
legitimate ownership of English to native speakeis way to use language as a
mechanism to re(produce) social stratificationratie demise of apartheid. Given
the way language ownership is racialized in Soutitca, there is the possibility that
people’s mother tongue could be used as a proxsatm for maintaining inequality.

Pedagogically, a critical approach that takes atwount both the empowering
and the disempowering potential of English andtes/students to look at this
ambivalence of English in the context of their §iv@an be a very effective way to

make it easier for students to appropriate the dantilanguage.



Chapter |

Concepts, Context, and the Debate

1.1. Concepts

1.1.1. Language

The object of inquiry of language study is a matiat has been debated
throughout time. It is beyond the scope of thtsoduction to provide a detailed
historical account of the various ways in whichgaage has been conceptualized by
those who have studied this phenomenon scientifioalphilosophically. What is of
relevance for this dissertation is to retrace thagigm shifts that have lead to an
understanding of language as a phenomenon thabigricably related to identity and
power relations.

Ferdinand de Saussure, who is often thought diefounding father of
modern linguistics (Rivkin and Ryan, 1998, p. 2G8Qught about a paradigm shift
that moved the focus from a diachronic to a synaicrapproach to the study of
language (Sampson, 1980; Richter, 1998). In tf{eCiéntury, a philological
approach to language study was concerned primaititytracing the evolution of
modern languages from proto-languages such as Saaustt Indo-European.
Breaking away with the philological tradition, Sause adopted a synchronic
perspective by looking at language as a systengo$ £xisting at a particular point in
time. This system is based on the arbitraryimahip between a signifier, or a

symbol which takes the form of a sound or the gi@mpresentation of a sound and a



signified, or the meaning attached to the symbah{@son, 1980, p. 139; Richter,
1998, p. 810).

Saussure draws a distinction between the waykgeyis used by individual
speakers (parole) and the abstract system of sifith ought to be the object of the

scientific study of language (langue).

But what is language [langué] is not to be confused with human speech [phrole
of which it is only a definite part, though cerigian essential one. It is both a social
product of the faculty of speech and a collectibnaressary conventions that have
been adopted by a social body to permit individt@lsxercise that faculty. Taken as
a whole, [parole] is many sided and heterogenesitegjdling many areas
simultaneously — physical, physiological, and pgjagical — and it belongs to both
to the individual and to society; we cannot puib the category of human facts,
because we cannot discover its unity.

[Langue], on the contrary, is a self-contained \ereohd a principle of classification.
(Saussure, in Rivkin and Ryan, 1998, p. 267)

For Saussure, “langue is not complete in any spe#lexistsperfectlyonly
within a collectivity’[my emphasis] (in Rivkin andyan, 1998, p. 269). As we will
see, it is precisely the notion that language cast gerfectly” and that it is equally
accessible within a collectivity that has beengquied by socio-linguists, and critical
linguists whose work has focused on the relatignbktween language, power, and
identity.

Chomsky’s quest for a “Universal Grammar” umglag the rules of meaning-
making in all languages is based on an understgrafitanguage as an innate human
faculty that resides in the brain, rather than aobectivity. Nevertheless, Chomsky’s
theory is based on assumptions that are very sitoill§aussure’s. Like Saussure,
Chomsky used a dichotomy to set the parameterdaf eonstitutes language in

terms of scientific inquiry. Chomsky drew a distion between linguistic

! In Rivkin and Ryan'’s edition, langue and parole @manslated respectively as “language” and
“speech.” | have chosen to use the original Freaoms to avoid confusion.
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“performance,” or the way individual speakers altyuase language in reality, and
“competence,” or the way native speakers wouldthise mother tongue if they were
not subjected to emotional and psychological factoat interfere with the production
of speech acts. For Chomsky, only the perfect kedge of a language that is
produced by an idealized native speaker can ldadzto the discovery of the

principles that govern Universal Grammar. Lingasshould be

concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listeneg completely

homogenous speech community, who knows its langpadectly and is

unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant condisi as memory

limitations, distractions, shifts in attention anterests, and errors (random

or characteristic) in applying knowledge of thegaage to actual

performance [....] To discover the propertiédniversal Grammar and

core grammar we must attempt to abstract away dmmplicating factors of

all sorts, a course that has its hazards but scapable in serious inquiry.

(1965, p. 3)

Hymes’ theory of communicative competence is rdatethe rejection of the
abstractions of Chomsky’s paradigm. For Hymesudysof language based on the
kind of ideal speaker-listener that Chomsky poséalalid not say enough “of this
world, where meanings may be won by the sweatebtbw and communication
achieved in labor” (1971, p. 272). According toriss, language is imbedded in the
social to the point that he rejects the use otéhm sociolinguistics because it

implies the existence of other branches of liniggshat study language out of a

social context:

Hymes would be unhappy with the characterizatiosagiolinguistics as a
subdiscipline of linguistics and [has] proposedeasd a ‘socially constituted
theory of language.” Hymes rejects the notion thaguage has an existence
apart from the social reality of its users. (Cull2894, p. 413)

Unlike the founding father of structural lingucdj Hymes was not interested

in langue(the abstract, idealized, sign system that cay exikt in a collectivity of
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speakers), but in the way humans actually usestfstem to communicate in a social
context (something that Saussure would have platthih the realm oparole). But
Hymes was trying to move away from the dichotorrgt tharacterizes Saussurian
and Chomskian linguistics. For Hymes, a sign systehallowed communication
among human beings could not be studied in isaidtimm the larger system of social
interaction of which it is part and parcel.

In order to move beyond Saussure’s and Chomskyadggms, Hymes coined
the term communicative competence, a conceptnicaided not only the speaker’s
ability to use the system to produce utterancesatgagrammatically correct, but also
his/her ability to use language in ways that aggegriate for the social
circumstances in which it is used. Acquiring aglaage, therefore, entails not only
mastering its grammar, but also understandingdb&knorms that prescribe the way

in which a language must be used in different sibna:

A normal child acquires knowledge of sentencesontt as grammatical,

but also as appropriate. He or she acquires campetas to when to speak,
when not, and as to what to talk about with whoimemy where, in what
manner. In short, a child becomes able to accamplirepertoire of speech
acts, to take part in speech events, and to eeastaomplishments by others.
This competence, moreover, is integral with atésidsalues and motivations
concerning language, its features, and uses, &agral with competence for,
and attitudes toward, the interrelation of languagh the other code.
(Hymes, 1971, p 278)

Bourdieu’s understanding of language has had arsgnmnpact on the critical
discourse about English as a dominant languagerdsa’s objections to the
abstractions of Sassure and Chomsky are very sitoikhe ones put forth by Hymes.

Bourdieu argues that

Chomsky’s notion of competence is an abstractiahdbes not include the
adequate use of competence (when to speak, keap, sibeak in this or that
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style, etc.). What is problematic is not the ploidisy of producing an infinite
number of grammatically coherent sentences, buypaissibility of using an
infinite number of sentences in an infinite numbksituations, coherently
and pertinently. Practical mastery of grammarothimg without mastery of
the conditions for adequate use of the infinitesjimbties. This is the
problem ofkairos of doing the right thing at the right time, whittte
sophists raised. (Bourdieu, 1997)

Bourdieu, however, puts a much greater emphagmwer relations than
Hymes when looking at what determines whether tarspeech act is considered

appropriate in a given social situation.

Competence is also the capacity to command a éstdrangauge is not only
an instrument of communication, or even knowlediget ,also an instrument
of power. A person speaks not only to be undedstbot to be able to be
believed, obeyed, respected, distinguished. Hehedyll definition of
competence as the right to speech, i.e., to thénege language, the
authorized language which is also the languagethiosity. Competence
implies the power to impose reception. Here agaie, sees the
abstractedness of the linguistic definition of cetgmce: the linguist regards
the conditions for establishing communication asaly secured, whereas in
real situations, that is the essential questioa.tdies for granted the crucial
point: namely, that people talk and talk to eadtentare on ‘speaking terms,’
[sic] that those who speak regard those who liageworthy to listen, and
those who listen regard those who speak as wootbpeak.

An adequate science of discourse must establislawsewhich determine
who (de factoandde jure may speak to whom and how. (1997, p. 648)

Evidently, Bourdieu believes that Saussure’s andn@ky’s abstractions miss
the point of language studies. Rather than on graticality, linguists should focus
on “legitimacy,” or the symbolic value attachedsfzeech acts produced by subjects
who are constantly using language to negotiate poslations. Rather than being
based on a collective “treasure” (Saussure, in @ieur 1997, p. 43) that is equally
accessible to the members of a linguistic communiybal exchanges take place in

inequitable linguistic markets, where subjectslasguage differently and where
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there is no “linguistic communism” (Bourdieu, 1997 43): some ways of speaking
are considered better than others and are a prgiconidr being able to compete for
symbolic and material resources. According to Bauwr, it is not so much
grammaticality that determines whether or not a&speact is legitimate, but power
relations. In any linguistic market, the ways péaking of the elite are taken as the
“norm” or the “standard” to which all speakers shibaspire, but which only a few
should be able to master. In order to functioa asechanism that re(produces)
inequitable power relations, access to dominansvedgpeaking needs to be

restricted. Bourdieu refers to this concept whth phrase “profit of distinction.”

Since the profit of distinction results from thetfthat the supply of products
(or speakers) corresponding to a given level @figtic (or more generally,
cultural) qualification is lower than if all speakénad benefited from the
condition of acquisition of the legitimate competerto the same extent as
the holders of the rarest competence, it is lobyictibtributed as a function of
the chances of access to these conditions, theg & function of the position
occupied in the social structure. (1991, p. 56)

As we will see, Bourdieu’s conceptual vocabulands itself particularly well
to a study of how language shapes power relatimascountry such as South Africa.
De jure the post-apartheid constitution sought to moeectbuntry as close as
possible to a situation of “linguistic communisny granting official status to nine
indigenous African languages, in addition to therfer two colonial language®e
factq, the linguistic market often limits the “right gpeak” of those who have not
mastered English, as this language is a precondiobeing allowed to speak in
communicative situations where high levels of syhatand material resources are
allocated. Access to English is far from equitables a first language, it is spoken
only by 9% of the population, and as an additidaaguage, it is much more likely to

be mastered by the members of the upper middls.af@smany critical linguists have
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done, either implicitly or explicitly, I will dravon Bourdieau’s conceptual vocabulary

extensively in my argument.

1.1.2. Power

Like language, power is a notion that is readilgdenstood, but whose
meaning is very difficult to pin down. Merriam Watbr’s dictionary defines this
word in broad terms that reflect the elusiveneghisfconcept: power is “the ability
to produce an effect.” This definition opens ugeaof questions that need to be
explored in order to understand why a sociallywae study of language cannot leave
aside power relations. Who is the agent or theeftwehind the ability to exercise
power? How does this ability manifest itself? Wéaitt of effects can be ascribed to
power? In discussing these questions, | will deeMarxism and post-structuralism,
two grand narratives that have been very influémmiahaping the critical discourse
about the power of English.

Marx’s “dialectical materialistic” approach locatgswer in “relations of
production,” or the economic realm of the humanditton. The methods through
which the necessities of life — such as food, a@hshelter, etc. — are produced in an
economy create social relations between antitHetlaases that are defined by
inequitable power relations: a dominant classithable to accumulate wealth by
controlling the means of production, and a domithatass that is forced to sell its
labor for less than its value in order to survivdde power struggle between those
who accumulate wealth and those who subsist imthter of history.

Marx was not a linguist, but language, as a toottdtural production, does

play an important role in his theory because iect$ the dominant class’s ideology,
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or a belief system that justifies the existing povetations through codes, law,

religion, art, and a political discourse that isggnted as commonsensical.

The production of ideas, of conceptions, of consemess, is at first directly
interwoven with the material activity and the magkintercourse of men, the
language of real life. Conceiving, thinking, themtal intercourse of men
appear at this stage as the direct efflux of timaiterial behavior. The same
applies to mental production as expressed in thguiage of the politics,
laws, morality, religion, metaphysics of a peoplMen are the producers of
their conceptions, ideas, etc. — real men as theeganditioned by a definite
development of their productive forces and of titercourse corresponding
to these, up to its furthest forms. Consciousoaasever be anything else
other than conscious existence and the existengenofis their actual life
process. If in all ideology men and their circuamstes appear upside down
as in a camera obscura, this phenomenon ariseagustich from their
historical life-process as the inversion of objamighe retina does from their
physical life-processes. (Marx, 1998, p.391)

There is one strand of Marxist thought that seasieocal, deterministic
relationship between the economic base (or relatidproduction) and cultural
production. According to this strand, culture wbuaterely “express the values, ideals,
and imperatives of Capitalism” (Rivkin and RyaB98, p. 233) and even the mental
universe of human beings would be shaped by therdomhideology, since
individuals would only be able to think thoughtsttlare made available in society by
cultural production (Richter, 1998, p. 387). Herntbe dominated contribute to their
own domination by internalizing the value systenthaf dominant class. Marx refers
to this notion as “false consciousness.” | witlr@ to this notion as it has been used
by prominent critical language theorists to consow-English tendencies on the part
of native speakers of marginalized languages imtas that have been under British
domination.

Raymond Williams is a Marxist theorist who hasigtied formulaic
interpretations of the relationship between thesdjaand the “superstructure.”

Moving closer to post-modern epistemology, Williapug forth a less monolithic

16



conception of base and superstructure and a morntg and conflictual relationship

between relations of production and culture:

We have to revalue ‘determination’ towards theiisgtf limits and the
exertion of pressure, and away from a predictesfigured, and controlled
content. And, crucially, we have to revalue thas& away from a fixed
economic abstraction and towards the specific ietsvof men in real social
and economic relationships containing fundamematradictions and
variations, and therefore always in a state of dyngrocess. (1998, p. 493)

Drawing on Gramsci, Williams suggests the notioh@jemony as a locus of
power that is shaped by both material and cultiorakes that are always in tension,
creating dynamics that are constantly evolvinggeteony is a primary socially

constitutive force that is pervasive:

Hegemony supposes the existence of something vatchly total, which is
not merely secondary or superstructural, like teakwsense of ideology, but
which is lived at such depth, which saturates $p¢@esuch an extent, and
which, as Gramsci put it, even constitutes the taumog and limit of common
sense for most people under its sway, that it spoeds to the reality of
social experience very much more clearly than anyéla derived from base
and superstructure. (p. 494).

At the same time, however, hegemony is not statro@nolithic.

We have to emphasize that hegemony is not singhlarjindeed, its own
internal structures are very complex and have naatly to be renewed,
recreated, and defended; and by the same tokerihéyacan be continually
challenged, and in certain respects, modified.t ihahy instead of speaking
of “the hegemony,” a “hegemony,” | would proposeadel which allows for
this kind of variation and contradiction, its setslternatives, and its
processes of change. (p. 495)

Williams’ interpretation of hegemony lends itse#frpcularly well to an
analysis of how English, as a dominant languagapeh power relations. On the one

hand, it can help theories avoid simplistic underdings of language as politically
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neutral means of communication. As we will see wlo®king at discourse, each
language contains ways of thinking that constittiie substance and limit of
common sense for most people under its sway.” I&\#gemingly neutral and
commonsensical, these ways of thinking place hulbeamys into subject positions
that are characterized by power imbalances. Aséme time, however, Williams’
notion of hegemony eschews overly deterministioties that see subjects’ mental
universes as being trapped in discrete, fixed,uaadsailable ways of thinking that
support the interests of those who hold power.

The work of Foucault has been particularly helpfuinoving beyond the
limitations of monolithic and deterministic concigpis of power that have grown out
of certain interpretations of Marx’s theories. r Foucault, power is rooted in
discourse, rather than in the ownership of the meduproduction. | will provide a
discussion of discourse in section 1.1.4, as thaskey notion in understanding the
relationship between language, power, and idenfiy. now, | would like to
highlight that for Foucault (1980), discoursesaeg/s of using language in
conjunction with other symbols in order to creatstems of power/knowledge.
These systems confer power by establishing whattsand what doesn’t count as
valid knowledge. In his construction, Foucaultggteat emphasis on rejecting the
notion that systems of power/knowledge are detezchimilaterally by a unified
center of power. First of all, the causal relasioip between discourse and power is
not unidirectional: “discourse is not simply thatieh translates struggles or systems
of domination, but is the thing for which and byierthere is struggle, it is the power
which is to be seized.” Discursive productionndeed “controlled, selected,

organized” in every society (Foucault, 1990, p.9)1but this control is not
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centralized and exercised through a series otdtararchical relationships. For

Foucault, power

must not be sought in the primary existence ofrdraépoint, in a unique
source of sovereignty from which secondary and etedent forms would
emanate; it is the moving substrate of force rehatiwhich, by virtue of their
inequality, constantly engender states of powerthmilatter are always local
and unstable (. . ..) Power is everywhere, btibroause it embraces
everything, but because it comes from everywhere () Power is not
something that is acquired, exercised, seizedamesh something that one
holds on to or allows to slip away; power is exg&edi from innumerable
points in the inter-play of non-egalitarian and n®belations. (1998, p.
1473)

1.1.3. Identity

Identity is a concept that lends itself to a se@tyininproblematic definition:
most people would probably define identity as “wloai are.” What is subject to
debate is what determines who you are and how theteeminants shape your
identity. Class, race, ethnicity, gender, and akrtentation have been taken as
fundamental determinants of identity by those whweehlooked at this construct
theoretically and politically, to challenge disera@wing subject positions. As we
will see in sections 1.2.1-1.2-3, in South Afritamguage is a fundamental marker of
identity that intersects in many interesting wayghwace, ethnicity, gender, and class.

According to Woodward, identity is rooted in théf sleut also in the social
realm of human experience: it gives individual®aa position in the world they are
living in by providing a link between their “selvVeand the larger social structures to
which they belong (2002, p. 1). To be construetedocially meaningful, identity
markers rely on the notion of difference. In otiverds, categories ascribed on the

basis of race, gender, class, sexual orientatiwhJanguage are often created in terms
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of binary oppositions such as black/white, maleAmnmiddle class/working class,
heterosexual/gay, native speaker/non-native speet@r(p. 35). These binaries
(re)produce power imbalances between subjectsdwatthg one term of each
dichotomy and downgrading the other. Hegemonicadisse often presents a white
social identity as better than black; male as béti@n female; middle class as better
than working class; heterosexual as better thanegjay From a feminist perspective,
Cixous (1998) has examined archetypal dichotonhiasare coded in terms of gender,
such as “day/night,” “head/heart,” “father/motheaid she has exposed how the male
term of each binary is invariably presented as sopt the female counterpart.

From a post-colonial perspective, Said has lookdoba Western cultural production
has constructed an idealized construction of aumnerican “Self” built in antithesis
to negative constructions of cultures that areadab other parts of the world (the

“Other”). He refers to this Western-centric, “otimg” process as “Orientalism”:

Orientalism is never far from . . . . the idea of@&pe, a collective notion
identifying ‘us,” Europeans as against all ‘thosa+iEuropeans,’ and indeed,
it can be argued that the major component in Ewmopelture is precisely
what made that culture hegemonic both in and oeitSisfope: the idea of a
European identity as a superior one in comparisitin all the non-European
peoples and cultures. (Said, 1987, p. 7)

Identity politics seeks to challenge these powdralances by taking
marginalized identity categories as a starting pplmndemanding social change. One
political strategy for trying to bring this changkeout is to embrace oppressed social
identities by taking pride in their uniqueness agahallenging the ways in which the
subjects who inhabit these identities are disempesdvby dominant discourses.
Another strategy is to deconstruct the dichotorthes trap identities into fixed

categories that either confer or deny access tepow
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With the influence of post-structural epistemolagyhe humanities and the
social sciences, essentialism has become a fundainterm in academic
conversations about identity. Essentialism refethe tendency to construe identity
as a set of innate, fixed, monolithic categoried thsubject either possesses or does
not. These characteristics are innate in the stiase¢hey are often ascribed to a
subject on the basis of birth. They are fixedhia $ense that they cannot be changed;
a subject is stuck with them for life. They arenlithic in the sense that they are
seen as shaping each subject homogeneously hesefwere no difference within the
category itself.

Holliday, Hyde, and Kulman (2004), among othersehtaken a very strong

stance against essentialism when looking at howlpewre defined in terms of culture:

Essentialism in the way we see people and culsutieei same essentialism
which drives sexism and racism. The equivalentlitimn, culturism,
similarly reduces and otherizes the individual anderlies many of the
problems in our world today. By otherization weameémagining someone
as alien and different to ‘us’ in such a way ttegytare excluded from our
‘normal,’” ‘superior,” and ‘civilized’ group. Indek it is by imagining a
foreign Other in this way that ‘our’ group can bemmore confident and
exclusive. Essentialism therefore needs to bandéfstrongly, recognized,
and fought against wherever it is found. (p.3)

Hooks (1998) would probably disagree with suchraengt stance. She accuses
white, post-modern critics of failing to see thatem the long history of oppression,
African-Americans have just begun expressing aevthat is challenging white

supremacy, and this voice has needed to affirmagedhistory in order to be heard:

The post-modern critique of ‘identity,” though redat for renewed black
liberation struggle, is often posed in ways that@ioblematic. Given a
pervasive politic of white supremacy which seekprevent the formation of
a radical black subjectivity, we cannot cavalietigmiss a concern with
identity politics (....) Considering that it is asigect one comes to voice,
then the postmodern critique of identity appeafgsttglance to threaten and
close down the possibility that this discourse prattice will allow those
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who have suffered the crippling effects of colotimaand domination to

gain or regain a hearing (....) Should we not spmious of post-modern
critiques of the subject when they surface at ®ohal moment when many
subjugated people feel themselves coming to vaicék first time? (pp.
132-133)

Nevertheless, she also calls for the need to maxag om essentialism in

order to adopt a post-structuralist approach intitiepolitics.

The critique of essentialism encouraged by thempodernist thought is

useful for African-Americans concerned with refortating outmoded

notions of identity. We have too long had impospdn us from both the
outside and the inside a narrow, constricting motibblackness. Postmodern
critiques of essentialism which challenge notiohgroversality and static
overdetermined identity within mass culture and sr@ssciousness can
open up new possibilities for the constructionha self and the assertion of
agency. (p. 133)

Post-colonial critic Bhabha sees the concept obfiajty” as crucial for
opening up the new possibilities for the constarcf the self and the assertion of
agency that hooks is referring to. For Bhabhis, ‘itheoretically innovative and
politically crucial” to think beyond “narratives ofiginary and initial subjectivities”
(1994, p.1) defined by monolithic and overly deteistic conceptions of identity
markers such as race, class, gender, and culioseead, we should “focus on those
moments or processes that are produced in thellatian of cultural differences”
(p.1). The “in between” spaces of cultural hyldsidhat open up when binaries such
as Orient and Occident melt into continua couldiaity constitute sites of resistance
against hegemonic discourses that limit possiédifor the construction of the self.

While | reject hooks’s color-coded sweeping geneatibns about the way
critics and activists have responded to post-masiermvithin identity politics, I find
her stance towards essentialism very productiv@soime extent, essentializing is
unavoidable when engaging in identity politicsyedressing power imbalances

between the polarities that lie at the heart ofjuiable social structures entails the
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affirmation of a common denominator on the parthofse social categories that have
been oppressed. At the same time, breaking theagtes by embracing hybridity,
as Bhaba recommends, can be an even more radigabviight social inequality.

| have found Weedon’s post-structural conceptiomentity particularly
useful for theorizing about language and powettigla without falling into the trap
of excessive essentialism. Writing from a femipistspective, Weedon claims that

language is a primary site for the constructiosuddjectivity and power relations:

Language is the place where actual and possihtesfof social organizations and
their likely social and political consequencesd@eéined and contested. Yet it is also
the place where our sense of ourselves, our siljgcts constructed The
assumption that subjectivity is constructed implfe it is not innate, not genetically
determined, but socially produced. Subjectivitprieduced in a whole range of
discursive practices -- economic, social and maliti- the meanings of which are a
constant site of struggle over power. (1987, p. 21

Peirce (1997) expounds on the salient charactesisfi subjectivity

highlighted by Weedon.

The conception of subjectivity as a site of stregglan extension of the position that
social identity is multiple and contradictory. $adiivity is produced in a variety of
social sites, all of which are structured by relias of power in which the person takes
up different subject positions -- teacher, mothenager, critic -- some positions of
which may be in conflict with each other. In aadi, the subject is not conceived of
as passive: he/she is conceived of as both sutfjectd subject to relations of power
within a particular site, community and societyhelsubject has human agency. Thus
the subject position that a person takes up wahparticular discourse is open to
argument. Although a person may be positionedgarticular way within a given
discourse, the person might resist the subjectipnir even set up a counter-
discourse which positions the subject in a poweraither than a marginalized
position. . . . In arguing that subjectivity is riple, contradictory and a site of
struggle, feminist poststructuralism highlights tenging quality of a person’s
social identity. (1997, pp. 15-16)

The importance of Weedon’s and Peirce’s highlighththe role of agency in
identity construction will become clearer in thexngection where | will discuss the

notion of discourse. For now, | would like to unst®re three qualifiers that can be
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used to clinch the importance of Weedon’s and B&onception of identity for the
rest of my analysis: identity is de-centered, csiat@, and fluid. Identity is de-
centered in the sense that it is not determingddtyone factor, but by many factors.
All these factors contribute to placing an indivadlin an inequitable social order;
hence, identity is contested, for it is a consdiet of struggle for power. While
engaging in this struggle, subjects are constaapgsitioning themselves using their
identity markers in different ways in order to ntakie their opportunities of self-
empowerment. Hence, identity is fluid; a pers@ubjectivity evolves over time and

as he or she moves across different social settings

1.1.4. Discourse

Even though | have used the word “discourse” eairi¢his dissertation, |
have chosen to provide a full discussion of thisiten this concluding section of my
theoretical framework because “discourse” is a eptieal tool of analysis that is very
useful for understanding how issues of language'ep@and identity come together in
critical studies of language.

The term discourse can have a variety of meangsnycook (1994b)
mapped out the ones that are most commonly uslediguage studies on a spectrum
that stretches from more politically neutral to empolitically charged understandings
of the term. In applied linguistics, discourse ref® “supersentential language use”
(pp- 116-117); that is, to those speech acts tvalve the use of more than one
sentence. In this discipline, discourse analysislves the study of how the
combination of sentences creates larger units ainimegs, such as paragraphs, essays,

conversation, speeches. This approach looks aitial context that surrounds
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supersentential language use in terms of commuwegcptirposes, but it stops short of
examining the power relations that shape the spaeicim question. In other words, it
assumes that the rules governing the way sentemee®mbined in a given context
can be reduced to a communicative, functional megbat does not affect and is not
affected by power relations.

Critical discourse analysis, instead, uses the terexamine how language
creates power relations. In Fairclough’s terms,utiimate aim of this discipline is to
“correct a widespread underestimation of the sigaiifce of language in the
production, maintenance, and change of socialioasbf power” (in Pennycook,
1994b, p.121). This goal calls for a definitiondigcourse that captures the socio-
political elements that come into play in a linguigxchange.

| find Gee’s distinction between “discoursighva small d” and “Discourse
with a capital D” particularly helpful in understing how language, as a social
practice, contributes to shapes identity and poelations. For Gee (1996, pp. 127-
128), “discourse” refers to the focus of appliedytistics, which is the study of the
rules governing meaningful, supersentential uttegarsuch as conversations or
written texts. “Discourse” extends beyond this ootby encompassing the socio-
political factors that determine whether or notugterance is considered appropriate
in a given setting. “Discourses” involve speects dout also values and behavior
codes; they consist of “saying (writing)-doing-kepwvaluing-believing combinations”

which shape who we are.

Discourses are ways of being in the world, or foahkfe which integrate words,
acts, values, beliefs, attitudes, and social itlestas well as gestures, glances, body
positions, and clothes . .. . A Discourse, theopmposed of ways of talking,
listening (often, too, reading and writing) actiingeracting, believing, valuing, and
using tools and objects in particular settinggpatcdic times, so as to display a
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particular social identity. Discourses create @goositions. (Gee, 1996, pp. 127-
128¥

The idea that “Discourses create subject positiasftucial for understanding
the intricacies of the relationship between langug@gpwer and identity. Gee equates
discourses to identity kits “which come completéhmdostumes and instructions on
how to act, talk, and often write, so as to takegnarticular social role that others
will recognize” (p.127). These “social roleseid different levels of material and
symbolic resources: hence, “Discourses are intiipadéated to the distribution of
social power and hierarchical structure in societyControl over certain Discourses
can lead to the acquisition of social goods (mopewer, status)” (p. 132).

Like Bourdieu, Gee believes that access to thaseswf speaking that are
most profitable in terms of symbolic and materigbital is not equitable. According
to Gee, this is because discourses can be fullsopppted only through a process of
unconscious acquisition that depends on socio-enaniactors, rather than through a
conscious learning process that can be the resiit@choice. For Gee, deliberate
attempts to learn a discourse that a person hdseeot socialized into can lead, at best,
to “partial acquisition,” which “marginalizes.” liact, “dominant groups in a society
apply rather constantly tests of the fluency ofEfigcourses in which their power is
symbolized; these tests become both tests of matreat least, fluent users of the
Discourse and gates to exclude non-natives” (p).148ing Bourdieu’s terminology,
we could say that those who are able to produagtiteate” speech acts seek to
protect their “profits of distinction” (Section1l1)

| fully agree with Gee that access to dominantalisses is not equitable, but |

don’t believe that people’s position with respectiscourses can be as easily

2 The notion of discourse | will take as a tool nabysis will be much closer to “Discourse with a
capital D” than to “discourse with a small d.” remnvenience’s sake, however, | will write it wah
small d, unless it appears at the beginning ohtesee or | am quoting Gee verbatim.
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categorized as he claims. For Gee, discourselipeo “insiders” (people who have
had full access to a discourse through the acongirocess), “outsiders” (people
who are excluded completely from the discoursed,the “colonized” (people who
occupy a marginal position because they can omlynch partial command of the
discourse) (p. 155). | see the boundaries betwemourses as being too blurry and
fluid for them to be used as a basis for such aratat taxonomy of subject positions.
Discourses are not tight compartments; they cdnfieerlap, and change over time,
place, and social setting. For example, Weed®687) points out that discourses
about femininity vary not only “from culture to ¢ufe and language to language,” but
also “within different feminist discourses and atbjected to historical change” (p.
22).

| will posit a less deterministic relationship betm discourse and subjectivity.
While it is important to see discourses as soc@thystitutive forces that play a crucial
role in determining who we are and how we can posiburselves in terms of power
relations, | argue that agency also comes into jpldlye construction of the self
(Weedon 1987; Peirce, 1995). While there are itgytaocio-economic factors that
limit the range of “identity kits” a person can leaaccess to throughout his or her life,
| also believe that individuals are not only passiecipients of these kits, but, to
varying degrees, draw on them selectively, as thake choices about their lives.
This is not to say that who we are, how we are seeiithe amount of social goods we
can claim with our social identity can be constedatnerely in terms of free choice.
If that were the case, we would all adopt “waysatdifing” that put us in a position of
privilege and there would no such thing as sodratiication. A critical language
theory must start from the assumption that thezesauctural factors that prevent an

equitable distribution of social goods. At the saiime, however, a theory that
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envisions the possibility of progressive socio-arait change must not reduce
humanity to unaware victims or beneficiaries ofstem whose workings are
understood only by a limited number of like-mindetéllectuals. This is why | will
recommend extreme caution in using rigid intergrets of Marxist concepts such as
“false consciousness” and “hegemony” to accounpé@ssible discrepancies between
what critical theorists recommend, and what thgexaib of these theories believe.
Like Pennycook (1994b), | will argue that it is iorpant to realize that “our ability to
act in the world is constrained” but that it is "ieetheless crucial here to allow for
human agency rather than constructing a model inhwdil is constructed by socio-
economic (or other) relations” (p. 126).

| have found Thesen (1997) very helpful in findangvay to reconcile the need
to take into account both structure and agency vidwking for ways to
reconceptualize language ownership and in the aisaby my empirical data. Thesen
points out the limitations in the way that soméicsihave used the notion of
discourse to describe “the complex and contradicttances that accompany the
acquisition of English in complex settings.” With excessive emphasis on the

structural aspect of identity formation, discouttseory

overlooks the focus on individual accounts. Leesra@e categorized according to a
limited set of identity markers, which results ideterministic view of identity in
terms of the researcher’s imposed categories 8§). 4

In order to understand the complex interplay betw'gee individual and the
social,” or how identity construction results fréthe dynamic interaction between
the fixed identity categories that are applieddoa groupings (such as race, gender,

ethnicity, language) . . . and the way individuaisk of themselves as they move
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through the different discourses in which thesegaties are salient” (p. 488), Thesen

suggests using the notion of “voice” in conjunctieith the notion of discourse:

Discourse is about constraints, codes, and rastrecbn language in institutional
settings. This view stresses the social envelopeéhinh literacy events take place and
the way these discourses create insiders and etdsidthe educational process. The
construct of voice carries with it the individuarppective which is often silent in
large institutions . . . . These two categorié®{dd be] held against one another in a
state of tension; they are linguistic representatiaf the fundamental tensions
between structure and agency in social life. ()49

Like Thesen, | shall seek to hold discourse andevon tension in my critical review
of the corpus and in the analysis of the qualitatiata that | have collected.

Another aspect of discourse that is important ¢ghight for my argument is
the notion that discourses are “resistant to ¢siticand self-scrutiny” and that “the
Discourse itself defines what counts as acceptatileism” (Gee, 1996, p. 132). For

Kress (1985) this is the essence of discourse:

Discourses are systematic-organized sets of statesmdich give expression to the
meaning and values of an institution. Beyond tthegty define, describe, and delimit
what is possible to say and not possible to sag fgrextension, what to do and what
not to do) with respect to the area of concerrefitstitution, whether marginally or
centrally. A discourse provides a set of possitd¢éements about a given area, and
organizes and gives structure to the way a paatidopic, object, process is to be
talked about. (p. 7)

In my critique of the critical discourse, | wilitto challenge a tendency to proscribe
-- often implicitly -- “what is possible to say andt possible to say” in the critical

conversations about the power of English (secti@nl).

1.2. Context: Language, Power, and Identity in Sotit Africa

This section serves a double purpose. One puipasellustrate the concepts

| have discussed in the previous section by lookinigow power, language, and
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identity have shaped South Africa’s society from #arliest white settlements until
the present. South Africa was probably the lashtry in the world to abandon
institutionalized racial discrimination as a medsanto ensure power imbalances
among social groups. South Africa officially diday with the system of racial
inequality called “apartheid” in 1994, when thestidemocratic elections were held,
and it adopted a constitution that is consideredragithe most progressive in the
world. Nevertheless, the power imbalances inheffitem the past continue to persist,
albeit under slightly different guises. With timeplementation of strong affirmative
action policies, which are often referred to asattd Economic Empowerment,” there
has been the emergence of a black middle claseni@ts a standard of living that
would have been for “whites only” during apartheithe number of black people
who have joined the ranks of the middle class, lvawneas very small compared to the
number of people who continue to live in abjectgrty. In fact, it can be argued that
the gap between the “haves” and the “have notsthdsned after the transition to

democracy, even if it has become slightly lessataci

Eight years after the [1994] political transiti@manges in the distribution of
socio-economic power have benefited the more arl@amillion blacks in
the two bourgeois classes and have had hardlyféest en the 22.5 million
blacks in the middle lower and lower lower classéke 7.5 million in the
upper lower class may have benefited only marginall

Members of the poorest half of the population &terslatively
undereducated, unskilled, without formal jobs, degrived of information
about their rights and opportunities. They arerganized, and — except in a
few isolated instances — unable to exert pressutbegovernment. Their

basic human needs remain unmet, perhaps even ménarsin the past.
(Terreblance, 2002, p. 35)

In this section | will highlight the important rolanguage has played in
creating and maintaining inequality throughout &oirica’s history. Language has

been used to create essentialized ethno-lingudsitities that have allowed the white
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minority to keep its power by balkanizing the majowith “divide and rule” tactics.
Language has been used in the struggle for hegebwimgeen white Afrikaans-
speaking South Africans and white English-spealagth Africans. The outcome of
this struggle has led to periods of “DutchificatiotAnglicization,” and
“Afrikaansization” of South Africa’s linguistic miet, which facilitated the socio-
economic advancement of each respective language giMost importantly,
language has been used as a gate-keeper to ekdodepportunities of socio-
economic empowerment. Even today, despite thetiatthe “New South Africa” is
based on a constitution that puts nine African leggs on a par with English and
Afrikaans, lack of proficiency in one of the formalonial languages, especially
English, traps native speakers of African languageise predicament of the poor
described by Terreblance. Without English, o tauch lesser extent Afrikaans, it is
virtually impossible to acquire marketable ski#glucation, and a job in the formal
sector, even at a menial level. Nor is it easiptm lobbies that can exert significant
pressure on the government, despite the facthleatdst majority of the people who
have gained political power after 1994 are natpeagers of African languages
themselves.

The other goal of this section is to provide theessary background
information for my literature review and for my emgal study. My literature review
will focus on the critical discourse about the powkEnglish in South Africa and it
will point out some limitations of this discours€onversations about the power of
English in South Africa often refer to speakersitatles towards the languages that
are spoken in this country. Hence, in my historeatursus, | will focus on those
events that have shaped language attitudes tfathreiinequalities that characterize

South Africa’s linguistic market. | will concludey taking a closer look at these
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inequalities, highlighting the contrast betweentBdfrica’s language policies and
practice. In terms of policies, | will look at hdwe constitution seeks to create the
conditions for “linguistic communism” (Bourdieu, 99, p. 43) by embracing an
“ecological approach” that promotes linguistic asigy and multi-lingualism
(Skutnabb-Kangas 2000). | will then discuss howglaage practicesde factomake
English asine qua norfor academic success, professional employment, and

meaningful political participation.

1.2.1. The Colonial Period (1652-1910)

Portuguese sailors under the command of Bartholddiasi are believed to be
the first Europeans to have set foot in South Afiitthe second half of the 15
Century, but it was not until 1652 that attemptsenmade by the Dutch to establish a
permanent settlement at the Cape of Good Hopéallyj the settlement was
intended to be merely a fortified refreshing statior ships passing by en route to and
from the East Indies, where the Netherlands hashgtcommercial and military
interests. More than a Dutch colony, the Capetivasommercial property of the
Dutch East India Company, a joint venture compgsiaveral undertakings that were
granted a monopoly by the Dutch government to esetcade with India and
Indonesia. With time, the company released soniks eimployees from their
contractual obligations and helped them to setttaeaCape of Good Hope on small
holdings as “free burgers,” or independent farmers.

The indigenous people that the Dutch settlers emteoed at the Cape were
distinct from the speakers of Bantu languages wigvated to Southern Africa from

the Niger-Congo region during the iron age, and wice referred to as “black,”
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“African,” or “native” during apartheid. The Khokhand the San were two
aboriginal nations that had lived in Southern Adrfor at least 8000 years before the
first white settlements (Terreblanche, p. 154) e Tdnguages spoken by the
descendents of these nations are an endangeradssecthe Khoikhoi and the San
have been largely assimilated into the black comtypuor the “cape coloured”
community, which is made of people of mixed rabiatitage, many of whom are the
descendents of the slave population and are ngp@akers of Afrikaans. The Khoi
and the San have also been significantly reducedmmbers as a result of clashes with
the Dutch and epidemics brought by the EuropearesiiMie, 2002, pp. 14-15).

Even though the descendents of the settlers usealiganeans, including
raids, to coerce some indigenous inhabitantsdetéactoslavery, the bulk of the slave
population of the Cape came from other parts oifcAfrespecially Madagascar and
Mozambique, the Indian subcontinent, and the Indiamearchipelago.
Approximately 63,000 slaves were imported in theqaethat went from 1652 until
1808, and in the Bcentury, their number began to exceed the numitfee® burgers
who had settled at the Cape. According to Meshinie slave population of the cape

was

possibly the most diverse in the world in termgigins, religion, culture,
and language. The roots of the large coloured lptipn of the Western cape
go back to this period, with a multiple ancestrgttimvolves the [Khoikhoi
and the San], Eastern and African slaves, andftepring of European and
non-European. (2002, pp. 14-15)

The diversity brought to the Cape by the slave faipn played an essential
role in shaping the linguistic features that setrafrikaans from its parent language,
Dutch. It is an interesting historical irony tleatanguage that has been used as a

symbol of racial purity and as an instrument oft@lsupremacy during apartheid
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(Kwamgamalu 2001) owes a good part of its distigcfeatures to a racially mixed
speech community that has been regarded as infarimurghout centuries of white
domination.

The British first took control of the Cape in 17f@ its strategic value as a
naval base. The colony was handed back to the Dtt&03 but fell back under
British rule in 1806 during the Napoleonic wars h&Vfollowed was a period of
Anglicization that had very important historicaldesocio-linguistic consequences.
The following statement by the Governor of the Cajmed Charles Somerset, of the
British colonial authorities’ illustrates attitudesvards the language spoken by the

descendents of the Dutch settlers:

They were only a little over thirty thousand in riagn, and it seemed absurd
that such a small body of people should be perthttigoerpetuate ideas and
customs that were not English in a country thatlhembme part of the British
empire. Already, Sir John Cradock has issued i@entiiat no one who did
not understand the English language would be apgubio any post in the
civil service. (Malherbe, 1925, p. 57)

To ensure “that ideas and customs that were ndighrigvould not be
perpetuated, in 1822, Somerset issued a serig®dbmations prescribing the
exclusive use of English for all official documeatsd for proceedings in courts of
law. Most importantly, English supplanted Dutchtlas medium of instruction in
public schools, and teachers “were expected tahesebest efforts to promote
Afrikaner acceptance of British rule” (Kamwangama&Q01, p. 366).
Understandably, such policies created resentmeahgrme Afrikaners, who began to
form a sense of national identity around theirvetanguage (Kamwangamalu, 2001,
p. 366; Hexham 1991, p. 132). By then, this languaad become Afrikaans, a
creolized variety of Dutch that diverged signifidgrfrom the variety spoken in the

Netherlands, which prior to the arrival of the Biit, was still used for high functions.
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Resentment against British rule, especially afterabolition of slavery in
1834, led to the Great Trek during which a sigaificpart of the Afrikaans nation
pushed into the interior of South Africa. Whenytiheached the Eastern part of South
Africa, the Afrikaners, also known as the “Boersgttled on vast stretches of land that
lent themselves well to farming. These lands apgzeampty, but they had actually
been occupied by Nguni tribes whose ancestors i@ ¢o Southern Africa from the
Niger Congo. These lands had been vacated assaquence of the Mfecane, a
series of intertribal wars that ravaged the sodilitipal landscape of the area and that
led to the emergence of the Zulu nation as a redjsuperpower. Under the
leadership of King Shaka, the Zulus had formedrdrakzed military state that had
conquered and absorbed neighboring chiefdoms, dipgethe language variety used
by the ruling clan (Rudwick, 2006, p. 89).

The Zulus were eventually subjugated by the Briinsh879, who had created
the colony of Natal around what was to become itiyeof Durban. With the
annexation of the Zulu kingdom, the British secutteglr control of all South Africa’s
coastline. In the second half of thé"i®entury, the British imported over 150,000
indentured laborers from India (Mesthrie, 20021 ). in order to meet the demand for
labor on the sugar cane plantations of Natal. &mylsntly, there was also was an
influx of Indian traders who were better off fingalty than those who had come to
Natal as indentured workers.

Meanwhile, the Afrikaans trekkers had founded tvoeBrepublics: the
Transvaal and Orange Free State, whose independ@scecognized by Britain
respectively in 1852 and 1854. The discovery etjmus metals in the interior
disrupted the equilibrium that had been creatatieérregion and led to the Anglo-

Boer wars (1899-1902), during which 26,370 Afrikaavomen and children died in
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British concentration camps, in addition to 14,008ck South Africans who were
interned in separate facilities.

As a result of the atrocities suffered in theseswAfrikaans nationalism grew,
as did the Afrikaans nation’s investment in theother tongue as a marker of identity

and as an ideological weapon for political struggle

The war renewed and strengthened ties of kinshipdmn Cape Afrikaners
and their brethren in the north of the country (Miep 1975, pp. 39); it
replaced an old fragmented political order withéfiad state (Ponelis, 1993,
p. 53); it gave Afrikaners a much sharper imagthemselves as distinct
people (Atwell, 1986, p. 79) and it brought Britishperialism sharply into
focus as the single entity that the Afrikaner nadicsm sought to mobilize
against. The major unifying factor in the Afrikarstruggle against British
domination was the Afrikaans language itself. (Kamgamalu, 2001, p.
369)

It is important to notice how radically the stabisAfrikaans changed as the
leaders of the nation began to see its value asapon of collective empowerment for
their nation. Before British imperialism becamsesious threat to the political
interests of the descendant of the Boers, DutchAdinkians had co-existed in a
diglossic relationship, with Dutch being used igthfunctions, such as formal
education, politics, and religious service, andisfans being used for informal
communication. Until the end of the Boer war, eaemong Afrikaners, Afrikaans
was sometimes referred to disparagingly as “Konthalg' or “kitchen language,” an
improper way of speaking that was considered muateradequate for talking to
servants than for engaging in educated discourke.following extract, which
Ponelis quoted from an article which was publisimeti857, exemplifies negative
attitudes towards Afrikaans held by those who oppdke use of the Cape Dutch

dialect in formal situations:
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The poverty of expression in this jargon is sudlt the defy any man to

express thoughts in it above the merest commorepl&eople can hardly be

expected to act up to sentiments which the tonigex tise fails entirely to

express. There can be no literature with suchuage, for poor as it is, it is

hardly a written one. (In Kamwangamalu, 2001, )36

Pro-Afrikaans grassroots movements fought to chémgge perceptions with the
overt intention of promoting the interests of tlaive speakers of this language
(Webb and Kriel, 2000, p. 21; DeKlerk, 2002, p..3Zhe following statement made
by Afrikaans activist Dr. Malan at a language moeatmeeting in 1908 shows that

activists were very well aware of the fact thatgaage policies have very important

repercussions on power relations:

Raise the Afrikaans language to a written languagke it the bearer of our
culture, our history, our national ideals, and yalliraise the people to a
feeling of self-respect and to the calling to takeorthier place in world
civilization. (Pienaar, in Kamwangamalu, 2001, p03

It was not until 1925, however, that Afrikaans gadrofficial status alongside
English in the Union of South Africa. The Union®duth Africa, which came into
being in 1910, a few years after the British woa siecond Boer War, incorporated
the two Boer republics and the colonies of Natal e Cape, which together,
comprise the territory that constitutes present-8ayth Africa.

As political power shifted from the Boers to @itish, the black intelligentsia
became hopeful that the socio-economic situatiah@indigenous population of
South Africa would improve. These intellectualdess had been educated in English
in missionary schools that lay the foundation fa émergence of a black elite. A
group of these leaders, which included the novehst activist Sol Plaatjie, formed
the South African Native National Congress, a praltmovement that would evolve

into the African National Congress, a major playethe struggle against apartheid,
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and the political party that has enjoyed an abeahasjority in South Africa’s multi-
racial parliament since 1994.

The hopes of the South African Native National Gesg, however, were
dashed in 1913, as the British authorities pagdsedatives’ Land Act, which was the
first major step towards the establishment of atitutionalized system of racial
segregation and inequality. The Natives’ Land digtded South Africa’s territory
into white areas and “native” areas, the lattenppeeservations for the black African
indigenous population that is associated with Baariguages. Eighty-seven percent
of the land was allocated to the white populatang only 13% to its black
counterpart, despite the fact that blacks constittihe vast majority of the population.
The Natives’ Land Act was the beginning of the “ledamd” or “Bantustan” system,
which balkanized the black South African natioroiatpatchwork of geographically
fragmented ethno-linguistic communities.

In addition to providing good quality educationthmse black South Africans
who were fortunate enough to attend mission schawiglish missionaries were
responsible for codifying the two continua of commuation systems that allowed
varying levels of mutual intelligibility within edcof these groups of Bantu languages:
the Nguni group, and the Sotho group. These laggweontinua were standardized
into discrete languages to facilitate Christiansgigtizing among the indigenous
population with the translation of the Bible anteatreligious texts (Mesthrie, 2002,
p. 16; Kamwangamalu, 2001. p. 385). After it campower in 1948, the apartheid
government used these questionable linguistic baniesito ascribe different ethnic
identities to black South Africans and to relegadeh ethnicity to a different

homeland (DeKlerk, 2002, p. 32).
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1.2.2. The Apartheid Years (1948-1994)

The Nationalist Party (NP) came to power in 1948radefeating Jan Smuts’
United Party, whose politics were considered tberkl by the white electorate who
feared losing jobs and their identity if this paptyrsued its plan to make small steps
towards racial integration (L’Ange, 2005, p. 224he NP capitalized on these fears
by winning the elections with an agenda that prexhihe protection of white
privilege and “purity” with institutionalized radiaegregation and with the
determination to promote the interests of the Asfaiks nation and independence from
Britain.

The winning of the 1948 election constituted adristmoment for the
Afrikaners: their power was not only restored, &isb extended to the whole of South
Africa, including the old British colonies of theaf@e and Natal. Without much ado,
the NP implemented a series of vigorous “Afrikaatizn” language policies that
aimed at promoting the socio-economic uplift ofspeakers. Prime minister D.F.

Malan

energetically set about replacing English speaksétsAfrikaners whenever
possible in government ranks. The civil servicd e police become
something of an Afrikaner preserve. There wasuwnght purge in the army
and the air force. Out went the senior officerowhd served with
distinction in the war, and in came Afrikaners frdme lower ranks, or
wherever they could be found, even among the Nampathizers who had
been interned during the war. Uniforms, insigaiag even some regimental
names were changed in order to fumigate the aroredd of English taint.
(L’Ange, p. 225)

In addition to being a pre-condition for employmanthe public sector,
Afrikaans was a compulsory subject in schools, &odth African students could not

graduate from high school without passing this ecibj Afrikaans went from being
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considered a debased dialect of Dutch to a natlangliage wrapped in an
ideological and religious mystique. Afrikaans wasistructed as a “gift from God”
which encapsulates the soul of the Afrikaans natkamwangamalu, 2001, p. 370,
409). The last apartheid president P.W. Bothabated the elevation of the status of

Afrikaans with the following words:

We pay homage to the cultural leaders of the pastve also stand humbly
before the Creator of all languages and natiorsefirl for this miraculous
gift to our soul. (Webb and Kriel, 2000, p. 42)

As for institutionalizing racial segregation, th® ldmbarked on a project of
social engineering that would ensure that SouticAfwould remain a white country
that would continue to benefit from the large poblinskilled, underpaid labor that
had become essential for its economy. The blasdrvations that had been created
with the Natives’ Land Act were given a veneer ofifical autonomy, and in some
cases, even independence so that each black StrighnAcould be given citizenship
in a “homeland” based on his or her ethno-lingaigtentity. In reality, however,
these pseudo-autonomous geographical entitiespugeet states controlled by the

apartheid government:

The self-serving expediency of the Bantustan plaa plainly manifest in its
geography. Not only did the Bantustans amountwerg small proportion of
the country as a whole, but few of them were ohale piece, the rest
comprising a number of parts separated by whitédey. The ‘independent’
state of Bophuthatswana was an especially ludicsoagering of six widely
spaced bits, one of them 250 km away from the seatber bit (....) The
Bantustan map looked to the world at large more déihoax than a serious
concept. (L’Ange, 2005 p. 333)

Ensuring the separation of people of mixed racgaithge presented particular

challenges. The “coloured” community did not haveatural homeland” outside
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white South Africa, and throughout the centuriebad intermixed with the white
community. The 1950 Group Areas Act, a secon@updf the apartheid structure,
was an attempt to solve this problem by demarcaapgrate residential areas for the
different racial groups living within white Southrica: the coloured community, the
Asian community (mainly made of people of Indiasaknt) and those black South
Africans who were in possession of passes, or teanp@vork permits that allowed
them to live in white South Africa.

The pillar of apartheid that has had the most ingmrconsequences for
language attitudes in South Africa was the Bantication act, a body of educational
policies whose explicit goal was to provide an fitfieeducation for black South
Africans in accordance with the inferior posititrey were expected to occupy in
society. In 1954 Prime Minister Hendrick Verwoento is considered one of the
major architects of apartheid, introduced thisdkgion with a speech in parliament
describing how the education that some black SAfribans were receiving in

English-medium missionary schools had become admait problem.”

By blindly producing pupils trained on a Europeandel, the vain hope was
created among natives that they could occupy pagtin the European
community despite the country’s policy of Apartheithis creation of
unhealthy “White collar ideals” is causing widesga frustration among the
so called educated natives. This is the clasdidmtearnt to believe that it is
above its people and feels that its spiritual, eaaio, and political home is
among the civilized community of South Africa, itke Europeans, and feels
frustrated because its wishes have not been rdalidéerwoerd, In Rose and
Tunmer, 1975: 261)

The Bantu Education Act aimed to solve this “nagigoroblem” by taking
control of black South Africans’ schooling and pragit into the hands of the

department of “Native Affairs,” which implementedumniform educational policy,
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consistent with the general policy [of apartheitiit@ country” (Verwoerd, in Rose
and Tumner, 1975, p. 261).

In addition to ensuring that black South Africansuld receive an inferior
level of schooling, Bantu education prescribednglege policy that reduced the use
of English as a medium of instruction, increasedubke of the mother tongue, and
introduced Afrikaans as a compulsory medium ofrurcdton. The apartheid
establishment’s fear of creating a class of eddcdilack Englishmen” is evident in
Verwoerds’ concern about black South Africans’ ‘ideso show off their knowledge
of English culture” (Rose and Tumner, p. 264). Trieoduction of Afrikaans had to
do with the need to make black South Africans npooeluctive as cheap laborers,
especially in the farming and mining sector, whifiegkaans would often be likely to
be the language used by the employers. Also, piioméfrikaans as a lingua franca
for interracial communication served the purposst@ngthening this language in the
competition for hegemony with English, as refledtethe following extract from a

paper published by the Federation of Afrikaans @altOrganizations:

We must see to it that the natives learn Afrikaghisat gives us another
seven million people which will make our langualye strongest in this part
of the world. The Kaffftwho speaks Afrikaans . .. . can be our cultural
servant as he is our farm servant. (In Malherb&y71%9. 73-4)

The increased used of the mother tongue was dile tiact that the apartheid
government relied very heavily on essentializeahiiti categories to prescribe
people’s place in society, and language was aks&yument for marking and policing
the borders of these categories. We have alrezglythat, as the Afrikaners came

together as a nation, they rallied around theilvedanguage as a vital symbol of their

% The word Kaffir comes from the Arabic work “infideln Southern Africa, it became a disparaging
term to refer to black people, who consider it extely offensive.
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national identity. In a similar way, the aparthgm/ernment used Bantu languages to
create separate African nations, which, of coussge to occupy a much lower place
in the country’s social hierarchy.

The relationship between language, identity, andgraelations was
constructed as a “natural order of things” stemnfiingh the will of God. According
to this logic, “God had willed that there shoukl deparated nations each with its own
language, and that therefore, mother tongue edurcakiould be the will of God”
(Malherbe, 1977, p. 10%).

The apartheid government saw instruction in theheotongue as the perfect
way to ensure that the “native” would not forget ar her culture and his or her place
in society. The Eiselen Report, whose recommeodaiprovided the basis for Bantu

education, envisioned the following outcome forckl&outh Africans’ schooling:

A Bantu child, trained and conditioned in Bantutete, endowed with the knowledge
of a Bantu language, and imbued with values aratésts and behavior patterns
learned at the knee of a Bantu mother . . . . fibher tongue should be used for at
least the duration of the primary school. As itexdry treasures of the Bantu
languages are developed and their importance assnod@ommunication increases,
they should in increasing measure be recognizedeaa of instruction. (p.248-250)

In his parliament speech, Verwoerd made no settbedact that promoting
the use of the mother tongue, while imposing Afaka and reducing access to

English, was a recipe for maintaining a separatewerequal social order.

There is no place for the [native] in the Europeammunity above the level
of certain forms of labor . . . . Until now heshizeen subjected to a school
system which drew him away from his own communitg aisled him by
showing him the green pastures of European soietfich he was not
allowed to graze. This attitude is not only unearoit because money is
spent on an education for which there is no speaifn but it is also

* For a fuller discussion of the role of religiomdaespecially of the Dutch Reformed Church, in
supporting the way language was used in apartbeinlagy, see Kamwangamalu, 2001, pp. 379-387;
p. 391.
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dishonest to continue. It is abundantly clear tigtlanned education creates
many problems, disrupting the community life of Bentu and endangering
the community life of the European. (p. 266)

The resentment that these language policies inatiductriggered in the black
population led to the Soweto riots of 1976, whiakrevso virulent that the
government had to modify its language policy. Tbke of African languages as
official media of instruction was reduced, and klachools were left free to choose
between English and Afrikaans as a language ohileguafter the foundational stage.
Ninety-six percent of black schools had chosen Bhdly 1978 (Hartstone, in Heugh,
2002, p. 17). Nevertheless, Bantu Education sulamka its intent to provide an
inferior level of education for black South Africaro that they would be excluded
from competition with white people for much bettemunerated employment. The
legacy of this policy still plagues the educatigportunities of the majority of black
South Africans, who cannot afford to pay the higiehool fees required to attend
schools that used to be reserved for other raomalgs. In addition, Bantu Education
had a huge impact on black South Africans’ langusttjeides, who came to associate

mother tongue instruction with the social enginegof the apartheid government.

The black pupils saw education in their own motbague as a dead-end

barrier to more advanced learning, as a lure fededtruction and a trap

designed by the apartheid Government to ensureattedtiack pupils did not

acquire sufficient command of the high status |augs.

(Kawangamalu, 2001, p. 394; see also Heugh, 2002)

At the same time, English began to be seen aseyéoka good education that
could lead to professional employment and as avlodecal weapon that allowed
black South Africans from different ethnolinguisbiackgrounds to come together in

the liberation struggle against apartheid (Janie21®leerkotter, 1986). According to

Alexander (2000), an equation was created in thlraf black South Africans:
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mother tongue instruction = oppression, and Engtiberation. Alexander refers to
this equation as a “truly baneful legacy of Apaidhbat, next to the lack of political
will among most of the leadership in this countsythe greatest impediment to the
implementation of a successful policy of multilirzgiem” (p.17). Many critics agree,
pointing out that the goals of mother tongue ingtan, within a framework of
policies aimed at promoting linguistic diversitydaimguistic human rights
(Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson, 2001), are artidileto the goals of Bantu
education. While the architects of apartheid usether tongue instruction to create
inequality with inadequate schooling, languagetsagttivists seek to promote
equality among native speakers of different langgdgy making sure that all children
can benefit from the cognitive advantages of mottegue instruction.
Nevertheless, changing negative attitudes towafdsah languages on the
part of their native speakers, especially givenréadities of the local and the global
job market, remains one of the biggest challengesaking South Africa’s linguistic

market more equitable.

1.2.3 The “New South Africa” (1994 to present)

Apartheid officially came to an end in 1994 witle thrst democratic elections,
after decades of social unrest, international samgtand financial costs had made the
system no longer sustainable. The new constitutibich was passed in 1996, is
considered among the most progressive in the wonderms of language policies,
the constitution acknowledges “the link betweerglaage, culture and development”

(Mesthrie, 2006, p. 152) and the need to redresatas differential among the various
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languages spoken in South Africa as part of thé-ppartheid process of democratic

transformation:

Recognizing the historically diminished use andustaf the indigenous

languages of our people, the state must take pehetnd positive measures to

elevate the status and advance the use of thegpaalges. (Constitution of

South Africa, 1996, Chapter I, Section 6, article&e also The Department

of Education South Africa’s new language policy: the fadt894: 4,6.)

In addition to the former colonial languages (Eslgland Afrikaans), nine
indigenous languages were given official statusesE are isiZulu, isiXhosa, siSwati,
isiNdebele, Sepedi, Sesotho, Setswana, Venda, sotg&. The first four languages
(isiZulu, isiXhosa, siSwati, and isiNdeble) aretparthe Nguni cluster, which form a
continuum of communication systems that presehigtalevel of mutual
intelligibility and that it is spoken by 18 milliopeople. Sepedi, Sesotho, and Tswana
are part of the Sotho cluster, which is also charaed by high levels of mutual
intelligibility and is spoken by a little over 10ilion people. Venda, spoken by 1
million people, and Tsonga, spoken by two millieople, are not mutually

intelligible with any of the other official languag spoken in South Africa

(Kamwangamalu, 2001, p. 372).

Table 1: Percentage of the population speaking eadificial language as their home
language

IsiZulu 22.9%
IsiXhosa 17.9%
Afrikaans 14.4%
Sepedi 9.2%
English 8.5%
Setswana 8.2%
Sesotho 7.7%
Xitsonga 4.4%
Siswati 2.5%
Tshivenda 2.2%
IsiNdebele 1.5%
Other 0.6%

Census 2001
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Besides giving eleven languages official status,abnstitution makes
provisions for the promotion and development ofdhmeost extinct Khoi and San

languages, sign language and

German, Greek, Gujarati, Hindi, Portuguese, Tadndu, and [other
languages] commonly used by communities in Soutitafand Arabic,
Hebrew, Sanskrit, and others used for religiouppses. (Constitution of
South Africa, 1996, Chapter I, Section 6, article 5

It is worth noting that the languages used in Sditlta include several “contact
languages” or hybrid codes that came into beingpaskers from different socio-
linguistic backgrounds found themselves havinggmmunicate with each other,
especially in mining towns, which drew immigrantsr all over Southern Africa and
from other continents (Mesthrie, 2002, p. 17). Sehkanguages include Tsostistaal,
Flaaitaal, Iscampto, and the pidgin Fanakalo, ahitievthey do not appear in the
census figures, they constitute an integral panm@ahy South Africans’ linguistic
repertoires.

As for education, the new constitution prescrilbes tevery person shall be
entitled to instruction in the language of his er bhoice where this is reasonably
practicable.” Building on this principle, the Capment of Education articulated a

language in education policy with the following a&m

a) to promote additive multilingualism, that is,n@intain home language(s)
while providing access to and the effective actjoisiof additional languages

b) to promote and develop all the official language

C) to counter disadvantage resulting from diffetents of mismatches
between home languages and languages of learnthggaching

d) to develop programs for the redress of previodsladvantaged languages.

(Department of Educatiogovernment Gazetteo. 18546, 19 December
1997)
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As we can see, South Africa’s legislation concegrianguage policies seems
to establish the perfect conditions for a very gdadguage ecology” where all
language species are protected, enjoy the sanus stéaud their speakers can count on
being able to excercise their linguistic human tsghs envisioned by the UNESCO
Declaration of the Rights of Persons belonging &idhal, Ethnic, Religious, and
Linguistic Minorities(1992). Skutnabb-Kangas, Phillipson, and Kontritical
scholars who are in the forefront of language sgitdtivism, have praised the work as
South Africa’s policymakers as exemplary for havsugceeded at “having language
rights enshrined in the constitution” (Skutnabb-gas and Phillipson, 2001, p. 143).

The realities of South Africa’s linguistic markagwever, are very different.
While the constitution prescribes equality by sldimg that “all official languages
must enjoy parity of esteem and must be treatedltj(Chapter I, Section 6, article
5), in reality, “some languages and identity opsiane ‘more equal than others™
(Pavlenko and Blackledge, 2004, p. 3). It is thet some inroads have been made in
increasing the market value of African languagésy éhe 1994 transition to
democracy. Most importantly, there are resourtiesated to develop African
languages; there is at least a minimal preseng®&afenous languages in public
institutions, and several universities, includihg tUniversity of KwaZulu-Natal, are
committed to the promotion of African languagesrestlia of instruction and learning
(Mesthrie, 2006, p. 156). Nevertheless, for masivie speakers of African
languages, a high level of English proficiency rema precondition for academic
success, employment in the formal sector, and mganipolitical participation.

In terms of education, very little has changed:ghality of the education a
student can expect to receive varies enormouskyrdey to the type of school he or

she can afford to attend. For example, the tegaheit ratio in former white schools
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is approximately 1:30; in former black schoolssit:60 in urban areas, and about
1:100 in rural areas (Kamwangamalu, 2001, p. 3$®hools that used to be reserved
for Indian and coloured students are generallyebettsourced than schools that used
to be reserved for black students, but not as metiurced as former white schools.
The major change is that former white schools hmeeome multi-racial with a strong
presence of middle class students from previouslydyantaged racial backgrounds.
Former coloured and Indian schools have also &lagignificant numbers of
relatively more affluent black students in searth better education with more
exposure to English. The schools created by Baditication cater to the poorest
section of the black population.

Much as it was during apartheid, African languaaesused as official media
of instruction in former black schools for the fifsur years of primary school, after
which a switch occurs to either English or Afrikaamhe vast majority of black
schools choose English. After this switch occhmyever, African languages
continue to be used extensivelydesfactolanguages of instruction in varying degrees
of code-switching with English. Unfortunatelyjstnot uncommon in former black
schools, especially in rural areas, for teachelste a limited command of English.
Nevertheless, “matriculation” examinations, whigtetmine whether or not a student
can graduate from high school, can be taken onBniglish or Afrikaans.

It must be pointed out that a major impedimentrionpoting a greater use of
African languages in education comes from the lagguattitudes of black South
African parents, who, for pragmatic reasons relédettie job market and for the
“baneful legacy” of Bantu education (Alexander, 20p. 15), are not in favor of
using their children’s mother tongues as mediastruction. According to a survey

carried out in greater Pretoria, 98% of black perexpress a preference to see their
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children educated through the medium of English;pt&éer Afrikaans, and only 1%
would opt for an African language (Roodt, in Kamgamalu, 2001, p. 414).

The constitution prescribes that “any person mawgroanicate in writing or
orally with a government department in any offidealguage” and that “any attempt
by the government to act in any linguicist manmeiocallow any language/languages
to dominate others would be unconstitutional” (®et8, Article 2). Yet, English
clearly dominates in public administration. Acdogito Pandor, 87% of the speeches
that were made in parliament in 1995 were in Ehglisss than 5% were in Afrikaans,
and only 8% were given in the nine African langusatiet have official status. This,
despite the fact that at the time, 80% of the paréint consisted of black South
Africans who, in most cases, are native speakefdrafan languages (in
Kawangamalu, 2001, p. 411). The Language Plak Gasup (LANGTAG), a
committee set up to advise the Department of Atdture, and Technology on issues

regarding language policy and practice, found that

some cabinet ministers and directors-general reéfusespond to documents
unless they are in English; at the provincial legetrespondence between
Provincial Governments and the Central Governngeobnducted mainly in
English; at the local Government, City and Town @olumeetings are held
monolingually in English because some councilofgseto let other
councilors speak in any other language. (LANGTAGD4, p. 47)

Countless more examples of the glaring discrepaetyeen language policy
and practice can be found. Among others, Kamwaagiamentions the “uneven
distribution of airtime” on SABC, South Africa’s plic broadcasting corporation,
which, according to a study he carried out, alled&1.5% of the total and weekly
airtime to English broadcasts, 5.6% to Afrikaams] anly 2.29% to the nine official
African languages (2001, p. 403). He also notaesithformal events of national

importance, such as the 1994 inauguration speeblelsbn Mandela, the annual
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openings of parliament, the signing of the constituof the new South Africa, and

official announcements and press releases, Engligbed almost exclusively.

1.3. The debate

The gap between language policy and practice tkatave just examined is
the focus of critical discourse about language, grp@and identity in South Africa.
Often drawing on the work of scholars who have &mbkt the power of English
internationally, critics have sought to challenige hotion that the dominance of
English in South Africa is a “natural, neutral, dreheficial” phenomenon. Critics
have sought to counterbalance mainstream percepticine power of English that
tend to construe this language as a tool for cile@nd personal socio-economic
empowerment with counter-constructions aimed atiagpeople involved in the
debate and the general public about the dangé&eajriowth of English as a dominant
language.

In this section, | will review seminal critical csinuctions of the power of
English. Given that the power of English in locahtexts such as South Africa is
inextricably related to the power of English adrgernational lingua franca, my
review will include arguments that apply to Southi@a’s linguistic market even if
they have been made by critics who have lookedeapower of English in different
contexts. | will then discuss epistemological aoditical limitations of critical
arguments that fail to take sufficiently into aconbthe empowering potential of
appropriating English as an additional languageilllargue that these limitations are
rooted in essentializing and deterministic conaaystiof language, power, and identity
that are likely to create impediments for bridgihg gap between language policy and

practice in South Africa. As a way out of thesétmal and epistemological
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limitations, | will suggest reconceptualizing lamge ownership by returning to the
post-structural and post-colonial recommendatibas thighlighted in my discussion

of language, power, and identity.

1.3.1. Critiquing the critical discourse: epistemabgical premises

In section 1.1.4. we saw that according to Geeg},98iscourses are “resistant
to criticism and self-scrutiny,” and that accordiog<ress (1985, p. 7), “they define,
describe, and delimit what is possible to say astcpossible to say.” While | do not
believe that discourses ought to be conceived tfascompartments, | have
certainly noticed a tendency to prescribe -- ofteplicitly -- “what is possible to say
and not possible to say” in conversations abouptiver of English. In fact, my first
encounter with the corpus of critical literatur@abthe power of English left me with
the feeling that debate about English as a nat@ndlinternational lingua franca was
polarized. This impression came primarily from sieeond chapter of Pennycook’s
The Cultural Politics of Englisfil994a), where the author takes a critical locthat
notion that the spread of English is synonymous witcio-economic empowerment
by deconstructing the “set of possible statemefitsdss, 1985, p.7) propagated by
institutions that promote the interests of neobtbeenters of power.

| was impressed with Pennycook’s exposition oflémgths that countries such
as the United States and Great Britain have gomedader to promote the spread of
their national language across the globe, and haspread has served their
economic interests (1994a, pp. 145-179). At tmeesame, however, it seemed to me
that while neoliberal discourses created a “sgtoskible statements” about English

that excluded any notion that the spread of tmguage might have any sort of

52



negative effects, the critical discourse that emérfgom the second chapterdie
Cultural Politicsexcluded, or marginalized, statements that | el@an be made
about English as a weapon of empowerment.

My impression that within the critical discour$ete was a tendency to
dismiss, or at least underplay, the possibility thare might be any benefits in the
growth of English as a lingua franca was confirmaed read Phillipson’kinguistic
Imperialism(1992), and Ngugi’®ecolonsing the MinlL981), two works that have
had a seminal impact in shaping the critical dedadéso noticed this tendency in
several works that were critical of the power eeaf English in post-apartheid
South Africa (Ndebele, 1997; Alexander, 1992, 199&gh, 2002). | will argue that
the power of English is ambivalent. As the neagkibeliscourse emphasizes, English
provides opportunities for socio-economic mobi(Bennycook, 1994a, pp.1-35); as
the critical discourse warns, English excludes ftbhese opportunities and produces
social stratification.

There are epistemological reasons for theoriziagnfthe starting point that, as
a weapon of empowerment, English is a double-edgedd. In order to challenge
dominant discourses that re(produce) inequalitig, ¢rucial to fight discourses’
reluctance to engage in constructive conversatiotisdifferent ways of thinking
about inequality. Internal criticism is vital. Kwéedge grows through a dialectical
process through which thesis and anti-thesis cotlgtehallenge and reshape our
understanding of reality.

Throughout my analysis, therefore, | will seeletobrace this dialectical
process by holding polar epistemological tendencgsnsion with each other. When
looking at “sets of possible statements” that cacstthe spread of English as a

disempowering phenomenon, | will juxtapose a symicedtset of statements that can
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be made about English as a weapon of empowernvéhen “sets of possible
statements” rely too heavily on Marxist tools o&bysis that emphasis structure but
deny agency, | will juxtapose poststructuralist@apts that point to the importance of
looking at subjectivity as a key concept for themg about language and social
change.

The focus of my critical gaze will be the critichscourse. This is not because
my sympathies lie with the neoliberal side, butéhese critical theorists have exposed
quite effectively the dangers of presenting theagrof English exclusively in terms
of a “natural, neutral, and beneficial phenomen@@ennycook, 1994a, p. 23). |
believe that investing further intellectual enesgie the deconstruction of these
discourses would not do much in addition to preagho the converts. Exposing the
limitations of the critical discourse, however, midpelp us come up with more

effective theories of language and empowerment.

1.3.2. Tools of analysis: critical discourse, critial model, and critical metaphors

As my perception of the critical corpus became nmanced, | realized that
several theorists have questioned some of thenstaits of the critical discourse
without necessarily subscribing to the neoliberalwthat the spread of English is
always synonymous with socio-economic empowern{&aichru, 1986; Widdowson,
1998; Granville et. al, 1998, Bloemmaert, 2001ye=Pennycook, whose discourse
struck me as being vehemently “anti-English” in fingt reading, had actually warned
against the danger of degenerating into “totalizemgdencies” and “deterministic
theses” if the discourse becomes too dismissitheoidea that English can empower

(19944, p. 69). Theorists who have constructedgphnead of English in terms that are
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very negative explicitly reject “the anti-Engliskdbel and concede, more or less
reluctantly, that access to English must be giveéhiwthe framework of additive
bilingual educational policies aimed at promotihg tearning and acquisition of both
the mother tongue and of English as an additia@auage (Alexander, 2003, p. 11;
Phillipson and Skutnabb-Kangas, 2001, p. 143).

The “critical” vs. “neoliberal” discourse dichotonsgemed to be less and less
productive as a tool of analysis for my literattegiew. It became clear to me that
casting theorists either into “pro-English” or “akinglish” “sets of possible
statements” was a move that did not do justiceéoccbmplexity of what the critics
have said about English. Moreover, as | mentionesction 1.4, | have come to see
the boundaries between discourses as being towy laind fluid to believe that people
can easily be placed either into or out of a paldicdiscourse. And even if
discourses were indeed tight compartments, it wbaltnpossible to come up with
an exhaustive review of “the set of possible stat@si that have looked at English
critically. Critiquing the discourse, therefor® longer seemed like a viable project.
Instead, | started thinking about critiquing onlgubset of critical statements and
referring to them as the “critical model.”

Models are simplified representations of phenontbatare too complex to be
explained exhaustively. Because models simplifatthey represent, they are
subject to intrinsic limitations; because whatdpresented is too complex to be fully
explained abstractly, models are indispensabléhf@ory. The “critical model” seeks
to represent a subset “of possible statements’imilie critical discourse that does
not engage sufficiently with the empowering potaindf English. Arguments that fall
into the critical model fail to acknowledge the awaltent nature of the power of

English through the use of negative constructibas ¢xclude or underplay the
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possibility that this language could be used assinument for progressive socio-
economic change.

As a simplified representation, the critical mogesubject to limitations. My
synthesis cannot capture the full complexity ofshbset of statements that fail to do
justice to English as a weapon of empowerments Ehibecause these statements are
too numerous and because they are part and pdrediemded arguments whose
theoretical value can be fully appreciated oniyhédy are considered in their entirety.
Despite its limitations, however, the critical mbdan be a useful tool of analysis.
The statements that fail to engage with the empiogegrotential of English are the
statements in which the critical discourse’s rasisé to internal criticism is the
strongest. It is precisely these statements, thiexgthat need to be opened up for
scrutiny in order to come up with theories that gave us a better understanding of
how to make linguistic markets more equitable.

My synthesis of the critical model is built arouthdee central metaphors that
have a lot of currency in the critical discourserapes for constructing the negative
socio-economic effect of the spread of English.e ©hthese metaphors presents
English as a poacher that is responsible for listgrigenocide:because of its
hegemonic power, English saps material and symbedicurces from other languages,
which are doomed to remain confined to the lowetust of vernaculars or to become
extinct. A second metaphor characterizes Engksh gatekeeper that ensures that
societies remains highly stratified: a lack of r@ncy in English is used as a
mechanism to exclude from education, employmemt,séatus. A third metaphor
describes English as a “colonizer of the mind”: lrg@ning and acquisition of this
language in the periphery results in the interadilin of Western-centric values that

instill a sense of inferiority in the colonial sebj.
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Before I illustrate how these metaphors operatberiiterature | reviewed, |
would like to point out that their use does notassarily result in theories that are
affected by the epistemological and political wesdses of the critical model, nor that
they do not have any value for understanding thveep@ffects of the spread of
English. Critical metaphors result in the criticabdel only if they are used as
rhetorical tools to establish boundaries betweeatwspossible and not possible to
say within the critical discourse.

I would also like to stress that the critical moidenot a dichotomous notion
that theorists either subscribe to or reject, buaig of looking at English that
oversimplifies issues of language and empowermgifdibng to engage sufficiently
with the benefits that can come with the apprommeobf the language of power.
People are not either exponents or critics of titeeal model. Even though there are
theorists who resort to it more than others, agrecan slip in and out of the critical
model while building an extended argument. Myréitare review, therefore, will not
summarize a series of theorists’ positions and| fddeen as “critical model” or “non-
critical model” based. Instead, it will provideaa®ples of how this tendency to
oversimplify can weaken theories that are critafahe power of English.

In the next section, | will give examples of howe tinree metaphors are used
to deconstruct the equation between the spreadglfdh and socio-economic
empowerment. My examples will come from arguméms have critiqued both the
growth of English as an international lingua fraaca as a dominant language of

intranational communication in South Africa.
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1.3.3. English as a linguistic poacher

One of the main arguments of the critical modéha English is responsible
for linguistic genocide: English is characterizedaasort of “linguistic poacher” that
exterminates endangered languages across thelgtabecluding them from
prestigious discourses, relegating them to the l@tadus of vernaculars -- at best --
or condemning them to extinction. The work of T&lutnabb-Kangas and Robert
Phillipson (1995) in the area of linguistic rigttas had a seminal influence on the
way critical linguists have come to see the powdtrglish as an intranational and
international lingua franca. Their correlatediois of “linguicide” and “linguicism”
have become key concepts in the debate. Lingureifides to “the extermination of

language, an analogous concept to (physical) géagdinguicism is

An analogous concept to racism, classism, sexisnthat translates into ideologies,
structures, and practices which are used to legigneffectuate, and reproduce an
unequal division of resources (both material anchaterial) between groups which
are defined on the basis of language. (Skutnably&s& Phillipson, 1995, p. 83)

Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson draw a paralleieen bio-diversity and
linguistic diversity to argue that in order to stbe dire consequences that linguicide
and linguicism are having globally, it is essenttapromote linguistic human rights.
“The perpetuation of linguistic diversity can ..he seen as a recognition that all
individuals have basic human rights, and as a sé@gder the survival of the planet,
in a similar way to bio-diversity” (1995, p. 84).

Pennycook refers to the linguicidal effects of Estglas a process of

“linguistic curtailment”:
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In a number of instances ... English posesextihreat to the very existence of
other languages. More generally, however, if mta@ly threatening linguistic
genocide, it poses the less dramatic but far madespread danger of what we might
call linguistic curtailment. When English beconties first choice as a second
language, when it is the language in which so nmsigtritten and in which so much
of the visual media occur, it is constantly pushitiger languages out of the way,
curtailing their use in both qualitative and qutative terms. (1994a, p. 14)

According to Pennycook, this curtailing procesmiturn responsible for the
gatekeeping effect of English: the exclusion ofeotlanguages in discourses whose
mastery is &ine qua norfor the appropriation of material and symbolicowses
excludes the speakers of those languages from ypyties for socio-economic

mobility:

With English taking up such an important positioomany educational systems
around the world, it has become one of the mostpimivmeans of inclusion and
exclusion from further education, employment, ariglopositions. In many
countries, particularly former colonies of Britagmall English speaking elites have
continued the same policies of the former colosizesing access to English
language education as a crucial distributor ofadqariestige and wealth. (1994a, p.
14)

1.3.4. English as a Gatekeeper

Critical linguists have written at length about thatekeeping effect of English
in countries where this language plays a signiticale as a medium of intranational
communication, to the detriment of indigenous laaggs (Tollefson, 1986; Heugh
2000; 2002). Many voices in the South African delleave been trying to
counterbalance the growing power of English asiguage of national unity by
alerting the public to the way this language carcfion as a mechanism to maintain
the country’s enormous gap between the “haves'tia@dhave nots.” Heugh, for

instance, claims that
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It is clear that English does not serve the interethe majority of the people in the
country. Ordinary people in rural areas and araaffédm the metropolitan centers are
left without real access to information and mechiansi to protect their rights. In
particular, an education system which since thee18770s has increasingly been
based on an English-mainly paradigm, has failedyéao-thirds of the people who
begin school. English has not provided meaningfakss to education; very few
people who are not native speakers of English #gtiiave a practical proficiency in
English, and so the majority continue to be lefaicondition of extreme
disadvantage. (2002, p. 12)

Similarly, Neville Alexander writes that:

Unless you have a command of standard English staoidard Afrikaans in [South
Africa] you are simply eliminated from competitifor jobs that are well
remunerated, you are simply eliminated from consititen for certain positions of
status and power [....] This means that 75%h@®fopulation is excluded, with
individual exceptions, from competing for positiafgpower. (1993, p. 154)

The exclusion of marginalized languages from jg&sis discourses has led to
the belief that these languages are semanticd#yian because they are incapable of
making meaning in high status communicative costexth as politics and education.
This belief, of course, reinforces the power oflaage as a mechanism of exclusion.
Alexander refers to this phenomenon as the “stagimtenance syndrome,” and

points his finger at the African elite for theidean perpetuating this vicious circle:

The African elites, who inherited the colonial kitogn from the obstensively
[sic] departing colonial overlords, for reasongsofivenience and in order to
maintain their grip on power, have made no mora ti@minal gestures
towards equipping the indigenous languages of tinéireent with the
wherewithal for use in powerful and high statusteats. The result is a
vicious downward spiral where the fact that thesgliages are not used is
the cause of their stagnation and of the belidftthey cannot be used in these
functions . . . . Since their role models oveahd repeatedly demonstrate
their lack of belief in the capacity of the indigais languages to fulfill all the
functions of a language in all domains of modeiien the people begin to

accept as ‘natural’ the supposed inferiority ofthenguage . . . . They fall
prey to what | have dubbed ‘Static Maintenance &yma’ [sic]. (2003, pp.
14-15)
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Alexander, has repeatedly made connections bethisarotion of “Static
Maintenance Syndrome” and Ngugi’'s argument thaiguginglish as primary national
languages in Africa amounts to “colonization of thead” (Alexander, 2003, p.15;

2002, p. 120).

1.3.5. English as a “Colonizer of the Mind”

The idea that English functions as a mechanisnthspreading of Western-
centric world views that instill a sense of infeiip in speakers of marginalized
languages has a lot of currency in the debateitasaften associated with Ngugi wa
Thiong’o’s Decolonsing The Minda manifesto in which the Kenyan novelist and
critic states his reasons for repudiating Englistl embracing his native African
language as a means for literary and intellectaatession.

Ngugi does not use the concept of discourse, isuthbsis rests on an
understanding of language that extends beyondia-potitically neutral means of
communication to include social and cultural eleta¢hat play a key role in the

formation of subjectivity:

Language, any language, has a dual charactembdtlisa means of communication
and a carrier of culture . ... Culture embodese moral, ethical, and aesthetic
values, the set of spiritual eyeglasses througlchvtiiey come to view themselves
and their place in the universe. Values are tlsésti people’s identity, their sense of
particularity as members of the human race. Adl thcarried by language.
Language as culture is the collective memory bdr&kmeople’s experience in

history. Culture is almost indistinguishable frtime language that makes possible its
genesis, growth, banking, articulation, and indigettansmission from one
generation to the next. (1981, pp. 13-15)

Ngugi posits an essential, natural, fixed core $ihatuld determine how a

person sees himself or herself. After claiming tha man or woman can choose
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their biological nationality,” he assumes the exisie of an “African reality” that
should lie at the roots of the cultural identityastd by the African nation (pp. 1-2).
This essential, African core that is fixed at bidtbeing shattered by a Western,

imperialist “cultural bomb.”

The biggest weapon wielded and actually daily wstled by imperialism against
collective defiance is the cultural bomb. The effief a cultural bomb is to annihilate
a people’s belief in their names, in their langsde their environment, in their
heritage of struggle, in their unity, in their capigs, and ultimately in themselves. It
makes them see their past as one wasteland ofaievament and it makes them
want to distance themselves from that wastelahthakes them want to identify with
that which is furthest removed from themselvesjristance, with other people’s
languages rather than their own. It makes themtiigewith that which is decadent
and reactionary, all those forces which would $kagir spring of life. (p. 3)

According to Ngugi, it is primarily through languathat this cultural bomb detonates:

The choice of language and the use to which largisageing put is central to a
people’s definition of themselves in relation teitmatural and social environment,
indeed in relation to the entire universe. (p. 5)

Ngugi rejects Chinua Achebe’s belief in the posiibof “a new English in
communion with its ancestral home but altered torsaw African surroundings” (in
Ngugi, 1981, p. 8). Ngugi concedes that thereunigersal aspect of language, which
he defines in terms of the “capacity to speak céy@acity to order sounds in a manner
that makes for mutual comprehension,” that is ghageall human beings. However,
he argues that “a specific culture is not transdithrough language in its universality,
but in its particularity as the language of a sfpiecommunity with specific history,”
which finds expression in the “particularity of swis, words, the word order into
phrases and sentences, and the specific manrensy of their ordering” (p. 15).

Hence, the use of a “foreign language” in an Afmicantext breaks the harmony
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between the individual and his “natural, socialiemvment” resulting in “colonial

alienation” (p. 17) and ultimately subjugation:

Since culture does not just reflect the world imdgres, but through those
images conditions a child to see that world in réaie way, the colonial child
was made to see the world and where he standasmsgen and defined by or
reflected in the culture of the language of imposit. . . . From the point of
view of alienation, that is of seeing oneself froatside oneself as if one was
another self, it does not matter that the impolitedature carried the great
humanist tradition of the best in Shakespeare, li&o&alzac, Tolstoy,

Gorky, Brecht, Sholokov, Dickens. The locatiortloé great mirror of
imagination was necessarily Europe and its hishoiy culture and the rest of
the universe was seen from this center. (p. 18)

From the point of view of subjugation, “the imagdshe world” that emerged
in the “language of the colonizer” instill a serdenferiority in the “colonial child,”
whose “own native languages were associated imtpsessionable mind with low
status, humiliation, corporal punishment, slow-&mbintelligence and ability, or
downright stupidity, non-intelligibility or barbam.” (pp.17-18)

Ngugi’s thesis has a lot of currency in the deba&hillipson’s rejection of the
possibility of seeing English as a neutral tooldommunication is based on

assumptions that resonate with echoeSexfolonising the Mind.

For children whose mother tongue is not Englistglish is not the language of their
cultural heritage, not the language of intenseqgreifeelings and the community . . .
. Claiming that English is neutral (a tool, antinment) involves a disconnection
between what English is (culture) from its struaturasis (from what it has and does).
It disconnects the means from ends and purposes vilhat English is being used for
[sic]. The type of reasoning we are dealing withehe . fits into the familiar

linguicist pattern of the dominant language creptin exalted image of itself, other
languages being devalued, and the relationshipdestwhe two rationalized in favor
of the dominant language. (1992, pp. 285-288)

Nkambide Zandile (1997) refers to the fact thacks in South Africa “use
their mother tongue but must also learn two add#idanguages” as an “exercise that

robs children of their heritage” (p. 103). CitiNgugi, he claims that:
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The arguments against the use of English as anahi@nguage also point out that it
is capable of holding captive black cultures, tivaiues, and hence their minds . . . .
Information defined by representatives of a diffédlanguage group is likely to be
inaccurate or to exclude or deauthorize the knogéehd experience of the other or
to incorporate them [sic] on terms that suit thenohant language group. Defining
one’s identity in a language other than one’s asvarie of the worst nightmares. (p.
106)

1.3.6. Epistemological limitations of the criticaimodel

The epistemological limitations of theories thdy teeavily on the critical model in
their construction of the power of English comenira tendency to be overly
dismissive of dissenting interpretations and of ieitgd evidence that runs counter to
the assumptions about language, power, and idegitttye critical model. The
tautological aspect in Phillipson’s reduction of fower of English to linguistic
imperialism (1992) is a case in point. Phillipgomoduces the notion of “English

Linguistic Imperialism” as a tool of analysis:

A working definition of English Linguistic Imperigim is that the dominance of
English is asserted and maintained by the estabdishand continuous reconstruction
of structural and cultural inequalities between Ii&fgand other languages. Here
structural refers broadly to material properties @xample, institutions, financial
allocations) and culture to immaterial or ideol@giproperties (for example, attitudes,
pedagogic principles). (1992, p. 47)

This “working definition” presents the thesis thia¢ spread of English
amounts to linguistic imperialism as an axiom: alleged “dominance of English” is
constructed as an imperialistic socio-political phyv@enon by definition. Phillipson
provides convincing evidence of how allegedly podily neutral cultural institutions

such as the British Council and its American corpdds have taken steps to promote

English in the periphery to serve the interestseniters of power in the metropole (pp.
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137-171). However, the idea that the continued damie of English after the fall of
the British Empire can be ascribexiclusivelyto a successful conspiracy orchestrated
by core-Anglophone countries which “asserts anchiaais the establishment and
continuous reconstruction of structural and culturaqualities between English and
other languages,” rather than to a more complersef factors, is a theory that
remains to be proven, rather than a fact that eaiaken as a given.

While linguicism, linguicide, and linguistic impalism do occur, it is
reductive to see the spread of English exclusiwethese terms. As Kachru has
pointed, we also need to take into account the$firmative” power of English, or

its “alchemy”:

The alchemy of English (present and future) does not only provide social status, it
also gives access to attitudinally and materiadlgichble domains of power. It
provides a powerful linguistic tool for manipulatiand control. In addition, this
alchemy of English has left a deep mark on thedaggs and literature of the non-
Western world. English has thus caused transroutafi languages, equipping them
in the process for new societal, scientific, araht®logical demands. The process of
Englishization has initiated stylistic and thematicovations and has ‘modernized’
registers . . .. It continues to provide unpreceei power for mobility and
advancement to those native and non-native usesgabsess it as a linguistic tool.

(1986, pp. 13-14)

In order to come to a sound understanding of th@ications that the
acquisition of English has on identity and powdatiens, the critical model needs to
be held in tension with the “alchemy” of this laage. A discussion of English and
empowerment must take into account the linguigubdéntial of dominant languages.
As we have seen, most indigenous languages spogencathe Southernmost reaches
of Africa (the Khoi and San languages) have becalm®st extinct. History might be
in the process of repeating itself with Africandalages, which are being excluded
from prestigious socio-linguistic domains, puttprgssure on the native speakers of

these languages to carry out more and more of lihguristic exchanges in the
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dominant language. Empirical research that has dere to investigate the vitality

of African languages such as isiZulu (Rudwick, 200@®vides evidence of the fact

that South Africa’s linguistic market might be mogitoward diglossia with a “Static
Maintenance Syndrome” (Alexander, 2003, pp. 14-15).

However, a discussion of the potentially linguadidffects of English must
also take into account the fact that the dominamgliage can equip marginalized
languages to meet the “new societal scientific, taastinological demands” Kachru
alluded to. Lexical borrowing from English is pliag a key role in modernizing
African languages so that they can be used in dh@aths from which they have been
excluded. Also, native speakers of African langsaig urban areas often find
hybridized varieties of their mother tongue (whrely extensively on lexical
borrowing from English) more effective than thgaute” varieties, which the white
missionaries took as the “standard” when they eedlifthem to translate Christian
texts. Native speakers of African languages diitashthese varieties “archaic” and
inadequate for expressing concepts that were mobphanguistic exchanges that took
place in those languages at the time that they w@dldied. Native speakers can also
be uncomfortable with the identities that are prtgd through the use of these
varieties, which tend to be associated with a raratlitional way of thinking
(Mesthrie 2002, p. 16) that does not reflect urpeakers’ more modern and hybrid
sense of themselves.

There is no doubt that English has a gate-keegdhegtan South Africa.
However, if taught effectively, this language catdme the key to the gate for more
and more people, making it a language of inclusiather than a language of
exclusion. Dominant languages can yield “profitslistinction” for a few and

marginalize the masses if and only if only theeetiin claim ownership of dominant
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ways of speaking. As Granville, et. al., have teritin response to the excessive use
of negative constructions of English among languaghts activists in South Africa,
“If everyone had access to English, English wowldanger be an elitist language. In
this way English could come to be seen as a respoat as a problem” (1998, p. 259).
Hence, a critical discourse about the power of Ehghould never lose track of the
fact that dominant languages can be appropriatethbilye speakers of other
languages. Unfortunately, this can happen whewrilieal model operates.

In order to promote the African languages, Alexardes constructed the
power of English as “unassailable but unattainap€lxander, 2000); Heugh has
claimed -- without much substantiation that -- r{véew people who are not native
English speakers actually have a practical praifimyen English (2002, p. 12); Nicol
(2004) has referred to the English spoken by naiv@apeakers in South Africa —
including well educated politician and businesspbee- as “English ‘with lower case
e’ that is “incapable of making meaning” and i®hsigning” this country to a
“ghetto of mediocrity” (pp. 17-18). Many othersvieassuggested, implicitly or
explicitly, that English cannot be the “own” langaof those who do not speak it as
their mother tongue. In the next section (1.3.Will discuss more fully the problems
of restricting the ownership of a dominant langutgiés native speakers from the
point of view of power relations. For now | wouikie to point out the limitations,
from a strictly epistemological point of view, dagns such as Alexander’s, Heugh's,
Nichol’'s. Even a cursory look at an anthology otifh African literature written in
English can dispel the notion that English is radtdinable” by native speakers of
other languages, let alone that it is an “Englisin\a& ‘lower case ‘e.”” While it is true
that only a few English speakers —both native andmative — might be able to attain

the level of English ownership of writers and poét activists such as Sol Plaatjie
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(1916) and Steven Biko (2002), my personal intévastwith black South Africans
from all walks of life, and the time | spent obsag/students from disadvantaged
back-grounds at the University of KwaZulu-Natal kmane uncomfortable with the
claim that “practical proficiency” is restricted ‘teery few” non-native speakers in
South Africa, as claimed by Heugh (2002, p. 12) .

Finally, I do not believe that one can make thddon@ation of the mind”
argument without doing justice to the way this la&age can be used to challenge
power imbalances by giving access to counter-hegamtiscourses such as the one
created by Ngugi himself, which would not have bagmnfluential had it not
appeared in a language that is as widely undersierhationally. Widdowson has
exposed very effectively the paradox intrinsic tgulyi’s thesis and to theories that

rely on the critical model:

English today is as much the language of disseot esnformity, as witness
the work of Canagarajah, Kachru, Pennycook, Pkillipand others ... You
cannot use English to argue that it precludes aegamThere is a
fundamental contradiction in the idea that the legg itself exerts
hegemonic control: namely, that if this were thee;zgou would never be
able to challenge such control. This would meaut & those currently busy
in exposing the evils of linguicism are, wittingly not, part of the conspiracy
they pretend to expose. (1988, 397)

A discussion of the power of English in terms ablnization of the mind,” therefore,
should be held in tension with the role this larggubas played in raising
consciousness against racist, classist, sexisthatetdo-normative oppression. In the
context of South Africa, one could look at polititacts and creative writing written
in the dominant language by non-native English kipgaSouth Africans to challenge
white supremacist discourse. Steven Biko’s cabbecof essays entitleldwrite what |
like is emblematic in this regard. In terms of sexieme could juxtapose the generic

use of male personal pronouns in English with pokss norms that are prevalent in
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rural varieties of Nguni languages. These normsgribe that married women refrain
from using words that start with the first lettefdhe names of their male in-law
family members (Finlayson, 1995). An epistemolatiicsound construction of the
power of English in terms of discourse could alghlght the tension felt by many
black South African females who, on the one haad,English as a way out of
cultural norms that create gender inequality (DekKa@d04) but, on the other hand,
resent the Western-centric aspects of some ofiiteutrses they encounter while

using the dominant language.

1.3.7. Political limitations of the critical model

The political limitations of the critical model canfrom its tendency to be
overly dismissive of empirical evidence showingckl&outh Africans’ desire to
appropriate English as an additional languageis désire, which problematizes
theories based on the critical model, is often dised using Marxist concepts such as

“hegemony,” “false consciousness,” or by arguinat.tigiven the dominant position of
English in South Africa’s linguistic market, theopEnglish tendencies among native

speakers of Bantu languages do not have anythidg with desire, but everything to

do with constraint.

Phillipson writes that “the ideal way to make peo@gb what you want is to
make them want it themselves” (1992, p. 286). Amgl this notion to the findings of
a study carried out in Namibia, he concludes tlitdrate parents’ high rating of
English reflects their submission to hegemonic sdeldeferring to similar studies

carried out in South Africa, Alexander argues thgaherally speaking, these

preferences are a symptom of “false consciousné&Bstause of the hegemonic
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effects of domination, generally speaking, survaythe kinds on which these studies
are based can, at best, indicate the extent of whatan advisedly call false
consciousness” (2000, p. 21).

| don’t want to deny the existence of “falemsciousness,” but | think that we
have to exercise extreme caution whenever we rastints concept as an explanation
for a socio-political phenomenon. Epistemologicathe “false consciousness”
argument can seal the borders of a discourse byisisg dissenting views with the
claim that those who hold those views do not knaw lzetter. Politically, the concept
of “false consciousness” can degenerate into @rument of social control. “False
consciousness” implies that there are “people wiawK and “people who don't
know,” and that those who don’t know should be toltat to do.

Of course, Phillipson and Alexander are not adtingahe use of coercion,
but are only recommending that native speakersfiota languages be put in a
position where they can make informed decisionsiathee medium of instruction for
their children. But the suggestion that the desifeblack South Africans are “false”
carries eerie echoes of colonial rhetoric thatnategoing to fall well on the ears of
those who are suffering the price of colonial legac In the following passage, taken
from a 1982 report on education in the Cape Colartyistorian of the time reflects on
the opportunity to invite “the natives” to haveay ®n matters concerning their

education:

Would you give the natives a voice in the matted?o not think it would be
much use. The native voice is after all the vaitthe man who has control
over them. In speaking of the native voice, yoeedpof something which
really does not exist. (Teal, in Rose and Tumb@rp, p. 213)

The political agendas behind these conclusiondargliage rights activists’

use of the concept of “false consciousness” coatdbe more different. The
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rhetorical similarities, however, are striking, anda country like South Africa, where
English is associated with the struggle for ther#tion of the majority of its people
(Peirce, 1989; Kamwangamalu, 2002) and Bantu laggs and Afrikaans with racist
exploitation, suggesting that black South Africaegd to be protected from English
because they are not able to make decisions indhai interests is more likely to be
an impediment than an effective strategy for trarmtion of African languages.

Bridging the gap between South Africa’s languagécias (which grants
equal status to the eleven official languages)madtices (which make Englishda
factogatekeeper) requires the will to promote Bantgleges. This will has to come
from the speakers of these languages. As Nevidaahder (2003) has rightly
pointed out, the African elite has no interesteriag their native tongues play a more
important role in the country’s political, economand cultural life, since they have
appropriated English sufficiently to be able topréa “profit of distinction” (Bourdieu,
1991, p. 56). And the black working class, faceiththe need to make ends meet in
an economy where English is a precondition for nhmshs of employment, is more
preoccupied with ensuring their children accegtwédanguage of power than with
guestions of linguistic genocide or colonizatiortleé mind.

It is unlikely that the African middle class wibluntarily follow Alexander’s
recommendation that they commit “class suicidetddyaining from using English as
a status symbol (2003, p. 15). Nor is it likelgttthe black working class is going to
be persuaded by the “false consciousness” arguniieahything, the eerie echoes of
colonial rhetoric carried by the suggestion thatklSouth Africans must be protected
from English are likely to reinforce the equatitatt Alexander has referred to as one
of “the most baneful legacies of apartheid”; tlsathe idea that English = liberation,

and that Afrikaans and Bantu Languages = aparth@lakiously, this equation does
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not make sense. There is nothing intrinsicallyreppive or liberating about any
language. At the same time, however, it wouldrékensense either to replace this
equation with another one that is just as fallagidtnglish = oppression; Bantu
Languages = liberation.

Unlike the founding fathers of apartheid, mosticsiof English are not against
giving access to the language of power; insteay bielieve in giving this access
while promoting marginalized languages. Alexanétarjnstance, explicitly rejects
the “joy of English bashing” (2003, p.11) and exkdhe public not to see the
language question in terms of an “either English®moother tongue” logic (2002). A

similar stance is taken by Phillipson and Skutnghhgas:

We claim that it is perfectly possible to matchatipnolinguistic and socio-economic
concerns -- there is no necessary contradictiakewise children need two or more
languages in education learned additively. Itasaxquestion of either the mother
tongue or a dominant language, but two or more laNguage needs to be sacrificed
in additive learning. (2001, p. 143)

Indeed, the idea that the appropriation of Enghistl the development of the
mother tongue are mutually exclusive is a miscotiee@nd a major obstacle in the
implementation of the 1997 Language in Educatiolici?¢see section 1.2.4).
Language rights activists should not reinforce thisconception by resorting
excessively to negative constructions of Englitihe case for the need to promote
marginalized languages is made by characterizirgli§nas a gatekeeper, a linguistic
poacher, and a colonizer of the mind, it is easi@onclude that those who want to
promote the mother tongue are “anti-English.” Mm@, dangerous rhetorical moves
-- such as the “false consciousness” argumenttheuse of essentialized notions of
culture and identity to argue that speakers of matiged languages need

“protection” from English, evoke memories of colaniiscourse that are unlikely to
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win support for the planet’s “linguistic bio-divég’ from the speakers of endangered
languages. A more effective critical discourseustigpay closer attention to the
voices of the primary stakeholders in this debattiye speakers of marginalized
languages) in order to arrive at a better undedstgrof the intricacies of the
relationship between language, power, and idenfityis better understanding will
lead to more effective rhetorical strategies fampoting African languages while

giving access to English within the framework oflgigte multilingualism.

1.3.8. The critical model and language ownership

In this section, | will show how the critical modslbased on essentializing
and deterministic assumptions about language, p@meridentity that construct
language ownership in terms of birth. | shall tadse assumptions “the birthright
paradigm.” Below are some of the tenets that Il sgek to question with a post-

modern reconceptualization of language ownershipvath my empirical research.

1. A person can only really own his or her motlogigue.

2. Language ownership is determined by birth.

3. A person’s identity is rooted only in his or meother tongue. Additional
languages can be learned and used for specifiopespbut they do not play a
significant role in shaping subjectivity.

4. The relationship between language and iderstitletermined by structural factors.
5. A person has a better command of his or her enatimgue than of his or her
additional languages in any communicative situation

6. Native speakers of a language have a bettememh of this language than non-
native speakers in any communicative situation.

7. Having to compete for symbolic and material trgses in an additional language is
disempowering.

8. Additional languages, if they feature too proemitly in the language practices of
native speakers of other languages, cause a protéssonization of the mind”
(Ngugi, 1981).

As we have seen, the “colonization of the mind'uangnt starts from the

assumption that identity is defined by a “biologdjicationality” that cannot be chosen,
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and that there is a fixed, univocal “African reglithat should lie at the roots of the
“communal definition” of the African nation. Thcommunal definition can only be
expressed through one language, a speakers’ motigre. According to Ngugi, for
an African subject, this mother tongue needs tarbAfrican language. Ngugi takes
into account the possibility that a subject migbt Ipe unified, but only as a result of
colonialism’s disruption of the symbiotic relatidmg between the African individual
and the “African reality.” If an African is expad¢o the Western “cultural bomb,”
carried by a “foreign” language, disunity does actioe “African” stops seeing
himself as an African, which results in coloniakahtion, and ultimately, subjugation
(1981, pp. 1-3).

The poacher and the gatekeeper metaphors alsmaskat individuals can be
easily cast into social groups according to fixectdrs that can be defined by a one-
to-one relationship between identity and a langubgeis ascribed to on the basis of
birth. “Linguicide” equates the death of a langaiagth the cultural death of its
speakers.

Similarly, the idea that language can act as a ar@shm to exclude from
privilege presupposes that the access to the |gegofgpower is determined by
“social inheritance” factors that are determinedobth. Constructing the power of
English as “unattainable” and denying the poss$ibdi coming to own additional
languages as the result of a successful procdearoing and acquisition presupposes
a deterministic correlation between the notion otlmer tongue, identity, command of
a language, and the ability (or inability) to congr symbolic and material
resources using that language.

Going back to the epistemological recommendatidmsyopost-structural

apparatus, | will argue that in order to theoribewt language, power, and identity, it

74



is important to see the borders between socialpgras being more permeable and to
see individuals as fluid, polycentric subjects wlannot be defined simply in terms of
a limited series of factors that are establishediki.

Ngugi’s attempt to reverse colonial dichotomiegdyining a peripheral “self”
in terms of a fixed, essentialized African “biologi nationality” set up in antithesis to
a “removed,” “decadent,” and “reactionary” metragot “other” (Ngugi, 1981, p. 3)
is not as “theoretically innovative” and “polititalkcrucial” (Bhabha 1994, p.1) as
breaking these dichotomies by looking at “fluidgietentered,” and contested
subjectivities rooted in hybrid cultural spacesiss of resistance. Instead of
assuming that descriptors such as race, gendss, @ad mother tongue define
subjectivity unproblematically, we should constaitté asking ourselves the
following questions, while seeking to unravel tloenplexity of the relationship
between language, power, and identity in multilaigpost-colonial settings such as

South Africa:

How are subjects formed “in between,” or in exagsthe parts of difference (usually
intoned as race/gender/class, etc.)? How do giestef representation or
empowerment come to be formulated in the compedimigns of communities where,
despite shared histories of deprivation and disoatron, the exchange of values,
meanings, and priorities may not always be collatiee and dialogical, but may be
profoundly antagonistic, conflictual, and even imepensurable? (Bhabha, 1994, p.

3)

Opening up for scrutiny these “in between” spacdails moving beyond “the
notion that “languages are objectively speakingl@lhounded systems” that can be
associated with “whole bounded communities,” addd€P007) recommends. She
points out that “the constant emergence of tratedferent languages in the speech

of individual bilinguals [ . . . ] illustrate theepmeability of boundaries between
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languages and socio-linguistic domains” (p.11) d&tiae impossibility of direct
association between language and identity” (p.13).

This is particularly true in the case of South &drjiwhere multilingualism is
SO pervasive that speakers, especially in urbaasaoan find it very difficult to
express language ownership in terms of the corafepe mother tongue, intended as
one language inherited by birth. A point in casthe following statement made by a

young black South African from greater Johannesburg

My father's home language was Swazi, and my mathesime language was
Tswana. But as | grew up in a Zulu-speaking areaised mainly Zulu and
Swazi at home. But from my mother’s side | alsorié Tswana well. In my
high school | came into contact with lots of So#mal Tswana students, so |
can speak these two languages well. And of colksew English and
Afrikaans. With my friends | also use Tsotsita@h Mesthrie, 2002, p. 13).

In terms of power relations, it is important to [plematize the notion that
making meaning using an additional language ignsittally disempowering for
native speakers of marginalized languages. Tooymative speakers of other
languages have taken ownership of English as asmdaself-expression in order for
anyone to claim that the power of this languademattainable” by those who do not
inherit it by birth. It is true that many peopleiin disadvantaged backgrounds still
haven't, and in countries like South Africa, theg de factoexcluded from
opportunities. A fundamental goal for languagétsgactivism, therefore, ought to be
making dominant languages more “attainable.” Qoiesing language ownership in
terms of birthright runs counter to this goal.

Peirce (1995, 1997) has argued that speakers imveet process of
appropriating an additional language in order teehareturn in terms of symbolic
and material resources. Seeing language owneastdetermined exclusively or

primarily by birthright limits the material and sywlic return on investment: no
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matter how well a person might come to master aitiadal language, he or she will
still be placed in an inferior position with respez a native speaker. Hence, reifying
the birthright paradigm by implying that Englismeoat be the “own” language of
those who do not inherit it as their mother tongeieforces the linguicist effects of
the use of English as a lingua franca.

Rather than supporting this paradigm, languagegigbtivists should
reconceptualize language ownership in order to riagaistic markets more
equitable. A more inclusive understanding of largguawnership, based on the
premise that additional languages can be fully gqpated by people who have
learned them effectively, can strip dominant larggsaof their “profits of distinction.”
Also, as we shall see (4.2), promoting a more sigkiunderstanding of language

ownership can be a way to build consensus aroulciggaimed at increasing the

market value of marginalized languages.

1.3.9. Reconceptualizing language ownership: Frofirthright to appropriation

In Rampton’s (1990) “Displacing the native spedkiehave found a most
useful starting point for applying my post-struetuand post-colonial theoretical
apparatus to a reconceptualization of language mhigethat can challenge the
birthright paradigm. The notion of language owhgrsneans different things to
different people, but generally, when a person $iagsa language is his or her own
language, he or she is making a statement aboubléhéhis language plays in his or
her identity construction and about his or her pexd level of command of this
language. Rampton has captured these two asgemtsiership with the concepts of

“expertise” and “loyalty.” Expertise is indicatia# the level of command a speaker is
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able to exercise of a language (the extent to whipkrson “owns” a language);
loyalty expresses the level of affiliation betweelanguage and a speaker (the extent
to which a speaker sees a language as his or higr ow

Rampton points out that expertise has a seried\w@rdages over “nativeness”

as an indicator of language command:

1. Although they often do, experts do not haveet €lose to what they know about:
expertise is different from identification.

2. Expertise is learned, not fixed or innate.

3. Expertise is relative; one person’s expert wtlaer person’s fool.

4. Expertise is partial: people can be experteuesal fields, but they are never
omniscient.

5. To achieve expertise, one goes through processestification in which one is
judged by other people. Their standards of assa#stan be reviewed and disputed.
There is also a healthy tradition of challengingeaxs. (p. 99)

The notion of loyalty complements the notion of estjse with the aspect of
language ownership that has to do with identitgca@kding to Rampton, loyalty is
determined by the interplay of both inheritance afidiation. Inheritance refers to
whether or not a speaker is born into the soc@ligtraditionally associated with a
language; affiliation refers to a speaker’s defgirbe associated with a language.
Again, unlike the notion of mother tongue, thesentedo not construe identification
with language in “fixed,” monolithic, uncontesteairns, but rather as the result of the
tension between structural (inheritance) and ageéffilliation) forces that create a
fluid relationship between language, power, andtitiethat is constantly being
negotiated and redefined.

To build on Rampton’s contribution, | have foundiseful to further explore
his notion of expertise by considering the facasording to which expertise is
established. The ability to exercise command tivemorphological, syntactic, and
phonetic features of a language (structural owngyshindispensable, because

without this type of command, there would be noumauintelligibility among
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speakers of the same tongue. Where the onus ofaiatelligibility should fall,
however, is a question that needs to be exploBsairowing once again Weedon'’s
and Heller’s post-structuralist vocabulary, | argju@t in order to make language
ownership more inclusive, it is important to lodkleese linguistic features as fluid,
contested, and decentered entities, rather thamtrede bounded systems” defined by
the ways of speaking of the socio-linguistic comities that dominate the linguistic
market. As we will see, valorizing hybrid codesidmdigenized” (Widdowson,
1998; Higgins, 2003) varieties of dominant langusagen be a way to make linguistic
standards more inclusive and to facilitate the appation process of native speakers
of marginalized languages.

| also argue that it is not enough to look at ekperonly in terms of accent,
grammar, and vocabulary, but that we should alssider Discourse (Gee, 1996) to
avoid the trappings of both apolitical conceptiohtanguage and of deterministic and
essentializing critical perspectives that deny agdry assuming that whenever the
use of a dominant language features prominentllgarives of native speakers of
marginalized languages, a process of “colonizaticthe mind” (Ngugi, 1981) is
inevitable. We have already seen that Englishbeas used by the black
intelligentsia in South Africa to fight colonialisemd apartheid with speeches,
debates, political tracts, and literature. Butreaethe grassroots level, empirical
research carried out among black students in toprssthools and in remedial
programs at the university level (Thesen, 1997;K&000) shows evidence of the
fact that rather than being owned by English, leesnminds take ownership of this
language by engaging in critical thinking and vogcopinions that display a strong

sense of agency.
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Finally, to complement Rampton’s notions of loyadtyd expertise, it
is important to look at ownership not only from &ro-perspective (the extent
to which a speaker sees a language as his or gy but also from a macro-
perspective, by looking at which socio-linguistrogps are seen as the
legitimateowners of a language in a linguistic market. Weehalveady seen
that dominant groups tend to be seen as legitisyaeakers of a language and
that their ways of speaking tend to dictate theddiads through which
expertise is assessed. These standards shoulcgeboned.

Kachru (1986), Canagarajah (1999), Mazrui (200¢) Brutt-Griffler
(2002) have done so by showing that the macro-csteof English is
becoming increasingly decentered and contestedfrica, South Asia, and
other parts of the world, there are now Anglophooi@munities that have
appropriated English creating national standardsdle increasingly seen as
legitimate — and in some cases more appropridtar-the standards used in

the metropole.

1.3.10. Conclusion

This chapter began with a discussion of languageep, identity, and
discourse, four concepts that are fundamentalridetstanding the relevance of
language ownership in multilingual settings suclsasth Africa. Drawing on
Marxism, post-colonialism, post-modernism, andwioek of Bourdieu, | adopted a
theoretical framework that sees language as algg@aomenon that shapes
subjectivity and power relations and | rejecteceasializing and deterministic

interpretations of the relationship between langu@gwer, and identity. | argued
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that, while language and discourse tend to dejpwsisibilities for the construction of
the self and for establishing power relations, poavel identity are fluid, contested,
and de-centered and that agency also plays arrgleaiping subjectivity and power
relations.

| presented a historical overview of South Afribaghlighting how language
policy and practice have been a site of polititalggle throughout centuries, and how
they have been used in conjunction with race togiadividuals into fixed identity
categories within an inequitable social orderistdssed the discrepancy between
language policy and practice in post-apartheid I$éditica and how the inequalities
that characterize South Africa’s linguistic markegate mechanisms that re(produce)
socio-economic inequality in the absence of instihalized racism.

| reviewed the critical discourse about the powdEmyglish, focusing on the
way South African language rights activists havelenthe case for the need to bridge
the gap between policy and practice as part optst-apartheid transition to
democracy. | critiqued some aspects of this dismufocusing on three metaphoric
images that are often used to construct Englistegative terms. | argued that these
metaphoric images assume that language ownersaipasive speaker’s prerogative.
| have argued that this assumption does not retfecsocio-linguistic complexity of
multilingual speakers in countries such as SoutiicAf Also, this assumption is
likely to reinforce the linguicist power of Englisimd to contribute to further
marginalization of African languages. Returninghie post-modern and post-colonial
recommendations of my theoretical apparatus, | ssigg moving from a “birthright”
to an “appropriation model” for understanding laage ownership. This model looks

at language ownership from different aspects, botn the point of view of
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individual speakers (micro-ownership) and from plo@nt of view of socio-linguistic
community (macro-ownership).

The next chapter will be a discussion of the methagly involved in my
empirical exploration of language ownership amomgaup of black South African
students who had just entered the University of Kwa-Natal, a tertiary learning

institution that used to be reserved “for whiteg/bduring apartheid.
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Chapter Il

Methodology

2.1. Introduction

In the first chapter, | carried out a theoretiaadlgsis of the critical discourse
about the power of English. | argued that consitngdanguage ownership as a native
speaker’s prerogative is problematic, and thatdbrscept ought to be
reconceptualized in order to make language rigttisiam more effective. To do this,
| suggested moving from a “birthright paradigm,”iethconstructs language
ownership as a native speaker’s prerogative, t@ppropriation model,” which is
built on the assumption that rather than owning gue language, speakers in multi-
lingual settings own extensive and intricate repegs of languages, dialects, and
registers. The ownership of this repertoire issult of an appropriation process that
goes beyond inheriting a language that is tradifigrassociated with the socio-
linguistic community into which a speaker is boifhe rest of this dissertation will
look at language ownership from the “insider’s perdive” (Canagarajah, 2005) that
is most relevant for this dissertation: that i perspective of black South Africans
who are native speakers of Bantu languages.

There are several reasons why | felt it is impdrtarhighlight the insider’s
perspective in this dissertation, as recommendedadnagarajah. In the first chapter,
| have argued repeatedly that the assumptionsedbitthright paradigm oversimplify
the relationship between power, language, andiigeihis claim would be much
more convincing if supported with valid and rel@l@impirical evidence collected by
examining the language practices and attitudesaset people whose socio-economic

empowerment relies so heavily on the appropriatioBnglish as an additional
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language. Also, given that | have critiqued soamguage rights activists for being
too dismissive of the voices of the stakeholdethédebate (section 1.3.6-1.3.7), it
would be hypocritical of me to make this critiquéheut inviting the stakeholders to
take part in the debate.

Paying close attention to the “insider’s perspectis particularly important
when trying to bridge the gap between languageypalnd practice. As
Kamwangamalu (2000) has argued, the successfuéimgitation of language polices
requires the support of the people most directigcdéd by these policies. At present,
this support is lacking in South Africa, and iuislikely to be created by arguing that
black South Africans’ greater concern with the apiation of English than with the
promotion of African languages is a case of “faleasciousness,” of “hegemony,” or
the result of a lack of choice. As we have sedmnterssupremacy in Southern Africa
had been justified with the argument that blackpteavere not capable of making
decisions in their own interests (section 1.3\WK)e have also seen that the legacy of
Bantu education makes many black South Africansc@ate the promotion of African
languages with oppression and access to Englighliwvération (section 1.3.7).
Justifying the need to promote African languagesunygesting that black South
Africans don’t know what is best for them is néely to be an effective strategy for

changing language attitudes rooted in centuriea®@$t social engineering.

2.2. Research setting and research questions

The opportunity to explore language ownership fthminsider's perspective
came as the result of my participation in the 2806thern African Applied
Linguistics Association Conference, where | disedsthe need to move towards an

appropriation model for understanding language osimip. Following this
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presentation, | was invited to spend a semestanasting lecturer at Howard
College of the University of KwaZulu-Natal (UKZN)) Durban, South Africa.
During this appointment, | taught a graduate senondanguage and identity in
South Africa, and with the approval of the ethici@arance committee, | carried out
the empirical research for this dissertation.

UKZN was founded in January 2004 by means of a erdrgtween the
University of Durban-Westville, which was estabésghn the 1960s as a learning
institution for Indian students, and the UniversifyNatal, established in 1910 as a
“whites only” university. Howard College was paftthe former University of Natal.

Table 2 shows the current racial demographicseftkiZN student body.

Table 2: Racial demographics of the UKZN student bay

Black 54%
Coloured 3%

Indian 31%
White 12%

UKZN division of management information. Data 42008/07/04

UKZN'’s mission statement highlights the need tddmmocratically representative,
redressing the disadvantages, inequities, and anbas of the past” by promoting
“access to learning that will expand educationa employment opportunities for the
historically disadvantaged, and support socialsi@mation and redress” (UKZN
Senatef. As part of its mission as an agent of “redres®! “social transformation,”
UKZN has established the “Access Program,” a brjglggiram aimed at increasing
the presence of students coming from previouslgdliantaged racial groups.

Students entering UKZN through the Access Prognaend their first two semesters

® https://dmi.ukzn.ac.za/ukznstats/vmlpiechart.asp@StudentRace
® Policy on undergraduate access and admissioretoiversity of KwaZulu-Natal, approved at
senate on 21 April, 2004.
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taking developmental courses in English Languages@@ment, Academic Literacy,
Numeracy, Keyboarding, and Social Studies. Uperstitcessful completion of this
program, students join the mainstream, taking titaekring courses.

The Access Program was an ideal site for expldanguage ownership and
its implications for identity and power relation8ccess students do not have the
necessary requirements to enter UKZN through thelae admission procedures;
however, they have shown the potential for acadeuoncess by receiving
matriculation scoréghat are above average for their schools. Thenagtrity of
these students are not traditional native Englgakers, as they come from socio-
linguistic communities that are associated withtBdanguages. For these students,
appropriating the dominant language has been apdéwmn for being able to show
their potential as learners and to enter the gdtesrtiary education. Also, in order to
be eligible for this program, Access students rtedthve attended schools that have
been deemed “disadvantaged” by the South Africagmalment of Education. These
are generally schools that used to be reservethéor-white” racial groups during
apartheid.

My overarching research questions were the follgwittow do students
construct language ownership with respect to tiveguistic repertoires (micro-
ownership) and with respect to the socio-linguisbtonmunities that form South
Africa’s linguistic market (macro-ownership)? Whsthe nature of students’
investment in the appropriation of English? Whatstudents’ attitudes towards

language policies within the context of post-apaidiblack economic empowerment?

" Matriculation scores are the scores studentsweaei their high school exit examination.
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2.3. Triangulation, Validity, and Generalizability

My study comprised a quantitative component based survey and a
gualitative component based on ethnographic obsengand interviews. It began in
January 2007 with ethnographic observations aadded the following May with the
survey and with the interviews.

| chose a triangulated approach to my researchadetbgy in order to
improve the validity of my study. As Johnstonetesi “each source of data requires
a different caution” but also “provides a differdamd of insight” (see also Kirk and
Miller, 1986, p. 30; Pavlenko and Blackledge, 200426). The qualitative and
guantitative aspects of my study are hence intetmibd complementary by
compensating for each other’s limitations.

Questionnaires allow the gathering of data frorargd pool of respondents in
a relatively brief time frame, but they do not alleesearchers to probe deeply into
their questions (Dornyei, 2003, p. 14-15). In &ddi given that my research
guestions are inextricably related to issues ajlage, power, and identity, the
exclusive use of a multiple choice questionnaireilddave presented additional
limitations because these concepts cannot be easliliced to an exhaustive set of
categories. This is especially true if one appneacempirical research from a post-
structuralist theoretical framework (Foucault, 19806:edon, 1987; Bhabha, 1994;
Heller, 2007).

These shortcomings have been addressed in thege#imiic part of my field
work, during which students engaged quite spontasigan the production of
discourses about their own language(s), the r@settanguages play in their identity
construction, and their prospects for socio-ecocampowerment. These

discourses provide much more depth to the insigerspective | was seeking to elicit,
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but less statistical significance, as the numbestwdents | was able to observe and
interview was much smaller than the number of sitgleho took the questionnaire.
Operationalizing abstract theoretical constructs way that could be easily
understood by respondents with a limited commaratatiemic discourse in English
-- and in many cases, a limited familiarity withegtionnaires -- presented additional
challenges (Dornyei, 2003, p. 11). Interactinthwine students as a participant
observer allowed me to refine my questionnairegiedhs | gained familiarity with
the way students use English in the classroomrodmally, | was able to rephrase
my questions in ways that could be more easily tstded by the respondents.
Given its limited scope, “its diversity of methofKirk and Miller, 1986, p.
30), and my research questions, my empirical ingason should be seen as a case

study, rather than an ethnography, in the anthogpoél sense:

The case study is more limited in scope than amogtaphy. Another
possible difference is in the focus of the reseail@hriving as it does from
anthropology, ethnography is essentially concemigd the cultural context
and cultural interpretation of the phenomena uiderstigation (Wolcott
1988). This is not necessarily true of case studksally, while the case
study, like ethnography, can utilize qualitativeldi methods, it can also
employ quantitative data and statistical methodsa, 1992, p. 75)

Even though it employs statistical methods, my ¢jtetive study differs from
a census because it is a based on a convenienpéeghiat cannot be considered
representative of the whole population whose al#itul seek to investigate. Hence,
my findings have limited generalizability. Nevegtéss, the students in the sample
present key characteristics that makes their in'sigeerspective most relevant for my
investigation: they are native speakers of Afriarguages and they come from
disadvantaged communities where it is much hawappropriate English as an

additional language. Yet, they succeeded at makiglish their “own” to the point
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where they were able to enter one of South Africadst prestigious tertiary learning
institutions, but not to the point to be consideabte to take credit-bearing courses.
Hence, they are particularly vulnerable to the poeidEnglish because whether or not
they succeed at increasing their command of themmmhlanguage will determine
whether or not they will be able to join the maiaam and have the possibility to earn
a university degree. Given that the goal of mylitatave research is to problematize
assumptions about language ownership, rather thprote that a certain set of
language attitudes about this concept are univgrsiaared, the use of a purposive

sample (Dornyei, p. 73, 2003, p. 73) is appropriate

2. 4. Methods of Qualitative Data Collection

2.4.1. Participant observation

The qualitative component of my research began @tlihographic observations
that | collected by interacting with twenty-fivausients who were enrolled in a section
of the Access Program. This empirical investigatias informed by the following

fundamental principles of ethnographic research:

* An ethnographer starts out as a learner in a “a@went positionvis-a-vis
other people in the group.

» An ethnographer’s research questions arise innheeps of participant
observation, as do hypotheses about the answers.

* The relationship an ethnographer has to develdp etiter people in the
group under study are ‘long term and diffuse,’ l# process takes time.

* An ethnographer goes to the researcher’s home turf.

* An ethnographer’s descriptive assumption is hatigtil phenomena are
assumed to be interconnected. (Agar, 1966, as djbgtdohnstone, p. 83;
see also Nuan, p. 56)
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My role in the field was the one of a participabserver. As Johnstone explains,
participant observation differs from “casual loaiaround” because of the care and

the systematic nature with which the ethnograpbtects the data:

Participant observers spend time developing raethkemselves in the group
in which they are interested, and then more timgrasp members, filling
one or more roles as insiders and simultaneousknmaystematic efforts to
come to understand what is going on in the groamfthe perspective of
other group members. (p. 82)

According to Stocking, becoming a participant oleeeentails the following:

Entering as a stranger into a small and cultuigign community,
the investigator becomes for a time and in a wal/gfats system of
face-to-face relationships, so that the data c@tem some sense
reflects the native’s own point of view.” (1983,7).

| agree that entering the field as a participarsieober to some extent requires
moving from the position of outsider to the positaf insider, but | do not believe in
discrete, clear-cut categorization of subjectscagsiders” and “insiders” with respect
to a given community. As | argued in section 1,.hiBman beings’ identities are too
complex to be constructed in terms of dichotomidence, a participant observer
might be an “alien” with respect to a certain conmityuin some ways, but not in
others. For example, | might have been considangtlien” by Access Program
students because | was white, because | was frdiffeaent continent, because | was
twenty years older than they are, and because hataa student in the program, but
an instructor on sabbatical. At the same timeas wot an “outsider” in that | had
shared their struggle to appropriate English, ezander different circumstances.
More importantly, | could not have possibly beeroanplete outsider because, as a

fellow human being, | share with them a set of a@leles and sensitivities that are a
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part of a common denominator of humanity. In SeuthAfrica, this common
denominator is referred to as the philosophicalgiple of Ubuntu, which is often
clinched by the following Zulu proverbUmuntu Ngumuntu Ngabanturhis means:
“a person is a person because of other peopleuthSafrican Nobel Laureate
Archbishop Desmond Tutu describes Ubuntu in thiefwhg way. “It is the essence
of being human. It speaks of the fact that my huitgas caught up and is
inextricably bound up in yours. | am human becdussong. It speaks about
wholeness, it speaks about compassion” (2000, )p.LBiuntu was strongly felt by
the students | observed, who sometimes referrédwden they commented on the
relationship that we had established during theareh process.

During my four months in the field, | observed tamurses that are closely
related to my area of study: English Language Dmyaknt, which focuses on
grammar and vocabulary building, and Academic bitgr which focuses on the
composition principles that shape academic writjagres. Each of these courses met
four days a week for two periods.

At the beginning of my observation process, thenelats of my social identity
that placed me as an outsider overshadowed thetloaigglaced me as an insider. |
spent the first week as a silent observer scrigkhra corner and my presence was
hardly acknowledged by the students. By the entletecond week, however, the ice
had begun to break, and very quickly, | was ablegtome an active participant in the
learning process. Several aspects of my sociatiigevorked to my advantage.

As a man who is originally from Italy but who isdgal in the United States, |
generated a lot of interest among students whabkadr left South Africa and who
had a strong desire to travel and see the worldnyhf them had not even had much

contact with people from overseas and they seemgdeager to travel vicariously by
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getting to know me. Like Rudwick (2006, 2008jpuind that being white, but not
being from South Africa, made it easier to engageonversations about language,
power, and identity, which in a country like Sonica, cannot be divorced from the
issue of race. | have also found that not beingtave English speaker might have
helped create more common ground between me arsiutients. The fact that
speaking English as an additional language dicgtogt me from becoming an English
lecturer in the United States probably also hektedents identify with me. This is
because, when they met me, they were in the pratesgesting one year of their
lives in increasing their command of English anddmnic literacy in order to
succeed academically and professionally. “Berogifthe Bronx,” in that | came to
UKZN as a visiting lecturer from Bronx Community k&ge, endowed me with a
certain kind of symbolic capital that exerted fastion on the minds of some of the
students, who looked to US hip-hop culture withrargy interest. But most
importantly, | believe that it was my love for Sbuifrica and my genuine desire to
explore students’ ways of thinking that made itgdole for me to be granted access to
their discursive universe in a relatively briefipéerof time.

While exploring students’ ways of thinking, | plaiyan active role in the
learning process in many ways. | was often invifedt by the teacher, then by the
students themselves, to give my perspective irsdascussions. With their teachers’
consent, some students consulted with me while wgrin their essays. Towards the
end of the semester, | ran informal workshops enthiting process in my office. |
was also given the opportunity to act as a sultstteacher several times when one of
the instructors could not come to class. Beinglasstute teacher allowed me to delve
into relevant discourses that had emerged duriegigus class discussions and in the

frequent informal exchanges of opinion that tockcpl during breaks.
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While sitting in class, | would take notes on a.pdthe same day, | would
type these notes into a double-entry field jouradting details that | was not able to
record while immersed in the classroom dynamicsth@ beginning of my process of
observation, | took to heart Agar’s claim that, &or ethnographer, all phenomena are
interconnected (in Johnstone, p. 83) and | recoaedetiuch information as | could.
With time, | focused on those aspects that weret medsvant for my research
guestions, which crystallized while | was keeping neflective field journal. 1
identified the focus of my observations as the ‘argiscourses” produced by the
students. As we have seen, within my theoretreahéwork, discourses are ways of
using language that construct identities and paelations. Meta-discourses are
conversations where the relationship between lagguaower, and identity is
explicitly discussed, often by using the conceptafjuage ownership.

Meta-discourses flowed abundantly among the twéwmgystudents | observed
during the four months of my investigation. Intp#hnis was because the course
readers for the classes | observed included setestial that looked at the power of
English critically, such as extracts from Nguddscolonising the minL981) and
Achebe’s “The African writer and the English langa&(1975). Students were
expected to respond to these texts as part ofrteegs of appropriating English and
academic literacy. However, students engaged ta-giscourses spontaneously too
among each other and with me, as they shareddkp@riences and expectations as
learners in a bridge program at UKZN, as they otdlé on their previous educational
history, and as they tried to find out more abohbowwas and why | had chosen to
spend four months of my life with them. Often,d96@onversations involved a
discussion of the role that our linguistic repadstmad played in shaping who we

were and our life trajectories.
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2.4.2. The Interview process

The interviews (Fontana 2002; Ryen 2002; Dunbarigadz & Parker 2002)
were conducted shortly before the end of the teznabse | wanted to spend as much
time as possible getting to know the students dleoto “lay the groundwork for the
mutual respect necessary to the interview proggssiiman, 2005, p. 38). The
interviews took place a couple of weeks after thestjonnaire was administered,
which gave me the opportunity to carry out a preiemy analysis of my quantitative
data before the interview process began. Thismpirgry analysis helped me refine
my interview schedule, which was also informed byethnographic observations.

Selecting seven students for the focus group wasobthe most difficult steps
in my research process because many students ageete be interviewed, and | felt
that they all had interesting things to say. Utifpately, a choice had to be made
because of time constraints. Spending a whole stemiateracting closely with the
students, and having a large pool of data frongtrestionnaire and my ethnographic
observations helped me find a group of respondeatsvould meet the following
criteria.

First of all, | selected those students who seemest eager to engage in
discourses about language ownership. As Seidmid@swwhen looking for
respondents, “the major criterion for appropriatenis whether the subject of the
researcher’s study is central to the participagtiserience” (p.39). Hence, | pre-
selected those students who showed the strongestshin my data collection
process. These were the students who would gktmog notepad while | scribbled
away frantically in class and who would ask me ¢joas about what | was writing.

They would want to know why | was so interesteavirat they had to say and
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comment on what | had observed. Within this grotigtudents, | looked for
respondents who would represent the broadest pesgbctrum of discursive
positions with respect to my research questionstestts who seemed to subscribe to
the birthright paradigm, students who seemed mpea ¢o the ownership model, and
students who fell somewhere in the continuum.sb @lought to maximize diversity in
terms of socio-linguistic background, paying patae attention to factors such as the
racial and linguistic characteristics of the sckailidents attended and the types of
community where students grew up. Hence | madelsoctuded students who had
attended black schools in townships, black schioalsral areas, and the more
exclusive Indian schools. Finally, | wanted to haweughly equal gender breakdown
among the interviewees; therefore, four of therinesvees were male, and three of
them were female. | will provide a brief descriptiof the interviewees in the
following section.

During the interviews, | sought to engage student®nversations about
language, identity, and power relations in the ernof their lives and the realities of
South Africa’s linguistic market. My goal was tdcaa deeper layer of meaning to the
figures of the questionnaire by exploring somehefiineta-discourses that lie behind
them. | was particularly interested in delvingoitihe following questions: What are
the meta-discourses students use to claim andémt tee micro-ownership of the
languages in their repertories? Where do thesa-tistourses place students in the
continuum that goes from the birthright to the ampiation model? What role do the
fundamental dimensions of language ownership ssdifgiation and expertise play

in these meta-discourses?
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In the first round of interviews, | drew on lifestory and in-depth techniques
in order to allow meta-discourses to emerge framdestts’ life narratives. The life

history method seeks to elicit:

the story a person chooses to tell about the &ferrshe has lived, told as
completely and honestly as possible, what the pammembers of it, and
what he or she wants other to know of it, usuadlytee result of a guided
interview by another. (Atkinson, 2000, p. 125)

In-depth interviews

tend to be of relatively long duration. They conmiyanvolve one-
on-one face interactions between an intervieweramishformant,
and seek to build the kind of intimacy that is coomnfior mutual self-
disclosure. They tend to involve a greater exjnassf the
interviewer’s self as well as a personal commitnmmthe part of the
participants that spans several or many intervi¢detinson, 2000, p.
103)

These interviews were conducted individually inugée¢room on campus.
They lasted approximately 45 minutes; they were-agorded, and transcribed by
the researcher. In order to make students mordoctahle in front of the tape
recorder, my interview schedule began with gerguaktions about their family, their
early life and the places where they grew up. di@vers to these questions allowed
me to investigate the evolution of students’ larmggupractices and attitudes across the
different socio-economic and linguistic spaces #ietpe the lives of most black South
Africans, especially townships and rural areatheh enquired about students’
educational history, focusing on their encountahwviénglish and on the process of
appropriating this language. Invariably, this @sinvolved a struggle characterized
by complex and conflicting feelings towards thegaages in the students’ repertoires
and a questioning of identities. Finally, | askieem to reflect on language and

empowerment in the context of their life trajectsri
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My questions were intentionally very broad, andsolgedule was flexible in
order to create a comfort zone where students deeldree to produce meta-

discourses that were authentic and rich in persieialils. This required

a highly personalized approach to the gatheringuahtitative information
about the human experience. It demand[ed] mangtapeous, individual
judgments on the part of the interviewer while ititerview is in progress.
Its direction [was] determined on the spur of tremment by unexpected
responses to questions, or by the way a life isrgav particular narrative
structure. (Atkinson, 2000, p. 133)

In the second round of interviews, | drew on stiated recall techniques
(Nunan 1992) by asking students to delve into sofiike statements they had made
in the previous round and in the questionnaireeséhsecond interviews took place
the week after | had finished the first round. Yiere also carried out individually,
tape-recorded, and transcribed by the researchethéy only lasted approximately
twenty-minutes. Following Blackledge and Pavléekecommendations (2004, p.
26), | asked students to comment on statementsdleated contradictory or that
touched on issues that generated a strong emotiegs@bnse during my classroom
observations or during my personal exchanges Wwemtin between classes.

Finally, throughout the interview process, | did bgst to arrive at a
“compelling evocation” (Seidman, p. 42) of the eral experiences of the students
who were willing to share their insider’s perspeeti These personal experiences do
not cover the whole range of experiences that stiepattitudes towards language
ownership of every black South African. Nevertlssldgheir depth and detail allow
those who hear them to connect to and arrive atterounderstanding of the issues

that they represent:

By presenting the stories of participants’ experéennterviewers open up the
possibility of connecting their own stories to taggesented in the study. In
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connecting, readers may not learn how to contrgiredict the experience

being studied or their own, but they will understéetter their complexities.

They will appreciate more the intricate ways in evhindividual lives interact

with social and structural forces and perhaps, beeranderstanding, and

even humble in the face of those intricacies. Wstdading and humility are

not bad stances from which to try to effect improeat in education.

(Seidman, p. 42)

After | began analyzing the interview transcrigtfiecame clear to me that in
order to arrive at a more “compelling evocation'ttod insider’s perspective | was
seeking to elicit, | was better off limiting my dysis to five of the seven students |
had interviewed. This is because the richnesglandensitive nature of the details
that emerged from the life histories, combined wlid complexity and the
contradictions intrinsic to students’ meta-discegtgequired a deep level of analysis
that | couldn’t have carried out as effectivelylwitvo additional students. While the
life histories and meta-discourses of the two sttsleremoved from the sample were
characterized by unique details, complexities, @mtradictions, they did not present

positions with respect to my research questionswieee radically different from the

ways of thinking that were expressed by the fivglents | kept in the sample.

2.4.3. A brief profile of the interviewees

Prosperity is a young woman who comes “from a familfour” made up of
her parents and her older brother. Both of hegmarare Zulu speaking. Her father
works in a metal factory and her mother works occedly as a domestic worker.
Prosperity has lived all her life in a township atended schools there. This is how
she describes the racial demographics of her sctioatryone in my school is

mainly African Zulu. No whites and Indians. lablack only school.” While she is
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aware that as a “black only school,” her schodalisadvantaged, she believes that the

learning institution she attended is an exceptiotiat it sets very high standards:

| went to a very good high school. Even thougly twe disadvantaged they
try their best to produce good students. It's seibetter than other
townships schools because of the structure thairiheipal uses. They are
very disciplined. They cooperate, they work togethto producing a good
school. They have these rules you have to obeyd they do use corporal
punishment. It's not something we are afraid afduse we are kind of used
toitanyway [ . . . .] Even on week-ends, espéctahturdays, we sacrifice
our week-ends. We go to gain more practice on wiaget from the
syllabus. Even the teachers commit themselves.

Prosperity’s school was also unusual because Engtis widely used both
formally and informally, despite the fact that mokthe teachers and student body at

her school were Zulu speaking:

We did use English, even if we communicated wittheather. Even the
principal used English with us when he was delivgdpeeches in the
assembly. We had an English academic club wherdidvereative writings
and debates [ . . . ] Our teachers used Englistey would use Zulu
sometimes if some of the kids had difficulties wstime of the words, so they
would use Zulu to elaborate those words. But thainly used English so
that we would gain more practice in it.

Bongani was born in a rural area in KwaZulu-Natal aised by his
grandmother, while his mother, a single mother,kedrin a suburb as a domestic
worker. His mother would visit them “during thelidays, and during week-ends if
she could.” At the age of seven, he moved to asbwp where his grandmother set
up a “shebeen,” or an informal liquor store. Besmaher grandmother was too busy
running this business, Bongani was sent back toa area where he lived with one
of his aunts and where he attended high schoolbdleves that the school he
attended in this rural area was not as good all#oi schools his cousins attended in

a township.
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My cousins attended better schools. They wereldéstk schools, but they
were township schools, next to town. We didnitdhaomputers. We didn’t
have running water. We had tanks with salty wated, | hate that stuff.

He did not have a lot of exposure to English whtl¢he high school he

attended in a rural area.

At school, we studied English, but not that mu€hur teachers were only

concerned about Zulu language. The only languaggepromote is Zulu [ . .

..] My books were in English, but they never gdetails about English.

They didn’t even explain why we are studying thisguage. We didn’t

know the importance of English. Our tests werEmglish, but they didn’t

give us details about English compared to the @eddisiZulu.

Ingenious grew up with both of his parents andsibngs. He was born in a
rural area, but after he turned seven, he moved'semi-urban” area, which he

described to me the following way:

A semi-urban area is like a township which is #elimore developed because
there are police stations to look after crime, ¢hame big supermarkets where
you can get groceries and stuff. In a real towm#inere are no supermarkets
[....] There are many different races that likere: there are Xhosa, there
are Zulus, a few Sesothos, and there are evenreoleu So you have to
speak English a lot there. You have to speak dfrgzan languages that |
don't really know. But fortunately everybody unst@nds Zulu because it is
the widest spoken language.

Ingenious’s description of the black school heratesl in a semi-urban area
focused on the resentment against English of hishers, which they saw as the
language of the oppressor, an issue | will expiloi€hapter Ill.

A.W. grew up with his mother and grandmother amddiin rural areas,
townships, semi-urban areas, and in a multiracilalig “with some whites, lots of
Indians and blacks, and a little Chinese too bex#usy own stores.” For a brief
period, he attended a former white school, butdked his mother to be moved back

to a township school where he could “fit in.” (livdelve into his motivation and its
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implications for my research questions in sectidgh2) This is how he described the

language practices at the township school he aténd

| was taught in Zulu. The books were in Englidtne teacher would read the
sentences in English and then try to explain Eutu, but basically,
everything that we learned was in Zulu. We weredd to write our biology
and Physics exams in English, but basically, if gao't put in a sentence in
English, you can just add Zulu to make them undetstvhat you were trying
tosay[... ]

They didn’t care about how much English you usedhfgrade 8 until grade
11. Onlyin grade 11 and 12, when they are pragarour for tertiary or life,
you have to speak English on a daily basis. Themre class prefects. If you
spoke Zulu, they would give you this English cafidhe following morning,
everyone who had received this card would get trekes.

Shortly before | met April, her parents separate@ consequence of domestic
problems. At the time of the interview, she waslivwith her mother and
grandmother in a township. April was born in aatw@rea where she lived until she
was six, when she moved to a township. She begaeducation at a black school in
a township, but after her mother found employmerda domestic worker, she began
to attend a more expensive Indian school whereigingl the only medium of
instruction. Initially, the move to a learning @mnment where she was expected to
communicate in a language that was not her motimgue had a silencing effect on

her:

My first day at the Indian school, the teacheradtrced herself to the class
and then told us to stand up and tell a littleabibut ourselves. | couldn’t
understand what she was telling me, so | just stgodl was so nervous
looking at the class. Then the teacher realizatlitbouldn’t speak English,
so she told me to sit down. | felt so inferiorrfrdhe rest of the kids. | didn't
want to go back to the Zulu school, but in thatdng | felt that it would have
been better because all the kids started laughinga

With time, however, thanks to her determination hadger for literacy, she

overcame her difficulties and came to master thguage of instruction at her school:
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I empowered myself to learn English because | loeading and we had this
library. We had to take an Indian language taihiatschool, but whenever |
had this period we bunked. My friends and | wagiicto the toilet and chat.

We went to the toilet for two weeks, and then ditoly friends: ‘no, we can’t

go to the toilet for the whole year. Let's gohe fibrary instead.’” | had this

library card made for me. | would borrow bookst fhem in my bag, and try
to read, and read, and everything | read was inigng

2.5. Method of Quantitative Data Collection

The survey was based on a questionnaire that ceetpapproximately 40
multiple-choice questions aimed at investigatinglshts’ language practices and
attitudes towards language ownership and empowerniesndesign did not emerge
“fully fledged,” but “it was created or adaptedsif@oned, and developed to maturity
after many abortive test flights” (Oppenheim, 198247) while | was immersed in
my ethnographic study.

The final version of the questionnaire (see appgratimprised 37 questions
that | sought to arrange in an order of increatngls of complexity. Questions 1-5
investigated relevant demographic variables. Ques6-25, 26, 27, and 36
investigated micro-ownership by looking at studelatsguage practices, repertoires,
loyalties, and expertise. Questions 22-25 lookestualents’ attitudes towards the
macro-ownership of English. Questions 28-29, antb8used on students’
investment in the appropriation of the dominanglaage. Questions 31-35 examined
students’ attitudes towards language policies.

| carried out a two-phase piloting process befamiaistering the

guestionnaire. As Dornyei recommends, the ingikdting involved

three or four people who are motivated to spend tiorhelp you and whose
opinions you value [. . . .] The best way to coridhbis phase is to be present
while they are working: this way, you can obseth@rtreactions (e.g.
hesitations or uncertainties) and can note ancrekfo any spontaneous
guestions and comments. (2003, p. 67)
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In this case, the group of people motivated to na#previse my questionnaire
included Rosemary Wildsmith, the head of the sclebtihguistics, language and
literature of UKZN, Elisabeth de Kadt, former dit@icof the Access Program,
Claudia Martinez, a colleague from the Sociologp&¢ment who had taught
research methods, and Murray Edelman, distinguisbhecy research scholar at
Rutgers University. The final piloting stage inved “administering the questionnaire
to a group of respondents who are in every waylairto the target population the
instrument was designed for” (Dornyie, 2003, p. 6lAested the questionnaire with a
group of fifteen UKZN students who were taking ae&lepmental English course that
was not part of the Access Program. | was presdenitig each stage of the piloting
process.

The questionnaire was administered towards theoétite semester to
approximately 130 students who had convened foer@apy session of the Access
Program’s social science course, which focusesfanadin the world. Because this
course is required and attendance at the weekhapfesessions was mandatory, | had
a captive audience comprising most of the studemtslled. | had been invited as a
guest lecturer to the plenary session. This gavéhmepportunity to introduce my
research topic and the relevance for South Afrgiagiaccessible language and
concrete examples, for which | drew on what | resdhed about the students during
my ethnographic observations. Being able to erplae relevance of my research
played a crucial role in increasing the quality #mel quantity of participants’
response: “people in general like to express thgmions, and do not mind answering
guestions as long as they think that the survéyria worthy cause and that their
opinion matters” (Dornyei, 2003, p. 85). | wasca#ble to go over questionnaire

instructions and make sure students understoogbénatipation in the questionnaire
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was voluntary. Of the students who were presert,chidse to fill out the
guestionnaire.

Because | was most interested in exploring attguderards the ownership of
English among students who would not be considiergitimate owners of this
language according to the birthright paradigm, érogrd the questionnaire with a filter
guestion asking students whether or not Englishtheis primary home language. To
make sure | would exclude from the sample onlyestisiwho are likely to be seen as
native English speakers, | looked at responsdsddilter question in conjunction
with responses to a question about race. Thisdause, as we will we see, in South
Africa’s linguistic market, there is a high levdlmerceived correlation between race
and ascribed native language.

In the question about race, | relied on the caiegdhat were used during
apartheid to classify people, and that are stilhdpeised today as criteria for
affirmative action policies and as fundamental tdgmarkers. The term “black” can
be used to refer to any racial group that is nateylor, in a narrower sense, to refer to
the indigenous population of South Africa thatssaciated with Bantu languages and
that used to be at the bottom of the racial pyraguidng apartheid. In my
guestionnaire, | used the word “black” in its naves notion. The term “coloured”
refers to people of mixed race. “Indian” is useddfer to people of South Asian
origin who settled in South Africa in the"l@entury. “White” refers to South
Africans of European descent (sections 1.2.1-1.2.3)

None of the respondents identified as white; tvemtdied as coloured; one
identified as Indian; and one identified as belaggio an unspecified “other” racial
group. While it would be extremely unusual for argtivileged black South Africans

living in rural areas or townships to use Englistagrimary home language, the
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Indian community in South Africa is predominantlpnolingual English speaking
(Prabhakaran, 1998). Coloured communities geryenakk English and/or Afrikaans.

Of the six students that declared English as ti@ine language in the filter
guestion, two identified as coloured, one identif#s Indian, and one identified as
belonging to an unspecified “other” racial grodgook these students out of the
sample, given the likelihood that English wouldtbeir primary home language. |
decided to keep in my sample the two African stisl@rio had declared English as
their home language in the filter question becaeksewhere in the questionnaire,
both of them first mentioned an African languageesponse to the questions “what
languages do you speak with your mother?” and “Wdrajuages do you speak with
your father?” The sample | was left with consistéd 20 black South African
students who are not likely to be seen as legigmatners of English according to the
birthright criterion.

In terms of gender, the majority of the responsl@né female (65%). Most
of the respondents (85%) come from KwaZulu-Naté@%3ome from eThekwini, the
Durban metropolitan area, which comprises both sagand townships; 48% come
from the rest of the province, which consists othhemaller towns and rural areas.

The township and rural schools attended by mostestudents in the
sample were reserved for black students duringlagdrand now serve only the
poorest section of the black South African popolatthose who cannot afford the
higher fees required to attend private school€bogls that used to be reserved for
other racial groups (section 1.2.3). English esafficial language of instruction in
most former black schools; however, African langg@ften used in varying degrees
of code-switching with English, ade factolanguages of learning and teaching in

these schools (Chick, 1998, p. 95). Most of theets in the sample attended either
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township schools (40%) or schools located in rarabs (29%). This is hardly
surprising given that the sample comprises onlglkbtouth African students, and
given that in order to be eligible for the AccessdPam, students have to come from
“disadvantaged” schools.

Former Indian, coloured, white schools and privatgools have become
multi-racial, with more and more black South Africstudents attending them in
search of a better quality of education (Broedetrd and Maartens, 1998 p. 121).
Students attending these schools are likely to haweich higher level of English
exposure that often translates into a higher lezfebmmand. Both former Indian
schools and former white schools were attende®bpBthe respondents; 8% of the
respondents attended private schools, and 5% farateured schools

As | have discussed (section 1.2.3), it can be défigult to describe a sample
of black South Africans in terms of a monolithidioa of mother tongue. Therefore,
| gave students the opportunity to mention morea thrae language in response to a
guestion about their mother tongue. The vast nigjof the respondents (88%)
mentioned Zulu as one of their mother tongues, h#¥ntioned Xhosa, 9% English,
5% Sesotho, 5% and Seswati. The remaining offiar@juages were mentioned by

less than 5% of the sample.
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Table 3: Description of the sample used for the deiction of the quantitative data

Race Black African 100%

Gender Female 65%
Male 35%

Province of Origin KwaZulu Natal External 48%
eThekwini 37%
Eastern Cape 6%
Gauteng 2%
Free State 3%
Mpumalanga 2%

Type of High School

attended
Township School 40%
Rural School 29%
Former Indian School 9%
Former White School 9%
Private School 8%
Former Coloured School 5%

Mother tongue
Zulu 88%
Xhosa 12%
English 9%
Sotho 5%
Seswati 5%
Tsonga 3%
Venda 3%
Afrikaans 1%
Sepedi 1%
Setswana 0%
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Chapter Il

Data Analysis

3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the data | collected whilagiquantitative and
gualitative research at UKZN. The data will beamged according to the following
categories: micro-ownership, macro-ownership, itmest in English, attitudes
towards language policies, and discursive ownersAgpwe have seen, micro-
ownership looks at the extent to which an individspeaker sees a language as his or
her own. Section 3.2 will explore this notion bypking at three different concepts
that students and academics commonly use in mstautises about micro-
ownership: the notion of “home language,” the notwd “mother tongue,” and the
notion of “own language.” Both expertise (the #pilo exercise command of a
language) and loyalty (identification with a langeawill be explored as possible
important determinants of micro-ownership.

Section 3.3 will look at macro-ownership by exphgriwhich socio-linguistic
groups students see as legitimate owners of EnigliSlouth Africa. Again, my
exploration will take into account both expertisel affiliation. Given the important
role language has played in South Africa as a nreshmafor ascribing essentialized
identities and subject positions within an inedulggasocial order, | will look at
whether students see race as a relevant fact@tenrdining whether or not a socio-
linguistic group can be seen as a legitimate owhéne dominant language.

Students’ investment (Peirce, 1995) in their preesf appropriating English
will be the focus of section 3.4. | will show thahile aspirations of upward socio-

economic mobility are an essential reason why stisdgeek to appropriate English,
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their investments are much more complex, encompgssdesire to be more open to
the discursive universe that becomes availablespeaker takes ownership of a
language of wider communication (Kachru, 1986,16)1 Venturing into this world
is sometimes seen as a way to reach out to otigarisitic communities in order to
undo the ethnic and racial divisions that charamterthe apartheid state.

Section 3.5 will look at students’ attitudes towsala@nguage policies regarding
the promotion of marginalized mother tongues amgs€ to English as an additional
language. | will explore students’ conflicting liegs towards these policies to look
for ways in which the debate about language andamepnent in South Africa can
move beyond the “either or logic” (Alexander, 20@23t constructs the promotion of
African language and access to English as mutealtjusive goals.

Finally, section 3.6 will discuss how students Gigaliscursive ownership by
using their English to question both Western-cerdiscourses and ways of thinking
rooted in the Southern African cultural tradition.

Sections 3.2-3.5 are each divided into two subi@est the first presents the
guantitative data that emerged from the questiosantie second presents qualitative
data. | chose to present quantitative and quizktatata together and to group it under
similar themes because of the complementary nafugjaantitative and qualitative
methods in my research design. The discoursessept from my qualitative data set
are meant to provide more depth to the spectrupositions that emerged from the
guestionnaire (section 2.5). In looking for disiges that would illustrate possible
reasons why students would take certain positioth®w exclusively on the data |
collected during the interviews. In order to dstjce to the richness and complexity
of the discourses that emerged during the interygesess, | felt it was important to

limit myself to the “insiders’ perspectives” of thee students whose opinions | have
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been able to explore most thoroughly and rigorauBlgcause my interview schedule
grew out of my classroom observations, and becheisese to interview students
who would represent the broadest possible speabfiopinions, | felt that the
interviews would give the best account of studeptsitions without leaving out
anything of significance.

Section 3.6, which deals with discursive ownerstsased entirely on
gualitative data, as this concept cannot be exglaith a multiple choice

guestionnaire.

3.2. Micro-Ownership

3.2.1. Quantitative Data

Language practices at home play a crucial roldapmg linguistic repertoires
and attitudes towards language ownership. StiStouth Africa used the notion of
“home language” to study the language demograpiittsis country. It is interesting
to read the data that emerged from my questionagaest a figure from Census
2000, according to which, only 9% of South Africagpulation speaks English as
their home language. This figure was based oreaton that allowed respondents to
mention only one language as their home langudjedata is based on questions
that broke down the monolithic notion of home laage by posing a series of
guestions about language practices with differamtifiy members and that allowed
students to mention up to four languages in regtmeach question. As Bruder,
Extra, and Maartens have argued (1998, p. 120)ing&hko allowance for the
possible influences of different interlocutors lire thome” creates an oversimplified

picture of language practices in South African letwdds. What emerged is that
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multilingualism is very common, even in a samplaven from one of the most
linguistically homogeneous areas of South Affiddultilingualism is well known and
often acknowledged by language rights activistsatig less acknowledged is the
extent to which English is used as a home langaagmng black South Africans from
underprivileged backgrounds, even though they arehnfess likely to have a high
degree of exposure to English than black SouthcAfig from the middle class, who
are able to attend multi-racial schools and livareas that used to be reserved for
whites only.

Table 4 shows that approximately one third (32%thefstudents in the
sample mention English as one of the languagesespwkh their father; almost half
of them (48%) do the same with their mother, anh ¥dth their siblings. Almost all
of the respondents (94%) use English with one aiemmembers of their extended
family. We can also see that students are moedyliio use English as an additional
language with their mother than with their fatreerd much more likely to use English

with their siblings than with their parents.

Table 4: Percentage of students who speak Englistitivone of their family members

Students who speak English witt32%
their father

Students who speak English wit48%
their mother

Students who speak English witif0%
their siblings

Students who speak English witl94%
a member of their extended
family

Table 5 compares the percentage of students whtioned English as one of

their mother tongues to the percentage of studeinégsmentioned English as one of

8 KwaZulu-Natal is one of the most linguisticallyrhogenous provinces in the country, where nearly
80% of the black South African population speakdu as a home language (Census 2001:
http//statsa.gov.za. See also Rudwick, 2006, p. 66
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their own language’.Of all the terms | used to investigate attitutiegards
ownership, the notion of mother tongue is the ¢ra¢ is most closely related to
“inheritance,” as generally, we see our mother tengs being the language that is
ascribed to us from birth on the basis of our pEre&ven this notion, however,
should not be used monolithically, especially icoantry that is as multilingual as
South Africa. Itis very common for South Africaiesshave parents who have
different mother tongues, just as it is possiblesfmeakers to have very limited
command of their parents’ mother tongue(s), oraramand at all, if, for example,
these speakers grew up in linguistic communitiesrerthe language of the parents is
not used outside the home (Mesthrie, 2002). Handbge questionnaire, | gave
respondents the possibility to mention more thamlanguage as their mother tongue.
About 9% of the respondents mention English asofiieeir mother tongues, in
addition to one or more African languages. Thésdents’ inclusion of English in
their repertoire of “mother tongues” suggests thay see inheritance in a more
inclusive way, since traditionally, as black SoAfnicans, these students would not
be seen as legitimate heirs of English in SoutlicAfs linguistic market.

Not surprisingly, a much higher percentage of siitsl (28%) mention English
as one of their own languages. This suggestghbatotion of “own language” is
more inclusive than the notion of mother tonguel #mat factors such as loyalty and
expertise could play a bigger role in defining aspa’s language allegiance in terms
of ownership, than in terms of mother tongue. Heititze notion of language
ownership seems to be more adequate for reflettimgomplexity of multilingual

speakers’ linguistic repertories, as it is morelljkto take into account multiple

° As | explained in chapter I, even though theselshts mentioned English as one of their mother
tongues, | did not remove them from the sample liszall of them mentioned English in conjunction
with one or more African languages, which would m#kvery unlikely for them to be considered
traditional native English speakers in South Afgdaguistic market.
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language skills and the intricate interplay betwtse skills and speakers’ hybrid
identities, in line with Heller’'s (2007) and Pavkenand Blakledge’s (2004)

theoretical recommendations.

Table 5: English as an additional mother tongue ands an “own language”

Mention English as one of their mother | 9%
tongues

Mention English as one of their own 28%
languages

Table 6 shows factors that are seen as determiofl@sguage ownership. |
investigated these factors by asking students Wy had chosen the language(s)
they had mentioned as their “own” language(s)pdrationalized the notion of
inheritance by providing the following choices: ymparents spoke this language to
me,” “this is the language of my culture,” and %l$ the language spoken in the area
where | grew up.” According to the students in $henple, nativity factors are the
most important determinants of language ownerg#pt of the respondents defined
their own language on the basis of the languadleeif parents; 60% according to
their culture, and 49% according to the area whwezg grew up. Expertise is an

important factor for 46% of the respondents, arnyalby for 38%*°

1%1n this question, | used the word “culture” as arenaccessible synonym of the word “ethnicity,”
which might have been not understood by many osthdents in the pool. Equating culture with
ethnic identity runs counter to my post-structustafiamework, which eschews deterministic and
monolithic conceptions of culture. Students in Aoeess Program, however, often make this equation
when talking about language and identity, as lagatiin my ethnographic observations and in the
interviews | carried out with a focus group. Giwbat my goal for this question was to understand
students’ attitudes towards language ownership gareh that students often resorted to an
essentialized notion of culture determined by tiheie group to which they belonged in order torolai

or reject ownership, | felt that | was justifiedrimoving away from my theoretical framework in order
to explore a potentially crucial aspect of languag®ership in my questionnaire.
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Table 6: What determines language ownership

Language spoken by your parents 64%
Language spoken in the area where you49%
grew up

Language of your culture 60%
Language you know best 46%
Language you like the most 38%

Table 7 describes language ownership from the pdiview of expertise.
Students were asked to choose the language thd wiake it easiest for them to
fulfill a series of communicative tasks. My goasvo problematize the notion that
the language that is assumed to be a person’s ntotigue yields the highest level of
expertise in every communicative situation. Fer students in my sample, this
language would not be English, but an African laaggi Like Rampton (1990), | was
inclined to think that speakers with intricate lingtic repertoires can express
themselves more effectively using different langsa different communicative
situations; like Canagarajah (1999), | was underitipression that hybrid codes,
rather than an unadulterated use of their mothgues as “whole, bounded systems”
(Heller, 2007, p.1), are likely to provide the hégh level of expertise in many
situations™* The data confirmed my impressions.

When writing an essay, 60% of the respondentstfie¢lEnglish is the
language that would give them the highest levelxpfertise; 16% feel that the
language of choice depends on other factors; 12%drfeel most comfortable code-
switching, and only 11% prefer to use only theirtineo tongue. When writing a letter

to a friend, English is again the preferred languaigmost of the students (45%),

™ Given my interest in the pedagogical implicatiofisssumptions about language ownership, |
focused on communicative situations that are @vaahce for academic literacy. Also, very few people
would question the ability of speakers such as ssstudents to carry out tasks such as asking for
directions or ordering food using English. Whatgaage rights activists question is the abilityhefse
students to develop solid literacy, numeracy, aherocognitive skills using a language that istheir
mother tongue.
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followed by code-switching (39%). Only 9% of thadents would find it easier to
carry out this task using only their mother tongaeglish is also the language in
which most students find it easier to read (67%p¥eed by code switching (17%).
Code switching is the preferred practice by thgdat number of students for
discussing politics (37%) and for discussing whatythave learned in school (45%),
followed by the exclusive use of English in bottuations (respectively 31% and
33%). The only situations where the largest grougtudents feels that the exclusive
use of the mother tongue would give them the higlesg| of expertise are
emotionally loaded situations, such as having garaent (58%) or discussing
feelings (37%).

Table 7: Language(s) that give students the highelvel of expertise in different
situations

Situation English Combination Mother | It depends
English/Mother | tongue | on the
tongue situation

Writing an 60% 13% 11% 16%

essay

Writing a letter | 45% 39% 9% 7%

to a friend

Reading a book 67% 17% 9% 7%

Having an 8% 25% 58% 9%

argument

Talking about | 22% 33% 37% 8%

feelings

Discussing 31 37% 17% 15%

politics

Discussing 33% 45% 8% 14%

what you

learned in

school
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3.2.2. Qualitative Data

Students’ meta-discourses confirm that Englishpdap a role as a home
language even among less privileged black Soutitais who live in communities
that are characterized by high levels of linguibtienogeneity. Prosperity, for
example, started learning English with her familyher pre-school years, using
English with her siblings and a cousin who wasliyvin her household. Her mother,
who had learned English while interacting with ate/iamily as a domestic worker,
played an active role in Prosperity’s appropriatdinglish by engaging her in
literacy practices using the dominant languageserity recalls that her mother
“would draw cats, dogs, teaching me the basics, teosonstruct a sentence, how to
express yourself, how to say where | am and wheoene from.”

Prosperity had a cousin who came from a more aftlbeanch of the family
and who therefore was able to attend a more expef@imer white school. As a
result, this cousin had a higher degree of fluendynglish than the other children in
the household. This triggered some “jealousy”liasperity because her cousin

would get much more attention than the other candiue to her English:

Me and my other cousins sort of felt left out aedjple were not paying
attention to us. They would ask [her cousin] hgwe passed? What grade
are you going to? And whatever. And they woula g@ay compliments.

April describes similar dynamics in her accounhef home language
practices before she started school. One of he@sdnad found employment as a
domestic worker and was therefore able to pay idjleeln school fees to send her

children to an Indian school:
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My cousins they started to go to an Indian schddiey started to learn
English and we [April and her sister] wanted tatenglish because
whenever they said something that would interesiveswvould have to ask
my mom to translate [. . . .] And my cousins wge#ting a lot of attention,
so they adapted to English very well. They wouldak, and speak, and
recite this poetry, and whatever, and we were'litgy is she getting all that
attention now?’ And I'm like ‘mommy, we also netdgo to that school.’
And then my mom got this job. She was also a damesrker. So, the
following year we went to that school.

In the meta-discourses of the students thaehwewed, there was no clear
distinction between the notion of “own languageti dmother tongue,” as it emerged
from the quantitative data. Actually, three of flve students | interviewed took their
mother tongue as the starting point of their dismrsof the notion of micro-
ownership. These students illustrated the wayealgg’s mother tongue defines
his/her “own language” by using biological metaghtirat are very evocative of
Ngugi’s work (1981). For A.\W., his own langudgéthe language that my mother
breastfeeded me”; for April, it is a language tisdin your genes”; for Bongani, “it is
a language that | have in me since | was born.”

Both Bongani and A.W. exclude the possibility ofréing to own any other
language later in life. Their conception of micnrership is firmly rooted within the
birthright paradigm, as they both reject the paksilihat speakers might come to
claim ownership of a language that is not inherité¢hat lies at the heart of their
rejection is a rigid correlation between language a fixed, monolithic notion of
ethnic identity. This is how A.W. explains whatsees as the impossibility of seeing

an additional language as his own:

I am a Zulu; | am a Zulu speaker. That Zulu larggus mine because |
learned it from the day | started speaking. Thas the language | was open
to. It will be impossible to say | own anotherdaage, like English, for
example.
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When | pointed out to him that in the questionndmewrote that he finds it
easier to carry out several tasks in English, sascreading a book, his response was

that expertise did not matter because

your language defines where you come from and golture. So if | can say
English is my own language, it means | am living lifeyaccording to the
English culture. Your language separates you fotimer cultures and other
races. It defines who you are.

For A.W., constructing identities outside the paetans of the ethno-linguistic
community into which a speaker is born resultsnndentity loss. He believes that if
you don’t want to separate yourself from otherunds$ or races, or if you don’t want
to be defined by just one language, “then youyosir identity: you don’t know who
you are anymore.” According to his vision, it iperson’s accent that polices the

borders of this relationship between language dedtity:

You can learn a language and be fluent in it, lout gan’'t gain an accent.
The accent it links with the mother tongue. | ¢@ain an English accent
because | am not an English.

When | asked A.W. to consider the possibility thatcould have spoken
English without a black Southern African accentfaf example, his parents had sent

him to a white school from an early age, his respomas:

| would hate myself. Seriously, | would hate myselind | will probably
guestion my parents for it once I'm grown up [ ..If your parents are Zulu,
you have to be Zulu. There is no way out.

Bongani constructs a relationship between his #igatity and his ownership
of isiZulu that is very similar to A.W.’s. Bongasées claiming ownership of an

additional language as:
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a mistake, because if you give up your language gyee up your identity [...]
You can't give away your heritage, no matter howaaded you are. You can have
your doctorate in English, but your mother tonguenbre than your doctorate.

Like A.W. and Bongani, April takes her mother toagisiZulu, as the starting
point of her construction of micro-ownership, butjike them, she is just as vocal in

staking her claim to English as she is in stakiegdtaim to isiZulu:

No one can come to me and say something in Entjlegh wouldn’t

understand. | know most of the things in Englastig | am able to understand

people whenever they speak, in the news and evengwH can write it. |

can speak it. It's part of me now. Even thougghdw my Zulu, but | know

my English as well. So it’s like, my English ang Zulu.

It is through her expertise that April claims owstap of her additional
language. This means that the causal relatiorstipeen expertise and loyalty in
April’s construction is antithetical to A.W.’s. Fépril, having being able to
appropriate expertise in English has had an impadter language affiliations.
Because she owns English in terms of command, ahedme to own it in terms of
identity too. For A.\W., language affiliation, whi¢s determined by birth once and for
all, precludes the possibility of fully owning additional language in terms of
expertise. While he admires Thabo Mbeki’'s commainEinglish, which he describes
as perfect, he sees the former president’s Engdteing inferior to the English of a
hypothetical native speaker, because for a nagealser, “English is his own
language,” while for the president, it is not.

Ingenious and Prosperity do not take the inhergasfcheir mother tongue as
the starting point for their meta-discourses almigro-ownership. Ingenious

believes that a speaker’s own language is “thguage you use the most, the

language you like, the language that you see gsway useful.” His construction
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foregrounds language practices, Rampton’s (19989)pnotion of “loyalty” (“the
language you like”) and Peirce’s (1995) notionrofastment (“the language you see
as very, very useful”). To stake his claim to tlvenership of English, he juxtaposes

his language practices, his investment and hidtpy@the notion of inheritance:

As | said to you, | use both languages, and Enggistery, very useful to me.

It's the language that | communicate with mosthaf people. The language |

am able to make friends with many people. Thatly Wwse it as my own

language [... .] It's not because my moth&kepo me in both languages.

| believe that your own language is a languageytbatlike the most and that

dominates many things for you. It makes thingssiidds for you, so English

is one of those languages.

Prosperity goes even further in questioning théhbght paradigm by pointing
out that “people sound very possessive” when teérito a language as their own.
While acknowledging that people do inherit langusafyjem their parents, she stresses
that ownership can be the result of a successtugss of appropriation that happens

later in life.

A language has its own indigenous speakers, but aldwut the other people

that are learning that language and wanting tahedanguage? | think you

can say a language is yours when you are an inoligespeaker, but you can
also say that a language is yours when you havéenedsthe language, when
you are able to speak the language.

As an additional language speaker, she foregrotiredexpertise she gained as
the result of her struggle to appropriate Englisher claim to ownership: “English
has become a part of me because | strived har@gtemng it, with the help of
teachers, who were teaching it from primary urailsity. And my family have
contributed a lot.”

It is interesting to see how students whose disasutrend to fall within the

birthright paradigm tend to construct language awsime as mutually exclusive,
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whereas students whose discourses are closer éppiepriation model tend to see
language ownership as additive. Both Bongani ai.Alo not think it is possible to
own more than one language because that wouldecceatusion in a person’s sense
of identity. We have already seen that April refter the two main languages in her
repertoire as “my English and my Zulu.” Neitheo§erity nor Ingenious have any
intention of supplanting Zulu with English. In fathese students also see their
mother tongue as an important marker of identitgr Prosperity your mother tongue
“determines where you come from, it determines yw are,” but she also believes
that “any language is a valuable part of you.” Way she describes her language
practices reflects her identity construction adiadual speaker who has appropriated

an additional language without disowning her motbague:

I have a huge background of Zulu. | speak Zulocghe with my parents. |
speak Zulu with people who don’'t understand Englishse Zulu on a daily
basisandl use English on a daily basis. | don't thinkahdose my Zulu. |

use both equally.

Ingenious is even more passionate in defendingwirgership of isiZulu. As

an aspiring multilingual, he sees a contradictiofosing one language to acquire

another:

I would love to use my Zulu wherever | go becaus®uld like to know
many languages, so if | lose my Zulu that will méam losing another
language. In fact | am trying to learn other laages as well

[...]You have to know as many languages asiples You don’t have to
lose some languages.

He thinks it is “stupid” that some speakers dotodake pride in their mother
tongues, and he gets “very, very angry” when Zpkegers refuse to speak isiZulu

with each other. He doesn’t see his love for Eaigéis being detrimental to the love
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for his mother tongue, and he sees the need taamaihe vitality of isiZulu as his

personal responsibility:

I love English, but | also have to do my best tesgrve my own language. |
don't love English only. It's not like loving a on. There are many people
who speak even more than ten languages. Theraarng people who speak
all eleven South African languages. So how canfgdio speak two or
three?

The interviews confirmed what Table 7 shows abangjliage expertise among
the students in the sample. That is, studentsherdbngue does not equip them with
the highest level of expertise in every communi@asituation. There are certain
kinds of speech acts that students are more caablertarrying out using English.
Also, it is often the use of a hybrid code thaiea®both on English and the mother
tongue that allows students to express themseless @ffectively in many
communicative situations.

Like 60% of the students who took the questionn#iil finds it easier to

use English when writing an academic essay. Bher explanation:

| know that | can speak Zulu. | use it in my famibut | never speak Zulu in
an academic context [. .. .] It takes me a wialerrite Zulu and to read
Zulu. 1 wouldn’t read a Zulu novel as well as luid read a novel in English.

The fact that April did not use Zulu in an acadepuoatext is not surprising,
given that she attended an Indian school whereiginglas the only medium of
instruction. She speculates that “maybe if halihef things were done in Zulu and
half of the things were done in English” in the @ols she attended “it would have
been better” because she might have been abledad Zulu better and write Zulu
better.” However, she is quite clear that sheld/owt want to pursue a university

degree using Zulu as a medium of instruction, ealise isiZulu is not highly valued
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in South Africa’s linguistic market, but becausendpwork in her mother tongue

entails additional difficulties:

No, no doubt about it. Zulu is a very complical@iguage. The language
that you speak is different from the language yselin school. | had cousins
who went to black schools, and they also had dilfffies with Zulu.

The difficulties April is referring to have to d@honly with the fact that she
didn’t have the opportunity to develop academerdity skills in her mother tongue,
but also with the fact that the varieties of Afndanguages that students are expected
to use in academic contexts are rooted in the uandtties that were codified by
white missionaries in the nineteenth century (secti.2.1). During the interviews
and my ethnographic observations, several studemsnented that these varieties are
often removed from their communicative needs aed #ense of self. To illustrate
this concept, they would often mention that rathen using the “proper” Zulu word
for cell phone, which lexicographers coined withhaease that translates as “the thing
that rings in your pocket,” students would simpgeuhe English word. Both Bongani
and A.W., who attended black schools and henckkatg to have a better command
of academic Zulu than students like April, claimattkhere are times when they prefer
to use English with other Zulu speakers, becauggidgbncan be “short and sweet.”

In some cases, English makes it easier for Zulalsgs to discuss subjects
that would be considered taboo in their mother t@gA.W. finds it easier to talk

about sex in the dominant language:

If you are going to say | am going to sleep with paytner, nobody would
mind if you say that in English. But if you safht in Zulu everybody would
like sit back and say ‘what are you saying?’
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Ingenious explains that Zulu girls prefer to reediove letters in English
because “it doesn’t sound very good or simpleirigh are written in Zulu” and
because the use of standard Zulu projects identhit are looked upon with

suspicion by urbanized female Zulu speakers:

If you are speaking proper Zulu girls kind of thiokyou like you are going
to take them to a very old fashioned life, and miilesn do all those old
fashioned things, such as going to the forest fietcivood, fetching water
from the river.

This doesn’t mean that students are ready to didbair mother tongue: all
the students | interviewed, including those whanelthe ownership of English, have
a high level of investment in isiZulu as a markeidentity, and they often express
regret for not being able to have the same levekpertise in the standard variety as
their elders, or their peers who have grown upumlrareas. Nevertheless, it is the
hybrid variety that is most widely used in the t®hips that students are most
comfortable using, and English is part and partétis variety. Bongani explained to

me that

we, the Zulu, mix Zulu with English. Because | taiking to you, | don’t
mix it, but if | am talking English with another Kuwe mix. We use this
dialect of languages. It's our tsotsi-t&all can’t speak pure Zulu. | will
speak it to whom?”

Similarly, Ingenious pointed out that:

in a rural area you have to speak a very formajuage. In townships you
have to speak a little bit diverted Zulu. It's liker tsotsi-taal, a Zulu which is
mixed with other languages. It's normally mixedtwiEnglish.

12«Tgotsi-taal” is a term that is used to referhe tontact languages that are widely used in South
African township. The term itself is linguisticahybrid, as it comes from the Sesotho word “Tsbtsi
which means gangster, and the Afrikaans word foglage, “taal.”
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3.3. Macro-Ownership

3.3.1. Quantitative Data

Table 8 describes attitudes towards language owipefi®m a macro-
perspective by showing what socio-linguistic grospglents see as being entitled to
claim English ownership in South Africa. | havfided socio-linguistic groups in
terms or race, nativity, expertise and affiliati@nce again, in accordance with my
post-structuralist framework, | gave students thpeastunity to choose more than one
group to allow for the possibility of seeing maawanership as a de-centered and
contested concept that can be shaped by diffeaetudrs. For a significant percentage
of the respondents, both race and nativity arenéisgéor claiming the ownership of
English: 21% of them believe that only white people grew up speaking English at
home can be seen as legitimate owners of this &EgeyB3% include coloured and/or
Indian native speakers, but not black South Afrsca% include black South
African native speakers. Thirty-three percenthef tespondents extend macro-
ownership of English to anyone who has learnedlémguage well (expertise) and

33% to anyone who wishes to claim ownership of mgjuage (loyalty).

Table 8: What socio-linguistic groups can say Engih is my own language in South
Africa?

Only white people who speak it as a home language| 1% 2

People of any race who speak it as a home language 33%
excluding blacks

People who have learned it as a home language 44%
including blacks

Anyone who has learned it well 33%

Anyone who wishes to say English is my own languad8%
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Table 9 examines expertise at the macro-level, kvhiovestigated by asking
students to identify the socio-linguistic groupttban be seen as the best speakers of
English in South Africa. Most respondents (56%)ave that anyone who has
learned English well can be seen as being amontpdst speakers,” which suggests
that the majority of the sample is open to the idhed English can be appropriated
from the point of view of command. However, tregception that English belongs
only to white people is widespread, even when w& lt ownership from the point of
view of expertise, since 23% of the students seeewbss, in addition to nativity, as a
necessary condition for being considered to be antioe best speakers of English in

South Africa.

Table 9: Who are the best speakers of English in 8th Africa?

People who have learned the language| 56%
well

White people who grew up speaking 23%
English at home

People who grew up speaking English a21%
home regardless of their race

3.3.2. Qualitative Data

Not surprisingly, the students | interviewed whaga themselves closer to the
appropriation model in constructing the micro-ovahgp of the languages in their
repertories are more likely to see the macro-ownersf English in South Africa as
open, fluid and contested than students who relgerheavily on the birthright
paradigm. Ingenious believes that having a languega mother tongue does not
guarantee expertise and that it is possible foitiaddl language speakers to surpass

native speakers in terms of command of the langurageestion:
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It is possible, Andrea, because even with Zulu lepesa there are people who
don’t speak Zulu that fluently, even though it'githmother tongue. There
are also people who have English as their mothmgue but don't speak it
that fluently, and if you compete with them, youncaaybe speak it better.

To support his claim, he mentions a native Engliggaking student from the
US whose expertise in Zulu as an additional languagome ways exceeds the

command of some native speakers:

There is one girl who is from the USA, actuallyheSs staying in the same
student residence as me. She speaks Zulu flueBtig. can say words that |
can’t even understand myself, very old words, wahds are used by very old
people. She can say that Zulu is her own langt@@because she can use it
more fluently than | use it.

Prosperity does see native speakers as being eddmeitvea certain level of
expertise that they have by default; however, sles & native speaker’s expertise as
coming from his or her exposure to the languagebacause of biological inheritance

but because they have a high-level exposure toitih@iher tongue:

They [native speakers] are used to expressing #lgassin this language.
English is like mathematics: you have to practicarder to know it well.
For example, | am a first language speaker of Zuhave a huge
background because | speak it daily. | have a kagabulary of isiZulu.
The same applies to people who speak English aehom

Like Ingenious, however, she doesn’t see nativalsgs as the only people
legitimately entitled to claim ownership of a laage on the basis of expertise. Non-
native speakers such as herself have to go oteofway to appropriate an additional
language, but they can do it, and they can evetogée point where they can

compete with native speakers.

I can compete with people who speak English at hdameause everyday, |
try to learn new words and to make something odraflish.
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Unlike Prosperity, April establishes a racial peckorder in her discourse
about the macro-ownership of English. | found gugprising, given that she, a black
South African woman, does claim the ownership dfliEh for herself on the basis of
her expertise. This is her explanation for exalgdion-white native English
speakers, such as the Indian community, from tbemof the best English speakers

in South Africa:

Oh, the Indians! They don’t know how to speak geodabulary English. |
wouldn’t say it’s the right English. Their Englighvery different from a
white person’s English.

| was much less surprised to hear A.W. and Bonganalize expertise in their
discourses about macro-ownership, given the rigichgon they had drawn between
mother tongue, ethnic identity, and expertise witisnussing micro-ownership with

respect to their language repertoires.

For Bongani,

English as a native language of Indians it is qaeable. According to my
knowledge, they have their own language and theg ga their language
many years ago. Their language has died. | willconsider them native
English speakers because even if you listen to #oeent of English you can
understand that they are visitors in this langudgeen if it's the only
language they know, because the way they spesklitferent to the way
white people speak the language.

Similarly, A.W. excludes South African native Erglflispeakers of Indian
descent from the macro-ownership of English bechaggerceives their language

variety to be deviant from his conception of “whiieglish” standards:
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With Indians, what | have seen from high school eneh here, they speak
English, but they are not best speakers. The&rads not English. There is

an Indian language influence, so they use wordwiactly, like ‘come

quickly quickly.” White people don't do this.

What | found most worrying, but also eye openimgAiW.’s meta-discourse,

was to see how restricting the ownership of theidant language on the basis of race

can degenerate into racial discrimination in thekptace:

Even the lecturers, Indian lecturers, they spestefdahan English speakers,
so they confuse us, and we choose to have whitksBrgpeaking lecturers
rather than Indian, because we don’t understandrrdcturers.

Interestingly enough, every one of the three sttgdeho racialize the macro-
ownership of English in their discourses about exge (A.W., Bongani, and April)
claim that English is “everyone’s language in Soittica” when they look at macro-
ownership from different perspectives. | asked dgon to consider whether he would
be willing to use English less, or not use it §tiala hypothetical, unattainable
linguistic market where he could do everything i tnother tongue. He rejected this
possibility by claiming the macro-ownership of Bsglon behalf of all South

Africans.

No, we should keep English. English is our offitd@guage. This is an
African language because we have English speakeBica. It is Indian.
Nowadays English is their mother tongue. Englislnig\frican language.
It's everybody’s language.

A.W. made a similar claim when reflecting on thegaage practices of fellow
South Africans. After he spent a period of timergvin a racially integrated suburb,
he stopped seeing English as a white man’s langubagmk English as everybody’s

language because most of the time, most people,reeeare using it.”
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| did not ask Bongani and A.W. to explain thesetdictions during the
interviews as they became apparent only afterédyyp the transcripts. It seems to
me, however, that both of these students are muek open to claiming the macro-
ownership of English if their identity is not atke. In the statements we have just
examined, English is constructed as a languageataimal unity that does not function
as a marker of identity, but simply as a tool #il&iws communication among
different ethnolinguistic communites that remaieacly defined in terms of their
mother tongue. A.W. deploys a dichotomy betweegliEn as a “corporate
language” to be used in public society and isiZaagla community language to be
used in the private sphere in order to protectda@atity construction as a Zulu who is

defined by isiZulu.

My understanding is that mostly English is jusbgoorate language. You
have to use it to communicate in business, but wiergo back to your
community or at home, leave your English behind gehk your Zulu.

Nevertheless, he quoted Achebe to claim the masreship of English for
black South Africans, when | asked him to accoontlie fact that in the
guestionnaire and in other parts of the interviegvstated that he does use English

with isiZulu speakers even when he doesn’t have to.

There was this thing we read in class about thigcah writer. What he said
is that we must mix languages, we make our ownigmghnd try to interpret
it in the waythat best represents ourselves. | like that. ‘&le four own
South African English.

It is interesting to see how identity, or affiliati, plays a big role in A.W.’s
claim to macro-ownership: the “own South Africangkish” of people like himself is

no longer constructed as a “corporate languagée’isheposed by the realities of the
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job market, but it becomes a new language, reimeeby its speakers in order to
provide the best representation of themselves.

April's claim to macro-ownership on behalf of Soutfricans of all races has
to do with the way additional language speakerk sischerself have appropriated this
language discursively to challenge disempoweridges positions that are imposed
by Western-centric ways of thinking and culturatme emanating from the Southern
African cultural tradition. | will discuss ways which students exercise discursive
ownership in section 3.6.2. For now, it is impaitto point out that April’s claim to
appropriation goes beyond the lexical-semantiaufesatof African languages that
most black South Africans infuse into their Englibht it includes “the possibility to
use English in a different way” from the way it wased to “colonize” the minds of
people like her mother and her grandmother, wheoraling to April, have a tendency

to act subservient whenever they use English kottatheir white employers.

| get so frustrated whenever my grandmother pigkthe phone and her
employer is calling her. She’s like ‘Ja Ba&kpw are you? Yes mam!" My
mom does it too. And I'm like, ‘Mom, don’t do thaDon’t sell yourself so
low like that. | know they are your employers aoa are supposed to
respect them, but not like that. You are speatiitly him in your own
house.” But then, my mother and grandmother atgeting as much
experience as | am with my English. For them wask, work, work. And
with me, | am learning, | am getting educated, wher | go, | learn
something new. So | use English very differently.[.]

It is very much possible to use English in a défarway, because at the end
of the day, English is English. It's not even th@te man’s language. He
may be the one using it better; it is his mothegtee and everything, but it's
not his language. It's every one’s language todayyone who is willing to
learn English, it is their language as well.

13“Baas” is the Afrikaans word for master. BlackuBioAfricans were often expected to use this term
to address white males, especially their employehsderstandably, the use of this word is resehted
many people in the New South Africa.
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3.4. Investment

3.4.1. Quantitative Data

Table 10 shows that, regardless of their attitudesrds macro-ownership in
terms of expertise, students have a high levahw#stment in increasing their own
level of English expertise. Investment refers® $ocio-economic goods learners
hope to be able to claim by appropriating an add#l language (Peirce, 1995).
Eighty-one percent of the sample believes that avipg their English is very
important for their self-empowerment; 16% belielattit is somewhat important, and
only 3% claim that it is not important. As for thature of students’ investment,
Table 11 confirms that pragmatic reasons relategteard socio-economic mobility
rank very high: 82% of the students in the samg@atvto improve their English to do
better academically and 74% to find a better jblowever, reaching out to other
linguistic groups is another important aspect oflshts’ investment, as 77% want to
improve their English to be able to communicate eredfectively with people who
don’t know their mother tongue. This reason caltb be related to socio-economic
aspirations, as students are well aware that kebteggto communicate effectively with
people of other linguistic groups in English isesgsal for employment; however, for
57% of the respondents, making friends across istiglboundaries is an important
reason for improving their English, which providasre evidence of the fact that for
many students the appropriation of English is ad$ated to the desire to undo the
social divisions created by apartheid.

Table 10: How important is English for your self-enpowerment?

Very important 81%
Somewhat important 16%
Not important 3%
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Table 11: Why is improving your English important for your self-empowerment?

| could do better in school 82%

| could communicate better with people| 77%
who don’t know my home language

| could get a better job 74%
| could read more books and articles 36%
| could be exposed to more ideas 52%
| could follow politics more easily 27%

| could make friends more easily with | 57%
people who don’t know my home
language

| could have more freedom in deciding | 27%
how to live my life

3.4.2. Qualitative Data

All the students | interviewed showed a very highel of investment in
English as the passport to upward socio-economialityo This confirms the
findings of other studies that have highlighted retudents’ desire to increase their
command of English is related to pragmatic reaslictated by the socio-linguistic
reality of the job market (Rudwick, 2008; De Ka2004). For Prosperity, English is
the “key to the gate,” a language “you have torl@hyou want to succeed,” and “a
language that can develop you.” A.W. maintairad tEnglish equals money.” For
Ingenious, it is a precondition for “going to place Bongani is hoping to be able to
send his children to a former white school whesytwill be taught exclusively in
English to ensure that they will have a better. lifénis is despite his high investment
in his mother tongue as a marker of identity, loiscern about its vitality, and the fact
that he expressed satisfaction with the qualitgchfcation that he received at a black

school in a township:
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The school | went to was O.K. for me, but not for kids. | understand my
circumstances. | had financial problems and | didave a family that was
that close. But | want my children to have betitémgs than me.

Given the realities of South Africa’s linguisticanket, it is hardly surprising
that upwardly mobile students from a disadvantdgpgerkground are very well aware
that the appropriation of English isme qua norior socio-economic empowerment.
Prosperity’s and April’s recollections of the entngy experienced when their cousins
were getting more attention from the adults becafiskeeir English point to the fact
that the association between the dominant langaadesymbolic and material
resources is developed from a very early age.oltlvbe a mistake, however, to
reduce students’ desire to appropriate Englishragipatic reasons related to their
socio-economic aspirations. Ingenious’s investneatso related to his desire to
connect with people who do not speak his motheguen This desire started in his
early childhood when he came in contact with th@éevtamily that employed his aunt

as a domestic worker:

When | was visiting my aunt at her work, | had s& ienglish with her
employers and their children, but | couldn’t be@aldidn’t know much of it.
So that’s another reason why | had to learn it.

Like all the students | interviewed, Ingenious islivaware of the inequitable
power relations that put the onus of learning atitamhal language on him, rather
than on people such as his aunts’ white emploges,as part of his appropriation
process, he had to deal with feelings of resentragainst the dominant language.
Once he overcame these feelings, however, he edalmat English was a language he
“wasn’t going to be able to live without [. . .] aimly because there are many people
you need it to communicate with.” He is not thimionly of his professors and

potential employers, but also of those peers whoalspeak his mother tongue:
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Many people that | spend a lot of time with aresptlanguage speaking.
Most of my neighbors at the student residence atiedS speaking, so we
have to use English to communicate.

Similarly, part of Bongani’'s investment in the appriation of English lies in
its value as a lingua franca for communicating wisttive speakers of other African

languages who are part of his circle of friends:

English is a language that is easily understoadhtfow my friends are
usually Sotho speaking. | have been with them madst two years now,
but I can't finish five sentences in Sesotho. lydmow the basics. English
is easier than other African languages.

Clearly, these students’ investment in the appadiom of English goes
beyond pragmatic reasons and encompasses the ttesdiach out to native speakers
of other languages. In the context of South Afsdastory of ethno-linguistic
balkanization (section 1.2.2), this type of investinin English as a national lingua
franca can be seen as running counter to the stizialons that were engineered by
the apartheid government. Perhaps it is theirgtnaent in English as a language of
national unity in the new South Africa that madenBani and A.W. see English as
“everybody’s language” despite their strong re@tif the micro and macro-
ownership of English when they engage in meta-dis®zs that could have
implications for their identity constructions aslZgpeakers (sections 3.2.2; 3.3.2).

While discussing her investment in English as gul@age of unity, April puts
an emphasis on the new discursive universes thab@an up in a language of wider

communication:

14 Sotho is an official South African language thsanot mutually intelligible with Zulu.
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Let's say you are an African woman and you knowuzutly. You wouldn'’t

be able to communicate with other people, and gedting perspectives from

other different race groups. You have got to lireanind that we are all

living here, and we are all humans, despite ourgadt actually helps

sometimes to get to know how the other peopleidiregl get to explore and

learn to respect all the other different culturégeally helps people a lot.

She states explicitly that for people like hersaffpropriating English is “not
just about finding work, it's about understandiraphthings are” by learning through
the “different perspectives” a speaker encountgrgding a language that is so widely

spoken. To make her point, she explains how Emdjiedped her question taboos

revolving around Southern African sexual mores:

| think it's the way Zulus are. My mother didnit me down to tell me that |

am going to be having my period and that my lifgagng to be different.

They just tell you “don’t have a boyfriend.” Thespuldn't go into details

and explain to you why. And then you wouldn’t ursland why. So, of

course, you are tempted to have boyfriends becausbave boys asking you

out. And you don’t understand, so you end up F@six and getting

pregnant. And I'm like ‘you know that we are goitaghave boyfriends, so

why can’t you just educate us and tell us?’

Clearly, the difference in perspectives betweenlAmd her mother are also
generational and related to the fact that, unligerhother, April was not raised
according to the much more conservative rural Amitradition. Nevertheless, it is
evident that part of April's investment in Englishthe fact that it provides her with a
way out of cultural norms that clash with her seoisgelf as a young woman (see also

de Kadt, 2004).
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3.5. Attitudes towards Language Policies

3.5.1. Quantitative Data

Table 12 shows that despite their high investmeithé appropriation of
English, most students believe that it is importarimplement language policies
aimed at increasing the market value of margindllaaguages: 59% believe that
increasing access to English and promoting Afrieaiguages are equally important
tools for black economic empowerment, and 19% teltbat promoting African
languages is the most important objective. Yeshasvn in Table 13, most students
(59%) do not think it is important to promote aajes use of African languages in
education. This suggests that students are irr f@Manguage policies in principle,
but when these policies affect them more direet$yyoung black South Africans who
are using education for socio-economic mobilitgitimain concern is the

appropriation of English.

Table 12: Which language policy is more importantd promote empowerment?

Increasing access to English and 59%
promoting African languages are equally
important

Making English more accessible is more22%
important

Promoting a greater use of African 19%
languages is more important

Table 13: Do you think it is important for African students to be able to do more of their
school work in their mother tongue?

No 59%
| am not sure 29%
Yes 22%
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3.5.2. Qualitative Data

The interviews confirmed the trend that emergechftables 12 and 13.
Whether or not they claim the ownership of Englsiadents show a very strong level
of affiliation with their mother tongue and woul#é to see African languages play a
more important role in South Africa’s linguistic rkat. Yet, they are generally not in
favor of language policies aimed at promoting atgeuse of their mother tongue in
prestigious domains, especially when they reflectheir educational history and their
empowerment trajectories.

Bongani expressed concern about the vitality ohimgher tongue because of
black South Africans’ tendency to send their cld@idto monolingual English-medium
schools and he fears that the next generatiomwill'conserve their language.” He is

very saddened by this prospect:

I am very sad because losing language is like d¢pgour identity, where you
come from, your culture. It is not OK to speaktjaaglish. | saw this show
on T.V. the other day. This black woman came \Wwehgirl who only speaks
English. | feel very sorry for that family becaugast imagine if all the
families started to follow that practice becaussytivant their children to
have better opportunities, they will all send thaiildren to English medium
schools where there is no Zulu. That will be t& [sic] of African
languages. | don't want that to happen. | wantt®éfrica to promote
eleven languages, not just English.

Yet, Bongani is a lot less willing to support thremotion of African
languages when considering the medium of instradto the children he is planning
to have one day. Ironically, he might be contiilbgito the “lost of African
languages” himself, by sending his children toranker white school “where there is
no Zulu.” When | asked him to explain this contcéidn he confirmed the assertion

that given the realities of the linguistic markedfive speakers of African languages
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have no choice but to learn English as well as ttagy Bongani referred to this

concept with the phrase “going with the flow”:

The circumstances under which our country is mgiw force us to go with

the flow. The flow is English . .. You can't stte flow. Even Zulu

teachers send their children to Modét §chools.

He believes that the government has a certain nsgpobty in redirecting the
flow with language policies aimed at redressing @oimbalances among languages.
He mentions Germany as an ideal linguistic mankbgre people can use their
mother tongue in any given situation. Howeverwoald still not choose to do a
degree in his mother tongue if he had the oppadsturiihis is not just because of
pragmatic reasons related to employment opporasjibiut also because he is well

aware that while the vast majority of Germans shia@esame mother tongue, most

South Africans do not.

Where would | be employed with my Zulu degree is thorld? Maybe in

the government, but | don’'t know of any departmehére | can only speak
isiZulu. The perfect example. In Germany theyy@peak German, even in
big corporations and the media. They will evenagetinslator, because these
people are proud of their language. But that wdnalé problem here in

South Africa because we have so many languagemet8oes we are forced
to choose English because sometimes we don’t ulatgierghe other African
languages.

It is precisely the multilingual character of Soditiica that makes him reject
my suggestion that English should be used lesstoused at all, when | asked him to
consider a hypothetical, unattainable scenariohitiwpeople like Bongani could do

everything in their mother tongue, as Germans do.

!> Model C schools are schools that used to be reddor whites under apartheid. While the
department of education no longer refers to thesuah, people often do.
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No, we should keep English. English is our offitd@guage. This is an
African language because we have English speakesBica. It is Indian.
Nowadays English is their mother tongue. Engléshri African language.
It's everybody’s language.

Interestingly enough, for Bongani, using Englistaasntra-national lingua
franca in South Africa is necessary as part of &fgcanization” process” that many

see as an inevitable step in the post-aparthekpsoof democratic transformation:

The National African Congress is stressing thatwesall African, no matter where
you come from, and no matter where you are desegridim. But if all people want
to be African we should Africanize our land. We gping to promote Ubuntu, that is
the Africanization. There is a saying in Sesotrg we also say it in Zulu. A person
is a person because of other people.

It is in this context that for Bongani, English sea to be a language that
belongs exclusively to white native speakers ammbimes a language of national unity
that can promote Ubuntu by bringing together peagie have been kept apart by
centuries of divisive social engineering.

A.W.’s stance is very similar to Bongani's. Heoslgly disapproves of people

who use English instead of their mother tonguetiraons where they don’t have to.

| get very annoyed when you see someone you knéigimschool who is
living here on campus. She’d be like speakindealyjlish, when you're like
‘but | know you are Zulu. How come you don’'t speaku?”’

Yet, he would not choose to earn a university degseng Zulu as a medium
of instruction, and he doesn’t believe black SoAifican students should be able to
be able to use their mother tongue more extensiaedghools. In part, this is because

he finds standard Zulu cumbersome as a languaigaciiing and learning:

Zulu has longer words than English, and it is tcoasuming. And some
words from the book, if you can translate them aduZthe whole meaning
will be lost. English makes things easier.
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But like all the students I interviewed, AW is vergll aware of the limited

value of his mother tongue in the national andrivgonal linguistic market:

Even if you can get a degree in Zulu, the oppotiemior you are limited.
But with an English degree, you can do many thiggsg,can knock on many
doors. With a Zulu degree you can’t go overseas.

| asked if he would support language policies tatild change this situation
by making it possible for people like him to moyethe socio-economic ladder by

using their mother tongue. His answer was:

| generally don't like the idea: what about theesttanguages? What about
Xhosa, what about Sotho? No, South Africa is § dérerse country. If
every language could be represented equally irnyamstitution, we would be
far behind.

As in Bongani's case, part of A.W.’s skepticism &vd policies aimed at
increasing the market value of African languagese®from his awareness of the
complications related to the fact that there ane mifficial languages that need to be
promoted in South Africa. Raising the status @fu&l, his mother tongue, would not
be fair to the speakers of those languages. Rpibastatus of every single
marginalized language would be too costly to besmred an attainable political
goal.

Prosperity shares A.W.’s and Bongani’s concern atimuvitality of her
mother tongue, given that black South Africansiar@er such strong pressure to
appropriate the dominant language. She sees #s#hdiy of a collective language

shift towards English as a sad scenario that cbelsh the process of unfolding:
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It could happen because we would be so moderng &iglish, sending
children to Model C schools, so that they get adgeducation [. .. .] | think
some of our Nguni languages will disappear becpasgle will only be
concentrating on English because it is the kehéogate.

| asked her what she thought of trying to revense gituation by using African
languages to create a class of black South Afficafessionals who would feel
comfortable using their mother tongue in prestigidomains and who could function
as role models. She expressed her skepticismangdries of questions that are of

crucial importance for language rights activism:

Can | ask you something? When you are going tlol blibse varsities, how
many people will come there? How people will get¢eognized degree?
How many people will get a better job? It canrapren. It is O.K. if Zulu

is used in schools because it is our first langubgewhen you are going to
open varsities and make Zulu the lingua francatmpesple don’t understand
Zulu. Let’s say you get a job in Europe. Whereysu going to go with
your Zulu? Who is going to understand you there?

For Prosperity, the vitality of marginalized langea lies in the hands of the

speakers, rather than in the successful implementat language policies:

In order to conserve our African languages it'saps Africans. We should
teach the younger generation. They should knowtaibe Nguni languages,
where they come from. They should also be spedkieg, even though they
go to Model C schools, so that they don’t disappear

A.W. would probably agree, since he believes thatrling Zulu would be a
speaker’s “biggest responsibility” for a persortladt ethnicity, if he or she grew up
without knowing the language because of his ofifegs vicissitudes. Similarly,
Bongani feels that no speaker should give up hiseeotanguage of heritage, “no
matter how educated you are,” because “your matmgue is more than a

doctorate.”
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These students’ investment in their mother teisgas markers of identities
combined with their skepticism towards languagecpes aimed at raising the status
of African languages points to a scenario whereécAfr languages continue to be
extensively used in informal domains, while Englisimtinues to be the undisputed
intra-national lingua franca in formal domains.priAis aware of the diglossic

relationship between her mother tongue and English:

You know that you know your Zulu, that you won'ogtknowing Zulu,
because you are always communicating in Zulu watlrfamily and your
friends, but you are not using it in an academig.wiven if you go to the
library you don’t think about going to the Zulu #en and taking a book to
read because everything is like English, English! [. . ..] We kind of take
Zulu for granted. We know that we can communi@athat language, but
then we don’t pay much attention to it in an acadgoint of view.

She regrets having a limited command of acaden@i@ly in Zulu and wishes
she had been able to develop these skills by dsngnother tongue as a medium of

teaching and learning:

I think it would be nice for me to be taught in dull still have my pride in
my language because | know that | can speak dulise it with my family,
but never in an academic context.

Yet, when she reflects on her mother’s choice mlgeer to a monolingual
English medium Indian school, she clearly agredb thiat choice: “Zulu is as
important as all other languages, but then, witglih being the language that you

need to succeed as a person, it's better to leademglish.”
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3.6. Discursive Ownership

3.6.1. Epistemological and political premises

In section 1.3.9, | defined discursive ownershiphasability to exercise
agencyvis-a-visthe discourses a speaker encounters when usamgadge. As we
have seen, discourses have a tendency to presdndids acceptable and what is not
acceptable to say in a given communicative sitmatidiscourses construct
power/knowledge systems by presenting certain wayisinking as natural,
commonsensical, and undisputable truths ratherdbdrelief systems that justify
inequitable power relations among subjects. D&wgarownership is a crucial aspect
of language appropriation, since the use of anguage, in any social setting, entails
the negotiation of different ways of thinking thpabject different identity
constructions. This is particularly true when @veaspeaker of a marginalized
language seeks to appropriate a dominant langaagduring this process, he or she
is very likely to encounter ways of thinking thabmote the interests of the native
speakers of that dominant language.

In this section, | will discuss some of the waysvinich the students |
interviewed exercised discursive ownership whileg&nglish to discuss issues of
language, power, and identity in the context oirtliie trajectories. As | looked for
evidence of discursive ownership in my intervieanscripts, | broadened the
epistemological and political scope suggested mniaepok’s notion of “teaching
back” (1994a, p. 307). He developed this concegpivohg on the post-colonial
concept of “writing back,” which explores how ligdure produced in the Periphery
has been used to challenge the hegemonic culttodluption of the Metropole, and

on the work of critical pedagogues such as Girdi®91). “Teaching back” entails
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embracing “a politically committed pedagogy” thated not teach the lexical and
morpho-syntactic features of English as if languagee a neutral means of
communication, but that instead takes a stancagfappositional to central
language norms and to central discursive constr@Ei296). Pennycook’s

recommendations call for a process of discursitervention, which requires

an understanding of how English is implicated narage of social, cultural,
economic, and political relations, how it mightllvded, for example, to
colonial history, to the invasion of North Americpopular culture, to
struggles for economic and political ascendancwg, $plit between public and
private sectors of an economy, or to a schoolisgesy which as a result
promotes inappropriate forms of culture and knogtedp. 312)

| agree that English is implicated in a “range @dial, cultural, economic, and
political relations” and that these ought to bedssed, as part of a learning process
aimed at facilitating students’ appropriation aidaage as a tool for critical thinking.
However, | argue thatny language- not just English 4s somehow implicated in
this range of relations; therefore, this criticelatission should not be limited to
English, but should extend to the other languagesdéalects that are part of students’
linguistic repertoires. As Canagarajah (1999)nsatheorists and educators should
resist “the somewhat misleading tendency in clifpeslagogical circles to
romanticize student opposition and minority dissesras always being liberatory and
progressive” (p. 97). He points out that discosileeated in students’ cultural
backgrounds also “include questionable assumptaadsbeliefs about social life.” As
examples coming from the context of Sri Lanka, @anajah mentions the tendency
of local discourses to “avoid confrontation witletharsher socio-political realities,”
to dehumanize women, and promote “gender basedsiadn the context of
Southern Africa, one could mention prevalent pakigs forms in the rural varieties of

Nguni languages which proscribe that married woneémain from using words that
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start with the first letters of the names of threale in-law family members
(Finlayson 1995), and how essentialized notionafa€an “ways of thinking” are
frequently invoked to justify virulent homophobiatk speech (Reddy, 2002) and to
silence political criticism (Mangcu, 2008). Hengethe following section, when
looking at how Access students use English to gquestentral discursive constructs”
(Pennycook, 1994, p. 296), | will not limit mysé&df their opposition to Western-
centric “ways of thinking,” but I will also highlig how they use discourses they
encounter while using the dominant language totoprethe subject positions

prescribed by traditional Southern African discests

3.6.2. Access students and discursive ownership

We have already seen plenty of evidence of thetfettall the students |
interviewed, including those who claim the micrormsship of English for
themselves, take great pride in their mother toragua marker of identity and as a
carrier of their cultural tradition. | will begitinis section by providing further
evidence of the fact that the extensive use of iEngls an additional language does
not necessarily result into the passive assimilabioWestern-centric discourses on
the part of black South Africans.

In their narratives, students showed great faitfh@ir heritage of struggle as
black South Africans, both on a personal level amé collective level. Access
students such as Prosperity, Bongani, April, A.&d Ingenious were too young to
participate in the struggle against apartheid they are very well aware of this
legacy and of how white supremacy still needs tahmlenged. Ingenious learned

about the evils of apartheid from his school teegshBongani from an old man who
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used to visit the “shebeen” (speakeasy) his gratidenased to run to make ends

meet:

There was this man who used to come to our housavi® drinks because
my grandmother was running a shebeeen. The olduseahto tell me stories
about white people, about the apartheid era. Hente about these pass
laws, that black people were not allowed in towterasix o’clock. He told

me about white people, how they treated black meopl

April recalls how she came to internalize whitersmpacist ways of thinking

as a young girl and how she was able to challemggetthanks to her education,

which she received through the medium of Englisanirindian school.

We used to think that they [white people] were sigpebecause hey, if you
talked to them! My grandmother even does it ufhi® day. She says ‘oh, no
baas’ when she is talking to them on the phoned va used to get all this
stuff my grandmother would get from her employe8sie was always saying
nice things about them. If we got money to buydfabmust be from the
white person. So we always had this superior stgpe about them [....] |
didn’t understand anything about apartheid untibk in that Indian school.
We got to learn about apartheid. We got to lelaarn, and learn!

As we have seen, she confronts her mother whesestseher showing
symptoms of “colonization of the mind” in the wayesuses English with her
employers. | mentioned to April that a few week$oloe the interview, | had been
addressed as “master” by a young black South Afridead greeted while he was
working in my neighbor’s garden. Once again, Apziterated the idea that the
colonization of the mind has a lot more to do with sort of education a person

receives than with the language he or she is using.

Maybe the young man was not educated, becausetentucan help. It can
help move away from the past. Maybe that young wasworking for a
white man in the garden and he just believed thestype that white people
are superior and that's why he always refers tmthe ‘baas’ or master. |
think it's the effect of apartheid on the peopled &'s so unfair.
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In his narrative, A.W. challenged the Western-dergssumption that former
white schools are the best schools a black Soutlhakf can hope to attend. After he
completed 8 grade, his parents had the opportunity to enioilih an ex-model C
school, but six months later, he convinced his miotbh move him back to a black

school.

For six months | went to a model C school. Buaégs it's just my identity.

| dropped out of that school. | wanted to go tovanship school. It was not
only me who dropped out: me, my friends, and ofiegaple. There was this
drama on TV calle?Yzo-Yzo It was situated in a township. We took that
drama and thought that township schools are canll we asked ourselves:
what are we doing here? Everything is in Englésid you have to have
money on a daily basis to succeed here [ . Thégre are trips, picnics every
two weeks, sporting events. Even if you don’t plggu have to go at some
point. On your lunch breaks, you sit in the cafatand the food is very
expensive. People like us, who come from singterta family couldn’t
afford to live that kind of life. So that's why wikought, ‘let's move to
where we fit in correctly.’

Evidently, the fact that, A.W. was using Englishhis personal narrative did
not prevent him from affirming his African identityin fact, he takes great pride in the
fact that after he moved back to a township scHmipined a debate team that won a

competition against teams from ex-Model C schools:

When | was doing grade 12, we started a debatang &g school, me and my
friends. We went to this competition and we wéeednly black school.
There were all suburban Model C schools there. Wioel come in, you
have the name of your school written on you. Iswe only school with a
Zulu name, so everyone looked down on us, andwlesg like, ‘Ah, they
don’t even know why they are here.” Even the jidgere expecting us to
fail, not to make it to the finals. [....] Weeve given many topics to argue,
AIDS, abortion, punishment in school. Eventually won the competition.
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Obviously, the debate took place in English. leasR.W. if he thought it was
unfair that he had to use a language that wasiaahbther tongue to compete in the

debate, but he didn’t think so:

No, | thought it was fair because | had this int@mobf showing the Model C
schools that they are not better than us. We ogape ourselves and beat
them on something.

Clearly, the use of English did not instill in A.\& sense of inferiority with
respect to the students who attended a more prsdifprmer white school, nor did it
undermine his belief in the abilities of the teaenhtad set up with his African peers.

It would also be hard to argue that English haégative impact on
Prosperity’s self-esteem as an African, despitddhethat she sees this language as
part of who she is. One of the projects she ismplgy to carry out with her English in
the future as part of her process of empowermemntugite a book about the
“glorious experience of being African” in orderd@spel misconceptions about her

land and her cultural background.

People have myths about South Africa. Some thiek thouth Africa is just
a jungle. Some people think people from here aeelucated. They think
that we are suffering. They have these stereotgpest Africa. | want to
write a book so that everybody will know how SoAfhica is. | will write it
in English so that everyone could read it and ustded it. The reason
behind is to show people and let people know whattually South Africa.
And Africa is a glorious placetobe [ ... .]

Here in South Africa we have minerals, like goldalgc etc. The land is so
nice. We have forests. We have the big five alsifial don’t know if other
continents have them. And people here are indigerariginal, natural.
Most of them are hard workers: they commit themegbo doing something.
Yes, we do have problems, like poverty, crime,wlién | am reading
something, | think that they are being exaggeratedetimes. We can still
have these problems because South Africa, as awiba slightly

1% “The big five animals” Prosperity is referringaee lions, rhinos, elephants, hippopotamus, and
leopards.

149



developing country from apartheid. South Africa lsalebrated thirteen
years of its democracy, and a lot is still goindnéppen here in South Africa.
A lot of good things. Most people are getting eatad. They want change.
They want to abolish crime, even though it lookpassible. People have
plans to make South Africa a better country.

We have already seen the determination with whichgani uses English to
affirm his exclusive affiliation with his African ather tongue as his fundamental
identity marker. In the passage below, he commamthie importance of being
African in the context of the process of collectsaeio-economic empowerment that
South Africa embarked on as a developing countaghbaibetween Western notions of

modernity and traditional African ways of thinking.

It is really important to be African because Afrit# our place. | believe
that God gave us Africa. Then in Africa we shopduiceive our traditions,
but I don’t think we should allow our traditionsltmit us from opportunities.
You know, maybe you can’t marry because the tradit saying this and
that. We should perceive the traditions in a wet ts relevant to the modern
life. You can’t stay with your cultures that yagneat-grandfathers followed.
They are not relevant today. If you don't beliévesomething that your
tradition tells you to do, | think it's a matter dfioice, or freedom of the
individual in a way that he or she likes.

Bongani’s pride in his cultural heritage is evidefitis pride, however, does
not make him subscribe to an essentialized notidkfreccan tradition uncritically. In
fact, he believes that Africans ought to exercgenay in adapting their cultural
background to their needs as subjects living iruétioultural space caught in the pull
between Africa and the West. Ingenious also be8dtat it's important for today’s
black South Africans to exercise critical thinkmwgen looking at their African

traditions:

My father is very traditional. He likes making nydiunctions, like
slaughtering a goat and making them feel like Hfeesling the ancestors by
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that. Maybe one day in a rondovéhe will put a rope in the neck of a dead
goat and hang them in the roof and leave it thera hight before we eat it.
It's very scary, especially if you are coming aghtialone and you see the
blood flow. It's crazy stuff. The years of todaged another understanding
of the old tradition. Those people are dead. Hawtbey get hungry?

A.W. questions the Southern African practice obta,” according to which

a groom must pay a price to the bride’s family idey to marry her. He is

uncomfortable with the implications of this praetior gender relations:

There are certain things in my culture that | ddik&. | don't like beliefs
like initiation school and lobola. Why do men gagola? | find that it is
degrading us men. And if | pay for a woman to mane it means that a
woman is my property. She has to abide to evergthsay, which the
constitution doesn'’t allow. We are all equal.

Like the other two young men | interviewed, he Higfts the importance of

agency in mediating between the demands of Afrasahmodern ways of thinking:

Itis O.K to question culture [. . .] | think nodays it's a matter of deciding
what will benefit you. We are living in a moderocgety. You can't slaughter
an ox in a suburb. They would arrest you. Solyaxe to work out what you
need and what you have to use in order to succeldd [. . .]. You have to
put together both worlds, link them, and take wmat want.

He also believes that drawing on Western waysiokihg in “deciding what
will benefit you” does not necessarily entail renmgvoneself from one’s cultural

background:

It happens everyday. You find that even the peiplke parliament, they
are modern people. When they go they will pradtiadition. So you see,
they are having the two of both worlds.

17 Rondovels are round, mud huts with straw roofeesk are the homes of most black South Africans
living in rural areas.
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As a young black South African woman, April is pautarly aware of being
caught in the middle of a pull between discoursesad in the Southern African
cultural tradition and discourses of modernity tieaid to be associated with
whiteness and the West. For her, being Africanigortant, but then, it is not
important in a way” because when she was very yosimgy moved to a township that
was “becoming modern, with all these white, modbings.” Consequently, she sees
her way of being African as “African, but not asri&an as it's supposed to be.” To
make sure | understand, she asked me if | had®mesr to the rural areas of the

province of KwaZulu-Natal.

Have you been to Zululand? Do you see the wayliiey The way they
dress? The way they cook their food? Everythéngpi African you wouldn’t
find anything related to white. There’s no forkeite. You don’t use spoons
for eating. It is very much different. And the mven there don’t dress in
anything. They wear those skirts, and they goeteglwith no shoes on.

April feels like she’s “stuck in the middle” of the two worlds. On the one
hand, she takes great pride in her cultural hexjtagd she regrets that she is unable to
live according to it to the same extent that shaldidave, had she spent all her life in
the village where she was born. However, shesis appreciative of things that she

associates with the West that are now part ofifeer |

When I'm there [in the village] | don't feel as Adan as | would like to
because | love my culture, but | also know thahitetogy makes things a lot
better for us.

| tried to find out from April whether being “stuck the middle” as a young
black South African woman, gave her a perspectivgender roles that made her

guestion power relations between men and womee.b8gan by pointing out that
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cultural norms regarding gender roles are veryedifit in rural areas from the way

they are in townships.

The women in the rural areas don't have any clasength the
husband because the woman has to kneel down whéngiting the
food, and they don't look at each other straighthimeye. They don't
talk, they don’t spend much time together becausevomen are
always busy, maybe working in the farms. The nush $it and drink
tea. It's not a lot of work for men. They judtthiere and the women
have to do everything. The man is only giving ith@ney, or maybe
it's the man’s land. He has all the cattle. Htheshead of the house.

And then, if you look at men and women in the towpst's not the
same thing. They can speak to each other, magyestiare the same
bed, because they have beds and everything. Aydcthmmunicate
much more. They work together in supporting thmilia It's not

that the men are so much superior like it is inrtival areas, because
in the rural areas, hey! | wouldn't even go to etarea and talk to a
man, because that's a sign of disrespect.

| asked her what she thought of these expectatmwards women in rural
areas, as someone who is “stuck in the middle.”dtsver showed great intercultural
sensitivity and confidence in herself as a woman dies not conform to rural

gender roles:

| could understand where they come from, but tham so used to
this township life. I'm like ‘I have to adapt tbdir way because |
was there for three days only.” But | wouldn'tdigle to go back
there. 1 am so comfortable with the way | am lgzinght now. It
would be very much awkward for me to live in thatyw | like to go
there. 1 like to visit the place and get the feglof the place, but |
don’t see myself living that way.

April’'s adoption of a culturally relativist stant@wards social norms that
many women would probably condemn as promoting gemeéquality did not
prevent her from questioning those norms, when teeghed with her sense of right

and wrong. In one of the most compelling momehtseo narrative, she explained to
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me how the discourses she encountered as shewowkship of English allowed her
to resist the notion that her father’s abusive beltaowards her mother was
acceptable because, according to Southern Africatoms, he had paid the required

bride-price for marrying his mother.

My mother had been in this abusive relationshipstotong, until my father
disappeared. And every time, it used to be so béylfather was an
alcoholic, and he would drink and abuse us. Iretid it got so bad that he
even hit us. He broke everything he could gehhisds on in the house.
Whenever my mom wanted to walk away from the refethip, my
grandmother would be like ‘No, he is the man youried. He paid lobola
and everything. You should respect him.” | coutdlerstand where my
grandmother was coming from, but | was like ‘no,;mgou can't stand for
this. This is not right. You can’t carry on ligrike this.” This is because |
was getting an education. We would learn stuff abape and abuse at
school. | had two perspectives. | knew that whas happening was not
right, but | knew the way my grandmother was raised

For April, English played an essential role in gagna new perspective on her
family situation, as it is language that allowed tretalk to the councilors who helped

her see beyond those traditional cultural normsghamote gender inequality:

We were always having these councilors, people fildfarent organizations
coming in my school to talk with us. So | undeost@nd tried to keep in
contact with them, and asked them. | used to dbase workshops,
whenever we had workshops. | would go and trymp@ver myself, even
though it wasn’t something that | communicated wpéople. Whatever
situation | was in, | knew that there were thingsuild do. | would try to talk
to my mom and to my aunts, and then | would stealihg, and it would help
me very much.

| asked April if she thought that the self-empowentprocess she went
through as a woman resisting gender inequalitydamdestic abuse could have
happened using isiZulu, instead of English. Skie’dseem to think so because
according to her, Zulus are reluctant to discusisate issues that are considered

taboo:
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| think it's the way Zulus are. My mother didnit ;e down to tell me that |
am going to have my period. They just tell yownd have a boyfriend.’
They wouldn't go into details and tell you why, bese you are having your
periods. It doesn't help to just tell a person “ddave babies,” because then,
you don’t understand why. So you end up doingttang things when you
do have a boyfriend, because you have boys askinguyt.

3.7. Conclusion

The guantitative and qualitative data collectechwiiis empirical study show
some limitations of the birthright paradigm. Inntes of language practices, English
plays such an important role in the lives of maout8 Africans who are not native
speakers that it would be inaccurate to refer ilinguage as “foreign” and to argue
that it is completely disconnected from additiolaaiguage speakers’ immediate
environment. A particularly interesting findingtree extent to which English is used
as an “additional home language” among a samplespliondents who are from one
of the most linguistically homogeneous areas ofcthantry and who are not likely to
have had as much exposure to English as middle blask South Africans. My
guantitative data has shown the limitations offihere from Census 2000 that is
often used to deny the ownership of English — whthbest intentions — while pushing
for a greater role for African languages in Soufhidd’s linguistic market. The
census figure might underestimate significantlyelgent to which English is being
used as a home language in South Africa, in cotipmevith African languages. Itis
true that my survey was not a census, and thadstlvased on a very small purposive
sample that included only university students girthate teens who might be more
likely to use English at home than older or lesscatked black South Africans.
However, it is not unlikely that the Census figanght have been significantly

different, had it not been based on the assumpti@tisSouth Africans speak only one
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language at home. The assumption that speakeesdmdy one mother tongue or
home language is one of the pillars of the birthirigaradigm.

The interviews confirmed this finding by showin@tlseveral students started
learning English at home at a pre-school age lgraeting with older siblings,
cousins, and older family members who encouragejpeopriation of English
without necessarily discouraging the use of isiZulu

This questionnaire has also shown that equatingrézp with “nativeness” is
problematic. In particular, the assumption thataher tongue gives a speaker the
highest level of expertise in any given communiesituation does not reflect the
socio-linguistic reality of the students in the gd@ who sometimes find it easier to
use English to communicate most effectively. base students, English is an
essential tool of expression that complements theiher tongue. While carrying out
literacy tasks, many students find that they hagkdr levels of expertise in English.
In many cases, rather than an unadulterated ube ohother tongue as a “whole,
bounded system” (Heller, 2007, p. 1), it is the ofa hybrid code produced by using
both the dominant language and the mother tongateattows students to exercise the
maximum command of language. The interviews redethat one of the reasons
why many students are more comfortable using Bmgiisa hybrid code in many
communicative situations is because “pure Zuld rsiral, archaic, language variety
that is removed from their communicative needstaed sense of self as modern,
urbanized Africans “stuck in the middle” betweenywaf thinking rooted in the
Southern African traditions and discourses of moitigthat are perceived as
emanating from the West. The use of the domirerguage also allows students to
express themselves more effectively when they badescuss issues that are

considered taboo in the cultural tradition carfgdheir mother tongue.
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Students’ attitudes towards language ownershiprimg of affiliation are still
shaped to a large extent by inheritance, as maestiqumnaire respondents see their
own language(s) as being determined by factorscirabe ascribed to birth, such as
the language used by their parents or the langtrageés associated with their ethnic
identity. Nevertheless, a significant part of Haenple is open to a more inclusive
notion of ownership that allows for multiple langeaallegiances that go beyond
exclusive identification with traditional mothemigues. Approximately one third of
the respondents mention English as one of theirlamguages. None of the students
| interviewed who claimed the ownership of Englishowned their mother tongue;
these students were just as vocal in expressiraitiogpwards their mother tongue as
the students who rejected the ownership of the dantilanguage. Students who
declared English as one of their own language(s¥sdion the basis of their expertise,
which came as the result of a successful proceapmbpriation; in some cases, they
did so on the basis of loyalty, which they don% s&s something that needs to be
expressed exclusively towards one language. Stsigdro reject the ownership of
English do so on the basis of a rigid correlatietwzen language, ethnicity and
identity that does not leave any room for claimiing ownership of any language
other than a speaker’s mother tongue.

The tendency to construct the legitimate ownershignglish as something
that can be claimed by birthright can be found alsithe macro-level, where we can
see that, for many students, being a native spea&rd in some cases, being white —
are necessary conditions for a socio-linguistiaigrto be able to claim English as its
own language. The students | interviewed who haeighe ownership of English do
so because of the way they construct the relatiprisgtween language and identity;

they believe that white native speakers are byulietlae best speakers of English, and
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as evidence, they mention examples of differencesage between white and non-
white native varieties of South African Englishhe€ly present the native variety as
intrinsically superior. Students who extend the&ermaownership of English to non-
native speakers see expertise as something thaiecappropriated. Interestingly
enough, even the students who restrict the ownerfHEnglish to white native
speakers construct English as “everybody’s language an African language when
thinking about the role English is playing as aglaage of national unity in the
context of post-apartheid South Africa.

Not surprisingly, regardless of their attitudes &osls micro and macro-
ownership, students have a very high level of itmesit in the appropriation of
English as an additional language. This investngedétermined to a large extent by
the realities of the linguistic market, which mdkeglish a pre-condition for socio-
economic empowerment. For many students, howdwelintzestment in English goes
beyond aspirations of upward socio-economic maghbditd extends to the desire to
reach out to other linguistic communities in ortteundo the racial and social
divisions that were imposed during apartheid wibentialized racial and
ethnolinguistic identities.

Most students who took the questionnaire claimetintfavor of language
policies aimed at increasing the market value ofcah languages; yet, only a
minority claim with certainty that they would like see a greater use of African
languages in education. The interviews confirntesl trend: even the students who
reject the ownership of English, despite their stagent in isiZulu as a marker of
identity and their concern for the vitality of thenother tongue, do not believe in
promoting a greater use of African languages ircatian. This is not because they

lack faith in their mother tongues, but becausthefrealities of the global and local
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linguistic market, and the complications relatedh® fact that there are nine official
African languages that need to be promoted. Stsdesem to reconcile their loyalties
towards their mother tongue and their choice oflishg@s a medium of instruction by
placing the onus of maintaining the vitality of &f&n languages on their native
speakers, who should continue to use these languadfeeir ethnolinguistic
communities, so that they can be passed on toektegeneration as markers of
identities and carriers of cultural traditions.

During the interviews, students displayed discsiwnership with their
critical discussions of language, power and idgmtitthe contexts of their life
trajectories and South Africa’s evolution from thst bastion of institutionalized
racism to a democratic “rainbow nation” foundedome of the most progressive
constitutions in the world. While expressing thehass using English, students
challenged Western-centric ways of thinking thatehaot been eradicated, despite the
formal demise of apartheid. At the same, studéigtsiot stop short of thinking
critically about the Southern African tradition tisapes much of their cultural
background, whenever this tradition was used tdyre discourses that clashed with
their sense of right and wrong as subjects thaslaaped in hybrid cultural spaces.
Several students — both male and female — wetelarly critical of cultural

practices that they see as promoting gender inggual
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Chapter IV

Conclusion

4.1. Theoretical Implications

The data that | collected through my empirical gtatilanguage ownership
among students who have entered UKZN through treeggProgram confirms the
theoretical limitations of the birthright paradighat | discussed in my literature
review. First of all, the data shows that it is apistemologically sound to theorize
about the power of English in countries that weardar the influence of the British
empire by assuming that this language is invaridfolseign,” “alien,” and
intrinsically removed from a speaker’s sense df @&jugi, 1981), unless the speakers
in question is of British stock. From the pointviéw of language practices, we have
seen that even in one of the most linguisticallpnbgeneous provinces of South
Africa, and even among speakers who are not frpmvdeged background, English
is widely used as an additional home languages tite that the sample of students
who took part in my study was limited in size amd stratified; however, it would be
safe to assume that, at least within South Aftatack Africans living in metropolitan
areas characterized by extremely high levels otilimgualism are likely to use
English even more as part of their daily linguighechanges. Similarly, black South
Africans from more privileged backgrounds who céord to live in racially
integrated neighborhoods, buy books, and send ¢hédren to former white schools
are likely to use English even more in their homeirenment and in their

communities than Access students.
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It is wrong to assume that multilingual speakexairably find it easier to
express themselves in their mother tongue in anmynwonicative situation. The data
has shown that there are many communicative tabkserstudents feel that they have
a higher level of expertise using English or a itylbode that uses both English and
their mother tongue. Hence, for many black SoutiicAns, English is not a “foreign
language,” but an essential tool of self-expressidor can it be said that for black
South Africans, English is necessarily “that whislurthest removed from
themselves” (Ngugi, p. 3). The meta-discoursab@fstudents | interviewed
confirmed that they are much more comfortable riagog identities and power
relations using both English and hybrid codes, thyansing “pure” varieties of their
mother tongue.

Language rights activism should avoid a rhetorggasting that for black

South Africans, English is “unattainable,” “foreigalien, or that, at best, black South
Africans can appropriate an English “with a ‘lovease e (Nicol, 2004), given that

it is not “their language.” From an epistemologipalnt of view, these assumptions
overlook the fact that there are many black Souticans who have successfully
appropriated the dominant language. While it wdaddeasy to dismiss the successful
appropriation of English on the part of the blagtelligentsia as “an exception,” it is
less easy to make the same claim in the case @sActudents, who attended schools
that are plagued by the legacy of Bantu educaéind,who often grew up with single
parents whose employment opportunities were réstrito domestic work.

Dismissing the appropriation of English by spealsersh as April, Bongani, AW,
Prosperity, and Ingenious by claimiagpriori that English is not their language is

condescending and potentially linguicist. If natwarieties are considered

intrinsically superior, regardless of the actuahooand speakers are able to exercise
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in different communicative settings, it would nat difficult to discriminate on the
basis of language. And given the fact that manytiSéfricans see whiteness as an
essential criterion for being able to claim Englsha mother tongue, it would not be
difficult to use language as a proxy for race tgppéuate white supremacy in a job
market where most forms of employment require “vgogd English skills.”

Theories of language and empowerment should prailzenmore vigorously
assumptions about what constitutes “very good Bhgikills” in multilingual
countries such as South Africa, where the vast ntgjof the people use non-native
English as an essential tool of self-expressiorying to promote marginalized
languages by referring to indigenized English wageas “English with ‘a lower case
e”” (Nicol, 2004) is certainly not going to curbetipower of English to exclude from
opportunities of socio-economic empowerment. Geliafig “the power of the mother
tongue” by claiming that black South Africans usglsh as “a language stripped of
ambiguity, cultural and literary references, figui# speech, idiom, rhythm, tone; it is
a language of limited vocabulary that is incapatfleonveying ideas” (Nicol, 2004)
runs counter to the goal of making South Africaglistic market more equitable.
Arguing that “surely we have a problem,” “when mationgue English speakers
cannot understand the English of politicians, aihess people, or radio
newsreaders” (Nicol, 2004) begs the following guestwhy should the onus of
mutual intelligibility fall entirely on additiondanguage speakers in a country where
most English speakers use indigenized varietiesnGhat part of the power of
English comes from the fact that it is a languag@ider communication used in
different ways by people from extremely diverselgmounds, having very “good
English skills” should entail the ability to commaoate across different varieties of

this language, rather than simply the ability tbex@ to a monolithic, metropolitan
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standard. De-centering and contesting standaidtidava lot more to fight the
linguicist power of English than theories basedhanclaim that African languages
ought to be promoted because the ownership ofdherdhnt language is beyond the
reach of non-native speakers.

South African’s public broadcasting corporationAB&)’s brave decision to
recruit non-native English speakers as anchorssoasters, and talk show hosts in
English language programs was an important steprttswde-centering and contesting
monolithic notions of what constitutes “good Enlgli's Not surprisingly, this decision
created controversy. For example, Titlestad, tneér president of the English
Academy of South Africa, made the following comnseinta letter to the editor after

Africanized varieties of English began to be hear(SABC:

The announcers could not relate punctuation to imgarThey gabbled and wavered,

did not appear to understand what they were readingbled over difficult words,

misplaced stress, had no sense of intonation pattand no style in their delivery.

(The ArgusMay 11, 1995)

As part of their efforts to make South Africa’sdinstic market more equitable,
language rights activists should argue forcefuigttthe English spoken by national
icons such as Nelson Mandela and Desmond Tutuw cadio talk show hosts such as
Vuyo Mbuli and Thebiso Sekwane reverberates wikrdal adroitness that is carried,
at least in part, by phonetic features rooted intBé&anguages. Whenever it is
suggested that non-native English is so impovedishat it is “incapable of making
meaning” (Nicol, 2004) activists should mention phethora of masterpieces of South
African literature that have been produced in Estgby authors who, according to the
birth criterion, could not claim English ownershiphe critical discourse should

highlight how the Nguni, Sotho, and Afrikaans echtieat resonate in the poetry of

Dhlomo (1986) and Serote (1986), or the lyric prosAntjie Krog (2002, 2003) do
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not detract buadd “ambiguity, cultural and literary references, figa of speech,
idiom, rhythm and tone” to the English of thesehaus.

Both the quantitative and the qualitative data tleatlected with my study
suggest that Access students’ investment in theogpation of English as an
additional language is driven to a large extenth@yr socio-economic aspirations and
the realization that, in South Africa’s linguistitarket, English is a pre-condition for
professional success. It would be a mistake, heweaw reduce the nature of
students’ investment in the appropriation of thend@ant language to pragmatic
considerations related to the realities of thedistic market. Nor would it be
accurate to argue that investment in the appropniatf English is driven exclusively
by the hegemonic power of this language, whichdsaative speakers of other
languages with no choice. Even those studentsrejeot the ownership of English
use this language as an essential tool of selfessjon, a tool that, among other
things, provides them with a way out of culturdddas that make it more difficult to
share important aspects of themselves using thatinen tongue.

Investment in the ownership of English can alsatbuted to the desire to
explore a wider discursive universe that can adfearnative ways of thinking to the
ones that are rooted in the students’ culturaiticad April's investment in English
as a discursive arsenal for resisting traditiona@ysvof thinking that condone domestic
abuse is a case in point. Students’ investmeBhglish as a national lingua franca
can also be attributed to their desire to take ipatie process of democratic
transformation by reaching out to groups of otlaeral and ethnolinguistic
backgrounds. In the context of meta-discoursestaboglish as a language of

national unity, even those students who forcefrdjgct the ownership of English
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both at the micro and the macro level, see Engilssteverybody’s language” in the
New South Africa.

My data confirms what many language rights activéste as the main obstacle
in making South Africa’s linguistic market more @&qble: that is, the fact that native
speakers of African languages generally do notedpanguage policies aimed at
promoting the use of their mother tongues in pgéestis domains. Undoubtedly,
pragmatic reasons related to the realities ofitiguistic market are the main cause
for this lack of support; however, there are oihgrortant reasons too. Despite their
high level of investment in their mother tonguesraskers of identity, some students
are very well aware of the complications relatedaising the status of nine official
African languages, especially given the way thasguages are related to ethnic
identities and power relations among ethnic groups .upwardly mobile young
adults living in a global economy, students are akxy well aware that the power of
English can act as a propelling force for theirgezonomic empowerment not just
in South Africa, but in the whole world. Henceganf the successful implementation
of language policies could create the conditiomslfoguistic communism”

(Bourdieu, 1997, p. 73) by allowing students to pete for symbolic and material
resources in their mother tongue, students wolilldstleft out of the international
competition for these. Last but not least, stusléioin’t see English as “unattainable.”
Even those students who strongly reject the owmngidfEnglish and who racialize
expertise have a lot of faith in their ability tppopriate the dominant language as a
tool for self-empowerment and don’t feel like tHegve been disadvantaged by the
fact that they have to use an additional languageaster the syllabus and pass their

exams. In fact, there were students who foundthaaing to carry out academic
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literacy tasks using a “pure” variety of their metliongue would have brought
additional complications to their learning process.

These attitudes should not stop theorists involmetle critical discourse
about English in South Africa in their efforts tiomote a greater use of African
languages in prestigious domains, especially ecutaEven though Access students’
educational achievements prove that English isinattainable, too many young
South Africans are falling through the cracks sthool system that was originally
designed to ensure that black people would remagawcated and docile. The use of
English as a medium of instruction in former blackools cannot be blamed entirely
for the high failure rate. One cannot look at ediomal achievement in these schools
without taking into account, for instance, the fézt a lot of the students attending
these schools live in tin shacks or mud huts witlmoaoning water and electricity.
Many learners in these schools do not receive pnogigition and are often coping
with the devastating effects of the AIDS pandemiiaich in disadvantaged
communities in Southern Africa has reached apotialppoportions. Nevertheless, it
would be hard to dispute that in rural areas, wikardents live in communities where
English is never used and learn in schools whedemqualified teachers often
struggle to carry on a conversation in basic Ehglise use of the dominant language
as an official medium of instruction creates addisil difficulties in the learning
process.

Critical language theory should continue pushinglie promotion of
marginalized languages, but in doing so it shoulnicaresorting to a rhetoric that
denies or underplays the possibility of owning Estghs additional language. Not
only does this rhetoric reify the gate-keeping effef the dominant language, but it is

also an impediment for the promotion of Africandaages. If the legitimate
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ownership of English is conceived of as a nativeag&pr’s prerogative, we should not
be surprised to see native speakers of Africanuages resisting mother tongue
instruction and going out of their way to send ttlediildren to monolingual English
medium schools in order to make them as “nativgd@ssible, despite their pride in
their mother tongue.  If activists argue thagksih ownership can be claimed by
anyone as the result of a successful learning psp@ad if they can convince the
general public that the best way to learn an aafthdi language is by building on the
mother tongue, it will be easier to convince thienary stakeholders that promoting
access to English and promoting a greater useridakf languages are two sides of

the same coin.

4.2. Political Implications

My empirical exploration of language ownership agétcess students was
driven by what | saw as a political imperative &y glose attention to the voices of
the stakeholders in the debate about language,rpané identity. Hence, it would be
hypocritical of me to dismiss the voices of A.Wari§ani, and 72% of the students in
the questionnaire sample who do not see Englisma®f their own languages by
suggesting that they should. | believe that subjslcould have maximum freedom in
constructing their identities, as they look for wag empower themselves in social
structures that are not equitable. Howeverguarthat, while it is important to
respect speakers who choose to see only their mmihgue as their own language, it
is just as important to respect those who choostatm ownership of English as an
additional language, who constitute a significaant pf the sample. Unfortunately,

this does not always happen. As Rudwick (2008)pmaisted out, for many black
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South Africans, taking ownership of English as dditional language entails dealing
with “coconut dynamics” or the subjection to raahrs, such as “coconut” and
“oreo” which are used to point fingers at peopleabur who, for whatever reason,
are perceived as “acting white.” Several studesfwke with mentioned incidents
where they were subjected to these epithets asap@ypriated English and
empowered themselves to succeed academically.

Critical language theories should examine morefebyehe political
implications of “coconut dynamics” that essentialldackness and whiteness. In the
context of Southern Africa, a discussion of langygmpwer, and identity should not
overlook the way some local discourses use es$ieatdanotions of African identities
to resist demands for political change by people ate oppressed by ways of
thinking rooted in the local cultural tradition-or example, reacting to demands for
the recognition of gay rights by the Gay and Leslaissociation of Zimbabwe,

President Mugabe declared:

Let the Americans keep their sodomy, bestialityl foolish ways to
themselves. Let there be gays in the US and EurBpein Zimbabwe, gays
shall remain a very sad people forever. (in Re@892, p. 164)

Similarly, the President of Namibia, Sam Nujomacted to similar demands

by stating that:

It should be noted that most of the ardent suppodkthese perverts are
Europeans who imagine themselves to be the bulefativilization and
enlightenment. (in Reddy, 2002. p. 165)

These discourses reverse the value judgments attaotihe West/Orient
dichotomy that are intrinsic to “Orientalism”: assentialized notion of Africanness

(the self) is constructed as pure, natural, andieurs in antithesis to an essentialized
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notion of the West (the other) which is construasdoreign, colonial, and decadent.
Yet, Occidentalizing discourses can hardly be amreid progressive or liberatory.

It is extremely important for theorists and actisisommitted to using
language as a weapon of empowerment not to suctufccidentalizing”
discourses when fighting against the hegemonic poiveéominant languages.
Ngugi’s assertion that English makes Africans idgritvith that which is decadent”
(p. 3) was probably made with political intentidhat have nothing to do with the
intentions of those leaders who use “Occidentaliama rhetorical weapon to resist
democratic transformation. Nevertheless, thess sbistatements should not be part
of a critical language discourse aimed at fightwpgression. Just as they have been
used against gay rights activists, they can be agadhst young women such as April
when they challenge local patriarchal discoursasdhe used to condone violence
against women. In fact, during a rape trial inckithe was implicated, Jacob Zuma,
a traditionalist member of the National African @ogss who is likely to become
South Africa’s next president, defended himseltkaming that his “Zulu culture”
left him no choice but to have sex with the womdrowwressed charges, given that
she was wearing a mini-skirt (Berak, 2008).

Politically, it is also important for theorists;tavists and educators involved in
the critical discourse about English to be moreraved the linguicist potential of the
assumptions of the birthright paradigm. A.W.'sn8ani’s, and April's white
supremacist sweeping generalizations about thewldte and Indian native English
speaking South Africans use English illustratepgbssible consequences of
constructing language ownership on the basis mfih @quation between language of

inheritance and identity. If we put race and athyiinto this equation, as these
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students did and many other South Africans wolé links between racism and
linguicism become clearer.

Last but not least, it should be noted how thetjgali nature of Bongani’s and
April’s attitudes towards macro-ownership shiftexctlaeir meta-discourses moved
from the assumptions of the birthright paradignthi® appropriation model. When
they think of English as a language of inheritarticese students construct the
ownership of the dominant language as somethirtgciraonly belong to the racial
group that has dominated South African througheuatwries of white supremacy.
When they think of English as “everybody’s languaiey construct the collective
appropriation of the dominant language as a resainat is helping South Africa

overcome the legacy of segregation that has coome &partheid.

4.3. Pedagogical Implications

My empirical study shows that Access students arg well aware that
language is not a politically neutral means of camimation, but a social force that
has implications for identity construction and powedations. As they have taken
ownership of English, these students have hadappde with their conflicting
feelings about the ambivalent power of the domih@mjuage and with tensions in
their identity construction. It is not surprisirtgerefore, that they responded
particularly well to the elements of critical pedayg that were incorporated in the
English Language Development and Academic Literaogules of the Access
Program. While reviewing the mechanics of staddarglish and the supersentential
conventions of academic writing (such as thesitestants, topic sentences, and

paragraph unity) students engaged in critical céifs@s about why they are being
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asked to master these conventions in the domiaagubage. These critical reflections
were prompted by the reading of canonical texthénliterature about language,
power, and identity, such as extracts from NguDeégolonising the MindAchebe’s
“The African writer and the English language” (19,7&nd Rodriguez’'slunger of
Memory(1982) While increasing their expertise of the dominanguage and
academic literacy, students were encouraged to e@keections between these
readings and their own struggles to appropriatdi§imgrhese connections were made
as students engaged in class discussions, smaf giiecussions, reflective
autobiographical writing, and empirical researé{s. part of the requirements for the
course, students had to write short personal eskagisssing their language life
history and interview other students on campusih dut about their language life
histories.

This hybrid teaching approach which blends theiexpgeaching conventions
of language and literacy, as recommended by rloaticeind genre approaches
(Covino, 1997; The New London Group, 2000), witkadissions of why students
have to appropriate certain languages and litesacierder to succeed academically,
as recommended by critical approaches (George,, Fainycook, 1994a;
Smitherman, 1997), was received very well by thelents | interviewed. A.W. was
very appreciative of the fact that his Access indtirs take the time to point out

standard English usage when responding to studesdsays:

After you finish Access, your lecturers when théyegyou an essay, they
mark your essay, and they tell you that your etshpd. They don't tell
you why your grammar is bad, they don't tell youendnyou messed up,
like they are doing in access. It's differenthe tAccess Program. With
our Access Program they are training us on howrite everything, and
they are giving us good feedback. But if you labkirst year and second
year students’ essays you find that they only gime low marks.
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At the same time, he found it very useful to becseul to the debate between
Ngugi and Achebe, which allowed him to resolvetdresion between his need to be
true to his Zulu identity and his desire to inceehgs ownership of English as a tool
for self empowerment. As we have seen, he relaegwell to Achebe, whom he

guoted to argue that English is being appropriaiedfricans:

What he said is that we must mix languages. Weenoak own English and

try to interpret in the way that best representsaues. | like that. We have

our own South African English.

Similarly, April expressed satisfaction with theyshe was taught the
conventions of standard usage and academic litebatyalso with the way the Access

Program got her thinking about language. Thiskiiigled her to a greater

appreciation of both English and her mother tongue.

| have come to understand English from a diffepamspective. Besides
knowing how to speak and read English, | am nownieg to write good
English. | have learnt about the history of Ergbad the reasons behind it
becoming a world-renowned language. Furthermdoagahe process of
learning English, | have learnt to value and appteany own native
language, as well as other indigenous languag8swuth Africa.

Achebe helped Prosperity “dispel myths” she hadiaBmglish:

I always thought that English is an apartheid laggu | knew that white
people were oppressing blacks so | only thouglitwingte people were
responsible. | read the other article about Ehgligt | have in my course
pack and learned that English doesn’t belong t@aay Anyone who wants
to learn it, they must learn it.

Prosperity was not alone in having to overcomenesent as part of her
appropriation of the dominant language. Ingeniegslls how he developed hard

feelings towards English when his teachers predehts language as an instrument
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of white supremacy. He overcame these feelingsstgning to the words of a song

by Celine Dion while sitting in a mini-bus.

| remember one day | was in grade six. | was gdirtaxi coming from town.
By then, there was nothing inspiring me to learglish, though we were
studying it at school. The way we were taught Wasally inspiring because
even my teachers who were teaching us at thatdicheot like English or
using English that much because the times of agidrttad only just passed
and even black teachers still had bitterness aggimgish language owners,
who were regarded to be as whites, of course h&etteachers were not
inspired to teach the language of the people wicabased them for so long.
They wanted to do away with anything that belongedghites.

The inspiration came to me when | was in that teoth town to home. There
was this emotionally touching song which playethia taxi repeatedly. | still
remember; the song was in English. It was a sgn@ddine Dion, titled “My
heart will go on.”

After hearing that song that day, | was very insgito learn English. |
decided to join the debating committee, which weld lat school, in English,
every Wednesday and Thursday. But the debatetgaeés not enough
because the teachers were not inspiring and ngtgaexd in conducting the
debate (. . . ) At home there were books that royhier who was working in
the white people’s houses brought at home from wogkarted reading those
books which really improved my English. And at lgrhwas also watching
American soaps, which also played a part in menlegrEnglish. At school
my teachers noticed my great performance.

The evolution of April's feelings towards the dorain language is very
similar to Ingenious’s. Making a connection betwé&mglish, South Africa’s racial
past and the trouble that was part of her famig; khe also argues that in order for

people to empower themselves, their hearts halmadge on.”

| also have those feelings, but at the end of #ye kdrealize, that is the past.
You need to move away from the past. Even thouwghaye never going to
forget that apartheid actually happened. Yougasto move away. Some
things you have just got to leave behind. Apadh®igone now. Even
though there are apartheid consequences, the beallgtuff is gone. You
can't be always living in the past. Even thoudhiiiot that easy, eventually
if you want to move on with your life, you havefg®t to put it away. Think
about it, and put it somewhere safe, know thatlittse, but then move
forward with your life [. . . .] That's the thingve been finding with myself. |

173



know my days are never coming back. And my mowiktmever heal from
all the pain she’s had. My dad might have abandase but then we have
just got to move forward. If you live in the pagbu are never going to go
anywhere.

Prosperity made the same point:

Some of the black people they stay angry. Theltalllyou these stories that
white people are bad, white people did this and, thad you don’t know
nothing because at that time | was very, venelittl was trying to balance,
because English didn't do anythinj. was the people not the language.
When you grow up you start seeing things from gedint perspective [. .. .]

I think people should be educated that Englishas just the language of
apartheid and whatever. It's a language that emeldp you, that can give
you a key into a good job.

These students’ reflections on the power of Enghdine context of their lives
and of South Africa’s recent history confirm myibéthat reconciliation, rather than
resentment, is a much more desirable goal fortearpedagogy committed to
teaching dominant languages and literacies in athatyfosters equality and
democratic transformation. Pennycook is rightriguang that English is implicated in
a “range of social, cultural, economic, and pdditielations” and that these ought to
be discussed, as part of the learning process &9%owever, to facilitate the
appropriation of dominant languages and literad¢tesse discussions should not be
marred by the epistemological tendentiousnesd tsgiosed in my critique of the
critical model (section 1.3.6). Searle’s discasaf English as an “oppressive
language” cited by Pennycook in his argument facléng back is not only marred by
such tendentiousness, but also presents an appaatiassroom discussion of the

power of English that is not pedagogically sound:

Let us be clear that the English language has deeonumental force and
institution of oppression and rabid exploitationotighout 400 years of
imperialist history. It attacked the black persdm spoke it with its racist
images and imperialist message, it battered th&evavho toiled as its words
expressed the parameters of his misery and thecids) of entire peoples in
all the continents of the world. It was made torache languages it sought
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to replace, and told the colonized peoples thatiomnof its primacy among
languages was a necessary badge of their socialitmals well as their
continued humiliation and subjection. Thus, whentalk of ‘mastery’ of the
Standard language, we must be conscious of thblésmony of the word,
that the English language itself was the langudglkeeomaster, the carrier of
its arrogance and brutality.

Yet, as teachers, we seek to grasp the same lam@nagive it a new

content, to de-colonize its words, to de-mystifyriteaning, and as workers

taking over our own factory and giving our machinesv lives, making it a

vehicle for liberation, consciousness and loveigamut its class assumption,

its racism and appalling degradation of women, &kerit truly common, to

recreate it as a weapon for the freedom and urathelisiy of our people. (in

Pennycook, 1994a, p. 308)

An epistemologically valid understanding of the¢sl, cultural, economic,
and political relations” in which English is impdited cannot construe the power of
this language exclusively in terms of “a monuméfaece and institution of
oppression and rabid exploitation.” The “racist gagy” with which it attacked the
black person must be discussed together with theths language allowed the
formation of the Black Consciousness / Black Powevements which fed on the
counter-hegemonic discourse produced in Englisblégk intellectuals such as
Malcom X in the United States, and Steven Bikoautf Africa. If English “battered
the worker,” it also allowed intellectual and gragds labor movements to fight this
exploitation and to make the working class a pmditforce to be reckoned with in
England starting from the late Victorian Periodmiarly, a discussion of the alleged
“appalling degradation” that English inflicts on men must take into account the
feminist literature that has appeared in this |lagguat least since the time of Mary
Wollstonecraft (1792).

More importantly, from a pedagogical point of vigvdo not think it would be

productive to expose the alleged “guilt of Engliskhich Ndebele (1997, p. 11)

recommends as a necessary premise for teachinigigigage. Presenting English as
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a “guilty” language or implying this by relying tdeeavily on negative constructions

is likely to hamper its appropriation. In order ostudent to engage in the process of
learning an additional language, there has todesae to do so. It is harder to find
this desire if the language in question is charadd as a “monumental force and
institution of oppression and rabid exploitatiomtaf the need for its mastery is
presented primarily in terms of powarbalances which put students in the position of
underdogs. The move from resentment to reconcifidhat characterized the process
of appropriation for Ingenious, Prosperity, and iRjsra case in point.

If we see discursive ownership as an essentiabmecof the teaching of
dominant languages and literacies, it is extrenmafortant for educators to be more
open to “ways of thinking” that run counter to sumptions that at times dominate
critical discourses. Widdowson has alerted ubeéadanger of critical pedagogy

turning into indoctrination:

Critical people, like missionaries, seem to bdyaionfident that they have
identified what is good for other people on theiba$their own beliefs. But
by making a virtue of the necessity of partialiye in effect deny plurality
and impose our own version of reality, thereby eisang the power of
authority which we claim to deplore. (2001, p. 15)

Indeed, Pennycook’s “teaching back” approach iy peescriptive about

students taking on adversarial positions with resfredominant discourses:

The voices that we are seeking to help studerfiadand to create are insurgent
voices, voices that speak in opposition to thellaod global discourses that limit and
produce the possibilities that frame our studdiuss. (p. 311)

Certainly, as students appropriate English andexoadliteracy, they ought to
be given the possibility to speak “in oppositiorthe local and global discourses”

Pennycook deconstructs. However, in order toteraalassroom climate where
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students can exercise and increase their discusgmership, it is essential not to
pressure learners into internalizing “insurgentesi” lest critical pedagogy itself

degenerate into a form of discourse policing thmait$ students’ “right to speak”
(Bourdieau 1997, p. 648) and “the possibilities fr@me” their lives (Pennycook, p.
311). This risk is very high, given the power if@rees that characterize linguistic
exchanges in most classroom settings. Teachd&taglish and academic literacy are
generally more rhetorically equipped to have audison in an academic context than
their students. More importantly, teachers evalsaiidents, which means that they
act as gatekeepers. We must not give our studemigipression that they have to
adopt a particular kind of discourse in order faerh to meet the requirements for
passing a course. Instead, we should exposengtuibea wide range of ways of
thinking about issues that are relevant for theed, and encourage them to draw on

these discourses critically and idiosyncraticadly they use dominant language and

literacy to negotiate their social positions in terld.

4.4. Teaching recommendations

4.4.1. Premises

Translating the pedagogical implications of my angut into concrete
teaching practices that can help native speakersagginalized languages and
dialects increase their ownership of dominant laggs and literacies depends on the
context in which the appropriation process takasgl Unfortunately, | did not have
the opportunity to teach in the Access Progranr aftempleted my fieldwork;

therefore, |1 was not able to turn the pedagogitgights | have gained as a participant
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observer into a well-defined curriculum tailoredie learning needs of the students
who shared their “insiders’ perspectives” with neegenerously.

My data collection was followed by a series offevence presentations in
South Africa, in which | discussed my work in pregs, and by my return to the
United States, where | spent a year away from tegah order to devote myself
entirely to my data analysis and the process dimgrihis dissertation. | returned to
teaching, not in Durban, but in the Bronx, a fewgafter completing the first draft of
this work. It is in the Bronx that the pedagogiceights that have emerged during
my research process are being constantly shapekaithped into teaching practices
aimed at increasing students’ ownership of Englisth academic literacy in
developmental writing courses.

Of course, students enrolled at Bronx Communitifege (BCC) are very
different from Access students in terms of ethmid aultural background, linguistic
repertoires and language attitudes. For exampha, df the student population
identifies as Hispanic and, generally, speak e8panish, English, or both as a home
language, depending on how long their families Haseel in the U.S. Thirty-seven
percent identify as black; many of these studergsative English speakers, but they
often use non-standard English varieties in th@mmunities, such as African
American Vernacular English, and/or Caribbean Gzedlvarieties. Only 51% of the
students enrolled declared that they have Engésheir first languag®

Despite these fundamental differences that | anrphg to explore as part of
my next research project, BCC students share aafuredtal learning need with
Access students. Like the students | observedrdensziewed in South Africa, BCC

students need to appropriate a dominant languaggigh, in the case of native

18 Nancy Ritze, Dean of Institutional Research at B@&sonal Communication, spring 1993.
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speakers of other languages), a dominant dialeoidard English, in the case of
native speakers of African-American vernaculargjlib@an vernaculars, and hybrid
languages such as Spanglish) and academic litarattye case of the vast majority of
the student bod}® Without the successful appropriation of these idamt ways of
using language, many BCC students would also be@xd from opportunities of
socio-economic empowerment, even though probalilyonthhe same extent as South
Africans who are not proficient in English.

Keeping in mind this fundamental common denominb&iween BCC and
Access students, | will conclude this dissertatioii a brief discussion of some
teaching practices that, with a little fine-tunieguld be implemented in other
learning contexts. These teaching practicesard in my belief that both the
explicit teaching of the conventions of dominamigaages and literacies and a critical
discussion of how these conventions are implicatgmbwer relations and identity

constructions are a necessary part of the leapriogess (section 4.3).

4.4.2. Teaching the conventions of Standard Englisknd academic literacy

The teaching of standard usage and of the supergeaitfeatures of academic
discourse should be accompanied by a discussitiedact that there are other ways
of using language that are as legitimate -- argbme communicative situations more
appropriate — than the ways in which language sl iis the academic community.

At BCC, | often use the Ebonics delftas a starting point for this sort of discussion

19 Eighty-five percent of the students entering Br@ommunity College are required to take
developmental courses in either reading, writimgli aumeracy. (Nancy Ritze, personal
communication, September 2008).

2 The controversial Ebonics debate exploded in &8 the Oakland school district near San
Francisco passed a resolution declaring African Aeaa Vernacular English, or “Ebonics,” a
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and make sure students are aware of the LinguiStcgety of America’s

unanimously approved resolution on African-Amerid&@rnacular English:

The variety known as "Ebonics," "African Americaeiacular English”
(AAVE), and "Vernacular Black English" and by othemes is systematic
and rule-governed like all natural speech varietie$act, all human
linguistic systems -- spoken, signed, and writtesre fundamentally regular.
The systematic and expressive nature of the graran@pronunciation
patterns of the African American vernacular hasbestablished by
numerous scientific studies over the past thirgrgeCharacterizations of
Ebonics as "slang,” "mutant,” "lazy," "defectivBithgrammatical,” or
"broken English" are incorrect and demeaning.

The distinction between "languages" and "dialerstslsually made more on
social and political grounds than on purely lingicisnes. For example,
different varieties of Chinese are popularly regdrds "dialects," though
their speakers cannot understand each other, baksgs of Swedish and
Norwegian, which are regarded as separate "langJagenerally understand
each other. What is important from a linguistic addicational point of view
is not whether AAVE is called a "language" or aaldct”" but rather that its
systematicity be recognized.

As affirmed in the LSAStatement of Language Rigl{thine 1996), there are
individual and group benefits to maintaining vemrac speech varieties and
there are scientific and human advantages to latigudiversity. For those
living in the United States there are also benefitscquiring Standard
English and resources should be made availabliwha aspire to mastery
of Standard English. The Oakland School Board'snasibment to helping
students master Standard English is commendable.

There is evidence from Sweden, the US, and othamtdes that speakers of
other varieties can be aided in their learnindhefstandard variety by
pedagogical approaches which recognize the legitrofthe other varieties
of a language. From this perspective, the Oaklai& Board's decision to
recognize the vernacular of African American stugdem teaching them
Standard English is linguistically and pedagogicatiund. (in Perry and
Delpit, 1998, p. 161)

Built on these premises, the teaching of dominamgliages, dialects, and
literacies is much less likely to become a linggtieinterprise than a pedagogy built on
the assumption that the ways of using languagedihagate from the conventions of

Standard English and Academic Discourse are intailg defective and that

legitimate language and recommended its use indslmorder to help inner city African-American
students succeed academically.
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therefore they should be eradicated. Studentsevbesse of self is rooted, at least in
part, in marginalized languages and dialects arehrmore likely to engage in the
process of reconciliation | discussed in the presisection if the ways of speaking
that have shaped a significant part of who theyaaeenot constructed as obstacles in
their appropriation of standard English and acaddiaracy.

Once these premises have been established, wheressgble, it is best to use
a contrastive approach in order to teach the feataf Standard English and academic
discourse. For example, in order to illustrateghiaciple that double negatives
should not be used in Standard English, it is nefiective to juxtapose the
construction of a negative sentence in Standardigbnp the construction of a
negative sentence in African American Vernaculaglish or Spanish, both of which
do require double negatives. This approach not @a@ffirms the systemic and
legitimate nature of languages and dialects treaeacluded from academic discourse
in most US learning institutions, but it also hetperify how usage varies according
to different socio-linguistic situations.

In order to illustrate the conventions that shapammng making in an
academic essay (such as the explicit articulatfantbesis statement in an
introduction and the use of unified paragraph®s¢éhconventions can be juxtaposed
to the way meaning is constructed in texts thanateconsidered legitimate in
academic settings. For example, students cankeel &3 engage in a close reading of
rap lyrics which also contain a “main point” anddigoration” (despite the absence of
a thesis statement and a paragraph structure)uoseéguently, be asked to recreate
this meaning in essay form. This process wouldombt clarify how conventions and
usage vary across discursive communities, but itidvalso put many students in the

position of language and literacy experts, as theld bridges between familiar and
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less familiar ways of using language. Puttinglshis in the position of language and
literacy experts is a most desirable outcome ise the ability to claim the “right to
speak” as a fundamental goal of a pedagogy conurtittesing language and literacy

as instruments of progressive social transformation

4.4.3. Discussing language, power, and identity

Students might find the relationship between laggy power, and identity and
its implications for appropriating academic liteydrard to grasp if these concepts are
presented in terms of abstract theoretical contstruthis is especially true in the case
of developmental writing students who are not a&glue grappling with abstract
theories as their teachers, who have been paneadademic discursive community
for much longer. It is very important, therefatfeat a discussion of the power of a
dominant language, dialects, and literacies beetbwot students’ life trajectories and
sense of self. For this reason, | believe thatesits’ life histories constitute the ideal
starting point for an academic literacy course.

Students turn to higher education as a tool fasfyatg their aspirations for
socio-economic mobility. For students who endruprograms such as Access or
BCC'’s developmental writing courses, the need fwagriate a dominant language
and literacy stands in the way of these aspiratidubile concepts such as “linguistic
market,” “gate-keeping,” or “profits of distinctidmight elude students if they are
presented abstractedly, they often resonate if éineyised to illustrate crucial points
in students’ life histories.

Very simple questions can be used to begin cliticaversations about

language and literacy in the context of studentstesses of empowerment. For
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example, students can be asked to reflect on viheyecome from, on how they
made their decision to go to college, on what theye to achieve by getting a degree,
and on the challenges they expect to face whil&kiwwgrtowards their degree. Once a
sufficient level of trust has been establishedass, students can be asked to reflect
on more personal issues, such as how they seed¢hanss writers, how they feel
about having to take remedial writing courses, itltey see a discrepancy between
the way they have to use language in school andidlyat is used in their community.
If done in the form of free-writing assignmentssh personal reflections are
very effective ways to help students overcome émeses of insecurity that many
writers — both experienced and inexperienced —de¢hey try to put their thoughts on
paper (Elbow, 1981). Ideally, these written retilees will be the beginning of a
recursive (Perl, 1980), long-term writing processt will incorporate various stages
of discussion, peer-review, individual conferen@as] revision that will culminate in
a portfolio of essays that meet the academic Gieexpectations for the grade level.
Published literacy narratives written by non-ttiadal students who have
appropriated high levels of academic literacy asfaai odds are extremely valuable
tools for moving discussions of language, powed, identity beyond students’
personal experience and into the realm of thedixts such as Mike Rosd’sfe on
the Boundary(1989), which present the appropriation of acadditeracy as a
struggle that can be won, resonate with studentisegsmake connections between
their sense of self as learners and the textsategpsked to engage with critically.
These easily accessible texts can also provideesagto more complex and
emotionally charged discussions of how certaina@tructures make the acquisition
of academic literacy more difficult for studentsawome from underprivileged

backgrounds. The appropriation struggles of Roskad the students enrolled in
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developmental writing programs become even morepetiing in the light of
Jonathan Kozol's (2005) analysis of how U.S. pubtibools (re)produce social-
stratification by tracking learners very earlyiiie | minimizing opportunities of socio-
economic empowerment for working class and minaitygents.

Given that, even in the U.S., students of colomaneh more likely to face
additional challenges in the appropriation of acaidditeracy, and given that it has
been argued that some of these challenges aredétatifferent ways in which
different racial groups use language (Smitherm88y1Perry and Delpit, 1998; Brice
Heath, 1983), a critical discussion of how languiageplicated in power relations
and identity construction cannot overlook the tlyassue of race. In the context of a
U.S. urban community college, | have found the Et®debate particularly helpful in
dealing with these issues.

Students express a wide range of op@io reaction to texts written by
reputable academics who construct Ebonics as aatepanguage from English
(Kifano and Smith, 2006) or as a black variety ibgust as legitimate as the standard,
which is constructed as a white variety (Smitherrh®@7; Jordan, 2002). It is not
uncommon for African- American students to stronglject the claim that, because
of their heritage, they are not native English &pes or that because of the color of
their skin, they should identify with a languageigty that they often equate with
“slang,” “bad English,” or “street language” (Pamrani, 2006). Language and
literacy teachers committed to fighting linguicistmould try to change these
misconceptions about marginalized languages anéctia for example, by making
sure that their syllabi include award winning p®cé literature written in non-
standard English, such @ke Color PurplgWalker, 2003). At the same time,

however, as we seek to help students exerciserdigelownership, we should make
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sure we allow students to challeraggy discourse, including those discourses that
have a lot of currency among language rights astsvi This is why it would not be
pedagogically sound to have a discussion of thenlEbalebate without including

texts by other reputable linguists and educatoarsh s Baugh (1999) and McWhorter
(2001), who have put forth cogent critiques of tieories embraced by the exponents
of the Oakland resolution.

As educators committed to using language iehty as weapons of
empowerment, the last thing we want to do is ttricgstudents’ “right to speak” by
pressuring them to internalize a particular disseueven if the discourse in question
is very close to hearts. Instead, we should heigents’ “ability to impose reception”
(Bourdieau, 1997, p. 648jith theirowndiscourses, as they use their linguistic

repertoires to negotiate identities and power iatat
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Appendix

Language and Empowerment
Questionnaire

| would like to ask you to help me with my researclby answering the

following questions. This is not a test, so there no right or wrong

qguestions. | am interested in your personal opinio. Please give your

answers sincerely, because only this will guarantebe success of my
research. Thank you very much for your help.
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Preliminary questions

Please circle the number next to the answer that ahes to you

1. Is English your home language?

Yes 1
No 2

2. Did you go to a school were subjects were taugimt Afrikaans?

Yes 1
No 2

3. What is the name of your lecturer for academiciteracy?

187



Please circle the number next to the answer that @hes to you

1. What is your gender?

Male 1
Female 2

2. Where are you from?

eThekwini (Durban Metropolitan Area) 1
Another part of KwaZulu Natal 2
Eastern Cape 3

Western Cape 4

Northern Cape 5

Free State 6

Guateng 7

Mpumalanga 9

Limpopo 10

North West Province 11
Outside South Africa 12

3. Do you see yourself as:

Black African 1
Indian 2

White 3
Coloured 4
Other

4. How would you describe your family’s economic giation?

Disadvantaged 1
In the middle 2
Advantaged 3

5. The high school you attended can best be des@ibas a:

A township school with mostly black students 1

A school in a rural area with mostly black studehts
A former Coloured school 3

A former Indian school 4

A former white school (Model C) 5

A private school 6
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6. Which language(s) were actually used in your higschool in the following
situations? Please circle the number under the langge that applies.

Situation Only English | Only an African | Both English and

Language an African
Language

1. Teachers taught 1 2 3

2. Students worked in 1 2 3

groups

3. Students asked 1 2 3

guestions to the teacher

4. Teachers went over 1 2 3

difficult things

5. Students helped each 1 2 3

other with their school

work

6. Students talked to each 1 2 3

other freely

7. List all the languages you know well enough taoenmunicate and circle the
number in the box that best describes how well yoknow them. You may add
more languages under the box if you need more space

Language How well do you know the language?

Mother tongue or
almost as well as your
mother tongue

Fluent

Basic

1

als|wId e

1
1
1
1

NININININ

WWWww

8. Which of these language(s) did you speak at home

1.With your mother

2. With your father

3. With your brothers and sisters
4. With your extended family

9. Which language do you see as your “mother tongtz You can choose more

than one
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10. Which language do you see as your “own languglg? You can choose more
than one.

11. Why did you choose this language (or these lamgges) as your “own
language”? Youcan choose more than one answer and add more reasadh
necessary

My parents spoke this language to me 1

This language is spoken in the area where | gre@ up
It is the language of my culture 3

This language is the language | know best 4

This is the language | like the most 5

Other reasons:

12. Which language would make it easier for you tdo the following: (circle the
number in the appropriate box)

My mother | English | A combination | It depends
tongue of English and | on the
my mother situation
tongue
1. Write an essay 1 2 3 4
2. Write a letter to a 1 2 3 4
friend
3. Read a book 1 2 3 4
4. Speak effectively when 1 2 3 4
you have an argument
5. Speak about your 1 2 3 4
feelings
6. Discuss politics 1 2 3 4
7. Discuss what you 1 2 3 4
learned in school

13. Did you know any English_beforeg/ou started elementary school?

Yes1l [CONTINUE TO QUESTION 14]
No 2 [SKIP TO QUESTION 16]
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14. If you knew some English before you started eteentary school, where did
your knowledge come from? You can choose more than onesaver and add
more if necessary

My parents spoke to me in English sometimes 1

My parents or other adults read to me in English 2

My brothers and sisters talked to me in English etimmes 3

My parents or my brothers and sisters used Englighvisitors 4
| heard English by watching TV 5

Other

15. How well did you know English_beforeyou started elementary school?

| knew a little English, but not enough to commuatécl

| knew just enough English to get by 2

| knew enough English to communicate well 3

16. Which language(s) did you usually use with youriends?

1. In elementary school , ,

2. In high school , ,

3. At university , ,

17. Do you ever choose to use English to communieatith people who have the
same mother tongue as you?

Yes 1 [SKIP TO QUESTION 19]
No 2 [CONTINUE TO QUESTION 18]

18. If you don’t choose to use English with someomweho has the same mother
tongue as you, why is this? You can choose morethone answer and add more
if necessary. Then SKIP TO QUESTION 22.

| would feel awkward 1

| can express myself better in my home language 2
People would think I'm pretentious if | used Engl3
Other:

19. If you sometimes choose to use English with someone who has the same
mother tongue as you, why do you do this? You can choose more than one
answer and add more if necessary

It feels natural 1

Sometimes | can express myself better in English 2
| could be taken more seriously if | used English 3
Other:

191



20. When you use English with people who have tharee mother tongue as you,
do you prefer to:

Have conversations only in English 1
Use both English and your mother tongue 2
It depends on the conversation 3

21. With what kind of people who have the same moghn tongue as you are you
more likely to use English? You can choose more than one answerdsaxdd more
if necessary

People you have met at school 1
People you have met at work 2

Young people 3

Older people 4

Highly Educated people 5

People who are in a position of power 6
Other

22. Which of these groups do you consider the begpeakers of English in South
Africa?

White people who grew up speaking English at home 1

People who grew up speaking English at home, réggsdf their race 2

People who have learned this language well, regssdif the language spoken at
home 3

23. Which of the following accents is the best fa Black South African with a
perfect command of English?

British 1

White Southern African 2

American 3

Black Southern African 4

Whatever accent comes most natural 5

24. How well can you learn English, if you have aAfrican language as your
mother tongue?

Well enough to compete with people who have Engskheir mother tongue 1
Competently, but not as well as people who havdigngs their mother tongue 2
Well enough to get by, but you will always finchiore difficult to use English 3

25. Which of these groups can say “English is my awlanguage” in South Africa?
You can choose more than one answer.

White people who grew up speaking English at home 1
Indian people who grew up speaking English at h@dme
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Coloured people who grew up speaking English ateh8m
Black African people who grew up speaking English@me 4
Any person who has learned this language well 5

Any person who wishes to say “English is my langriag)

26. Which of the following words best describes youelationship to English?
Foreign language 1
Second language or additional language 2

One of my languages 3

27. How would you describe your command of Englisin the following situations
(pleasecircle the number in the box)

Mother tongue | Good Enough | Not Good
or almost like Enough
mother tongue

1. Speaking to friends

2. Speaking to lecturers

3. Writing for university

4. Writing for fun

5. Reading for school

RiRRRP|-
NNN(N NN
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6. Reading for pleasure

28. Do you think improving your English is important for your self-
empowerment?

Very important 1 [CONTINUE TO QUESTION 29]
Somewhat important 2 [CONTINUE TO QUESTION 29]
It is not important 3 [SKIP TO QUESTION 30]

29. If you think improving your English is important for your self-
empowerment, why is this?You can choose more than one answer and add more
if necessary

| could do better at university 1

| could get a better job 2

| could read more books and articles 3

| could be exposed to more ideas 4

| could follow politics more easily 5

| could communicate better with people who dondwmmy home language 5

| could make friends more easily among people windtcknow my home language 6
| could have more freedom in deciding how to live life 7

Other:
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30. Do you think having to use English as a languagf instruction has made it
harder for you to do well in your school career?

Yes 1
No 2
| am not sure 3

31. If you had the opportunity to get a degree frona very good university using
only your mother tongue, would you do that?

Yes 1
No 2
| am not sure 3

32. Do you think it's important for African students to be able to do more of their
school workin their mother tongue?

Yes 1
No 2
| am not sure 3

33. Do you think people who have English as their other tongue have an
advantage wherthey look for work?

Yes 1
No 2
| am not sure 3

34. In order to promote Black Economic Empowermentn South Africa, do you
think it's more important to:

Promote a greater use of African Languages, sqtgtle who have these languages
as their mother tongue will not have to use Englisimuch to be successful 1

Make English more accessible to people who have#irlanguages as their mother
tongue so that it will be easier for them to becessful using English 2

Both are equally important 3

35. In an ideal situation where all South African &anguages could provide
speakers with equalbpportunities in this country, would you want to:

Be able to succeed using only your mother tongue 1
Be able to succeed using both your mother tongdeEaglish 2

36. Having to use English in my life has:
Added something to who I am 1

Taken away something from who | am 2
Added something and taken away from something fsdra | am 3
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37. Which of the following statements about black &ith Africans who like to use
English a lot are true, and which are false (circlehe number in the box that
applies)

Statements True | False
1. They are more educated 1 2
2. They are from a privileged background L

3. They are more modern 1 2
4. They think they are better 1 2
5. They are less African 1 2
6. They have been successful 1 2
7. They are more international 1 2
8. They speak African languages less well. 1
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