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ABSTRACT

In this study I investigate the question who speaks which
language to whom and for what purpose on the basis of a concep-
tualization of society which differs from previous sociolinguistic
research. Whilst the language surveys of Eastern Africa have
provided a range of data most specifically in the educational sector
but also in the domains factory, church, neighbourhood, I focus
on work. Whilst inquiry in this sphere suffers from similar constraints
to 1nquiry in other domains, i.e. that findings here may not be
generalizable, the contextualization of the various work locales
wnich I offer in the form of an analysis of the tourist industry
suggests ways of integrating individual speech choices with wider
social forces in society. On the basis of criticisms of language
planning literature I additionally propose consideration of the
sociology of development to provide tools for the analysis of society
in sociolinguistics.

In discussing educational policies of the colonial and post-
colonial govermments I assess opportunities presented and which groups
benefitted. 1 comment on the early proliferation of vernacular
presses and later restriction and prohibition, suggesting that debates
on language policy in Kenya have contingently been restricted to
considering only English and Swahili. Debates on language in

government demonstrate and exemplify the changing status of both

English and Swahili.
I present results of interviews conducted amongst tourism

workers in Kenya, focusing on recruitment policies, changing
educational and professional standards and language problems. 1
finally analyse transcripts from tapes collected in a variety

of tourism locales in Kenya. In applying conversational analysis,
yet proceeding from an assumption of asymmetry in sociolinguistic
interaction, I propose that it is possible to incorporate notions

of power differentials into conversations and talk, particularly

where the contexts have been analysed.
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INTRODUCTION

When I embarked upon this research it would have been true to
say that sociologists had neglected the study of language. However,
within the last fifteen years, and most particularly the last five,
the study of language in society, rather than languages as abstract
structures to classify and compare, has grown exponentially. With
respect to linguistics, too, it is no longer possible to say that
social factors are ignored. As Diana Adlam and Angie Salfield have
commented , ¢iting twelve types of language study,

"although the list is not exhaustive, there seems
to be no set of theoretical categories that could

govern all those aspects: and even in linguistically
detailed and sophisticated analyses, it is seldom
possible to discover the theoretical rationale for

examining one set of speech phenomena rather than

another' ....
"sometimes it is acknowledged that the term (language)

encompasses two relatively distinct concepts, language
varieties (dialects, accents and distinct languages)
and variations in speech patterns according to the
social context (markers of formality, respect and

so forth)". (1)

My original intention was to introduce my field research with
some comments on why sociologists have not looked at language and
linguists have not looked at social factors. It is now impossible,
however, to present an exhaustive survey of the literature of sociology,
linguistics and emergent sociolinguistics as a preface to an empirical
study of language use in a developing society. - Instead I focus my
attention on some aspects of sociolinguistics, which are most relevant
to the study of language use in a developing society, the language
planning literature and the language surveys of Eastern Africa.

I would like to acknowledge the financial support of the Social



Sclence Research Council and the African Studies Committee of the
University of Leeds. In addition I wish to thank my supervisors
Dr. J. E. Goldthorpe and Mr. T. T. L. Davidson for their sustained
support. I would like to thank Professor M. H. Abdulaziz of the
Department of Linguistics and African Languages of the University of
Nairobi, who aided my Research Associateship during my period of field
research in Kenya, colleagues at the University of Nairobi for reading
drafts, colleagues in the University of Ileeds also. Thanks are also
due to the Govermment of Kenya for permission to carry out field
research. Dr. Abdullah and Shamim Gurnah offered me hospitality whilst
in Kenya, as did some of the hotel groups cited in the study, for which
I am most grateful. Individuals working in the tourist industry were
most kind in offering their time and information.

Last but not least friends in Sholebroke Avenue, and Parkview

Womens Group, A.G., P.G. and D.N. gave support along the route, and

Freda Lindup competently typed.

1. Diana Adlam and Angie Salfield, 1980, ''The Diversion of Language
A Critical Assessment of the Concept 'Linguistic Diversity''',

Screen Education, No. 34, p. 74 and p. 80.



CHAPTER 1

THE SOCIOLOGY OF LANGUAGE

'""The shoes go back', the colonel said. 'That's thirteen
pesos more for my friend.'

'They won't take them back,' she said.

'They have to take them back,' the colonel replied,
'I've only put them on twice.'

'The Turks don't understand such things,' the woman said.
'They have to understand.'

'And if they don't?’
'Well, then, they don't''.

Gabriel Garcia Marquez (1)

I Sociolinguistics and Linguistics: the Social Context

II Sociolinguistic Concepts

a) Domains and the sociology of 1language

b) The Speech Community

I11 Sociology and Sociolinguistics
IV Language Planning
V The Language Surveys of East Africa

VI Towards a Development Sociology of Language?



CHAPTER I
THE SOCIOLOGY OF LANGUAGE

I Socjolinguistics and Linguistics: the Social Context

In 1964 a collection of articles was published, edited by Dell

Hymes and entitled Language in Culture and Society. (2)

indicates the attempts to draw from other disciplines writings on

The collection

language in society to enlarge upon linguistics' conceptualization

(since de Saussure and Bloomfield) of language structures. Hymes'
volume was an attempt to create a ''linguistic anthropology''. (3) By
the 1950s the predominantly structuralist mode of describing languages

which had proved so useful for several decades, would gradually be
subject to a variety of criticisms. Several different influences may
be identified. Firstly educationalists became concerned with the

irrelevance of Chomsky's notion of the ideal speaker-hearer for
identifying problems in the language teaching situation. (&) The power-
ful lobbies of the National Association of Teachers of English, the

National Advisory Council on the Teaching of English as a Foreign

Language, established 1962, and the Bilingual Education Act of 1963

{
contributed to the amassing of resources for studying bilingualism. (o)

Norbert Dittmar points out that

"every single sociolinguistic inquiry in the USA
after 1964 had been financed by the Ministry for
Health, Education and Welfare''. (6)

Secondly, (and related), from the anthropological point of view, as
R. J. Diebold points out considering his own experience

"dealing with bilingualism among American Indian
groups in Mexico suggests to me that a description



of the linguistic phenomena alone, while perhaps
instructive in enriching a typology of linguistic
borrowing, is an idle exercise if left without
sociological analysis''. (7)
Yet American anthropologists had long been concerned with the study
of language

‘during the latter part of the nineteenth century,
when Native Americans (Indians) were the over-

riding foreign policy issue in the United States,

the government was the primary source of financial

support for research on Indian languages and

Indian beliefs with regard to property and its

ownership''. (8)
The study of the American Indians was considered as overly exclusive
as early as 1918-1919. In addition Mortimer Graves foresaw the
need for the study and teaching of unusual languages to the military

(9) The American Council of Learned Societies,

and for diplomatic ends.
of which Graves was Executive Secretary, with funds from the Rockefeller
Foundation set up the Intensive Language Programme (ILP) in 1941:

this would provide a basis for army programmes after the bombing of
Pearl Harbour. The Army Language Section was supplied with Bloomfield's
Outline Guide for the Practical Study of Foreign Languages (1942).(10)

After the war the colonial govermments of Europe were concerned

to implement educational policies, and the structural codification ot

languages facilitated language groupings, thus economizing the number
of languages which would have to be used in printed texts. The

predominance of the structural model was, however, incompatible with

the analysis of the use of language in society. Writing in 19//,

Malcolm Coulthard was still able to indicate the difficulties of

language teaching based on traditional grammar.(ll)



Sociolinguistics is, in effect, the restatement of the necessity

Lo consider language in society, taking into account advances in

anthropology and social psychology (this latter in the study of

language attitudes and the development of cognition). Perhaps con-

troversially in arguing for greater contextualization of sociolinguistic
inquiry, as I do below, I suggest that dynamic historical factors should

also be incorporated, as in for example some studies of colonial

language POliCieS,(lz) and for example studies of bilingualism. (13)

From the turn of the century, the creation of scientific linguistics

(14)
0

involved the assertion of the structural-descriptive method f

analysis, which subsequently provided a fruitful model for social
theory.(15) This had, however, entailed its separation from history,

trom philological questions of language change according to individual

or collective factors, thus eschewing psychologism(l6)

(17)

and the

naturalistic organic view of language. Bloomfield's distrust of

"mentalism'' had meant that meaning, ''the weak point in language study'',

(18)

was not considered for several decades. The important question

of why analyses of meaning were not considered in linguistics is
beyond the scope of this chapter. However, it is certainly not the
case that all linguists ignored meaning; J. R. Firth, for example,

said that

""*he main concern of descriptive linguistics
is to make statements of meaning''. (19)

Nor is it the case that all British and American anthropologists
ignored language as J. R. Firth also pointed out for example with
(20)

respect to Malinowski. It is, however, the case that only via

the work of Levi-Strauss outside linguistics, and developments within



(21)

linguistics pertaining to the ''timebomb meaning' that in the last

fifteen years, together with American anthropological linguistics,

has the study of language in society required the reintegration of

concepts from the social sciences.(ZZ)

There are, then factors intrinsic to linguistics which have
also necessitated a sociological appraisal of questions of grammar.
In addition the revival of linguistic philosophy as a reaction to
syntactic theory provided a further tool whereby linguists might
eventually assess the notion of the speech act modifying traditional
grammars. The discussion of speech acts has entailed eliciting data
on rules: in this anthropological knowledge has contributed detailed

(23)

studies of differences in rules governing speech. Furthermore

factors in society at large have contributed to the appraisal ot
language, not only the rediscovery of poverty and the need for a

pax americana in.urban.ghettos,(24) but also the technological advances
of information science. As Pierre Bourdieu and Luc Boltanski say

'"]1 "invasion des ordinateurs dans toutes les
activites humaines, qui pourrait €tre un puissant
facteur de lib&ralisme, d'épanouissement,

risque de placer les utilisateurs du code restreint
dans une situation comparable a celles des

peuples sous-développés dans le monde actuel:

sans voix au chapitre, sans prise sur les évene-
ments sans pouvoir, parce que les autres ont

de moins en moins besoin d'eux pour crditre

et prospérer''. (25)
The 1960s also saw many countries of the world decolonized; this

factor too would have a bearing on the development of language planning

as I shall comment below.



IT Sociolinguistic Concepts
a) Domains and the sociology of language

In his 1969 research Joshua Fishman considers that the ''primary"
categories of sociological analysis, religion and ethnicity are
inndequate relative to ''cross-classified categories' such as '"middle
class Catholic' and that the notion of "domains'' is implicitly

(26)

better. Although stating that

"'the appropriate designation and definition
of domains of language behaviour obviously
calls for considerable insight into the socio-
cultural dynamics of particular multilingual

speech commnities at particular periods in
their history' (27)

this notion has been simplified in the empirical work undertaken to
only five domains. It is therefore useful only within the terms of
role theory and system maintenance in simple contexts. Indeed the

statement that

"'the domain is a higher order abstraction or
summarization which is arrived at from a
detailed study of the face-to-face interactions
in which language choice is embedded''(23)

indicates more clearly how this atomistic perspective restricts the
potential findings about language use in society to the elucidation
of rules of microsituations. Furthermore the family is implicitly
considered the primary domain for assessing societal multilingualism.
However, Fishman's project for a sociology of language calls not only
for assessment of functional varieties of language use, compatible

(29)

with Dell Hymes's call for a taxonomy of language. Fishman also

suggests that



"'Dynamic sociology of language also seeks to
explain why and how once similar networks

Oor communities can arrive at quite different

social organizations of language use and
behaviour toward language''. (30)

As Dittmar points out

"""domains' for which different social roles and
situations are assumed, differentiate arbitrarily
between distinct spheres of life, i,e. this notion

tends to obscure the overlap relations between
these spheres. This isolation of the spheres (the

'hearth' has nothing to do with the 'work sphere')
is a characteristic feature of a shallow sociology''. (31)

Fishman's perspective has led to some detailed studies of

language maintenance and language shift within somewhat conservative

2 .
parameters of change.(3 ) Some further comments on ''domains'' are

included in chapter 6 below.

b) The Speech Community

In positing the notion of a speech community, Hymes issues the

warning that this should not be conflated with a language. (33)

However

"A speech community is defined, then, tauto-
logically but radically, as a commnity sharing
knowledge of rules for the conduct and inter-

pretation of speech''. (34)

The concept is by no means clear and despite attempts by for example
J. J. Gumperz to draw attention to the possibility of heterogeneity

within a speech commnity, the reliance on the notion of "a shared

set of social norms”(35) ultimately does not avoid confusions similar

to those over language and nation. Such confusions occurred in the

period of the formation of European nations. More recently, however,

Gumperz has commented
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"the assumption that speech communities, defined
as functionally integrated social systems with
shared norms of evaluation, can actually be

isolated thus becomes subject to serious question''. (36)
This is based on his seminal work with Jan-Petter Blom on language use
and code-switching in Norway which broke down the two polarities

language and society as ''different kinds of reality'' empirically open
to correlational studies. (37) A recent linguistically oriented textbook
on sociolinguistics makes the point rather more succinctly

"there is some doubt as to whether the notion

of 'speech community' is helpful at all, or whether
it is misleading''. (38)

It is in principle possible to situate domains within the speech
community. The difficulty of conceptualizing the boundaries of the
speech commmity together with the problem of identifying domains,
and legitimizing the divisions of domains as selected, in a multilingual
context, suggest that the notion of a speech community is not useful
in this study.

Finally with respect to codeswitching, which I discuss at greater
length in chapter 6, it is important to consider switched words as

(40)

well as switched phrases. The structure of some languages (e.g.

Swahili which I deal with) is such that the written translation of
say an English phrase may be conveyed within the single Swahili word.
The study of code-switching by ethnographers of communication has

developed alongside the study of varieties of style and register

(41)

amongst the new dialectologists. Whilst as Whiteley has pointed

. . 42)
out language switches are more ''easily"” recognized than style smtchess

it is also the case that
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"the recognition that the entities were them-
selves (language in contact) highly differentiated,
and that even in the so-called monolingual
communities speakers had at their disposal a number
of functional variants or registers, facilitated
lmportant changes in outlook. It has forced

linguists to recognize language variety as a matter
of central concern to linguistics, but perhaps more

lmportant it has made possible a reintegration of
linguistic and sociological studies''. (43)

III Sociology and Sociolinguistics

There are other categories used by sociolinguists to attempt
explanations of variation in speech. To cite but one, Norman Denison's
account of the trilingual community of Sauris, in Italy, suggests
thirteen factors are involved in the selection of a language in con-

versation. These factors may be clustered according to genre, situation,

(44)

participants and the act sequence. The insistence on eliciting

microscopic details of interaction in different communities is nof On‘aﬁ

-

a heritage of the anthropological roots of American sociolinguistics,
but also explains the selection of the particular sociological models
being used by sociolinguists. I am referring to ethnomethodological
studies to which I give fuller attention in chapter 6.

One task of sociolinguistics has been cogently expressed by

Hymes (though paradoxically in respect to the ethnomethodologists'

"'vradical moral neutrality”(AS))

""we can see the need for an 'existential' or
'experiential' explanatory adequacy, a kind of
explanation that will link speaking with human
history and praxis ... To do this is not only

to see languages as part of systems of speaking
from the standpoint of the central question of
the nature of the sociocultural order - a theory
of the maintenance of order being understood as
implying a corresponding theory of change and

conversely''. (46)
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The model of the sociocultural order is based on the notions of norms

and values which have been of concern to sociology for decades since

1ts inception. Durkheim's theory of how norms and values are internal-
ized in society using an organic/mechanic solidarity schema was
replaced by Parsons' traditional/modern progression (which haunts the
sociology of development as a modern quasi-counterpart of the primitive/

modern dichotomy). While Parsons' functionalism marked the end of

(47)

evolutionism as a central theme in sociology, the Parsonian con-

ception of change was premissed as

""a phenomenon resulting from the accidental,
externally activated malfunction of a normally
well-balanced social system''. (48)

As Zygmunt Bauman says

"'the Durkheim-Parsons society is founded entirely
on 'soft' coercion; it is a successful society,

which thanks to the triumph of its moral power
can well-nigh renounce its physical force'. (49)

It is as well to point out at this juncture the absence of con-

sideration of language by the principal sociological theorists (and

arguably their followers). Durkheim did not completely ignore 1anguage(50)

but language takes on the appearance of a translucent phenomenon thus

'"Without language we would not have, so to
speak, general ideas; for it is the word which,

in fixing them, gives to concepts a consistency
sufficient for them to be able to be handled

conveniently by the mind. It is language, then,

that has allowed us to raise ourselves above
pure sensation, and it i1s not necessary to
demonstrate that language is, in the first degree,

a social thing''. (51)

Since ''social facts'' are to be studied in terms of other social facts

and not psychology,(SZ) the notion of meaning lay in the observation

~f the social rather than introspective interpretation. (Indeed the
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establishment of sociology over and against psychology was parallelled
in the establishment of linguistics at the turn of the century.)

Given these comments, it should not surprise us that language is more
central, though equally translucent in the tradition of interpretative
sociology through Brentano (in psychology) to Husserl and the

(53)

phenomenologists, or in the cultural hermeneutic tradition. Indeed

language is at the very core of the notion of understanding but only
in terms of an interpretation which cross culturally is pervaded by
the language/nation association. But the notion of verstehen and
understanding of the German tradition referred to are based upon von
Humboldt's world-view theory of language which even by Gadamer's
conception does not avoid the pitfalls of relativism. (54)
Weber's conception of language is situated similarly within the
Humboldtian language/nation couplet. Thus language forms an important
component in the constitution of a sense of common political destiny. (53)
Weber's translator, Talcott Parsons, was principally concerned with
social order. An important component in this is communication. Yet
nowhere in Parsons's prolific writings do we find a systematic treatment
of language: surprising considering the extent and importance of
linguistics and Parsons's own interest in integration. Language is
cursorily mentioned in '"Evolutionary Universals in Society', (56) as
one of the '"prerequisites for sociocultural development' (the others
being kinship, religion and technology). In Societies Parsons notes
that language is the ''focal development" for the transition from
primitive to intermediate society''. (57) Though noting that ''the

criterion stated is merely a catch word indicating a complex subject
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matter’ Parsons does not develop any definition of language but
merely delegates it as a mechanism of the ''differentiation between

the social and cultural systems' and then talks of written language

and literacy as if conflating them. In the 1967 Sociological Theory
and Modern Society, Parsons quotes Jakobson and Halle, compares

language with money and proceeds to discuss money as a medium of

exchange.

Parsons had little to say about power differentials. In a 1940
(58)

study power appears as a ''residual category''. Although in his
1951 LSE lectures, charismatic movements and revolution were discussed,
his principal focus was on integration and consensus.

The major point to be made about sociology and language is to
raise the question of whether a successful theory of language in
soclety may be produced by attempting to integrate a consensus theory
of society with theories of language premissed upon the dichotomies
langue/parole and diachrony/synchrony which permitted the development
of linguistics without: consideration of social facts. It is undoubtedly
the case that the empirical study of language has given us a wealth
of detail and understanding of language. It is also true that
descriptions of speech have derived from the collection of items of
conversation (see chapter 6 below) which have provided more realistic
accounts (for grammatical theory) of the production of language. By
drawing attention to consensus as a problem, I am not suggesting that
conflict theory or Marxism or any of the current developments in the

(59)

theories of ideology or representation provide us with improved

models of language use in society. However I do suggest that it 1is
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possible to use a different '"sociocultural' model of society within
which language use may be analysed. Ethnomethodology does not
exhaust what sociology has to offer sociolinguistics.

Whilst recent sociolinguistic studies of a sociological orientation

(61

are relatively sophisticated, these are still premissed on models

of interaction which are essentially atomistic (or more correctly
bi- or triatomistic!). For example the description of a recent study says

"Throughout: Western society there are now strong
pressures for social and racial integration but,
in spite of these, recent experience has shown
that greater intergroup contact can actually
reinforce social distinctions and ethnic stereo-

types''. (62)

The analyses provided explicate cultural miscommnications. By basing

(63)

these on the evaluation "from a member's perspective we learn

about the experiences of miscommunication, but are not presented with
a systematic explanatory framework. For example are we to assume that

Asian ladies will experience less racism if they intone ''gravy' in

(64) The authors' plea for "'an anthropological

(6

a question 'politely''?.

approach to culture and cultural rules ) does not, it seems to me,

aid us in understanding the systematic racism exercised against ethnic
minorities. Firstly such an approach does not account for how the
power to legitimate particular ways of speaking entails not only
dictating the standards, but rather more profoundly also changing the
rules when necessary to maintain the pattern of inequality. No model
of power differentials or asymmetry is incorporated into the inter-

pretations. Secondly Gumperz states that



16

"What distinguishes successful from unsuccess-
ful interpretations are not absolute, context-
free criteria or appropriateness, but rather
what happens in the interactive exchange itself,
i.e. the extent to which proffered context-
bound inferences are shared, reinforced, modified
or rejected in the course of an encounter'. (66)

As Bauman points out, this is only part of understanding :
"the pursuit of true understanding, as distinct
from ordinary agreement, must therefore detach

itself from everyday discourse and seek its
own rules elsewhere''. (67)

It is important, then, that tools are provided for the interpreter

"for evaluating the validity of'meanings”.(68)

My proposed analysis attempts to incorporate the notion of power
and asymmetry into discourse analysis, in addition to assessing the
broader social context with reference to which the interpretation may
be evaluated.(69)

It is then possible that crosscultural interpretations of dis-
course and the required assessment of meanings in utterances will
lead to the varieties of interpretations as structural linguistics
led to descriptions of various languages. My present aim is to con-

textualize, in a broader frame of reference than previously, as a

first step towards assessing other sociological models for use in

sociolinguistic inquiry.

IV  Language Planning

Implicit in the above discussion is the advocation of a model
which is capable of analysing change, beyond the narrow confines ot
oradual change in the structure of society. That is 1n addition to
asking questions about the maintenance of society it 1s also possible

o look at the causes of disruptive change, at social inequality,
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perhaps seeing the notion of class as a force for social change and
conflict. Thus deviance is not to be seen as a special case, but

rather entails that the disjuncture between expressed opinions and
observable behaviour (which is well-known in sociology) may be in-
corporated into the analysis of group interests in society.

Yet the notion of conflict has entered the literature. If the

development of sociolinguistics within the United States was a

response to riots in the ghettoes(70)

"'it was in the wake of World War II, that the
government passed the National Defence Education
Act, which contributed strong support for research
and instruction related to languages useful in

the administration of the new regions'. (71)

Haugen' s study of language in.NOrway(72) traces the development of a

language policy in one country. The notion of conflict is introduced

and with it the way is paved for what Dittmar has called '"American

(73)

crisis management'', in the analysis of language in the ''process

(74)

of conscious integration' of developing nations. It is very

difficult to differentiate in some of the language planning 1iterature(75)

between the descriptions of what is the case and the prognostications

about what ought to be. As Norbert Elias says

"A mixture of ''is" and ''ought" of factual analyses
and normative postulates, relating primarily

to a society of a very definite type, a nation-
state conceived in broadly egalitarian fashion,
thus presents itself as the centrepiece of a theory
which claims to be capable of serving as a model
for the scientific investigation of societies in

all times and places''. (7/6)

With Fishman's statement that

""A widespread problem of new nations is that
their political boundaries correspond rather
imperfectly to any pre-existing cultural unity" (/7)
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it is difficult to avoid the presentiment that the author considers
there "'ought'' to be a national language and preferably one only.
Writing at the time of the rapid decolonization of many British and
French possessions, scholars could witness the reactions against the
imposed ''language of wider communication' and the related attempts to
create national unity. Language was assumed to be the prime requisite
for such unity. Indeed, in the preface to a volume published a decade
later, Fishman says (comparing language with belief in progress)

""The twentieth century has seen quite a similar
steady disillusiomment with respect to the
achievement of phenotypic uniformation.
Modernism is just one stripe in the cloak of
many colours that every society wears. As a
result societal multilingualism will not merely
'linger on' in 'backward' corners of the globe
but it will defend itself by modern methods
(rather than merely give in to such methods)
and will do so within the very heartland ot

western modernity per se''. (/8)

Thus if national unity was not created on the premise of the identification

one 1anguage/)ne nation, and comparing examples from the so-called
Third World with the '‘western world'', neither was it permanently

tenable in the ''very heartland of modernity'. The acknowledgement

of global multilingualism was due.
In raising the question 'must a viable nation be made up largely

of one language group?'', R. F. Inglehart and M. Woodward nonetheless

indicate that

"in the Western world of the mid-nineteenth

century, language became accepted as the
most important single defining characteristic

of nationality'. (79)

It is important to note that the view one 1anguage/one nation is not

(80)

universally accepted. Thus for example Anthony Smith signals the
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following anomalies. Firstly two populations may speak the same

language in different nations, secondly all the residents of one
nation may not be automatically considered its nationals; thirdly

language groups are difficult to define and may involve conflicting

identification according to whether peoples define themselves

linguistically or whether linguists (or others) are defining them

(and for what purpose?)(81); tourthly there is not always a cor-

relation between linguistic conflicts, language differences and

nationalism (":hus no language gap impedes intelligibility in for
example Scandinavia%. finally, nationalist conflict has arisen where
differences between the languages of the peoples involved were minimal,
as for example between Serbs and Croats, Russians and Byelorussims;
the differences between Danish, Swedish, Dano-Norwegian, New Norwegian,

Faroese and Icelandic are substantially smaller than the 1language/

nation couplet would suggest.

In summary it is possible to view language planning as the main-
tenance of order, maintaining particular elites in some of the ruling
parties of the worldSunderdeveloped countries. Where conflict is

considered, it is terms of the maintenance of order and stability;

""Some language problems such as the matter of
creating a lesser number of language systems
in a nation, may be motivated from the point
of view of factors from all the above sets of
goals;

1. Communications are more effective if there
is a certain degree of linguistic homogeneity;
this means quicker and more reliable exchange
of messages that leads to higher production,
both directly and as a consequence of the
freeing of resources from previous trans-
lating for use elsewhere now etc.
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2. True equality of social participation appears
possible only if people understand each other.

3. It is perhaps beneficial for political loyalty
and order to have a unifying language symbol''. (82)

Some writers are aware of the normative character of language
planning: as Paul Garvin says

"the nations presented here are largely based
on a theory of 1angui§e standardization that
has its roots in the European experience. While
1t 1s true that the European experience has

in certain ways been duplicated in many other
parts of the world (cf. Garvin and Mathiot on
Paraguay), it can certainly not be taken for
granted that this necessarily must be true of
all parts of the world at all times'. (83)

The study of ''the creation and revision of writing systems' (standard-

ization) formed an important theme in Fishman's sociology of language

project: the applied sociology of 1anguage.(84) From an empirical

frame of reference, Charles Ferguson proposed the study of national

profiles.(85) Major languages could be considered as those spoken

by at least ten million people or one tenth of the population. At

this descriptive juncture the existence of several major languages

was not a problem. The collection of these facts was neutral.

(86)

However in a 1968 article on ''Language Development" the evolution-

ary model of the development of languages through the three stages
of graphization,standardization and modernization ("'the process ot
joining the world community of increasingly inter-translatable
languages recognized as appropriate vehicles of modern forms of
discourse” (87})imp1ies the intrinsic value of the major languages,

as a defining component of the highest stage. While the development

of language need not necessarily result from the directed planning
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of language as a social process, occurring rather spontaneously,
organically, the simplified social model is also diffusionist. The
delineation of the conflicts inherent in the social processes 1is
ignored in favour of implied smooth transitions. As Dell Hymes has
commented

'Marx's comments on 'fetishism of commodities',
analysis of human power and creation made to
stand over against man, and understood in
categories divorcing it from its roots in

social life could be applied mutatis mutandis

to language. From this standpoint, the historical
origin of standard languages and linguistic study
as instruments of cultural hegemony ... is
unwittingly reinforced by the contemporary
methodological canon of defining linguistic
theory as concerned only with an ideal speaker-
hearer in a perfectly homogeneous commmnity,

free from all limitations of actual use'. (88)

An additional aspect of the observations of language planning pioneers,

furthermore, involves ignoring the relationship between the observer

and the observed. As Raymond Williams says

"on the one hand there was the highly productive
application of modes of systematic observation,
classification and analysis. On the other hand
there was the largely unnoticed consequence of

the privileged situation of the observer: that

he was observing (of course scientifically) within
a differential mode of contact with alien material:
in texts, the records of past history: in speech
the activity of alien people in subordinate
(colonialist) relations to the whole activity

of the dominant people within which the observer

gained his privilege''. (89)
The above is perhaps a simple characterization of the early

language planning literature, to which there are of course exceptions.

I.. F. Brosnahan, for instance, specifies the social forces involved

in the process of adopting a language of wider communication.
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Discussing the elites he comments

"Particularly where this elite does not consist
solely of the old ruling class or classes of the
invaded area, the sociological consequences

of its development may be extensive and far-
reaching, since the class as a whole tends to
function, in the first stages of the military
invasion and pacification, as the interpreters
and minor officials of the new authority'. (90)

The major point, then, is that the literature on language plamning
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