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chapter one

Language Ideologies and
Language Attitudes:
A Foundational Framework
Marko Dragojevic, Howard Giles, & Bernadette
M. Watson

Kava—1 DM
Kafa—don’t have it
Kahva—bullet in the forehead

People readily form impressions of others during social interaction (Goﬀman,
1959). In addition to visual symbols of diﬀerences such as gender, age, and ethnicity, language plays a critical, and often a primary, role (Rakić, Steﬀens, & Mummendey, 2011) in how people perceive and evaluate their fellow interactants (e.g.,
Gallois & Callan, 1981; Gallois, Callan, & Johnstone, 1984; Giles & Marlow, 2011).
Spoken language is inherently variable on all levels including pronunciation,
grammar, and vocabulary. Although some of this variability reflects idiosyncratic
diﬀerences across speakers, a significant portion of it is systematic and reflects regional, social, and contextual diﬀerences in language use (Lippi-Green, 1997). Because of these structured patterns of language use, linguistic forms can become
indexical of (a pointer to) speakers’ social identities (see Scherer & Giles, 1979;
Silverstein, 2003). In this respect, the use of particular languages, accents (i.e., language varieties marked by a specific pronunciation) and dialects (i.e., language varieties marked by a specific grammar and vocabulary, in addition to pronunciation)
can convey a significant amount of social information about speakers, such as their
geographic background, ethnicity, and social class, as well as stereotypes attrib-
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uted regarding their traits (Callan & Gallois, 1987; Giles & Billings, 2004; Fuertes
et al., 2012a; Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010).
The tendency to socially stereotype speakers based on their use of language can
have significant real world consequences, ranging from prejudice and discrimination (for a review, see Garrett, 2010) to matters of life and death. The “menu” presented in the opening lines of this chapter, which was prominently displayed in a
café in Bosnia and Herzegovina during the height of the Yugoslav wars in the
1990s, provides a rather stark illustration of this point. The three items on the menu
represent three diﬀerent pronunciations for the word coffee, each indexing a particular social identity. For many locals in the region, kava indexes a Croatian, and by
extension, Catholic identity; kafa indexes a Serbian and Orthodox Christian identity; and kahva indexes a Bosnian and Muslim identity (for a recent discussion of
the inherent complexities involved in such distinctions, see Bugarski, 2012). As the
“menu” makes rather clear, coﬀee at this particular (in this case Croatian1) café was
readily served to Croatian patrons for the modest price of 1 DM (Deutsche Mark),
for Serbs it was unavailable regardless of the depth of their pockets, and Muslims
were better oﬀ ordering something else instead. Although such morbid repercussions of linguistic diversity may well be restricted to times of war, variability in language use can and does have very “real” communicative, social, and other
consequences, which are often far from subtle even in peacetime. Indeed, a recent
shooting at Oikos University in California, which left 7 people dead, was attributed
by police to a former student who was “upset about being teased over [his] poor
English skills” (Elias, 2012).
In this opening chapter, we draw on work in sociolinguistics, linguistic anthropology, and the social psychology of language to provide a general organizing
framework for the present volume.We provide brief overviews of unique features
of the chapters that follow this, and epilogue with a set of Principles that define the
substance of findings emerging from language attitude research.
Linguistic indices such as lingua francas, accents and others do not go unnoticed
across the world—although people clearly on occasion process such cues automatically and unconsciously (e.g., Gasiorek & Giles, 2012; Kristiansen, Garrett, &
Coupland, 2005)—and people often construct and communicatively manage ideological schemas “that purport to explain the source and meaning of . . . linguistic
diﬀerences” (Irvine & Gal, 2000, p. 37).Such schemas about language, or so-called
“language ideologies,” “enact” the links between language and speakers’ social and
personal identities, often imbuing them with moral and political connotations
(Woolard & Schieﬀelin, 1994, p. 56), as well as shape intrapersonal attitudes and
norms governing their expression. For example, Marlow and Giles (2010) investigated language criticism in Hawai’i and examined the contexts in which listeners
criticized speakers and the subsequent responses of those criticized. They found
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criticism occurred across a variety of situations and the responses by speakers gave
rise to reactions ranging from acquiescent apology to aggression. In what ensues,
we explore parameters of language ideologies as foundational to, and informative
of, the chapters that follow.

Language Ideologies
In the broadest sense, language ideologies reflect people’s beliefs about what language is and how it should be used. Irvine (1989, p. 255) defines language ideologies
as “the cultural (or subcultural) system of ideas about social and linguistic relationships, together with their loading of moral and political interests.” People are socialized into and create language ideologies as a means of explaining the source
and meaning of the links between linguistic and social phenomena. In this respect,
language ideologies represent a set of interested positions about the role and use of
language that attempt to justify and rationalize linguistic diversity. That is, they
provide what Woolard and Schieﬀelin (1994, p. 62) call an “interpretive filter”
through which people view, explain, and understand the relationship between language and society. At the face-to-face level of individual interactions, this filter provides the means by which strangers can form impressions of each other and enables
them to reduce uncertainty about how to respond during this first (and maybe
only) encounter (see Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1990).
Irvine and Gal (2000) describe three semiotic processes through which people
create ideological representations of linguistic variation: iconization, fractal recursivity, and erasure. Iconization refers to the process whereby people come to view
linguistic features as iconic representations of speakers’ inherent naturally ordained
identities (Giles & Niedzielski, 1998). For example, these scholars describe how early
European observers compared the click consonants of some Bantu languages to animal and bird sounds and, consequentially, came to view speakers of these languages
as somehow subhuman (see Haslam, 2006). Fractal recursivity refers to “the projection of an opposition, salient at some level of relationship, onto some other level”
(Irvine & Gal, 2000, p. 38). For example, Andronis (2004) shows how, in Ecuador,
the ideological dichotomies between Spanish—the oﬃcial language (which is seen
as urban and modern)—and Quichua2—the language of the indigenous population
(which is seen as rural and backward)—are recursively applied within the Quichua
linguistic community. In this way, the standardized variety of Quichua is associated
with modernity (like Spanish) whereas nonstandard varieties (e.g., Amazonian
Quichua) are viewed as rural and backward. Finally, erasure refers to the process
whereby “facts that are inconsistent with the ideological scheme either go unnoticed or get explained away” (Irvine & Gal, 2000, p. 38), such as when linguistic di-
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versity is rendered invisible through the imposition of national languages. For example, Hassanpour (1992) describes how Turkey’s desire for a linguistically homogenous state gave rise to oppressive language policies in the mid-twentieth century
towards the country’s Kurdish-speaking minority. Specifically, the Kurdish language
was altogether banned in Turkey, the mere mention of the words “Kurd” and “Kurdistan” were outlawed, and those heard speaking Kurdish were fined or imprisoned
(see also Blau, 2006; Kreyenbroek, 1992).These three semiotic processes demonstrate
how language is a powerful medium that people use to diﬀerentiate and make social judgments about speakers of diﬀerent linguistic forms.
The processes of iconicity, fractal recursivity, and erasure often operate in unison
to create ideological representations that rationalize and justify linguistic diversity.
Indeed, Painter and Dixon (chapter 6) describe how, upon their arrival in Southern Africa, early European settlers not only reduced the continuum of African languages into discrete categories of “missionary” languages—thus rendering invisible
the diversity of the existing ethnolinguistic landscape (erasure)—but also animalized African speakers and their native languages, promising them salvation and “an
alleviation of blackness” through the adoption of European languages (iconicity).This initial ideological dichotomy between African languages (which were seen
as uncivilized), on the one hand, and European languages (which were seen as civilized), on the other, later became recursively applied to Afrikaans—a derivative of
Dutch, spoken in South Africa. Specifically, whereas (standard) Afrikaans spoken
by the white population came to be seen as civilized (like European languages),
Afrikaans varieties spoken by the black population came to be seen as backward
and uncivilized (like African languages).

Nationalist Ideology
Languages often come to be seen as emblematic of national identity and unity,
as evident in popular discourse about the importance of learning the “mother
tongue” and the romanticized association of one nation with one language (for the
USA, see Barker et al., 2001). Indeed, such a nationalist ideology of language, which
identifies a language with a people, is widely held across many parts of the world
and has become a cultural truism (Gal & Irvine, 1995; Woolard & Schieﬀelin,
1994).The ideological linkage of one nation with one language is often dated to eighteenth-century German Romanticism and the writings of Johann Gottfried Herder
and his contemporaries (see Bauman & Briggs, 2003; Woolard & Schieﬀelin, 1994).
Herder believed that language captured the essence of a people and represented
their national and cultural treasure. He considered the Volk, or common people, the
guardians of the German language and culture through their folksongs, folktales,
and myths. Herder valorized the power of a pure, uniform German language and
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literature, stripped of foreign (i.e., French) influences as the single most unifying
force of the German people—to be German meant to speak the German language.
Many, including the Brothers Grimm who helped establish an authentic German literature and thereby imbued the German language with literary and historical authenticity (Bauman & Briggs, 2003, p. 197), embraced Herder’s “nationalist
project.” Although in theory, the various rural and regional dialects embodied the
true essence of the German language, in practice only one variety came to be regarded as the tongue of the fatherland. Emerging from the highlands in Southern
Germany, this Hochdeutsch, or High German, became the standard language of the
land (St Clair, 1982). Perhaps ironically, it was primarily in this very Hochdeutsch,
rather than in rural and regional dialects of the Volk, that the Brothers Grimm
wrote their famous “folk” texts (Robinson, 2010).
Nationalist sentiment surrounding language in eighteenth and nineteenth century Europe was hardly restricted to Germany. For example, Pederson (2009) describes how, around this same time, Denmark was transformed from being a
multilingual state, once united by a common religion, to a unilingual state united
by a common national language. Similarly, following the French Revolution, the Ile
de France dialect came to represent one of the primary symbols of the French nation. Although standardization and purification policies had been taking place in
France for centuries, such as the establishment of l’Académie Française in 1635, it
was in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that systematic eﬀorts by the government to erase regional and nonnative varieties and thus craft a unilingual French
state took on a renewed fervor (Bourhis, 1982). Kristiansen (chapter 4) describes
how a similar situation unfolded in nineteenth-century Finland, where western dialects came to be seen as “corrupted” by Swedish and features of the eastern regional dialects were systematically incorporated into the written standard as a way
to “purify” it of foreign (i.e., Swedish) influence.
The nationalist ideology of language naturalizes the connection between language and nationality, by conceptualizing linguistic diﬀerences as universal truths or
matters of biology (Gal & Irvine, 1995). To this end, Bernsand (2001) describes how
the nationalist ideology has often been invoked in Ukraine to portray language as
a natural extension of Ukrainian national identity, transmitted from mother to child
as a collection of experiences of the nation. Indeed, languages often come to be seen
as the property of nation states and “the absence of a distinct language can [be reason enough to] cast doubt on the legitimacy of claims to nationhood” (Woolard &
Schieﬀelin, 1994, p. 60). Milroy (2001) points to the ideological nature of such
claims and notes that Old English, considered by many to be the property of the
English nation was, in 450AD, almost indistinguishable from related Germanic dialects in Europe and, thereby, cannot be considered solely the property of the English nation. Indeed, the long and uninterrupted history of a uniform English
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language on the British Isles may more accurately be described as cultural myth,
created to historicize and legitimize the language, rather than be a “linguistic fact.”
In recent decades, the worldwide proliferation of English (e.g., International English) fundamentally challenges notions of language ownership and the legitimacy of
any single nation’s rights to prescriptivism of it. In this sense, English may be the
property of the Indian nation, where it is a primary language, or the international
English speaker, as much as it is the property of Britain or America.
Indeed, the very essence of what it means to be a native speaker and the links
between language and nationhood are beginning to take on new meanings, given
that, by some estimates, most of the world’s population speaks more than one language with native proficiency (Grosjean, 2010).To this end, Maher and colleagues
(2010)argue that multilingualism has now become the norm in many countries
around the world, although it may not always be explicitly recognized or ordained
as such by government bodies. In particular, Maher (2005) describes how multilingualism and multiculturalism have, in recent years, become “Cool” among
younger generations in Japan, where the appropriation of nondominant (and previously stigmatized) languages and ethnicities has become commonplace. He argues that this reconstruction of ethnicity, which he calls “metroethnicity,”
fundamentally challenges traditional ideologies of monoethnic and monolingual
nation states (Maher, 2010).
Similarly, Jørgensen (2012) notes that, despite prevailing monolingual norms in
Denmark and Europe, Copenhagen youth frequently employ language features
(e.g., vocabulary) associated with several diﬀerent languages (e.g., Turkish, English,
Danish) in the same conversation. He argues that such practices fundamentally
challenge the ideological notion that languages are “separable” and “identifiable”
collections of linguistic features that “naturally” belong together. Rather, he contends that the idea of separate languages is a socio-cultural construction—one that
is often bound up in ideological rhetoric promoting the legitimacy of nation
states—rather than a reflection of real-life linguistic practices, which tend to reflect
“linguistic superdiversity” (p. 69).
In sum, Herder’s vision, like that of his contemporary John Locke, was based on
“linguistic and discursive standardization and regimes of purification” where “social
and political cohesion demand one language, one meta-discursive order, one voice”
(Bauman & Briggs, 2003, p. 195). In this way, his writings and the work of his contemporaries provided a model for national policies of language purification that
are evident to this day (Bourhis, Sioufi, & Sachdev, 2012). The erasure of Slavic
forms and the jailing of Slavic speakers in Greek Macedonia following World War
I (for a discussion, see Irvine & Gal, 2000) and policies of linguistic purism in
Croatia during the 1990s (Kordić, 2010) are but a few examples of systematic government eﬀorts undertaken to create the illusion of monolingual states.
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Nativeness as an Ideology
Working in tandem with a nationalist ideology of language, particularly in the
perpetuation of foreign-accent discrimination, is what Shuck (2004, 2006) calls the
“ideology of nativeness.” Premised on a monolingual view of the world, the ideology of nativeness divides the social world into dichotomous, mutually exclusive,
and (often)uncontested categories of Us and Them (Giles, 2012a; Giles, Reid, &
Harwood, 2010a; Harwood & Giles, 2005). In the United States, this can be seen
in the categorization of native English speakers as Americans and nonnative English speakers as foreign Others (Schmidt, 2002), even when their primary language
may well be English (Shuck, 2004).
The ideology of nativeness exaggerates and rationalizes the distinction between
native and nonnative speakers, primarily by classifying the latter as incomprehensible (Gallois & Callan, 1989; Gluszek, Newheiser, & Dovidio, 2011). Such beliefs are
readily apparent at the discourse level, such as complaints about foreign accents
being incomprehensible and moral indignation over immigrants who do not obtain
native-like proficiency (Shuck, 2004). To this end, Weatherall (chapter 9) notes how
complaints about telephone conversations with oﬀshore call centers “somewhere up
in India” are often rationalized based on non-native speakers’ apparent “incomprehensibility.” Moreover, Shuck (2006) notes that discourse about language is often
“racialized,” so that native speakers come to be conceptualized as, for example,
American, White, and “accentless” or “accent-neutral” (see Gluszek & Hansen, chapter 2), whereas nonnative speakers come to be viewed as international, non-White,
and accented. Indeed, Phillipson (1992) argues that language-based discrimination
may represent a type of covert racism, providing “a more subtle way of hierarchizing
social groups in the contemporary world” (p. 241). In parallel, Lippi-Green (1994)
equates language-based discrimination in the workplace, particularly against foreign-accented speakers, to a contemporary form of institutionalized racism.
Shuck (2006) shows how the ideological distinction between Us and Them often
remains intact to be recursively applied to other levels of opposition, even ones in
which English speakers represent the nonnative category. For instance, she notes
that American tourists often describe native Spanish speakers in Mexico as heavily accented. In other words, they recursively apply the Us/Them dichotomy, except
now the socially desirable qualities associated with the native category, such as
comprehensibility and fluency, are applied to nonnative Spanish speakers (i.e., the
American tourists). In this way, even foreigners’ communicative proficiency in their
own language comes to be questioned (Shuck, 2006).
In sum, the ideology of nativeness draws on the nationalist ideology of language
to enact and naturalize the links between nonnative speakers, foreignness, incomprehensibility, and race. People come to view the world in terms of dichotomous,
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mutually exclusive categories of Us and Them, on the one hand imbuing native
speakers with socially desirable qualities and on the other denigrating and homogenizing nonnative speakers as foreign Others. The marginalization of nonnative
speakers is often rationalized based on communicative ineﬃciency and incomprehensibility (Dovidio & Gluszek, 2012), qualities that remain intact to be recursively
applied to other levels of opposition, such as race. In turn, language becomes a subtle tool of exclusion, which both laypersons and social institutions rely on to control access to social rewards.

Standard Language Ideology
Another common language ideology is that of a standard language (Milroy &
Milroy, 1985; Silverstein, 1996). The standard language ideology extends the nationalist and nativeness ideologies by perpetuating not only a monolingual view of
the world, but also the belief that there exists only one correct, or “best” form of a
given language. Such a belief is widely accepted as a matter of common sense (Milroy, 2001).As Lippi-Green (1997, p. 64) notes, a standard language ideology represents “a bias toward an abstract, idealized, homogenous spoken language which is
imposed and maintained by dominant bloc institutions and which names as its
model the written language, but which is drawn primarily from the spoken language of the upper middle class.”
Idealized in the form of a uniform pronunciation, grammar, and lexis, the standard functions as a model against which all other varieties of written and spoken
language are judged. Although often thought of as the natural and correct way to
speak, the standard glosses over the linguistic fact that language is naturally variable
and that all varieties have the potential to be equally functional (Lippi-Green, 1997).
Instead of being a naturally occurring form, the standard represents an abstraction
that tries to impose an artificial uniformity on naturally occurring linguistic variability (Milroy, 2001). In other words, standardization attempts to create an artificially
homogenous linguistic landscape by erasing inconsistencies and contradictions—it is
the belief in what language should be, rather than what language is (Irvine & Gal,
2000; see Pederson (2009) and Edwards and Jacobson (1987) for a review of the complexities involved in ascribing status to such standard varieties). Indeed, many socalled “standard” forms, such as Classic Arabic, or fusha (Davies & Bentahila, chapter
5) and the “standard Portuguese” promoted by Brazilian TV networks (Gluszek &
Hansen, chapter 2), have no native speakers, with the former being learned solely
through formal education and the latter through media exposure.
As we noted, the notion that there are better and worse ways of speaking is often
accepted as a matter of common sense for many people. Such an appeal, Milroy
(2001, p. 536) notes, is so powerful that it “implies that any debate on the matter is
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superfluous.” For instance, African American Vernacular English (AAVE), a “nonstandard” variety, is often dismissed by people as being incorrect due to a variety of
features not present in Standard American English (SAE), such as multiple negation (e.g., I didn’t go nowhere). Despite these lay notions of correctness, AAVE is
just as “correct” and rule governed as other varieties of English (e.g., Labov, 1966)
and forms that are stigmatized in AAVE, such as multiple negation are, in fact,
“correct” in many languages of the world, such as Spanish (Milroy & Milroy, 1985).
In other words, notions of correctness are ideological and not rooted in linguistic
fact.The lack of standardization within Pacific languages reflects this point and as
Milroy (2001) notes, Pacific languages“are fluid and highly variable: [and] it is not
clear where one ends and another begins” (p. 542). Notions of correctness are therefore not relevant in some Pacific areas and the implications of this merit more investigation, and point the way to future work.
Chapters in this volume obviously provide examples of standard varieties and
include SAE, Received Pronunciation (i.e., standard British English), Parisian
French, and Castilian Spanish. Although these so-called “standard languages” represent no more than one of many dialects spoken in a nation, they tend to be the
only ones oﬃcially recognized and legitimated by the government, reflecting the
idealized forms of speech and writing present in dictionaries and grammar books
(St. Clair, 1982), and are often associated with status (e.g., competence, intelligence)
and prestige (Ball, Gallois, & Callan, 1989; Gallois et al., 2007; Giles & Marlow,
2011). However, despite lay notions of correctness and naturalness, Milroy (2001)
argues that standard varieties do not inherently possess any value or prestige, but
rather acquire it due to the prestige associated with their speakers (Giles &
Niedzielski, 1998). In other words, prestige attributed to particular social groups
comes to be indexically linked to standard varieties (see Stewart, 2012). For example, Bourhis (1982) describes how the Ile de France dialect spoken in the King’s
court came to be adopted as the standard language in France, with its purportedly
superior status derived from the privileged position of the wealthy social class who
originally spoke it. When a listener cannot discern the prestige value of an accent,
a less prestigious accent may be highly rated. For example, this is true of both Australians and Americans who may favorably rate a strong Birmingham or Cockney
accent as attractive. Many natives from England with such accents work hard to remove them because of the association with lower socioeconomic groups and low
prestige amongst those native English who speak with more “respectable” accents
(Coupland & Bishop, 2007; Giles & Powesland, 1975). Indeed, the tendency to
equate the standard variety with high status appears to be rather undiﬀerentiated
across linguistic and social strata within a given society, with nonstandard speakers
often consensually accepting the negative status evaluations assigned to them by
others (Giles & Marlow, 2011).
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Social institutions such as schools and the media promote and shape the standard language ideology by devaluing and marginalizing all varieties deemed nonstandard (Barker et al., 2001; Milroy & Milroy, 1985; Silverstein, 1996). For example,
Telemundo—a Spanish-language television network in the U.S. with a majority
Mexican-heritage viewership—coaches actors starring in their popular telenovelas
to speak in a “neutral” (read Mexican) accent, rather than in their native regional
and national (e.g., Colombian, Peruvian) varieties of Spanish (Ahrens, 2004). In
other words, the network has attempted to erase linguistic variability from their telenovelas by rendering it virtually invisible, whilst simultaneously promoting a particular variety of the Spanish language (i.e., a Mexican accent), a move that has
attracted criticism from some Latin American nations. Because social institutions
tend to recognize only one language variety (e.g., the standard) as legitimately “correct,” all other varieties come to be deemed “incorrect” or somehow lacking. In fact,
nonstandard varieties are often not even thought of as real languages; instead, they
are dialects, vernaculars, accents, or some other “marked” varieties (see He & Ng,
chapter 7). Because standard language varieties tend to be associated with valued
qualities within a culture, adherents of nonstandard formsare often labeled as social deviants (St. Clair, 1982). In turn, standard language varieties come to be indexically associated with symbolic and economic value, becoming a form of
linguistic capital (Bourdieu, 1991) that government and social institutions instrumentally use to restrict social mobility (St. Clair, 1982).
The main rationalization of standardization is that a standard language is necessary for eﬀective communication (Lippi-Green, 1994). The standard is believed to be
associated with clarity of expression and lack of confusion—it is referentially pure. In
the case of accent, phonological and intonational diﬀerences are thought to pose a
barrier to clarity, understanding, and communicative eﬃciency. By assuming that the
standard is something that can be naturally attained with proper training, hard work,
and education, linguistic diﬀerences come to be equated with personal diﬀerencesand those who so “insistently” choose not to adhere to the standard are often
thought to be lacking in mental capacity or to suﬀer from some inherent flaw in character (for a discussion, see Silverstein, 1996). As a result, nonstandard varieties, and
particularly foreign accents, come to be associated with incomprehensibility and
speakers of such forms are often stigmatized (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010).That said,
Wotschke (1996) reviews the move to accept regional accents in post-war Britain.
The reasons for this acceptance coincided with the increase in new universities for
lower middle–class and working–class students. In addition, some students from
these backgrounds were also gaining entry to Oxford and Cambridge. Thus, the new
university educated graduates entered the workforce into varying positions of prestige and power and brought with them non-RP accents. As Wotschke notes the
Oxbridge accent may still exist but is not as influential or important as it once was.
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In light of the apparent value of the standard and institutional pressures to adopt
it, it is noteworthy to observe that nonstandard varieties and minority languages
continue to exist and have covert prestige in some quarters (see Trudgill, 1974;
Ryan, 1979). For example, despite the institutional dominance of Standard English,
nearly half of the population of Hawai’i continues to speak the relatively low status Pidgin, or Hawai’i Creole English (Kamana & Wilson, 1996). Indeed, Marlow
and Giles (2010) found that although multiethnic locals in Hawai’i converged to
Standard English in work and educational interactions, they nonetheless preferred
to speak local Pidgin, even though its use evoked frequent criticism. Acknowledging that nonstandard language varieties fulfill important identity functions for their
speakers by serving as symbols of ingroup solidarity, Woolard (1985) argues that the
persistence of such forms is not simply due to a relaxation of pressures to adopt the
standard in some (e.g., private) settings, but rather competing community pressures
to produce “correct vernacular forms” in community contexts in which they are the
speech norm. In this respect, nonstandard varieties come to possess “covert prestige,” or value in their own right, and speakers who correctly employ such forms in
community contexts tend to evoke favorable evaluations in terms of solidarity (e.g.,
friendly, trustworthy) from other members of their linguistic community, whereas
those who transgress community norms by adopting the standard risk ridicule and
social marginalization (Giles & Edwards, 2010).

Assessing What We Know in the 21st Century
Language ideologies provide the organizational schema through which linguistic
diversity is viewed, interpreted, and evaluated. In this sense, language ideologies
represent broad, socio-cultural schemas that shape the development of intrapersonal attitudes towards particular language varieties and their speakers. People
come to view nonstandard language varieties as lacking in logic and correctness
and iconically project these representations onto nonstandard speakers by downgrading them on a variety of traits such as intelligence and ambition. Facts inconsistent with ideological representations of nonstandard speakers, such as their
actual education or competence, are often ignored and rendered invisible through
processes of erasure. Finally, oppositions, such as the ideological portrayal of standard speakers as competent and nonstandard speakers as incompetent, come to be
recursively projected onto other levels of social evaluation and functioning.
Moreover, prevailing language ideologies not only shape intrapersonal language
attitudes, but also enable and constrain both the private and public expression of
such attitudes, primarily by influencing norms of language use (cf. Jørgensen, 2012).
Socio-cultural schemas of language use are deeply engrained in public conscious-
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ness, often to the point where language ideologies come to be accepted as matters
of common sense or even as natural laws. In this way, claims such as “Only English should be spoken in the U.S.” and “Some forms of English are better and more
correct than others” become what Johnson (2012, p. 75) calls “stand-alone ‘truths,’”
requiring no substantiation or reasoning. Governmental policies, media representations, and educational practices are suﬀused by, and promote, such schemas. Such
broad and pervasive institutional support, in turn, implicitly condones the private
and public expression of attitudes consistent with prevailing language norms. Consequently, the derision and derogation of those who fail to linguistically conform
(e.g., nonstandard/nonnative speech, code-switching) becomes both socially and
morally acceptable (cf. St. Clair, 1982).In turn, the expression of such attitudes
serves not only to reinforce, but also (re)produce existing ideological schemas and
relationships of domination and subordination—in other words, language attitudes
and ideologies often come to shape each other.
Nonetheless, despite the tendency of both standard and nonstandard speakers to
associate the standard variety with high status (Giles& Marlow, 2011), nonstandard
varieties and minority languages can possess covert prestige, with speakers of those
forms sometimes evaluated more favorably in terms of solidarity by members of
their own linguistic community. In this respect, whereas the association of the standard with high status tends to be rather uniform across social strata and linguistic
groups, the ascription of solidarity value to a variety may be more diﬀerentiated
across groups. To address this inherent complexity, Ryan, Giles, and Sebastian
(1982) argued that, in addition to the level of standardization, another important
factor that exerts an influence on language preference is a language’s vitality, determined by (a) the status (e.g., economic, social, political power) and (b) demographics (e.g., number and distribution) of its speakers, as well as (c) its institutional
support. These scholars argued that whereas the status value ascribed to a given variety tends to be closely associated with its degree of standardization, its solidarity
value tends to be more closely linked to its vitality—as such, we might expect to
find varieties increasing in vitality to enjoy more covert prestige in the speech community in which they are the speech norm than varieties decreasing in vitality. To
this end, Rakić and Steﬀens (chapter 3) note that although standard German (i.e.,
Hochdeutsch) is an oﬃcial language in Switzerland, Swiss German—the nonstandard variety—tends to maintain a high degree of vitality among the local population and is spoken in a wider range of settings than the standard. As such, Swiss
German speakers tend to be evaluated more favorably in terms of solidarity than
standard German speakers in Switzerland. The opposite pattern tends to emerge for
nonstandard varieties decreasing in vitality. For example, Sachdev and Bhatia (chapter 8) note how some linguistic minorities in India actually take “pride” in confessing a lack of proficiency in their mother tongue to other members of their linguistic
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community. Although standardization and vitality are closely related constructs that
often exert a mutual influence on one another—that is, standardization is likely to
enhance the vitality of a language and languages with increasing vitality are more
likely to achieve standardization—they are distinct, in that standard languages may
possess relatively low vitality (e.g., Latin) and languages with increasing vitality may
be relatively unstandardized (e.g., African American Vernacular English).
Both standardization and vitality are subject to the ideological forces that operate within a given society. As we have shown throughout, the nationalist, nativeness, and standard language ideologies often operate in unison to undermine the
legitimacy, status, and survival of nonstandard varieties and minority languages. As
such, to the extent that these ideologies are engrained in the public and national
consciousness, they are likely to exert a negative force on nonstandard/minority
languages’ vitality and undermine their linguistic “wellness,” such as through “assimilationist” and “ethnist” government policies which require minorities to relinquish their own languages in favor of the national standard (for a discussion, see
Bourhis et al., 2012); in turn, decreased vitality is likely to undermine a language’s
potential for standardization. Serving as a heuristic, the two-dimensional model in
Figure 1.1 locates along these two ...dimensions some of the many language vari-

Figure 1.1: The two primary sociocultural constructs affecting
language attitudes: standardization and vitality.

!
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eties covered in the chapters that follow, although we concede that language attitudes situations can be fruitfully located in other intergroup dimensions (see Giles,
Reid, & Harwood, 2010b). The extent to which this model will reconfigure over the
next decade or so will be a fascinating study in language dynamics.

Overview of the Volume
This volume is all about how languages, dialects and accents induce people to form
a variety of social judgments about users of these forms. It is timely to dedicate it
to and acknowledge Cindy Gallois’ past contributions to language attitudes in the
second decade of the 21st century for at least two major reasons. First, issues such
as these, apart from monographs built on specific research programs (e.g., Garrett,
Coupland, & Williams, 2003) and/or traditional reviews that tend to be largely
ahistorical glossing over broader sociocultural issues (e.g., Garrett, 2010), have not
been comprehensively overviewed since the early 1980s (Ryan & Giles, 1982); that
is more than a quarter of a century ago. Work in the so-called language attitudes
tradition flourished in the 1960s through the 1980s due to the seminal work of
Labov (1966) and Lambert (1967; see Giles & Coupland, 1991), yet was rendered relatively silent in the 1990s through the early 2000s. Second and gratifyingly, such
work is commanding renewed cross-disciplinary attention and is back in vogue
(e.g., Grondelaeers, van Hout, & Steggs, 2010; Heaton & Nygaard, 2011; Kinzler,
Corriveau, & Harris, 2011; Rakić et al., 2011; Reid et al., in press) and being aﬀorded
theoretical bite (e.g., Dovidio & Gluszek, 2012; Giles, 2011; Giles & Rakić, in press;
Giles & Marlow, 2011). Hence, this volume fills a void and is unique to the extent
that it reviews work on evaluations to speech styles across nations and acknowledges the unique socio-cultural and historical forces that shape those evaluations;
no previous volume has embraced this comparative perspective globally. That said,
not all international sites are aﬀorded prominence. The chapters on regions selected
here (some small and others continental) are devoted to locations where many investigations have been conducted. The contents of this volume include scholars who
are recognized for their contributions to this field of inquiry. In addition, the chapters here address some of the limitations of language attitude research highlighted
by Gallois, Watson, and Brabant (2007). They noted that all too often research into
language attitudes assumes a link between individuals’ attitudes to an entity and
their subsequent communication behavior. This assumption, they argue, is flawed.
Communication behavior is governed by a number of components, each playing its
part in diﬀerent ways across situations. These include interpersonal and contextual
information, intergroup salience and relations. Furthermore, each of these is dynamic and changing (Dragojevic & Giles, in press), which is the exciting challenge
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for social psychologists of language as they invoke theoretical frameworks to unpack these complexities. In what follows, we overview the chapters in this book by
highlighting the unique features associated with their socio-geographical locations.
Gluszek and Hansen (chapter 2) spread their review net widely up and down the
continents of North and South America, examining the attitudes towards many
languages, dialects, and accents, including Spanish, English, Portuguese, AAVE,
and indigenous languages such as Quichua, Guarani, or Aymara. They examine the
social perceptions and attributed comprehensibility of these varieties in workplace
and education broadly, and bilingual programs specifically, as well as in the media.
As elsewhere in this volume, they discuss the apparent growing tolerance towards
(sometimes endangered) indigenous languages and the language policies implemented to protect them. Gluszek and Hansen also discuss, in ways not always
manifest in the literature, the relationship between language attitudes and the
media. In particular, they look to how diﬀerent accents can be strategically adopted
in the movies, on TV and radio in order to evoke particular social images (e.g., of
a villain) and how the media has created a standard Portuguese accent in Brazil and
“accent-neutral Spanish.” Throughout, Gluszek and Hansen adopt a socio-historical perspective on how language attitudes develop as well as explore the ways in
which intergroup competition is linked to language choices.
The chapter on Western Europe by Rakić and Steﬀens (chapter 3) also grapples
with a rich panoply of language attitude situations on their radar screen, some
monolingual (e.g., Greece and Portugal) and others plurilingual (e.g., Malta and
Luxembourg).They examine perceptions and attributions of languages that transcend national borders, as in the case of French and German in Belgium and
Switzerland, respectively. Rakić and Steﬀens also look at lingua francas such as
English, the language attitude situations of The Netherlands, Italy, Luxembourg,
and Malta, immigrant and minority languages (e.g., Turkish in Germany and
Welsh in Britain), as well as a range of diﬀerent accents of these varieties (e.g., Irish
English, Breton and Parisian French, and Bavarian German). Rakić and Steﬀens,
who take an intergroup perspective throughout, point out that what is a standard
variety in one country can be nonstandard in another, with accent sometimes being
a stronger marker of group identity than a language itself. Common with other
chapters, they take a valued historical, dynamic perspective as in the case of attitudes towards and use of Catalan and Basque in pre- and post-Franco eras.
Staying in Europe but moving to Scandinavia where language attitude studies
have their own vitality, Kristiansen (chapter 4) examines how a complex array of historical, political, and ideological forces—stretching back to the Viking Age—came
to shape the linguistic landscapes in the Nordic countries of Denmark, Norway,
Sweden, Iceland, and Finland. The current diversity, he argues, is in part due to a
long history and patterns of Danish and Swedish domination in the region. For in-

G&W R2_G&W r2 9/24/12 4:19 PM Page 16

16

| THE SOCIAL MEANINGS OF LANGUAGE , DIALECT AND ACCENT

stance, the latter had a marked influence on the development of written norms in
Norway and Finland. Recognizing that varieties spoken in their capital cities had become “corrupted” by Danish and Swedish respectively, both countries incorporated
features of their “purer” regional dialects into their standard varieties. Turning to recent times, Kristiansen provides compelling evidence to show that direct and indirect elicitation methods often yield seemingly contradictory results; whereas Danish
“local patriotism” appears to trump the “standard” with the former technique, the
opposite emerges with the latter. In addition, Nordic countries’ attitudes towards the
influence of English on their national languages are explored, showing that countries
appearing the most positive towards it “overtly” are least positive about it “covertly.”
Davies and Bentahila (chapter 5) paint a rare picture of contemporary language
attitudes in the Maghreb countries of North West Africa (i.e., Algeria, Morocco,
and Tunisia). They reveal a rich mosaic of attitudes—oftentimes ambivalent - comparatively associated with written (and spoken) fushas, colloquial Arabic, Berber,
various accented varieties of French, and code-switches between some of these. As
with others in the volume where connections are made with national, ethnic and
youth identities and cultures, this chapter provides ample illustrations of some of the
themes we have outlined thus far. Davies and Bentahila also point out that even language varieties imbued with notions of purity, which are supported by formalized
language academies, can sometimes be considered unsuccessful. Furthermore, government language planning might boomerang to the extent that it can ultimately revitalize French usage—the colonizers’ language—in the quest for making people
more marketable in the global economy. In the latter regard, this chapter—which
also argues convincingly how methods employed can dictate diﬀerent attitude profiles—indicates how new communication technologies can make language use and
attitudes a child of their time and that the pace of change in this regard can be somewhat dramatic aﬀecting as it can the linguistic landscape and evolving literature.
Moving to the southern region of the African continent, Painter and Dixon
(chapter 6) also expend eﬀort after delineating the historical development (and
hegemony) of colonial languages—in this case, English and Afrikaans—vis-à-vis
indigenous languages but, this time, in the context of racialization and de-racialization processes in the pre- and post-Apartheid eras. The argument that African
languages were provided with institutional support to further subjugate their
speakers’ social positions, opportunities, and self-esteem is a compelling position
to take, and their more recent de-stigmatization is an intriguing development.
Painter and Dixon overview research, sometimes using the matched-guise technique3, which assesses, again comparatively, various combinations of English (including Indian and Black South African varieties) in contrast with varieties (e.g.,
Cape) of Afrikaans, Zulu, and Xhosa. Important features of this chapter are the
discussion of the ways in which language communities can practice appropriation
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of, and own, other groups’ language varieties to meet their own collective means,
and do so in ways that are discursively constructed.
Turning to the Asian context, He and Ng (chapter 7) explore the social meanings attached to English in China—which has an incredible number of urban
learners of this language—and the position of government, teachers, and others in
influencing proficiency and communicative competence in varieties and mixes of
varieties of it (e.g., British, American, and China Englishes). Not only is English
imbued, as elsewhere, with utilitarian values in a modernizing society, but it has
what He and Ng call “humanistic” values in terms of broadening cultural awareness, enhancing civic and social responsibilities, and even in restricting conceptions
of the self; and all this in the context of China harboring well over a 100 mother
tongues. The impact of attitudes in fostering diﬀerent social motivations for learning English (see also, Gardner, 2011) as well as so-called “productive bi- and trilingualism” are discussed. Intriguingly, international events such as the Beijing
Olympics and the Shanghai World Exhibition—along with the one million volunteers supporting the former in their speaking and accommodating foreign English (amongst other) tourists—are regarded as important in broadening cultural
awareness amongst the Chinese people. This cultural function of English goes
hand in hand with China’s quest of modernity on the one hand, and on the other
hand, with vigorous debate among Chinese educators on the feasibility of developing a China English in association with China’s peaceful rise in the international
community of nations (Ng, Ye, & Lee, 2011).
Sachdev and Bhatia (chapter 8) examine the diverse linguistic landscape of
South Asia, exploring some of the historical forces that have shaped it over the
centuries—such as the “Persianization” of Kashmir and the “Englishization” of
India—as well as contemporary government policies and ideologies that continue
to exert a significant influence. Despite restrictive language policies in many South
Asian countries—for example, Bangladesh and the Maldives both have only one
oﬃcial language and Punjabi continues to have unoﬃcial status in Pakistan, despite
being spoken by the majority of the population—Sachdev and Bhatia note that
multilingualism, language-mixing, and code-switching are the norm, rather than
the exception. This is particularly true in India, where educational policies have
predominantly been favorable towards mother-tongue instruction and where popular media (e.g., Bollywood) has played a significant role in promoting mutual intelligibility between urban and rural varieties of Hindi, for example. India’s
relatively liberal language policies have also contributed significantly to the revitalization of Punjabi, in part due to its recognition as an oﬃcial language in the
northern Indian state of Punjab. Nonetheless, many minority languages in South
Asia continue to suﬀer from low vitality and be overshadowed by prestige varieties
associated with economic and social status, such as Hindi and English.
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Moving to the Antipodes, Weatherall (chapter 9) examines how colonialism,
racism, and linguistic imperialism of English undermined the value of indigenous
languages in Australia and New Zealand, rendering a once rich and diverse linguistic landscape desolate, with the majority of indigenous languages now either
endangered or extinct. Weatherall gives due attention to a number of distinctive varieties—including English, New Zealand Sign, Samoan, Te Reo Maori (the indigenous language of New Zealand), and Aboriginal languages in Australia—
examining contemporary language attitudes, as well as the eﬀectiveness of recent
government eﬀorts at improving the subjective well-being of minority language
communities (see also Bourhis et al., 2012). Although such eﬀorts appear to have
had a positive impact on the deaf community of New Zealand, increased institutional support of Te Reo Maori—in the form of media presence and a Te Reo
Maori version of the national anthem—has done little to revitalize it, with the majority of Maori unable to speak their native language. Yet despite the apparent low
vitality of indigenous varieties, Weatherall notes that contemporary “hybrid” varieties of nonstandard English, such as Maori English, Aboriginal English, and Pacifika English, appear to be on the rise as youth seek to establish their unique
ethnolinguistic identities. The future of aboriginal languages in Australia remains
uncertain and for linguists and language attitude scholars this raises many questions as to their sustainability and vitality.
Finally, the volume closes with an Epilogue from Cindy Gallois (chapter 10)
wherein she overviews the preceding chapters with respect to exploring their dissimilarities, pointing expansively to refreshing vistas in which this research domain
may blossom in the years to come. Amongst other pertinent issues, she encourages
research that actively recognizes that a speech community’s perceptions of its social history are an integral element shaping their language attitudes as well as encourages us to expend more eﬀort after analyzing language attitudes-in-action by
observing how perceptions are enacted in communicative behavior.

Conclusion
Language attitudes do not exist in a social vacuum, nor are they stable and immutable frames of reference. Rather, they are a product of diverse, and sometimes
competing, cultural, historical, and ideological forces, and can quickly shift in response to the radically changing political and technological landscape that constitutes the modern (globalized) world (see Coluzzi, 2012).Our opening analysis of
language ideologies and the chapters in this volume have led to the crafting of
Propositions about the dynamics of language attitudes. Inevitably, these will be refined by us—and perhaps blended with or amended in light of recent principles of
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intergroup communication (Giles, 2012b; Hogg & Giles, 2012)—and added to by
others over the coming years. Yet despite their embryonic character, they function
as a viable organizing heuristic for capturing not only the essence of the above ideological frames and the field of language attitudes in general (see Giles & Rakić, in
press) but, also, for illustrating many (but obviously hardly all) of the important
features inherent in the chapters that follow.
I:

When language varieties are expressed in interaction and in the media,
they can be socially diagnostic of other speakers’ attributes. Such language attitude schemas can be learned and invoked very early in the lifespan and sometimes can be more potent in forging social judgments than
other prevailing physical cues as well as influence decision-making in applied contexts, such as the workplace, medical, and counseling clinics.
II: Language varieties can be distinguished between those imbued with attributions of natural, cultured sophistication on one hand or innate inferiority on the other, with speakers of them, in turn, being socially
dichotomized (and imperialized) into the comprehensible elite and the
cognitively and communicatively inadequate, respectively.
III: Accordingly, socioeconomically privileged interest groups can spread
ideologies, established and sustained by means of (sometimes racialized
and dehumanizing) institutional structures and normative pressures
they control, and implement policies to subvert the sociopolitical influence of those with competing linguistic interests and language varieties.
IV: However, stigmatized language varieties when internalized by the
speech community implicated can lead to reductions in collective wellbeing and increased psychological stress. That said, they can also fulfill
important social identity-enhancing, community-promoting, and bonding/solidarity functions for their speakers. Hence, these varieties can assume significant social capital in certain localized contexts, and
especially when embraced by diﬀerent layers of the social strata. Furthermore, such speakers can be attributed by outsiders with traits of social attractiveness, such as trustworthiness and kindness.
V: Nonetheless, language attitudes are not immutable frames of reference.
Intergroup dynamics (be it, for example, changes in youth cultures, the
fluctuating power relations between ethnic and national groups, and
consequent shifts in group vitality such as institutional support mechanisms), globalization and international events, and new technologies
(e.g., satellite TV, computer-mediated communication, and social
media) can reconstitute previous judgmental fashions. In this way, existing ideological schemas can be reshaped and accepted, sometimes by
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means of governmental planning, and in ways that can maintain, preserve, and revitalize certain language varieties.
VI: Language attitudes attending spoken, signed, and written varieties can be
value-laden (i.e., linked to modernity, rurality, social mobility, and/or religiosity, etc.) as well as associated with clear-cut aﬀective meanings (anger,
contempt, openness, and/or pride, etc.) and linguistic rights. Yet they can
also be ambivalent (and sometimes seemingly contradictory) depending
on the social groups targeted, methods employed, and the plethora of private, electronic, public and literary contexts in which they are evoked.
VII: Language attitudes are not merely cognitive and aﬀective representations
that can facilitate or impede motivations for learning and becoming communicatively competent in specific language varieties. Rather, they can
also be rhetorical cogs in larger-scale argumentative narrative performances, designed (at least in part) to justify some ideological position(s).

As chapters in this volume attest, language attitudes are not only a product of
the present times, but also a reflection of complex histories of domination and subordination that, in some cases, can be traced back hundreds of years. As such, language attitudes represent a glimpse into the past as much as into the present, and
in order to fully grasp the complex and intricate nature of languages’ social meanings, we must first understand the histories, relationships, and ideologies of the
people who speak them.

Notes
1.

It is not our intention to single out Croatia—similar anecdotes are available from other former Yugoslav Republics (i.e., with diﬀerent belligerents) and we suspect that they are prevalent worldwide, particularly in times of war.
2. Quichua belongs to the Quechua language family.
3. Lambert’s (e.g., 1967) matched-guise technique has invited debate and criticism over the
decades (e.g., Garrett, 2010; Giles & Bourhis, 1976; Grondelaers et al., 2010) and was devised
to tap, under controlled experimental conditions, private attitudes towards language varieties. It involves bidialectal and bilingual speakers, ideally authentically, producing the same
so-called neutral passages of prose (see Giles & Coupland, 1991) in diﬀerent linguistic forms,
but controlling for extraneous stereotypical representations and/or paralinguistic and intonational features, such as speech rate and pitch. For an overview of extant methods across the
language attitudes terrain, see Ryan, Giles, and Hewstone (1988), and for new ways of eliciting more implicit language attitudes, see Pantos and Perkins (in press) and Campbell-Kibler (in press). For a distinction between attitudes towards linguistic forms and attitudes
towards speakers of those forms, as well as methods of assessing the former, see Schoel, Roessel, Eck, Janssen, and Petrovic (in press).
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chapter two

Language Attitudes in
the Americas
Agata Gluszek & Karolina Hansen

Two languages dominate the American continents: Spanish (with approximately
300 million native speakers)1 and English (with about 235 million native speakers);
Portuguese (roughly 163 million native speakers; Lewis, 2009) follow them. The remainder of the population of the two continents (over 50 million) speaks a variety
of other native languages (including Quechua with over 10 million, French with
approximately 8.3 million, and Haitian Creole with about 7.7 million native speakers; Lewis, 2009). Within each language, diﬀerent dialects and accents abound.
Geographically, languages both co-exist and are spread out. For instance, in the
Canadian provinces of Quebec and New Brunswick, English and French co-exist.
Quechua is spoken in parts of Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia, Chile, and Argentina. In fact,
the movement and interactions of speakers of diﬀerent linguistic backgrounds—
whether in terms of a native language, a dialect, or an accent—are constant elements of the two continents.
In general, language, dialect, and accent constitute a significant social force (for
recent reviews, see Giles & Marlow, 2011; Gluszek &Dovidio, 2010a). Throughout
the world and history, one’s linguistic background has often been a cause for prejudice and discrimination, sometimes ending tragically (see Dragojevic, Giles, & Watson, chapter 1). It has also been a source of pride, serving as a unifying force for
ethnolinguistic groups and a way to positively distinguish one’s ingroup from the
(often oppressing) outgroup (Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 2005). Recent research and evolutionary theory suggest that the way one speaks—as exemplified by one’s manner of
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pronunciation (Giles, 1970)—has been an important cue in identifying a person as an
outgroup member. When lacking visible cues to distinguish ingroup from outgroup
members, we use language and accent to detect the distinction (Kinzler, Shutts, DeJesus, & Spelke, 2009). Even when visible cues are present, we nevertheless turn to
language—not appearance—to categorize a person as either belonging to our group
or not (Hansen, Rakić, & Steﬀens, 2012; Rakić, Steﬀens, & Mummendey, 2011).
These tendencies may stem from the fact that throughout history people lived in
close proximity to those who physically looked very similar to them but often differed in auditory cues, whether speaking a diﬀerent language, dialect or with a different accent (Kinzler et al., 2009). Thus, the only way to distinguish a friend from a
potential foe was to listen closely. Research shows that in fact we are extremely sensitive to cues of foreignness, detecting non-native speech in milliseconds (Flege,
1984) and in speech played backwards (Munro, Derwing, & Burgess, 2003).
The sensitivity to others’ linguistic backgrounds has real consequences for speakers and listeners alike. People’s attitudes to those who speak diﬀerently tend to be
negative (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010a) and result in stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination in all aspects of everyday life, including education, employment, and
the media (Lippi-Green, 2012). Attitudes influence language policies, which in turn,
can dampen or exacerbate the negative consequences of speaking in a non-standard
way (Padilla et al., 1991). In the present chapter, we discuss how the social meaning
of languages, dialects, and accents shapes the social landscape of the American continents. We focus on education, employment, the role of the media, and language
policies. After reviewing current literature, we propose a framework for understanding the relationships between major languages spoken on the American continents and how they may evolve in the future given demographic changes and the
increased mobility of the speakers of the various languages.Because the majority of
literature on language attitudes has been conducted in the US and Canada, in our
discussion we focus on these findings, and whenever possible demonstrate how the
same processes apply or may apply in other countries of the Americas.

Languages, Dialects, and Accents
The Spanish language is spoken by a significant portion of the population in South
and Central America and the Caribbean, with Mexico having the largest population of Spanish speakers (Lewis, 2009). The English language dominates Northern
America (the United States and Canada), Belize, and some parts of the Caribbean2
(Lewis, 2009). English is also the most commonly studied second language in the
world, including in South and Central America (Graddol, 2006). The third most
prevalent language is Portuguese, spoken mostly in Brazil and parts of Uruguay
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and Paraguay (Lewis, 2009). In addition, the American continents are a home to
an estimated 993 living languages (Lewis, 2009). Each language includes numerous cultural and regional dialects, or linguistic varieties that diﬀer from each other
in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation (Lippi-Green, 2012). For example,
African-American Vernacular English (AAVE) is a cultural dialect of American
English, and Argentinean Spanish is a geographical dialect of Spanish. Frequently,
dialects have diﬀerent pronunciation, referred to as a regional or ethnic accent.
However, accents are also a common characteristic of non-native speakers of any
language, to which we refer as non-native accents. Collectively, we refer to regional,
ethnic, and non-native accents as non-standard accents.
Speaking a diﬀerent language or with a non-standard accent is often associated
with a range of negative stereotypic perceptions (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010a; LippiGreen, 2012). Individuals who have non-native or regional accents are viewed as
less intelligent and competent than people with standard accents, and as speaking
the language poorly (for a review, see Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010a). Research has
identified three dimensions on which the ratings tend to converge: social status
(competence), solidarity (social attractiveness), and dynamism (level of activity;
Fuertes et al., 2012). Speakers with non-standard accents tend to be rated low in
status, especially when their accents are perceived as diﬃcult to comprehend (Bresnahan et al., 2002). Although such speakers are sometimes perceived higher on the
solidarity dimension, a recent meta-analysis found that in general non-standardaccented speakers are rated lower than standard-accented speakers on all three dimensions of status, solidarity, and dynamism (see Fuertes et al., 2012).
Negative attitudes toward linguistic varieties may result in overt behaviors directed at the group, or discrimination (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010a). Language and
accent discrimination diﬀer from other forms of discrimination in that they are
still widely accepted in society (Lippi-Green, 2012). Research findings suggest that
subtle and blatant discrimination is common across languages and countries of the
Americas. In the next three sections, we discuss three areas—education, employment, and the media—where speaking a diﬀerent language or with a non-standard
accent matters.

Education
Language ideology and the myth of the standard language/accent (see Dragojevic
et al., this volume, and Lippi-Green, 2012) are deeply embedded in educational systems of most countries in the Americas (Hornberger, 2000; Lippi-Green, 2012).
From an early age, children learn not only to read and write, but also to discern the
right way to read, write, and speak. Usually only one form of a written and spoken
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language—the one that is already deemed as the standard for the given language—
is imposed as the appropriate one for children to perfect. Other varieties of the
language (e.g., African American Vernacular English) or languages (e.g., Spanish
in the US) are often portrayed as inappropriate in the school context and beyond
(Lippi-Green, 2012). Such politics stand in contrast to linguists’ views (Milroy,
2001) but rarely do teachers call for valuing local accents and dialects at school
(Santos Mota, 2002). Even in the countries that openly support bilingual and multilingual education such as Canada (e.g., Bourhis, Montaruli, & Amiot, 2007) and
many Latin American countries (Mexico, Guatemala, Peru, or Bolivia; Mar-Molinero, 1995), one language is often aﬀorded more social prestige.
In the United States, the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) and
the International Reading Association (IRA) suggest what children should learn.
Their latest publications from 1996, but it still reflects current practices in schools
across the country. Initially, it may appear that the Council and Association’s approach to language varieties is highly accepting:
We know, of course, that our students come from many diﬀerent language
communities. [...] that no single “standard” of English exists around the
world, or even within a single country. All of us who speak English speak
diﬀerent varieties of English depending on whom we are communicating
with, the circumstances involved, the purpose of the exchange, and other
factors. (IRA & NCTE, 1996, p. 16)

However, after this initial open acknowledgement, the tone changes somewhat:
Nonetheless, some varieties of English are more useful than others for
higher education, for employment, and for participation in what the Conference on College Composition and Communication (1993) in a language
policy statement calls “the language of wider communication.” Therefore,
although we respect the diversity in spoken and written English, we believe
that all students should learn this language of wider communication. (IRA
& NCTE, 1996, p. 16)

This seeming acceptance and respect for other language varieties quickly gives
in to the recommendation that all students should learn “the language of wider
communication.” Thus, students speaking African American Vernacular English—
a dialect of English with its own grammar rules and vocabulary spoken mostly by
African Americans in the US—speak “a less useful” form of the English language,
as do students of Mexican ethnic origin in California and the Southwest who
speak Chicano English. However, native English speakers of upper classes across
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the country speak the “appropriate”form of the English language (Lippi-Green,
2012). Furthermore, many states have laws that require students to be taught in
English, in stark disregard for research suggesting that students benefit from being
taught in their own language before gradually being introduced to the mainstream
language (The Linguistic Society of America, 2010).
Latin American countries developed similar policies in the era of colonization
and Spanish and Portuguese “linguistic imperialism” (Rajagopalan, 2005). However, in the last few decades Latin American countries have started acknowledging
the importance of cultural diversity and valuing local, mainly indigenous, languages
(Chareille, 2003). In a search for a new national identity diﬀerent from the postcolonial one, some countries started recognizing bilingualism and multi-ethnicity
as important parts of their identity politics (Hornberger, 2000; Plaza Martínez &
Albó, 1989). They initiated programs of bilingual indigenous-Spanish education at
schools, for example, in Maya languages in Guatemala or in Quechua and Aymarain in Peru, Ecuador, and Bolivia (Cummings & Tamayo, 1994; Hornberger,
2000).Among other goals, the aim of bilingual education was to save indigenous
languages from extinction and help indigenous populations become more fluent in
Spanish. Nevertheless, skeptics argue that these goals are not being fulfilled and indigenous languages still have lower status than Spanish and Portuguese (NiñoMurcia, 2003). In addition, criticisms have been raised that “it is the white man
[sic] that decides what is good for indigenous populations” (Rajagopalan, 2005, p.
88). Thus, it is unsurprising that attitudes to bilingual teaching programs are sometimes negative as parents are aware of the higher status aﬀorded to the standard
Spanish in the job market and expect schools to teach only Spanish to their children (Cummings & Tamayo, 1994).
Standard language ideology dictates not only what children should learn, but
also who should—and more importantly who should not—do the teaching (LippiGreen, 2012). For example, in 2010 the Arizona Department of Education and
State Board of Education instructed Arizona schools to remove teachers who
speak English with “heavy accents” from English Language Learner (ELL) classrooms, which prompted an outcry among teachers and various associations. The
Linguistic Society of America (2010) issued a resolution condemning such a move
stating that it “is based on uninformed linguistic and educational assumptions
about accents and the role of accents in language teaching and learning.”
The concerns over language and accent of those who are teaching are not limited to primary education. Colleges and universities also serve as a battleground
for language and accent ideologies. In the United States, the issue of non-natively
speaking instructors who teach undergraduate classes is highly debated (Alberts,
2008; Rubin, 1992). In Latin America, students also complain about classes taught
by non-natively speaking graduate students and faculty (Shoemaker, 2011). Yet, on
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average, undergraduates do not perform worse in such classes (Fleisher,
Hashimoto, & Weinberg, 2002). In fact, experimental studies demonstrated that
often it is the perception of an accent, not the accent per se, that leads to negative
evaluations of non-native teachers (Rubin, 1992). Moreover, listener expectations
and biases are often responsible for issues with comprehensibility (Lindemann,
2011; Rubin, 1992).
One of the main reasons why non-standard language and pronunciation varieties are discouraged in educational systems across the Americas is that children
who grow up speaking diﬀerently face a number of disadvantages when they enter
young adulthood, from prejudices in the higher education system to discrimination
in the workplace. As we discuss below, such concerns are not baseless. However,
subscription to the standard language ideology, or the “language of wider communication,” in education is partially responsible for creating societies in which language varieties are not accepted (Lippi-Green, 2012).

Employment
Negative attitudes toward non-standard speech extend beyond the walls of educational institutions and aﬀect speakers as they enter employment and progress
through their careers. Discrimination in employment based on one’s language or
accent is prevalent in countries across both American continents. In the United
States, research has found that individuals who speak with regional or non-native
accents are perceived as less hirable (e.g., Segrest Purkiss et al., 2006) and are more
likely to be assigned to lower status positions than are those with standard accents
(de la Zerda & Hopper, 1979). Similar results were found in Costa Rica; participants assigned lower status occupations to the speakers who used a stigmatized
form of pronunciation (Berk-Seligson, 1984).
Researchers have demonstrated that the language (or languages) a person speaks
has consequences on employment and income. In the US, Mexican American employees speaking with a Mexican accent earn less than Mexican American employees with an American accent, independent of language proficiency (Davila,
Bohara, & Saenz, 1993). In Canada, similar results have been reported (Creese &
Kambere, 2003; Hakak, Holzinger, & Zikic, 2010). In Paraguay, the vast majority of
the population speaks Guarani, an indigenous language. However, the Spanish language is aﬀorded a higher prestige and monolingual Spanish speakers on average
earn more than either bilingual Spanish-Guarani or monolingual Guarani speakers (Patrinos, Velez, & Psacharopoulos, 1994). Similar findings have been reported
for speakers of indigenous languages and for immigrant guest workers in other
Latin American countries, such as Argentina (Preston, 2002), Bolivia (Chiswick,
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Patrinos, & Hurst, 2000), Costa Rica (Funkhouser, Pérez Sáinz, & Sojo, 2002; Garcia, 2004), Peru (MacIsaac & Patrinos, 1995), and Guatemala (Beckett & Pebley,
2003; Patrinos, 1997).
It is important to note that most countries of the Americas prohibit discrimination based on language and accent and many of Latin American countries guarantee bilingual education for Indigenous people (UNESCO, 2003). However, even
in countries with strong anti-discrimination laws, such as the US, the law allows for
exceptions. For example, employers can refuse to hire or can fire a person if they believe that his or her “accent seriously interferes with the employee’s job performance” (US Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2012). However,
objective criteria for assessing accent eﬀects on one’s performance are non-existent, and courts often rely on employers’ or their own subjective opinions to determine whether a person’s accent is problematic (Lippi-Green, 1994). Furthermore,
employers in the United States readily admit that they discriminate based on a person’s foreign appearance or accent (Lippi-Green, 1994). Since prejudices can aﬀect
behavior and decisions in unconscious ways (Dovidio, 2001), courts’ and employers’
potential biases aﬀect non-standard speakers’ lives with few safeguards (LippiGreen, 2012; Matsuda, 1991).Moreover, those who perceive accent as a barrier in
social and professional interactions may experience negative psychological health
outcomes. For instance, Wated and Sanchez (2006) found that possessing a nonnative accent served as a significant predictor of stress experienced at work for Hispanic workers in the US.
On one hand, employees in the Americas are often discriminated based on their
language or accent; on the other hand, however, language can be an asset when applying for specific kinds of jobs, such as in call centers. A growing need for low-cost
customer service can be solved thanks to technological advances by employing operators who do not need to be in the same country as their clients. However, impressions transmitted by the voice are important. Therefore, companies seek places
where people already speak the language with an accent perceived as weak and understandable, or even pleasant. Brazilians, for example, claim that their Portuguese
accent in English is weaker and more pleasant than a Spanish accent (Coutinho de
Arrida, NotarnicolaFilho, & Vernes Almeida, 2011). Companies serving Spanishspeaking clients do not want their employees to be associated with negative stereotypes of specific national or ethnic groups and are looking for Spanish speakers
with an unidentifiable “neutral” accent. Therefore, various Latin American countries advertise their accent as the most “neutral” and suitable for transnational call
centers (Rivas, 2007).
In sum, a non-standard language, dialect, or accent in general has negative consequences for the speaker concerning employment opportunities. Most research,
however, has been conducted in the US and Canada and more research is needed
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to better understand the eﬀects of languages, dialects, and accent on employment
and how these eﬀects have changed in the past two decades.

The Media
The myth of a standard language or accent and stereotypical conceptions associated
with non-standard forms are perpetuated by the media across the Americas. The
exposure to such stereotypical portrayals begins early in life through cartoons and
Disney movies (Lippi-Green, 2012). For example, in the original English language
version of Aladdin, the main characters speak with an American accent, but the
bad characters have a distinctive Arabic accent (Lippi-Green, 2012). Furthermore,
in the United States, a content analysis of a random sample of cable cartoons for
children revealed that villains spoke with stereotypically negative accents (German,
Russian, and other Eastern European) whereas heroes spoke with American and
British English accents (Dobrow & Gidney, 1998).Similar patterns of stereotyping
appear in movies and TV shows directed at adults (Lippi-Green, 2012). For example, on prime time television, Hispanic/Latino characters are more likely to have an
accent and be less articulate than members of other groups (Mastro & BehmMorawitz, 2005).
While movies often use accent as “mental shortcuts” to easily categorize and
stereotypically depict characters, at the same time they require actors to be “accentflexible.” If, for any reason, actors are unable to shed their native or regional accents, they risk not being hired or being typecast. For example, Bela Lugosi, a
Hungarian actor typecast as Dracula, pointedly noted, “If my accent betrayed my
foreign birth, it also stamped me as an enemy, in the imagination of the producers”
(IMDB, 2012). Thus, film and theatre college departments oﬀer an array of accent
training classes to teach students both how to acquire the ability to speak with
other accents and how to neutralize their own. This phenomenon is not limited to
the English language. In the Spanish language media, a “neutralized” Spanish is
gaining popularity (Ahrens, 2004). The largest Mexican TV channel employs numerous coaches to teach its actors coming from various Latin American countries
to speak a neutral way. Even in a soap opera about Roma people in Mexico, which
features actors from Colombia, Argentina, Peru, Spain, and Mexico, all actors speak
in such a neutralized Mexican Spanish. As Ahrens (2004) notes, it seems that “accent-neutral Spanish is the sound of a coming media culture.”
The media not only promote the standard variety, but also shape what is regarded
as standard. For example, the largest Brazilian TV channel promotes a “standard
Portuguese” that is in fact an otherwise non-existent language variety (MassiniCagliari, 2004). Strong influence of the media was shown in a study of attitudes to-
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wards diﬀerent dialects of Portuguese spoken in five large Brazilian cities. None of
the dialects was perceived as appropriate to become the standard for the entire
country (Ramos, 1997). Furthermore, speakers of the dialects deemed most fitting to
become a standard, perceived themselves as speaking most similarly to the language
used in the media, demonstrating that the media play a strong role in setting the
standards of pronunciation in Brazil (Medeiros, 2006; Ramos, 1997). However, the
larger the perceived diﬀerence between people’s own dialect and the pronunciation
used in the media, the prouder they felt about their own dialect (Ramos, 1997).
While large TV and radio stations are promoting and creating a standard pronunciation, smaller stations seek to promote underrepresented languages and political and social communities (Beltrán & Reyes, 1993; Lipski, 1991). For example,
Bolivia and Ecuador have developed a wide and sophisticated system of local radio
stations, run by farmers, physical workers, and indigenous people (Beltrán & Reyes,
1993). The radio stations are perceived as giving a voice to the groups who are not
adequately represented inthe media and the speakers often use non-standard varieties of Spanish or speak in indigenous languages. Similarly, underground radio
stations in Central America and the Caribbean have been serving as an important
voice of social and political movements. Their ideological beliefs are also reflected
in the use of local accents and in the choice of words, for example, in Cuba by using
“you” instead of “comrade” (Lipski, 1991).
Natural non-standard accents appear in the small-scale media, but the largescale media are more likely to portray actors imitating various accents (to varying
degrees of success). This phenomenon may serve as a basis for an erroneous belief
among speakers with non-standard pronunciation that accents can be easily altered
or even eliminated (Lippi-Green, 2012; Scovel, 2000). Although accent strength
diminishes the longer one resides in a given country and the more one uses the
non-native language, researchers generally tend to agree that individuals who learn
a language later in life are highly unlikely to acquire a native-like pronunciation
(e.g., Flege, 1988; Piske, MacKay, & Flege, 2001; Scovel, 2000). Even actors who are
successful at imitating other accents put a considerable eﬀort in having to speak in
a way that is unnatural to them and revert to their usual way of speaking when
cameras are turned oﬀ (Lippi-Green, 2012).
The ways in which the media portray accents and languages can significantly
aﬀect how children and adults respond to people who speak in a non-standard way.
Specifically, people spend a significant portion of their waking life watching TV.
For example, on average Americans watch 36 hours of television per week (Nielsen,
2011), Argentineans 31, Brazilians 29.5,and Mexicans 26.5 (TGI, 2009). Television
aﬀects people’s visions of the reality and their behaviors (Bryant & Oliver, 2009),
including their perceptions on speech, favoring the use of standard grammatical
variants (PEUL, 1991). With the wider access to TV also in more remote commu-
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nities, the media are making people more aware of the standard pronunciation and
may be even causing convergence to the standard. For instance, in towns on the
Brazilian-Uruguayan border only older people continue to speak a mixture of Portuguese and Spanish. Younger generations realize the higher status of standard
Brazilian Portuguese and have access to TV to learn to speak the TV-like-Portuguese (Carvalho, 2004). Furthermore, as people engage in more media-related
entrainment (e.g., video games), which follow similar patterns as TV (e.g., accents
in video games), the media’s importance in shaping people’s responses to languages
and accents should not be underestimated.

Framework and Future
Languages and accents matter on both interpersonal and intergroup levels because,
in the words of Milroy (2001), “language in use is necessarily a social phenomenon”
(p. 545). Interpersonal interactions between people from diﬀerent language backgrounds are often characterized by anxiety (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), suspicion,
and distrust (Lev-Ari &Keysar, 2010). Moreover, people often experience a general
negative aﬀect in response to non-standard accents (Bresnahan et al., 2002). They
may become irritated when unable to understand an accent or when they have to
expend additional cognitive resources to listen to an accented speech (SpencerRodgers & McGovern, 2002). Individuals with non-standard speech may not only
feel stigmatized and discriminated against but also experience enduring communication challenges (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010b).Thus, it is important to examine
the present and future eﬀects of languages, dialects, and accents on individuals and
societies at large.
In regards to present research on languages, accents, and dialects, we have very
broadly summarized some areas of findings thus far. It is an extensive and complex
topic and much research is still needed, especially in the area of how larger demographic and societal changes aﬀect languages and accents. Furthermore, as much as
some would like to keep “standards” fossilized and unchanging, languages, dialects,
and accents are constantly changing (Milroy, 2001). Factors that aﬀect how people
speak vary as well (see Bourhis et al., 2005). For example, language policies in many
Latin American countries concerningindigenous languages have shifted significantly in the past half-century (Rajagopalan, 2005).
Several factors influence language and accent use and change. In Figure 1, we
propose five main factors that we find especially important in the Americas. One
of them is the movement of people and competition among them, both within and
between countries (Graddol, 2006). In the Americas, over 57 million people are international migrants and over 5 million are internally displaced persons (Interna-
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tional Organization for Migration, 2010). This number does not include voluntary
internal migration between various regions and urban migration. Such movements
may lead to intergroup competition, perceived or actual, for what is seen as limited
resources within a country (Esses, Jackson, & Armstrong, 1998). In times of economic recessions, anxieties over diminishing resources are heightened. People may
believe that there is not enough for everyone, which leads to perceived competition
for limited resources. However, some groups are perceived as being more threatening than others, especially when they are particularly salient and distinctive due to
their characteristics (Esses et al., 1998). One such distinctive trait is the way a person speaks. As a result, linguistic minority groups may be particularly willing to
give up their languages or dialects and attempt to sound more like the majority
group members. However, such groups may also resist negative stereotyping and
seek to establish positive ingroup identity by emphasizing their diﬀerent way of
speaking (Giles & Johnson, 1981, 1987). In either case, intergroup competition may
influence language, dialect, and accent use and change.
Various language policies and proposals, such as the English-only movement in
the US (Lippi-Green, 2012; Padilla et al., 1991), are often motivated by perceived
competition with immigrants. Restrictive policies may serve as the means of excluding those who speak in a non-standard way, such as Arizona’s eﬀorts to remove teachers who speak accented English mentioned above. They can also serve
as a way to forcefully assimilate others into the mainstream way of speaking, even
though they would be highly unlikely to succeed because it is extremely diﬃcult to
change one’s accent (Scovel, 2000). Language policies and native-language movements may aﬀect non-native speakers of that language negatively on both psychological and social levels (Padilla et al., 1991). In addition, institutionalized support
for a standard pronunciation of a language in education and in the media discriminates against speakers with non-standard accents (Lippi-Green, 2012).
Language policies can also increase the prestige of declining languages, encourage the preservation of minority languages, and foster bi- and multi-lingualism
(Moseley, 2010). In countries or regions where two languages are spoken, language
policies may increase the prestige of the target language. For example, in the Canadian province of Quebec, the successive Charters of the French Language increased
the status of the then waning French language (Bourhis et al., 2007). Similarly, in
the last decades many Latin American governments granted oﬃcial national language status to the most widely spoken indigenous languages (e.g., Quechua in
Peru or Quechua and Aymara in Bolivia, Rajagopalan, 2005). In addition to legitimizing indigenous languages and valuing multiculturalism, it is also an attempt to
prevent language loss. It is yet diﬃcult to judge the results of these policies.
Another factor that influences language use and change is a general perception
of the linguistic landscape, such as the degree to which a language is supported in-
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stitutionally (e.g., signs) or is present in the media (Dailey, Giles, & Jansma, 2005).
For instance, one study found that Hispanic raters perceived American-accented
speakers less favorably in a more Spanish-oriented linguistic climate and more favorably in an English-oriented linguistic landscape, but that linguistic landscape
had no eﬀect on American-accented speakers’ ratings (Dailey et al., 2005). In a different study, however, when European Americans perceived the media as more
Spanish-oriented they tended to support immigrants and immigration more
(Barker & Giles, 2004). Future research may determine the causes of these diﬀerent patterns. It is likely that the eﬀects of the linguistic landscape on people’s attitudes and language use depend on the degree to which they perceive the language
is supported. For example, a few signs in a foreign language on private buildings are
likely to have diﬀerent eﬀects than signs in all public buildings, documents and
forms, and a local TV and radio stations.
In addition to the external factors aﬀecting language and accent use and change,
the linguistic groups’ attitudes toward their own language variety are important internal factors (Giles & Johnson, 1987). For example, if speakers of endangered indigenous languages do not perceive their language as an important part of
self-identity, or in fact, see it as a barrier for the younger generation entering the
mainstream culture and gaining economic power, there is very little external factors
(e.g., language policies) can do to stop the language from dying. If, however, speakers of a minority language or with a non-standard accent perceive their linguistic
background in a positive way and as an important part of their identity, they are
more likely to maintain their unique way of speaking as a way to distinguish themselves from other groups (Giles & Johnson, 1987). Thus, linguistic groups’ attitudes
toward their own way of speaking are an important factor in language and accent
use and change.
These main elements, including the media discussed in the previous section,
exert incessant pressures on linguistic varieties yet are also constantly changing
themselves. Their influence increases and decreases depending on yet a variety of
other factors. Therefore, the future variations in languages, dialects, and accents can
only be speculated. However, given that language is a meaningful cue in distinguishing ingroup from outgroup members, both in the presence and absence of any
visual cues (Hansen et al., 2012; Rakić et al., 2011) and that stigmatized varieties of
a language persist as a way for groups to positively distinguish themselves from
others (Giles & Johnson, 1987), various ways of speaking on the American continents are unlikely to disappear. In fact, as countries continue to experience international and national migration, the way one looks may become less significant
and the way one speaks even more critical. On the right side of Figure 2.1, we suggest how the relationship between languages and accents might change within the
current century.
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Figure 2.1: Languages of the Americas: The current landscape (left)
and potential changes this century (right).

We believe that drastic changes are unlikely to occur. Although indigenous languages will probably keep disappearing from the linguistic map of both Americas
(Hawkins, 2005; Moseley, 2010), it is highly unlikely that the continents will become dominated by the English language alone as many often foretell (Graddol,
2006). A detailed report on the current and predicted trends in the English language suggests that the dominance of this language is waning while the importance of Spanish, Chinese, and Arabic is growing (Graddol, 2006). Increasingly,
the model of a native English speaker as the ideal target for non-native speakers is
also becoming obsolete. At the same time, we think that the awareness of the importance of bilingualism, acceptance of various forms of pronunciation, and an understanding of language learning and language processes will continue to rise.
One way to facilitate increased language, accent, and dialect tolerance is through
language-related policies (Graddol, 2006). However, as we discussed above, policies
by themselves may not be enough to change general negative attitudes toward linguistic varieties (e.g., Rajagopalan, 2005). This could be due to deeply ingrained
human sensitivity to variations in how others speak and weak social norms against
language and accent discrimination, partially fueled by standard language ideologies (Lippi-Green, 2012).
As we have seen in the past half century, norms against discrimination based on
certain characteristics, such as race and ethnicity, can be embraced by societies.
Achieving a similar degree of success with languages and accents may prove more
diﬃcult. First, speakers who use non-standard languages or pronunciation are not
united in groups of non-native or non-standard speakers. They may diﬀer not only
in their ways of speaking, but also in mainstream language proficiency, cultural
backgrounds, or religion. Second, race and ethnicity are visible cues and one can
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learn quickly and consciously that it is not socially appropriate to discriminate
based on such cues. However, auditory cues are often present only after seeing
someone and can be surprising (Hansen et al., 2012). For example, we may expect
a Middle Eastern–looking person to speak with a foreign accent and if she or he
does not, we may be bemused but evaluate such person positively. However, when
a seemingly native speaker speaks with a foreign accent, we would evaluate this
person negatively (Hansen et al., 2012). In any case, we would be surprised and such
situations may require cognitive processing, which may interfere with learning not
to discriminate. Finally, the standard language ideology is deeply ingrained in the
society and its institutions, the media, and the public discourse (see Chapter 1, this
volume, also Lippi-Green, 2012; Milroy 2001). Thus, changing language policies
only on the institutional level may be not enough to change also the social meaning of languages, dialects, and accents.

Conclusion
In our brief discussion of languages, dialects, and accents in the Americas, we focused on education, employment, and the media—the three areas of waking life to
which people devote most time. The general patterns of social meanings of the linguistic varieties are similar, even if details diﬀer between countries. For example, although the history, attitudes, and policies surrounding indigenous languages in
Bolivia are quite diﬀerent from immigrant languages in the United States, the general patterns of stereotyping and discrimination are analogous. During the past few
decades, many countries started valuing their cultural and linguistic diversity and introduced policies to preserve and support this diversity. However, policies are not
enough to increase the status of non-standard ways of speaking. Market and media
globalization support standard English, create “standard” Portuguese, or even try to
unify all varieties of Spanish by erasing national markers and creating a “neutralized
Spanish.” As mentioned in the opening chapter of this book, “the standard represents
an abstraction that tries to impose an artificial uniformity on naturally occurring linguistic variability” (Dragojevic et al., this volume; Milroy, 2001). This struggle between
the artificial ideals and the inescapable linguistic variability of the real world is likely
to continue, aﬀecting both the linguistic map and social landscape of the Americas.

Notes
1.

All numbers are approximate and based on the data from various years. Current estimates are
likely to be higher.
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2. Specifically, English is considered a native language of the following Caribbean countries
and territories: Anguilla, Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Cayman Islands, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Trinidad and Tobago,
U.S. Virgin Islands, and British Virgin Islands.
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chapter three

Language Attitudes in
Western Europe
Tamara Raki ć & Melanie C. Steffens

“Accent is the soul of a language; it gives the feeling and truth to it.”
Jean-Jacques Rousseau

Western Europe illustrates in an exemplary way that what counts as a language or
a dialect, is very much a matter of ascriptions, ideology, and standardizations (see
Dragojevic, Giles, & Watson, this volume). In the Western European context,
comprising a great number of diﬀerent languages at a rather limited geographical
space, the linguistic situation reflects much of European history: It is filled with
plenty of inconsistencies, disputes, and language-related movements. Indeed, language is often one of the main obstacles within the European Union. Even though
there are 23 oﬃcial languages and many materials are available in each of them,
some countries have linguistic privileges because their language is defined as lingua franca, whereas others are required to accommodate to them. Both on the level
of Western Europe and that of individual countries, there is a great plurality and
blend of diﬀerent languages and dialects each related to diﬀerent social identities;
therefore, interesting inter-language dynamics can be observed both within single
countries or languages as well as between diﬀerent countries. More specifically,
across Western Europe many languages coexist that are not constrained to a country boundary, which makes the comparison and evaluation of diﬀerent language
forms and its speakers very interesting. What is merely a dialect in one country
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(e.g., “Moselfränkisch” in Germany) may be an oﬃcial language in another (Luxembourg). Second, and in contrast, other countries have simultaneously diﬀerent
oﬃcial languages that may be more or less restricted to geographical areas. Third,
English as an oﬃcial language is confined to the UK and Ireland (and Malta) geographically but its use as an international language makes it present in all other
countries as well. Finally, illustrating language politics, in post-war Spain, the role
of diﬀerent oﬃcial languages was lowered to dialects, with the exception of Castilian. Today, however, these other languages (e.g., Catalan) vindicate their significance and construe an important part of speakers’ identity.
Should one define Western Europe as European Union or would a more objective, geographical approach be more suitable? In order to fully account for the complexity of languages’ social meanings in the area, we opted for a mixed geo-political
and historical approach. We will start out with a geo-political overview of the languages covered in this chapter, followed by a theoretical context for a better understanding of inter- and (intra) language dynamics. Subsequently, we will give an
overview of the diﬀerent topics that have been covered in language attitude studies concerning Europe. In spite of the diﬀerences between countries, several topics
have been researched across them. These are attitudes towards foreign accents and
towards dialects and regional accents. Minority languages have a special status in
this regard. Moreover, there are studies on attitudes towards English as an international language. Another genuinely European topic is that of comparisons of
same-language speakers across countries. Finally, we present some studies that have
demonstrated eﬀects of language stereotypes on performance and recall.

Overview of Language Varieties in Western Europe
Linguistic borders play an important role in the European context. Though we do
acknowledge that there are no real monolingual communities in Europe, there are
countries with oﬃcially only one majority language. Both Germany and France are
monolingual countries with languages that benefit oﬃcial status also in other
countries with multiple oﬃcial languages (i.e., Belgium and Switzerland). Germany has only one oﬃcial language, the standard variety of German
(“Hochdeutsch”). This, however, does not imply that there is no linguistic diversity
within Germany or other German speaking countries, because of a multitude of dialects and accents. Conversely, German is oﬃcially spoken also in Belgium,
Switzerland, and Austria, as well as in the South Tyrol region of Italy (for a comprehensive overview of German language varieties in and outside Germany, see
Ammon, 1995). The situation regarding French is similar to German; it is an oﬃcial language of a monolingual country (France) and oﬃcially spoken outside na-
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tional borders, allowing for interesting within-language—between-countries comparisons. With regard to the standard varieties (i.e., French and German) there is
however one diﬀerence: Standard French is also known as Parisian French, being
geographically linked to the capital, whereas standard German is not associated
with the capital. Another monolingual country is Greece. The Netherlands’ oﬃcial
language is Dutch, with some recognized regional bilingual parts (e.g., Friesland,
see Ytsma, 2011). Italy is oﬃcially monolingual, with some regional exceptions (e.g.,
German and Ladino in South Tyrol). However, there is a rich within-language
variation, constituted by many dialects and accents (Cugno, 2008).
Turning to countries with multiple oﬃcial languages in Western Europe, Malta
is an example of a very small country with two oﬃcial languages (Maltese and
English). Additionally, Italian is present and relevant. The Maltese language
(re)gained its oﬃcial status recently. It is predominantly used in oral communication and to a much lesser extent in writing. The situation is very similar in tiny
Luxembourg, where German and French are oﬃcial languages in addition to Luxembourgish. Its neighbor, Belgium, is often referred to as the heart of Europe, as
an example of a multilingual nation that in certain aspects serves as a model for the
European Union. However, linguistically the situation in Belgium is anything but
simple, and Belgium today appears more divided than unified by identity related issues (e.g., language, culture). As an example, for over a year after the last election,
Belgium was without a government as the coalition could not agree upon such issues. The three oﬃcial languages in Belgium barely coexist simultaneously in the
same place. The only exception is Brussels, a bilingual city (for details on Belgium,
see Mettewie & Janssens, 2011).
Sociolinguistically, Switzerland is a very interesting country allowing for diﬀerent language-based comparisons; there are multiple oﬃcial languages within the
country, though actually the majority of population is monolingual (Garrett, 2010).
Most of those languages are shared with other countries (i.e., Germany, France,
and Italy). Hence status (and relative size) diﬀerences can be observed both within
the country as well as compared to its neighbors.
English has a unique status within Europe, being an oﬃcial language of the UK,
Ireland, and Malta, but de facto present as an internationally recognized lingua
franca. Wales is a small country next to England, and historically there has been
much tension between the Welsh and English (Laugharne, 2011). Similarly, Scotland is not only isolated from England geographically, but mostly politically and
linguistically. However, also within Scotland numerous accent varieties interact
with the listeners’ identity and evaluation of speakers. Today Ireland is predominantly an English-speaking country. However, Irish is still present and oﬃcially
recognized as a language. In Ireland, even though relatively limited parts of the
population are considered truly bilingual, the number of bilinguals is now increas-
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ing. Moreover, an increasing number of schools oﬃcially adopt bilingualism or predominantly the Irish language (Ó Laorie, 2011). The standard variety that is also an
oﬃcial language for the whole UK is referred to with diﬀerent names: Received
Pronunciation (R.P.), Queen’s English, or BBC English. English can be regarded
as a cradle of language attitude research. Some of the most influential theories (e.g.,
communication accommodation theory: Giles, 1973) have been developed in this
context, and a great number of studies on language attitudes have been carried out
(for comprehensive reviews, see Robinson & Giles, 2001).
Even though Spain could be in the same category as countries with multiple official languages, unlike Belgium or Switzerland these languages are not spoken in
other European countries (with some minority exceptions). Historically, Spain was
a multilingual country. However, after the beginning of Franco’s regime in 1940 all
languages except Castilian lost their oﬃcial status and were banned from public
life, being constrained to informal and private contexts such as family. This situation lasted until 1977 when political autonomy was granted to diﬀerent “Comunidades Autónomas.”

Theoretical Framework: Language Attitudes and Social
Identity
Given this plethora of language situations, can some unifying theoretical frameworks be used to review the research findings? Language attitudes— the notion that
language varieties can provoke an evaluative reaction—is probably as old as languages themselves. Among the aspects of communication that have been researched
in studies on language evaluation (e.g., speech style, lexical diversity), accents have
undoubtedly received most attention (Giles & Marlow, 2011). A main distinction is
usually made between standard and nonstandard varieties. In some cases the former
is associated with a high status origin (e.g., R.P. in Great Britain, Parisian French)
whereas in others no such association exist (e.g., standard Italian), yet in any case the
standard variety hides speakers’ origin. In contrast, a nonstandard accent always reveals the origin of the speaker, whether from the same language community or not.
Social identity theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner, 1979) provides a suitable theoretical
frame for our chapter, both with respect to speaker and listener; because it plays a
central role in how diﬀerent language varieties are being evaluated. Ethnolinguistic
identity theory (ELIT: Giles & Johnson, 1981, 1987), drawing on SIT, has spelled out
the language-identity bond (with a special emphasis on ethnicity). According to
ELIT, language performs central psychological functions of positive social identity
especially with regard to aspects concerning ethnicity. Therefore, it is not surprising
that language is used as a very powerful cue to determine who is a member of the
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in- or out-group (Yzerbyt, Leyens, & Bellour, 1995). As an example, a recent study
conducted in Germany confirmed that a speaker’s accent is more important than
appearance for categorizing people as Germans versus not (Rakić, Steﬀens, &
Mummendey, 2011a). Specifically, while spontaneously categorizing target persons,
participants attended significantly more to accent than to appearance: Interestingly,
Standard German speakers [Italian accent speakers] were confused with one another irrespective of their typical Italian or German looks.
An essential part of ELIT is the concept of ethnolinguistic vitality (EV), determined by a combination of eﬀects of demographics, institutional support (and control), and status. Demographics refer to the number of members of a language
group as well as their distribution or concentration throughout a given community.
Institutional support and control is the group’s presence and support in political,
media, educational institutions as well as the linguistic landscape. Finally the status (i.e., linguistic, social, and economic) and its perceived legitimacy are highly related to both demographics and especially institutional support. According to
Giles, Bourhis, and Taylor (1977), ethnolinguistic vitality indicates the power that
a given linguistic community has in order to appear as a distinctive social group.
This in turn makes this group likely to behave as a collective entity in a distinctive
and active way in intergroup encounters. EV, along with the group’s perception of
their subjective ethnolinguistic vitality (Bourhis, Giles, & Rosenthal, 1981), is essential in understanding intergroup attitudes especially with regard to second language learning as well as the use of code-switching strategies, which is, switching
between two languages or accents (Sachdev & Bourhis, 1993). Consequently, in
contexts where there is low EV, such as with the Irish language, negative attitudes
toward learning other languages can be seen as protectionism of a group against
other languages (e.g., English and French). This is not observed with high EV languages such as Catalan, for example (Lasagabaster & Huguet, 2011). Especially in
a context of great linguistic diversity, as Europe, both identity and vitality issues
linked to diﬀerent languages shaped greatly the language attitudes presented below.
Much more important than intrinsic factors that make some languages appear
more likeable than others, are the social norms internalized at a very early age that
guide perception and evaluations (e.g., Giles & Niedzielski, 1998).
In search, in part for, possible explanations for negative evaluations of nonstandard language varieties, communication accommodation theory (CAT) was developed (Shepard, Giles, & Le Poire, 2001). CAT accounts for the dynamics that
occur in any given instance of communication and evaluation; especially with regard to speech: Does the speaker attempt to converge or diverge from the accent
of the listener or the standard accent, following the norm to use standard language
(cf. chapter 1, this volume, for a critical discussion)? On both sides, motivation as
well as the interpretation of intentions of the other plays an important role.
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Attitudes towards Foreign Accents
Research in several European countries has targeted attitudes towards foreign
accents. A recent nationwide survey in Germany (Eichinger et al., 2009) has attempted to gather insights into language attitudes toward both regional (i.e., dialects) as well as foreign languages present through minorities in the country. Not
surprisingly, the perceived beauty of a given accent is highly related to the overall
positivity associated with a social group. Hence, even though phonetically French
and Turkish share similar pronunciation patterns, the former is perceived as more
pleasant and attractive. An explanation why for example Turkish accents in Germany are negatively evaluated is similar to the case of Portuguese in France (Koven,
2004). As Portuguese are perceived as a low-status group, they are usually evaluated
negatively in France, and compared to standard French, their accent is regarded as
inferior regarding competence and status.
In German speaking communities, accents are used to infer speakers’ identity
(e.g., Borčić & Wollinger, 2008), and foreign accents related to immigrant groups
are especially negatively evaluated within Germany (Klink & Wagner, 1999). Similar findings are reported from the Netherlands, where Moroccan and Turkish are
related to relatively prominent immigrant communities and to rather negative language attitudes (Nortier & Dorleijn, 2008). Conversely, also among immigrant
groups, identity plays an important role in accommodation toward standard Dutch
(Extra & Yagmur, 2010). Hence, while Moroccans identify strongly with their Islamic background, Turkish youth’s cultural self-awareness is strongly linked to language practices, resulting in a major use of Dutch in everyday situations by
Moroccans but not by Turkish immigrants. Similar studies with Greek immigrants
to other countries have demonstrated that identity issues were strongly related to
language practices and attitudes towards the language of the host country (e.g.,
Gardner-Chloros, McEntee-Atalianis, & Finnis, 2005).

Attitudes towards Dialects and Regional Accents
The linguistic situation of diﬀerent countries today reflects much of the social
practices and norms that have been accepted and transmitted. One way to gain insights on how they are adopted is to study children of various ages.
studies with children. Whereas developmental studies support the emergence
of ethnolinguistic identities, their findings are inconclusive due to the diﬀerent age
groups studied in diﬀerent language contexts. In a French study (Girard, Floccia,
& Goslin, 2008), 5-6 year-old children were very good in between-language diﬀerentiation (i.e., native vs. foreign accent speech), though they seemed not to notice
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within-language diﬀerences (i.e., northern and southern accent French). Several
explanations may account for this phenomenon; first, a foreign accent may vary
more from non-foreign accent than diﬀerent regional accents vary from one another. Second, at that age children start to develop their national identity, hence it
may be more relevant to distinguish “us” versus “them” between languages than to
distinguish within one’s language. The eﬀect diminishes with further development:
Whereas regional diﬀerentiation increases, the diﬀerentiation between native and
foreign remains persistent throughout lifetime.
Older children (aged 7–10 years) were able to diﬀerentiate and evaluate diﬀerent varieties of Dutch, including one from Belgium (van Bezooijen, 1994); the results indicate an overall preference for standard Dutch over regional varieties, and
interestingly the Belgian variety was not evaluated the most negatively. Overall,
language attitudes seem to be transmitted automatically through socialization, with
children demonstrating diﬀerent patterns of evaluation of nonstandard varieties
depending on their age (Giles et al., 1983). Welsh children at the age of 7 children
clearly prefer they own accent and react negatively toward R.P., though by the age
of 10 they show an evaluation pattern similar to adults (i.e., evaluating R.P. the
best). Additionally, for Welsh pre-adolescents the language of testing influenced
the evaluation of the Welsh accent: it was regarded as more selfish (in Welsh) and
less intelligent (in English) (Price, Fluck, & Giles, 1983).
The bond between language and identity is complex, with the former being determined by the latter at the same time as identity development is influenced by
language use and practices (Ender & Straßl, 2009). The possible implications of
this relationship are especially visible with immigrant children in a dialect-speaking context of a host country such as Switzerland. These children may be forced to
speak and adopt three languages at once, their native language (and first language),
used to communicate with their parents, a German dialect that is used with peers,
and standard German required at school. Unfortunately, communication norms in
everyday life (i.e., the use of dialects) and institutional norms (i.e., the use of standard German) are conflicting, creating an ulterior barrier for immigrant children in
securing their active role within society. In other words, it is the lack of identification possibility that makes standard language a tool to use at school, thus negatively
influencing the motivation to learn it.
Teachers play an important role in the institutionalization of standard language
and directly or indirectly transmit their norms and attitudes to children they teach.
One study investigated the role of teachers in the promotion of standard German
in regions where a strong dialect is spoken (Davies, 2000). The findings show that
although teachers do not question their role in spreading the norm of standard
German, the reality in the classroom indicates much less homogeneity than one
would expect. Similar findings emerged in the context of Cyprus, where both Turk-
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ish and Greek are oﬃcial languages (Sophocleous & Wilks, 2010), and the teachers display some ambiguities related to the use of the two varieties, standard Greek
and the Cypriot-Greek dialect. Therefore, even though only standard Greek should
be taught in the classrooms both teachers and children use both varieties. Also in
this case, the influence of identity on teachers’ as well as pupils’ linguistic behavior
and preferences is visible.
studies with adults. Throughout childhood, at diﬀerent developmental stages,
diﬀerent aspects of language variation play important roles. Subsequently, in adulthood language attitudes remain rather stable and show a strong link to one’s identity. How stable and persistent language attitudes are in society was shown recently
in a comparison study between an early study by Giles (1970) and a relatively recent
BBC survey (Garrett, 2010) of the English-language context. In brief, respondents
from outside of England showed a clear own accent-bias. However, prestige was
highest for the R.P., irrespectively of respondents’ location. Therefore, in spite of
their own-accent bias, nonstandard speakers adopt norms about the “proper” accent
and its related status.
Participants in Dundee rated their own accent most favorably on status, employment and social attractiveness dimensions (Abrams & Hogg, 1987). Interestingly, the Glasgow accent was only devaluated when contrasted to the
Dundee-accent but more positively evaluated in comparison with R.P., indicating
clear ingroup favoritism of evaluators as well as their shifts in identification based
on the comparison group. These results can be also interpreted in view of high subjective vitality and objective status that together promote accent loyalty.
Generally, the dynamics of identity and prestige issues are rather universal and
not to be underestimated. As shown in a study confronting diﬀerent regional accent variations by participants from Dublin (e.g., Edwards, 1977), though the
Dublin accent speakers were evaluated worst on competence, at the same time they
were evaluated highest on social attractiveness. Similarly, Masterson, Mullins, and
Mulvihill (1983), looking at prestige and solidarity (comparable to competence and
social attractiveness, respectively), found that own identity and background of listeners as well as the context of the evaluation play a crucial role in how given accents are evaluated.
Similar findings emerged in France, with high agreement that the Parisian French
speakers are the most competent (Kuiper, 2005). In addition, for likeability a preference for one’s own language variety over standard resulted in almost all cases. Furthermore there was a noticeable discrepancy between speakers’ beliefs regarding the
ability to speak accurate Parisian French; Parisian speakers ascribed themselves a
much higher ability compared to nonstandard speakers, even though objectively the
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nonstandard speakers were very much able to adopt correctly the standard language
(for attitudes toward language variations in France, see Paltridge & Giles, 1984).
A more provocative approach was taken in an attempt to confront slight regional diﬀerences of standard Dutch (Grondelaers, van Hout, & Steegs, 2010).
Rather than assuming the existence of only one unique form in the whole country,
it is argued that there is region dependent variability of the standard accent. Instead
of being treated as regional accents, these slight accent variations start to be regarded as more or less accepted regional variations of standard Dutch. In that
study, only authentic accent speakers were recorded and evaluated. Language attitudes were revealed by accent-type itself and by inter-individual speaker diﬀerences, as indeed participants were able to indicate speakers from the same regional
variation. Demographics seem to play only a modest role regarding language attitudes and participants did not display own-group bias, probably due to the overall
growing acceptance of regional diﬀerences.
Regional language variations are also very useful for studying social relations
and stereotypes between diﬀerent regions, because they can be varied without compromising ecological variety (e.g., as with the use of stereotypical visual features
related to a given region). A recent empirical study in Germany shows how diﬀerentiated the evaluation of diﬀerent regional accent speakers can be based on the dimensions that are asked (Rakić, Steﬀens, & Mummendey, 2011b). Specifically, all
regional accent speakers were devalued on competence and hireability compared to
standard German; however, with regard to the dimension “socio-intellectual status,” Bavarian was rated as high as standard German. Typically, status evaluation
follows closely that of competence (e.g., Fuertes et al., 2012); however, the stereotype linked to the Bavarian accent proved more important, the Bavarian dialect
(and accent) is spoken proudly throughout diﬀerent ranks of society. In other
words, the high-perceived vitality of Bavarian appears to secure its high status even
among out-group listeners.
In Italy, many dialects and regional forms seem to go through a sort of renaissance as they become more popular and used across diﬀerent layers of society. Also
in Italy, solidarity or identity is strongly linked to language use (i.e., pronunciation). In order to be fully accepted in any region as a community member it is important to sound local (Cavanaugh, 2005). Regional variations are especially
relevant regarding the North-South division (e.g., Palomba & Maass, 1995). Some
Italian studies have concentrated on the eﬀects of code-switching and preferences
between a certain Italian dialect and the standard variety (e.g., Sobrero, 1992), indicating context-dependent complex dynamics. Taken together, these findings
demonstrate that language-based identity, linguistic vitality, and norms jointly determine how diﬀerent accents are evaluated in diﬀerent contexts.
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Status Differences between Minority Languages
The division between dialects and minority languages is an artificial one. Some minority languages are similar to dialects in that they are related to a lower social status that negatively influences the evaluation of its speakers (for a Dutch example
of the dialect-low SES relationship, see Kraaykamp, 2005). Often, the choice to
speak this variety decreases with increased social status, for example, Frisian in
Friesland, Netherlands (Ytsma, 2011; for evaluations of subjective ethnolinguistic
vitality, see Ytsma, Viladot, & Giles, 1994). In addition, social attractiveness and
less formality appear to be related to speaking the nonstandard language variety
(Levin, Giles, & Garrett, 1994).
For languages that are an essential part of people’s identities (e.g., for Welsh
identity, see Bourhis, Giles, & Tajfel, 1973), it has been observed that, instead of an
accommodation to another’s speech, speakers diverge even more when their identity is threatened (Giles & Johnson, 1986; Bourhis, Giles, Leyens, & Tajfel, 1979).
This phenomenon is observed with Dutch-speaking Belgians who occupy an interesting position in that they constitute the majority of the population in the
country, but in Brussels, they are clearly in the minority (Deprez & Persoons, 1984).
Their uncertain identity position was reflected in their clear-cut rejection of everything not corresponding to Flemish (or Dutch-speaking).
In Spain, the years of oppression before 1977 changed the linguistic map significantly, at least with regard to the vitality of diﬀerent language communities (Ros,
Cano, & Huici, 1987). Castilian has the highest status and vitality, followed by
Catalan and Basque, with both Valencian and Galician being relatively low on both
dimensions. This stratification is in part due to the type of population that speaks
the diﬀerent languages: Whereas Catalan is used by people in all strata of society,
Galician or Valencian are rather constrained to rural areas and to lower status
speakers. Diﬀerent studies have investigated language attitudes towards diﬀerent
varieties; for example, concerning the Valencian language situation using student
evaluators with diﬀerent backgrounds (Ros, 1984). Both standard varieties (Valencian and Castilian) were regarded as superior compared to the respective nonstandard varieties on the dimensions of personal competence and social success.
However, only the standard Castilian language was associated with high professional status (as compared to nonstandard speakers). Similar findings by Ferrer
(2010) indicate that over time Valencian has maintained its oﬃcial status though it
has lost identity relevance, which has resulted in a diminishing number of speakers (possibly also due to the fading of conflict between Castilian, Catalan, and Valencian). In contrast, Catalan is still highly relevant for the social identification of
its speakers. There is a large community of Catalan speakers including numerous
publications, often written—ironically—in Castilian (e.g., Strubell i Trueta, 1984;
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Viladot, Esteban, Nadal, & Giles, 2007). Moreover, Catalan speakers take much
pride in their language and perceive high institutional support and status, generally
conforming more objective vitality indicators (Ytsma et al., 1994).
Whereas the multilingual situation of Spain poses a challenge for the local
population, it does so even more for immigrants (or visitors) faced with multiple
new languages to deal with (e.g., Masgoret, 2006) that are important for integration, both on a social and professional level. Still diﬀerent is the Basque country—a small language community at the border of Spain and France
(Lasagabaster, 2011). Although an increasing number of the population, especially
the young, is bilingual (Basque-Castilian), the Basque language it is not much
used in everyday situations, where Castilian might be preferred. Nevertheless,
Basque remains a strong factor for ingroup identification. In sum, these findings
indicate that minority languages can have diﬀerent status that may change with
social movements and political contexts.
attitudes towards english as an international language. In the international context, attitudes toward English as a second language are mixed (Ferguson,
2009). In some cases (e.g., Italy) historically diﬃcult relations have left a trace,
making attitudes toward the learning of English ambivalent (Pulcini, 1997). Members of other language communities have also been reported to be reluctant to
learn English, as even with a high mastery of the language accents still remain
present, resulting in a negative evaluation of speakers. This, however, is also due in
part to the amount of time spent using English as a second language (Flege,
Frieda, & Nozawa, 1997) or general exposure via television or radio (Derwing &
Rossiter, 2002).
In Malta, even though English as an oﬃcial language is ascribed higher professional status (because it is essential for professionals); it is often evaluated negatively and as snobbish when used in informal contexts (Caruna, 2011). On the
contrary, both Maltese and Italian are evaluated higher on social attractiveness
(e.g., Sciriha, 2001).

Comparisons of Same-Language Speakers across Countries
As language plays such an important role in social identity, the comparison with
same language countries can provide interesting insights into asymmetrical attitudes. The evaluation of French varieties as spoken in France, Belgium, and
Switzerland has been compared. The French perceived their language competence
as much higher than that of French-speaking Belgians and Swiss. Interestingly,
this view was shared by those groups (Yzerbyt, Provost, & Corneille, 2005). Simultaneously, a compensation mechanism revealed higher warmth ratings for Bel-
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gians and Swiss as compared to French. Other studies have found such a compensation mechanism under identity threat; that is, when one’s social identity distinctiveness is compromised. In one such study (Master et al., 2010), French-speaking
and German-speaking Swiss showed opposite patterns in the evaluation of dominance and arrogance of French and Germans. Both indicated higher dominance
for the respective same language country, but not higher arrogance for the respective minority-speaking group. Probably due to the relative within-country size and
status diﬀerence, French-speaking Swiss perceived German-speaking Swiss to be
more dominant than vice versa. A similar, but stronger pattern was found regarding the arrogance evaluation. French-speaking Swiss perceived themselves similar
to the French both generally and linguistically, though at the same time aﬀectively
they did not like such a resemblance (for similar findings also in the Swiss context
see van Oudenhoven, Selenko, & Otten, 2010).
This ambivalent attitude of the French-speaking Swiss towards the French can
be explained by identity threat that is caused by perceived similarity with the
French that at the same time oﬀers support for their lower status in Switzerland.
Quite the reverse pattern was true for German-speaking Swiss. Whereas generally
they did perceive positive similarity with the Germans, this was not the case once
linguistic similarity was assessed, indicating the need to positively distance themselves from Germans. It is worth observing however that there are objectively big
diﬀerences between Swiss German and the German spoken in Germany. Whereas
this might account for part of the findings, it still leaves room for an influence of
subjective evaluation that serves as an identity regulation tool. Historically the perceived relation of German-speaking Swiss and Germans is rather diﬃcult (Hogg,
Joyce, & Abrams, 1984). Generally, the Swiss have tried distancing themselves from
Germans, which is visible in the use of Swiss German as well as a higher solidarity evaluation of Swiss German speakers over standard German speakers. In contrast, no such distinction was made regarding status, with both being equally high,
especially if the evaluation occurred in a formal context.

Effects of Language Stereotypes on Performance and Recall
We present two studies demonstrating the pervasive role of language identities
by showing eﬀects on linguistic performance and recall. Identification plays an important role for German speaking Italians in South Tyrol, and as such, they are
subject to negative eﬀects of stereotype threat, the phenomenon of underperforming at a given task as a paradoxical result of worrying about confirming a negative
stereotype linked to one’s social identity. Italian native speakers underperformed in
a German test (their second language) when reminded of the negative stereotype
concerning the linguistic competences of their group (Paladino et al., 2009). Inter-
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estingly the same was true if they simply believed that their social group (i.e., the
Italian-speaking community) occupies a lower status in the region.
The Irish identity is strongly embedded within language, especially in view of
the history and British occupation (Ó Riagáin, 2007). This provides an interesting
example of how diﬀerent language varieties can make listeners’ identity more
salient and consequently change the recalling of certain information (Cairns &
Duriez, 1976). During the time of disturbances in Northern Ireland among
Catholic and Protestant schoolchildren, after ensuring the comprehension of different accent types (i.e., Belfast, Dublin, or R.P.), the children listened to a text
recording made in one of three accents. Afterward they were asked to recall some
information heard as well as answer some identity related questions (“Which
country do you live in?”). After exposure to an R.P. accent Catholic children scored
significantly lower on the recall test than Protestant children or other Catholic
children being exposed to a Belfast accent. In contrast, Protestant children’s performance dropped only after a Dublin accent exposure. Similarly, Catholic children
were more prone to saying that they live in Ireland, and Protestants in Northern
Ireland, after exposure to an R.P. speaker. Therefore, for Catholic children the R.P.
was strongly linked to negative attitudes toward everything English, and thereby
hindered their recall and increased identification with Ireland (and the Irish).
Hence, even though attitudes were not explicitly measured, they were demonstrated through identification and attention.

Conclusion
The aim of this chapter was to give an overview of attitude-related research concerning the plurality of languages, dialects, and accents that simultaneously coexist in Europe, oﬀering insights into the linguistic map of Western Europe. The
whole of Eastern Europe is missing, not for lack of interest, but rather for lack of
research. Maybe in the next edition these countries and linguistic communities will
also be appropriately represented.
Generally, people hold rather negative attitudes toward nonstandard language
varieties. Interestingly, this is usually a shared view among standard and nonstandard speakers. With some exceptions a standard accent gains on prestige (status)
and competence whereas a nonstandard one gains on social attractiveness (solidarity)—though this (especially for the latter) depends on the evaluator’s identification. However, the high status and competence of the standard variety can produce
a backlash eﬀect when they are perceived as too snobbish.
In view of the increasing population mobility, which is one of the leading
principles of Europe, an ever growing number of immigrants is faced with hav-
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ing to learn a new language, often very diﬀerent from their native one, and even
at a high level of proficiency an accent is hard (if not impossible) to lose. The result is that those nonstandard speakers will probably never be acknowledged as
ingroup members, with all the negative consequences related to this (Gluszek &
Dovidio, 2010). Issues of language discrimination are central and sadly present
(Ng, 2007).
One of the biggest challenges of Europe to this day is the multilingualism of its
constituent countries on one hand, and the relatively small proportion of multilanguage populations on the other. Additionally, there are a large number of issues
concerning minority languages in many countries. Often, the struggle to keep them
alive comes at the cost of actively engaging in finding a solution to achieve a truly
multilingual community. Possible reasons are found in many examples covered in
this chapter, often related to ethnolinguistic identity. Unfortunately, language has
been used throughout history as a means of oppression. Though this should not be
an issue anymore, historical fear prevails. It is not far-fetched to assume that if
someone feels pressured to adopt another language, this is also seen as a socialidentity threat—and it is well known that social identity is essential to humans.
Hence rather than imposing languages, the plurality we have to express our
thoughts, feelings, and culture should be celebrated. Learning a new language does
not mean losing one’s identity but rather expanding it to a new horizon (e.g.,
Rubenfeld et al., 2006).
As we have seen, paradoxically multilingual countries rarely have multilingual
populations. An interesting fact we could not cover regards diﬀerent national language policies regarding foreign language movies or programs. Many countries
prefer dubbing, even though exposure promotes second language learning (Dewaele, 2002). Especially regions fighting for their own minority language rights are
often internationally disadvantaged, as those resources are usually subtracted from
learning foreign languages. An additional problem is subtle implicit division
among languages—those worthy of being learned as a second language and those
less prestigious.
What future directions should the research field pursue? One possible direction
could be a shift toward a more dynamic model, taking into account diﬀerent (linguistic and cultural) contexts and motivations in interpersonal communication;
finding the balance between facilitation of between language communications
without compromising the existing multitude of diﬀerent languages. What possible intervention could be developed to promote language diversity as a positive societal attribute? These are some questions that may receive attention in the years to
come, as the interest on language attitudes continues to grow and the fertile ground
of (Western) Europe’s many linguistic communities only waits for its moment to
be taken into consideration.
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chapter four

Language Attitudes in the
Nordic Countries
Tore Kristiansen

The term Nordic countries, as used in this chapter, refers to the five sovereign states
of Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Iceland, and Finland—including the Åland islands
in the Baltic Sea with an autonomous status within the Finnish state—as well as
Greenland and the Faroe Islands in the North Atlantic Ocean with an autonomous
status within the Danish state. In English, Scandinavia may be a more commonly
used name for this part of the world (perhaps with only vague ideas of what territories are included?). As used within the area itself, and in this chapter, Scandinavia is taken to encompass only Norway, Sweden, and Denmark without the
North Atlantic territories; the wider area, to be covered in this chapter, is known as
the Nordic countries, or rather just The North (Norden).1
Three diﬀerent language families are represented among the traditional populations in the Nordic countries. Greenlandic is an Eskimo-Aleutic language, while
Finnish and Sámi belong to the Finno-Ugric branch of the Uralic language family, without being mutually intelligible. Icelandic, Faroese, Norwegian, Swedish,
and Danish are all varieties of the North Germanic branch of the Indo-European
language family. The North Atlantic varieties—Icelandic and Faroese—have undergone relatively little change since the time of the common Old Norse language
(i.e., the Viking Age), and are to some degree mutually intelligible, although more
in writing than speech. In contrast, the Scandinavian varieties—Norwegian,
Swedish, and Danish—have changed away from the common origin to such a degree that mutual intelligibility with the North Atlantic varieties came to an end
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hundreds of years ago. However, as they changed in the same direction, there is
still a high degree of mutual intelligibility between the Scandinavian varieties.
These languages cover a vast gamut in terms of numbers of users. Approximate
numbers are: Swedish 9.5 million, Danish 5.5 million, Finnish 5.5 million, Norwegian 5 million, Icelandic 300,000, Faroese 60,000, Greenlandic 55,000, and Sámi
25,000. Other languages with many users and a long tradition in the Nordic countries include varieties of Romani and sign language. From the 1960s onwards, increased immigration from all over the world has brought the number of languages
spoken in the Nordic area into the hundreds.
In order to understand the very diﬀerent language-ideological ‘climates’ that are
found in the Nordic countries, it is crucial to realize that only Denmark and Sweden have always been politically independent states—and that they have ruled over
the other countries for centuries. Norway, including its North Atlantic territories,
came under Danish rule from the end of the 14th century. As a consequence of defeat and victory in the Napoleonic wars, Norway (but not the North Atlantic territories) came under Swedish rule in 1814, and obtained full independence only in
1905. Iceland voted for full independence from Denmark in 1944 (Denmark was
occupied by Germany under WWII, Iceland by first British and then U.S. troops),
while the Faroe and Greenlandic populations have had home rule systems since
1948 and 1979, respectively (and permanent debates about whether to go for full
independence or not).
The Swedish king ruled over Finland from the 12th century until 1809, when
Sweden had to cede Finland and Åland to the Russian tsar as another oﬀshoot of
the Napoleonic wars. After more than one century as an autonomous Grand
Duchy of Russia, Finland declared its full independence in the wake of the October 1917 revolution in Russia, while Åland, with its Swedish-language population
in the Gulf of Bothnia between Sweden and Finland, was granted home rule status within the new Finnish republic in 1921.
From ‘the beginning of times, the indigenous people of the area, the Sámi people, was the heavily losing part in the conflict with the continually northwards-expanding newcomers. No oﬃcial geographic delimitation of their country Sápmi
exists, and the area they inhabit includes parts of Norway, Sweden, Finland, and the
Russian Kola peninsula. Only in recent decades have the states which house Sámi
populations began recognizing them and granting them political rights as a people
or nation, including the creation of Sámi parliaments in Finland (1973), Norway
(1987), and Sweden (1993).
The fundamental language-ideological issue raised in all of the socio-historical
contexts outlined above is: which language is the best? People and communities face
language issues in terms of good or bad, and find solutions, which can be described
and compared as ideological stances on what I shall call the dimension of purism.
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Forms and degrees of purism underlie and unite the three ideologies to be addressed in the chapter: standard language ideology, nationalist ideology, and nativist
ideology (see Dragojevic, Giles, & Watson, this volume).

Standard Language Ideology (SLI) in the Nordic Countries
Adhering to a well-known tripartite methodological approach to the study of language attitudes, I first characterize ‘purism’ in the Nordic communities as expressed
or revealed in ‘societal treatments’ of language (in oﬃcial politics, education, and
media), and then extend the emerging picture by adding knowledge drawn partly
from responses to direct questioning about language (in interviews or questionnaires), partly from reactions to language in indirect questioning (of the kind which
can be obtained in speaker evaluation experiments: SEEs).

Societal Treatments of the ‘Linguistic Norm and Variation’ Issue2
The Nordic communities’ very diﬀerent histories in terms of domination and
subordination have resulted in very diﬀerent ideological profiles with regard to how
the issue of ‘linguistic norm and variation’ is treated in oﬃcial language politics and
important institutions of societal life. In the wake of the Renaissance/Reformation, when new understandings and beliefs, and new technology (book printing),
led to new views in the domain of language, the choice of an endoglossic (national)
variety to replace exoglossic (foreign) standards as the best language was on the
agenda only in the politically independent states of Denmark and Sweden. In the
countries under foreign rule, the construction of an endoglossic standard became
an issue in connection with later aspirations for political independence, beginning
with the nationalist upheavals in the 19th century.
In 17th century’s Denmark and Sweden, it was a matter of course that the best
language was spoken in the capital cities by educated people at the court and in academia. The ideological force at work in this first step of standardization, in which
one particular variety is selected and all others excluded, is internal functional
purism: only one variety is seen as appropriate for use in public functions. Or put
the other way round: the community needs one and only one variety for use in
public functions. This way of thinking is still seen as natural and beyond discussion
in Denmark and Sweden (as perhaps in most comparable communities). The same
holds true of eﬀorts that belong under internal formal purism, that is, eﬀorts to
codify and cultivate the standard without including features from other endoglossic varieties. Likewise, the standard language has had a self-evident monopoly position in schools and media. Thus, centuries of undisputed SLI have led to the
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establishment of strong standard languages in Denmark and Sweden—strong both
in the sense of allowing for little variation in terms of linguistic features, and in the
sense of having acquired a hegemonic position in public use, and a general acceptance in the population as the ‘best language’. This situation was largely reached for
written standards at the end of the 18th century—at which time the contours of
spoken standards also developed, while the general spread of standard speech in the
population is a much later, post-WWII, phenomenon.
When ‘the language issue’ came on the national liberation agenda in the middle of the 19th century, two diﬀerent roads to a Norwegian written standard were
followed. The ‘revolutionary’ road was to discard the Danish-influenced variety
spoken by the capital city upper class, and instead construct the written norm
based on features that were shared by ‘genuine’ Norwegian dialects spoken by
common people in the countryside. The ‘reformist’ road was to select the capital
city upper-class variety as basis, not for creating a new written norm but for making changes in the Danish written norm, which continued to be used in Norway
even if the country had come under Swedish rule (as above). Thus, Norway at the
beginning of the 20th century entered its new era as an independent nation with
two closely related written languages, which had been accorded equal status in an
1885 Parliamentary Act.
Throughout most of the 20th century, the state pursued a policy of creating one
written norm by allowing for many variants in both existing norms, which made
them ‘overlap’. The idea was that subsequent elision of non-overlapping forms
would eventually result in only one written norm, of the rigid and stable kind that
everyone else has. An increasingly strong opposition to this ‘merging’ road towards
one Norwegian standard, especially from the ‘reformist’ camp in the 1950s,
prompted the state to retreat, and eventually to a formal abandonment of the
‘merger’ politics at the beginning of the 21st century. A whole century of ‘language
battle’, in which all camps had the same aim of creating a ‘normal’ European state
with a ‘normal’ standard language, culminated in the unique situation that there
was still no single Norwegian standard. These two closely related oﬃcial written
norms, Nynorsk (the ‘revolutionary’ solution) and Bokmål (the ‘reformist’ solution)
both include extensive systems of variants, which reflect diﬀerences in spoken varieties. Arguably, this situation is a main reason why today’s Norway is characterized by a strong dialect ideology rather than a strong SLI. Dialectal diversity is
present and accepted as the normal state of aﬀairs in all public domains: in schools,
in media, in Parliament.
As with Norway, eﬀorts to create a Faroese standard written norm were a mid19th century ‘national liberation’ project. However, unlike Norway, there was no endoglossic upper-class (Danish-influenced) spoken variety to take into consideration
as basis for the norm. However, the Faroes were (and are) characterized by dialectal
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diversity, so the selection of one dialect over the others was an option. The alternative, which was the chosen solution, was to construct the orthography as an ‘impartial super-structure’ on the dialectal diversity. This approach yielded a strongly
etymologizing orthography, which in writing removed some of the distance that
had developed to Icelandic in speech. Subsequently, formal purism has been
adopted; few changes have been made to the original orthography. Hence, a considerable gap between the spoken and written forms of words persists in Faroese.
This has been seen as a reason why there is much tolerance of dialectal variation and
few signs of an emerging spoken standard. The relatively recently established broadcast media (radio 1957, TV 1984) use dialects and have abandoned initial attempts at
developing a standard reading pronunciation (Hansen, Jacobsen, & Weyhe, 2003).
As is well known, a remarkably strong oral and written literary tradition developed early in Iceland. An already existing spoken standard, developed as part of a
common Norwegian-Icelandic oral tradition, seems to have been the basis for the
12th century codification of the written norm, which has remained largely stable
since then. The same seems to be true of the spoken language. Thus, it is a true peculiarity of Icelandic that the language (or rather the Icelandic population) has not
developed any dialects to talk about during its 1100 years on the North Atlantic island. The sociolinguistic reasons for this are debated and shall not preoccupy us
here. There is no doubt, however, that a very strong SLI has developed in Iceland
since the 19th century, in which reference to the literary heritage plays an important role, but the foundational element of this ideology is external purism (which
we get back to below). Nevertheless, it is possible to give an example of internal
phonetic variation and possible change in Icelandic, which was actually eliminated
by purist intervention. A tendency to merge mid-high and mid-low front vowels
started in the 19th century and was widespread in Iceland in the first half of the
20th century. It may have been a characteristic of casual speech rather than of geographical or social varieties, and was fought in public discourse and in schools as
ﬂámæli (‘slack-jawed speech’). Sociolinguistic research in the 1980s showed that it
was virtually extinct (Árnason, 2011).
Finnish dialects fall into two categories: western and eastern. When the Reformation gave birth to the first texts written in Finnish, the ‘naturally’ selected basis
was the southwestern dialects, as the capital city and religious centre was the southwestern town of Åbo (Turku in Finnish). Little beyond religious texts was written
in Finnish until the national awakening in the 19th century, at which time the
western dialects were judged to be ‘corrupted’ (by Swedish influence), and many
features of the ‘purer’ eastern dialects were included in the norm as the written language was elaborated to suit all societal domains. Finnish is often mentioned as an
example of a language with a phonetic orthography. Even if dialectal variation is
taken into account, it seems that phoneme-grapheme correspondences are simpler
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in Finnish than in most languages, and a ‘speech-should-copy-writing’ ideology
has been strong in Finnish public life (Nuolijärvi & Vaattovaara, 2011).
The same kind of ideology applies also to the spoken standard of Finland
Swedish. “[T]he general rule is that if you are educated, you should speak as you
read” (Östman & Mattfolk, 2011, p. 78), or perhaps rather speak-as-you-spell. In
terms of phonology, this ideology gives a spoken standard, which is easily discernible from Sweden Swedish (and often lauded by other Scandinavians, in particular Danes, as easily understandable, exactly because ‘words are pronounced as
they are spelled’). However, the leading principle of Finland-Swedish language
politics is to insist on Sweden Swedish as the norm for Swedish spoken in Finland.
Underlying this insistence is a fear that the Finland-Swedish language, which is
said to host over 80 countryside dialects (ibid.), will have no future if the spoken
standard is allowed to diverge too much from the language used in Sweden.
Greenlandic is divided into three main dialects: eastern, western, and northern.
Writing came with the missionaries in the 18th century. The first systematic orthography, created in the middle of the 19th century, was instrumental in the development of a relatively rich production of texts in Greenlandic language. This
writing was based on the western dialects around the capital city of Nuuk, but because the orthography was built on the morphemic principle, it was largely a ‘superstructure’ above phonetic variation. However, as the orthography’s distance from
spoken language made it diﬃcult to learn to use correctly in writing, a new orthography, based on the phonemic principle, was introduced in 1973. The notion of
a spoken standard is associated with Nuuk speech.
The Sámi language is also divided into three main dialects: eastern, central, and
southern, each of them with many subdivisions. Six diﬀerent orthographies exist.
However, the great majority of Sámi-speaking people speak a central variety
known as North Sámi, for which a common orthography (developed by the Sámi
Language Council in the 1970s and accepted by the Nordic Sámi Conference) has
been used in Norway, Sweden, and Finland since 1979. This has allowed for the development of a written language, which is an essential precondition for the legislative and institutional support that has developed for North Sámi in particular in
recent decades, including considerable progress in the essential domains of education and media.

Social Purism in Responses to Direct Questioning
A question about preferences regarding language in radio and TV was included
in a representative telephone survey conducted by professional opinion institutes in
seven Nordic communities (as part of the MIN project, more below). People expressed their feelings about use of common everyday language instead of standard lan-
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guage by radio and TV employees, choosing between five options from ‘very positive’ to ‘very negative’. The results in terms of means on a five-point scale rank the
communities as follows: NORWAY (1.79) > FINNISH-LANGUAGE FINLAND (2.14) >
SWEDEN (2.34) / FAROES (2.42) > DENMARK (2.54) > SWEDISH-LANGUAGE FINLAND (2.82) > ICELAND (3.07); diﬀerences are statistically significant except for
Sweden/Faroes.
As all of the communities except Iceland came out on the positive side of the
scale’s midpoint (3), the result indicates a general rejection of the idea that the
broadcast media journalists should conform to a standard norm. In accordance
with general expectations, the use of ‘common everyday language’ in radio and TV
was more acceptable to younger people (the significant dividing line being the age
of 60)—again with the exception of Iceland, where the younger generations were
more negative than the 60+ generation and, thus, testified to the exceptional nature
and strength of Icelandic SLI.
The same relative positivity with regard to (one’s own) local speech also emerges
in results from ‘label ranking’, a method for direct questioning which has been
widely used by Danish and Norwegian sociolinguists with an interest in the role of
attitudes in language variation and change. When young Danes rank—in terms of
‘own liking’—a list of ‘variety names’ covering the whole country, the average result
for any audience in any Danish site shows the same evaluative hierarchy: the local
variety comes out in top position, followed by the variety of the local big city, and
with the standard variety rigsdansk in third position. The traditional depreciation of
Copenhagen working class speech is reproduced, as københavnsk appears further
down in the rankings (with the modification that ‘local patriotism’ secures top position for københavnsk in Copenhagen itself, and second position on the island of
Sealand where Copenhagen is the local big city). This pattern indicates that the
youngsters have appropriated SLI, but also that it is overshadowed by ‘local patriotism’. As københavnsk may be equated with ‘modern’ Copenhagen speech, rigsdansk with ‘conservative’, the evaluative hierarchy is (1) LOCAL > (2)
CONSERVATIVE > (3) MODERN.
Furthermore, as the traditional Danish dialects are disappearing, because the
younger generations replace all ‘local’ features (except for some prosodic ‘coloring’)
with features from Copenhagen speech, and from its ‘modern’ variety more than
from its ‘conservative’ variety—yielding the vitality hierarchy (1) MODERN > (2)
CONSERVATIVE > (3) LOCAL—we note that the evaluative hierarchy turns the vitality hierarchy upside down, and that it seems to falsify any hypothesis one might
have about a cause–eﬀect relationship between language attitudes and ongoing language change, an issue returned to below.
A project on ‘dialect change processes’ (http://folk.uib.no/hnohs/DEP/) is in
progress in the western part of Norway, the Nynorsk core area, where the position
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of the traditional dialects may be even stronger than elsewhere in the country. Recall that Norway in general, in contrast to Denmark, has very vital dialects and no
undisputed spoken standard. The dialect labels to be ranked by the informants in
this project covered the whole country and included, in all six research sites, labels
for the three locally relevant categories which can be generalized as the NATIONAL
CENTRE (Oslo), REGIONAL CENTRE, and RURAL DISTRICT varieties; ‘centre’ and
‘district’ changing with the change of research site. As with Denmark, the youngsters ranked their own variety (whether rural district or regional centre) in first position, while the national centre variety in most cases came out last. Comparing
these evaluative patterns with descriptions of language change in the same communities, Sandøy (forthcoming) concludes that the performed ‘local patriotism’
does not seem to have any bearing on the youngsters’ use of language.

Social Purism in Responses to Indirect Questioning
Evaluative patterns obtained in direct questioning represent ‘overt’ attitudes.
People are aware of giving away attitudes towards linguistic varieties or variants as
they respond; the attitudes are consciously offered. This will normally be the case also
in SEEs, even in cases where the questioning is purely indirect in the sense that it
addresses speaker qualities only, and no speech qualities. Regardless of whether the
technique used is ‘matched guise’ or ‘verbal guise’ (see Dragojevic et al. and Davies
and Bentahila, this volume, for an elaboration of these methods), it would indeed
be strange if people did not become aware of the purpose of the experiment—that
is, ‘measurement’ of language attitudes—as long as the stimulus speakers represent
saliently diﬀerent varieties (whether languages, dialects, or accents). It is our experience, however, that respondent ‘innocence’ (non-awareness) can be maintained if
the variation represented by the stimulus speakers does not go beyond the variation
which occurs in the everyday speech of the community under study, and if the
‘measurement’ instrument (i.e., the questions asked) does not direct attention to
language. Thus, on the assumption that ‘covert’, subconsciously offered attitudes may
be diﬀerent from ‘overt’ attitudes and have another relation to language change,
several Nordic projects on language change have included SEEs that have been
carefully designed and administered so as to secure the non-salience of language,
and thus avoid arousal of respondent ‘suspicion’. (See Kristiansen, 2010, for a discussion of the use of SEEs in variationist sociolinguistics, and with respect to
Labov’s work in particular.)
Studies of this kind in Denmark since the late 1980s have found a radical and
consistent eﬀect of changing the ‘response condition’ from awareness (label ranking) to non-awareness (SEE). While assessment in the ‘awareness’ condition yields
the ranking (1) LOCAL > (2) CONSERVATIVE > (3) MODERN, assessment in the
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‘non-awareness’ condition yields the ranking (1) MODERN > (2) CONSERVATIVE >
(3) LOCAL (with the specification that MODERN does particularly well on the evaluative dimension of ‘dynamism’, while CONSERVATIVE does as well or better along
the evaluative dimension of ‘superiority’). Most importantly, while the former hierarchy contradicts the general patterns of language change, the latter does not.
This finding has led the ongoing Danish LANCHART project (Language
Change in Real Time, http://www.lanchart.hum.ku.dk) to hypothesize that ‘covert’
attitudes are a main driving force in language change, decisively involved in language change processes in ways that ‘overt’ attitudes are not (for an overview of
this research, see Kristiansen, 2009)
The LANCHART approach to conceptualization and operationalization of the
conscious/subconscious distinction was adopted in the project on ‘dialect change
processes’ in Western Norway (see above). SEE assessments in the six research sites
resulted in all combinations of first, second, and third position for the speech varieties of NATIONAL CENTRE, REGIONAL CENTRE, and RURAL DISTRICT. Comparisons of the ‘overt’ and ‘covert’ evaluative patterns show Norway to be similar to
Denmark in that ‘awareness vs. non-awareness’ yields very diﬀerent results. In contrast to Denmark, there is no straightforward correspondence between ‘covert’ evaluative patterns and language change patterns. Sandøy (forthcoming) preliminarily
concludes that there is no clear influence of ‘covert’ social values on language
change in Norway.

Nationalist Ideology in the Nordic Countries
Some degree of external (national) purism is often involved in the construction of
a standard language. Where the peril or bad influence is thought to come from
varies with the socio-historical conditions. While very diﬀerent, on the one hand,
because of the historical relationships of domination and subordination dealt with
above, these conditions may, on the other hand, be assumed to be similar in the
present-time era of general globalization and anglification. The section on ‘social
treatments’ is therefore divided here into treatments first of traditional external influence, and then English influence.

Treatments of Traditional External Influence
In the case of Denmark and Sweden, ‘purifying’ eﬀorts were important elements
in the historical process of language standardization from the 16th through to the
19th century, directed against Latin, French, and German. The history is particularly complicated in the case of the German influence in Denmark which—be-
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sides being very strong in its Hanseatic Low German shape in the Middle Ages (as
in the Nordic area in general)—continued for centuries in its High German shape
as important parts of the country’s cultural and administrative elite, including some
of the kings, did not speak Danish. Many of them had their roots in the Germanspeaking duchies of Schleswig and Holstein, which, at that time, formed part of the
Danish kingdom. German influence in this sense was largely brought to an end in
the decades around 1800. However, it is part of the picture that the only reform of
Danish orthography in the 20th century was passed in 1948, three years after the
end of WWII and German occupation. Doing away with capital first letters in
nouns and introducing the letter å, the reform was clearly anti-German and proScandinavian in nature.
As a consequence of the historical eastwards dominance by Sweden, mainland
Finland has two oﬃcial languages: Finnish and Swedish. While Swedish had been
the administrative language until 1809, Finnish gradually obtained a stronger oﬃcial position as the Russian tsar instigated a series of legislative eﬀorts, which in
1863 put Finnish on an equal footing with Swedish “in all matters of immediate
significance for the genuine Finnish population.” From this time on, Finnish was
rapidly developed as a language suitable for use in all domains of society, in competition both with attempts at Russification and with Swedish, which kept its
dominant position at the higher levels of administration and education for some
time into the 20th century.
While Finnish is the first language of the vast majority of the population,
Swedish is the first language of a minority—steadily decreasing in terms of percentage (less in terms of numbers), from about 13 percent in 1900 to about 5 percent today (some 265,000 people)—and is an obligatory school subject for
Finnish-language pupils. A number of Finnish municipalities in the coastal areas
where Swedish is commonly spoken, including the capital Helsinki (Helsingfors in
Swedish), either has Swedish as their administrative language or are bilingual. In
Åland, which always was Swedish-speaking, Swedish is the only oﬃcial language,
and spoken today by 94 percent of the island’s 28,000 inhabitants. As the norm for
Swedish spoken in Sweden is also adopted as norm for Swedish spoken in Finland
(see above), the rather strong external purism of Finland-Swedish language politics is directed against fennicisms (and is therefore not a ‘national purism’ in the
usual sense).
The westwards dominance of Denmark resulted in strong influence from Danish in Norway, the Faroes, Iceland and Greenland. Even the spoken languages were
heavily influenced in parts of the societies. In Greenland, the Danish colonization,
beginning in the 18th century, represented an ever stronger-growing threat to the
Greenlandic language until the ideological changes of the 1960–70s that led to the
establishment of Home Rule in 1978. Greenlandic was now to become the main
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language, while Danish would remain an important language of learning and general use. In a 2009 Act that established Greenlandic self-government, Greenlandic
is said to be the oﬃcial language, while no mention is made of a role for Danish in
Greenland. In practice, Danish continues to play an important role in administration and higher education. Some 5,000 people in Nuuk, a third of the town’s population, are Danes who speak little or no Greenlandic.
In the Faroes, Iceland and Norway as well, the aim and consequences of the efforts to elaborate and implement endoglossic standard languages have been to gain
domains of usage away from Danish. In the Faroes, Danish is still an oﬃcial language beside Faroese, and Danish is learned by everyone in school, but recent
decades have seen the status and strength of Faroese grow immensely in all domains of the society. The influence of Danish in Icelandic society had been decreasing and was reduced to nothing after the vote for full independence in 1944.
Since then, Danish has been taught in school as an obligatory foreign language.
As for Danish in Norway, perhaps the most spectacular eﬀort to oust its influence is the Norwegian Parliament Act of 1878 that forbad teachers to correct their
pupils’ dialects. This meant, in particular, that there should be no exercises in reading aloud with a Danish pronunciation. It was to be the burden of the teachers to
adapt their language to that of the children; and not the burden of the children to
adapt to a both socially and nationally alien norm.
Since then this principle has been reconfirmed by Norwegian authorities several
times and is still in force. With regard to the written language, it is possible to insist, as some do, that Bokmål (the result of the ‘reformist road’, see above) is a
Dano-Norwegian language, linguistically and/or ideologically. Otherwise, the role
of Danish writing came to an end in Norwegian society with the ‘norwegianization’
of the Danish orthography from the beginning of the 20th century.
Ousting of Danishisms has been a favorite activity among language cultivators.
A notorious example of this in Norway is the purist engagement with a number of
morphological aﬃxes (which linguistically speaking are Germanisms, and a testimony to the heavy impact of Low German on Danish and North Germanic more
generally in the Middle Ages). The taboo on these aﬃxes in Nynorsk is strong (although the orthographic norm has been loosened somewhat) and is known as the
ideological ‘illness’ of anbehetelse (composed of the aﬃxes an- , be-, -het, -else). These
aﬃxes have also been a target for codifiers of Faroese (Hansen et al., 2003).
Whereas Nynorsk and Faroese purism against ‘anbehetelse words’ and other Danishisms exemplifies speciﬁc purism, Icelandic purism stands out by having developed into general purism in the 20th century, meaning that all alien linguistic
material is targeted, irrespective of source and kind.
Based on general acquaintance with their traditional language politics, linguists agree on what the ‘purism-profile’ of the Nordic countries looks like (from
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‘laissez-faire’ to ‘purism’): DENMARK—SWEDEN—SWEDISH-LANGUAGE FINLAND—FINNISH-LANGUAGE FINLAND—NORWAY—FAROES—ICELAND (e.g.,
Vikør, 1993).

The Influence of English
In Iceland, the massive presence of British and U.S. soldiers in the 1940s motivated strongly expressed warnings against the influence from English. In the postWWII era, the accelerating influence from English as ‘the language of
globalization’ has become a focus of much public concern in all of the Nordic area,
involving, from the 1990s onwards, linguists and politicians.3 Some talk about English influence in terms of threat: English conquers domains and becomes the dominating language in higher education, media, and business life, and the national
language is invaded by English words. Others focus on the advantageous bilingualism that follows with the omnipresence of English, and point out that today’s
import of English words is nothing in comparison with the medieval massive import from Low German. One of Denmark’s political parties has even proposed to
make English an oﬃcial language in Denmark.
Under the pressure of increasing English impact on both language and society,
extensive oﬃcial reports have resulted in governmental statements and parliamentary acts in several of the Nordic communities. Even in Denmark and Sweden,
where the status of Danish and Swedish as ‘national languages’ always has been so
self-evident that oﬃcial statements to that eﬀect never have been an issue, governmental statements appeared in 2009 (in Sweden with the status of a parliamentary
Act). These statements refrain from talking about oﬃcial languages, but use formulations like “Danish shall continue to be the society-and-culture-sustaining language in Denmark,” and “Swedish is the principal language in Sweden.”
A notion of ‘parallel language use’ has been largely embraced in the national policies, as well as in a Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy adopted by the Nordic
Council of Ministers in 2006. The most advanced developments and implementations of this notion so far are to be found within the domain of higher education.4
Since 2008, Copenhagen University has housed a Centre for Internationalization
and Parallel Language Use (CIP), and a professorship in this field since 2011. At
CIP’s homepage (http://cip.ku.dk/english), one can read that “[t]he use of parallel
languages refers to a situation in which two languages are considered equal in a particular domain, and where the choice of language depends on what is deemed most
appropriate and eﬃcient in a specific situation.” A more internationally oriented
centre for research of Cultural and Linguistic Practices in the International University (CALPIU), based at Roskilde University, states on its home page
(http://imw.ruc.dk/calpiu/calpiu) that “[ . . . ] many voice their fear that English
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might change its role from the universal contact language to the dominant language
in Danish universities. Within CALPIU, it is assumed that internationalization is
about the relationship between many cultures within the same educational institution, and about the possibility of practicing diversity as a resource in education.”
The notion of ‘parallel language use’ is likely to develop as an important ideological construction under late-modern conditions of language use, even though
understanding of it tends to vary quite considerably. While governmental statements talk of ‘parallel language use’ with the perspective of strengthening the competitive capacities of the national language, CIP scholars have pointed out that
Copenhagen University approaches the ‘parallel language use’ issue from the perspective of strengthening the English-language capacities of the institution.5 It
should be added that English-language spoken media like films and TV programs
are never dubbed in the Nordic countries (only for children). The language-ideological consequences are considerable. In addition to the amount of status gained
by being the ‘default language’ of the globalized media universe, the omnipresence
of English-in-its-varieties in films and popular culture has the eﬀect of familiarizing the Nordic populations with the social values that are stereotypically associated
with these varieties. Young Danes’ SEE reactions to varieties of English have been
found to be largely in harmony with native stereotypes, in spite of limited ability
to consciously recognize the varieties. As a possible explanation, it was suggested
that “[. . .] the subjects possess some kind of stored, subconscious information based
on previously acquired, media-transmitted stereotypes” (Ladegaard, 1998, p. 269).

National Purism in Responses to Direct Questioning
In the MIN telephone survey, representative samples of the populations answered the same five questions about their attitudes towards the influence of English. Four questions addressed people’s attitudes at an ‘abstract’ level, asking in
general terms about the acceptability or desirability of (i) using English words in
the national language, (ii) creating new national words as a remedy, (iii) having
English as the common mother-tongue for all human beings, (iv) using English as
the workplace language in national enterprises. The fifth question moved the attitudes-towards-English issue to a more ‘concrete’ level by presenting three pairs of
words—made up of an English word (email, bodyguard, and design) and a ‘synonym’
from the respondent’s national language—and asking for a preference judgement.
The similarity of the result-patterns allowed the researchers to combine results
from the ‘abstract’ and ‘concrete’ levels and obtain a ranking of the communities in
terms of ‘general overt English-positivity’: (1) DENMARK > (2) SWEDEN > (3)
NORWAY / SWEDISH-LANGUAGE FINLAND > (4) FINNISH-LANGUAGE FINLAND / FAROES > (5) ICELAND.
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This result is surprising in its similarity with the linguists’ ‘purism profile’
above. The only diﬀerence is that the linguists have overestimated Norwegian
purism—which probably happens because Nynorsk is likely to be more salient in
linguists’ minds than Bokmål when purism is on the agenda. When he includes
both Norwegian languages, Vikør’s ranking actually looks like this: DANISH—
SWEDEN SWEDISH—BOKMÅL—FINLAND SWEDISH—FINNISH—NYNORSK—
FAROESE—ICELANDIC (Vikør, 2010). Thus, the surprising and highly interesting
finding is that telephone-interviewed representative samples of the Nordic populations reproduce the relative degree of purism, which, according to linguists, characterizes their language-politics traditions. What does that mean? It must mean
that a community’s degree of purism is present in its public discourse in a way that
makes it readily available to individuals who are asked a series of questions about
their attitudes to English. Nevertheless, it remains a mystery how this degree of
purism emerges as an average score that is ‘right’ relative to the average scores of the
other communities. The mystery is not lessened when we take into account that the
Nordic ‘purism profile’ results from socio-historical conditions that reigned long
before English became the external ‘threat’.

National Purism in Responses to Indirect Questioning
In order to find out whether these degrees of purism would emerge also in subconsciously oﬀered attitudes, the MIN project elicited reactions to English-influenced language in a SEE, which used the matched-guise technique (see Dragojevic
et al., this volume) and was designed and administered to prevent informants from
becoming aware of the purpose. It was not possible to make the samples representative in the same way as in the telephone survey, but about 600 listener-judges
were recruited in each community with the aim of obtaining a socially broad sample. The matched-guise voice had 6–7 English features in her ‘English’ version and
none in her ‘National’ version. Much eﬀort was put into making the English coloring of the text ‘the same’ in all languages. Three filler voices had various combinations of the English features. In all seven communities, the five voices (four
speakers) were women aged around 30, and they spoke for about 50 seconds each.
Audiences were told that a radio station was interested in their help in choosing
between five applicants for a position as newsreader. The applicants had been given
the same short text from a news agency. Their task had been, during ten minutes,
to make whatever changes they wanted to the text and prepare for reading it aloud.
The text itself was taken from a Danish newspaper and dealt with an issue—online
shopping—that made the use of some English words seem ‘natural’. In brief, this
whole cover story was aimed at construing a plausible situation for five slightly different performances of the same text. The performances were assessed from ‘not at
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all’ to ‘very much’ on eight seven-point scales representing (what was assumed to
be) positive personality traits. Finally, the applicants were to be ranked from one to
five according to their suitability for the job.
In Iceland and the Faroes, the SEEs did not succeed in the crucial sense that informants remained unaware of what it was all about. To a lesser extent, this problem also occurred in Finnish-language Finland. It may well be that experiments of
this kind simply cannot be constructed and administered so that informants remain unaware in more purist communities—at least not as long as English words
are involved and the context of use to be considered is news-reading on the radio.
In the four Scandinavian-language communities, the non-awareness condition was
upheld during data collection, and the obtained evaluations can be regarded as subconsciously oﬀered.
The results for Denmark showed a strong favoring of the National guise on all
evaluative items. Favoring of the National guise was also true for Sweden—but far
less so with regard to items that normally are said to reflect competence and status
(ambitious, intelligent, independent, eﬃcient) than with regard to items that are assumed to reflect sociability and solidarity (pleasant, trustworthy, interesting, relaxed).
In contrast, Swedish-language Finland and Norway showed a tendency to upgrading the English guise in comparison with the National guise. In Swedish-language Finland, the English guise was judged more eﬃcient and interesting; in
Norway, it was judged more ambitious, independent and relaxed.
Two mean values, one for the National guise and one for the English, were calculated for each community by adding the values for all eight personality items
and dividing by eight. The diﬀerence between the two mean values was taken as a
measure of relative ‘English-positivity’ in the communities. Based on this diﬀerence
the communities rank as follows, from more to less English-positivity: (1)
SWEDISH-LANGUAGE FINLAND/NORWAY > (2) SWEDEN > (3) DENMARK.
Compared with the diﬀerences in ‘overtly’ expressed purism (above), this ranking
in terms of ‘covertly’ expressed attitudes to the influence of English turns the language-ideological world, at least the Scandinavian-language part of it, upside
down. Just as with social purism (as revealed in the Danish and Norwegian studies), it is clear that national purism may be very diﬀerent depending on whether attitudes are consciously or subconsciously oﬀered. It is less clear to what extent it
can also be claimed that subconsciously oﬀered attitudes towards English correspond better to changes in use. However, in some MIN analyses of English use in
the Nordic countries—for example, figures for frequency of English words in
newspapers, and figures for increase in this frequency from 1975 to 2000 in particular—Norway does come out on top. In other words, there are data from both use
and ‘covert’ ideology, which indicate that the Norwegian community is more open
to English influence than what is recognized in ‘overt’ ideology.
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Nativeness Ideology in the Nordic Countries
A third ideological approach to ‘best language’ moves the issue from language to
speaker and construes native-like competence as ‘good’ and non-native-like competence as ‘bad’.
The conception of language excellence in terms of nativeness is well known, of
course, from teaching and learning of foreign languages in school (i.e., after appropriation of one’s native language/s). In the case of English, as the main foreign
language to be appropriated in all Nordic countries today, ‘native-like’ is likely to
become a diﬃcult notion as acquaintance with other varieties than ‘The Queen’s
English’ increases through travelling and media exposure. So far, however, Danish
and Norwegian SEE results indicate that the notion of ‘best language’ is still largely
associated with upper-class British English.
Underpinned by discourses about language heritage and authenticity, the ideology of nativeness, crudely stated, holds that the best (old, original, genuine) language has been saved by, and has to be learned from, the ‘true natives’—alias
linguistically ‘unspoiled’ peasants living far away from the language-mixing of the
urban foreign-influenced social upper-class. While there is no doubt that the belief in a ‘native linguistic purity’ in this sense has played an important mobilizing
role in the various political liberation movements (both national and social in nature) in the Nordic area, it is also true that linguistically more ‘spoiled’ parts of the
populations often have felt the requests for native-like competence by language
gatekeepers to be frustrating and de-mobilizing.
It should be added that requests for native-like competence do not necessarily
pull together with social or national purism. It is a well-known phenomenon in
the Nordic countries that local dialect-speaking communities guard their linguistic borders by powerful social psychological ‘mechanisms’, on two fronts. That is,
while community members become targets of general ridicule if they ‘betray their
roots’ by trying to speak ‘proper’ (Norwegian has a special, deprecating word—knot
/kno:t/—for such linguistic behavior), ‘proper’-speaking new arrivals run the risk of
receiving the same treatment if they try to speak like the locals.
Lately, the ideology of nativeness has acquired new prominence because of immigration.
Indeed, another important motivation behind the last decade’s eﬀorts to formulate oﬃcial language politics in the Nordic countries, besides the influence from
English, has been the growth in numbers of languages—to some 200—spoken by
the various immigrant groups that have arrived since the 1960s. Including children
of foreign-born parents, the immigrant parts of the populations today make up 17
percent in Sweden, 10–11 percent in Denmark, Norway, and Iceland, and 4 percent
in Finland. The Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy (from 2006) explicitly states
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that “[t]he use of parallel languages does not only involve English; it must also be
applied to the languages of the Nordic countries.”
The principle of parallellingualism is spelled out, partly to mean that speakers of
the traditional Nordic languages must be secured the language rights they are entitled to by the Nordic convention on language (in existence since 1981), and partly to
mean that Nordic residents with a non-Nordic first language should be provided
thorough instruction in the country’s ‘society-sustaining language’, on the one
hand, and the opportunity to use and develop their own mother tongue on the
other. In another paragraph on multilingualism, the declaration calls it a responsibility to world society to see to it that languages that are not national languages
anywhere (like Sámi, for instance) continue to live and develop, and that all minority languages can continue to exist.
Ideological diﬀerences do exist, both between and within the Nordic countries,
with regard to political intentions as well as implementations in this domain—not
least with regard to the crucial issue of mother-tongue education—but overall
there can be no doubt that the ‘social treatment’ of minority languages (old and
new) has changed dramatically for the better in a few decades. The background is
the general ‘upgrading’ of native and minority peoples and cultures in dominating
western thinking from the 1960–70s onwards. Prior to that time, governmental
policies adopted the ‘civilatory’ approach of replacing the traditional minority languages Greenlandic, Sámi, Romani, and Sign Language with the respective majority languages. Another matter is whether this change in oﬃcial social treatment
is reflected in the thinking of majority lay people.
The question has been raised with regard to Sámi in connection with a case from
the Northern Norwegian city of Tromsø, where a recent proposal to make Sámi an
oﬃcial city language beside Norwegian provoked very strong negative reactions
from majority citizens. It has been argued that these reactions reveal that the traditional stigmatization of all things Sámi is still very much alive in the majority
population, which fears to be seen as Sámi if their city were to become oﬃcially
bilingual in Norwegian and Sámi. Likewise, in the case of majority speech with
‘outlandish colorings’, it seems that little has changed for the better when one
learns that speakers with non-native accents quite generally have been found to be
downgraded in SEEs in comparison with speakers who display native or nativelike competence.
There may be room for hope, though. Having found in their data that “[t]here
is a clear general tendency to connect ‘good’ Danish with ‘native’ Danish,” Jørgensen and Quist (2001, p. 52) stress that this tendency is less strong among their
younger respondents, and conclude that “[t]he underlying criticism levelled at the
educational system, and the vast majority of those involved in public discussion
about language, with their uniformly excessive emphasis on native, national stan-
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dard Danish, is good news for the Danish language” (ibid., p. 55). Or, rather, if we
follow Jørgensen and his collaborators in their subsequent dismissal of the entire
idea that languages can be delimited and counted, and instead found our theorizing on notions of polylingualism and languaging ( Jørgensen, 2010), the good news
is for languagers, in Denmark and elsewhere. Indeed, if it is possible for even Danish purism to be undermined by late-modern conditions for language use, the language-ideological future seems generally open.

Conclusion
Whether conceived of in a social, national, or native perspective, notions of linguistic ‘purity’ are based on the assumption that it is possible (and important) to delimit varieties on linguistic grounds and define what belongs to a variety and what
does not. This view is being seriously challenged by the use of language, which is
found among youth in many contemporary multicultural urban environments. Sociolinguistic studies in such environments are relatively well developed in Scandinavia (see Quist & Svendsen, 2010). Most work in this field adopts qualitative
approaches in ethnographic type studies of social meaning-making in interactions
and falls outside the scope of this chapter. I want to stress as my view, however,
that research programs which integrate ethnographic and survey approaches will
be important in future language-ideological studies of the ‘mechanisms’ of language
variation and change (Maegaard, 2010, reports from such a study in Copenhagen).
Dialectologists have always known, of course, that clear border lines are hard to
spot in the reality of language use, and that all varieties are socially constructed, ideologically ‘imagined’ entities—with particularly strong institutional support in the
case of ‘national languages’ (the dialects with an army and navy). Somewhat paradoxically, perhaps, I take it that the chapter’s account of the various Nordic eﬀorts
to construct a ‘best language’ undermines the very idea that it is in the nature of
language to be delimited and kept ‘pure’.

Notes
1.

Vikør (2004) is a discussion of the problem with the terms Nordic and Scandinavian.
Throughout the chapter, references will be restricted to English-language literature.
2. There is a vast literature about the languages and language communities in the Nordic area.
The standard English-language introduction is Haugen (1976). (We may recall that Haugen’s
foundational work in the field of ‘Language Planning’ was an analysis of the ‘language struggle’ in Norway; Haugen, 1966.) Vikør (1993, and later editions) is an eminent textbook with
lots of information on all aspects of the Nordic languages. Of particular relevance to the per-
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spective of this chapter is Vikør, 2000). Several edited volumes contain articles on language
standardization in Nordic communities; e.g., Bandle et al. (2002–2005); Deumert & Vandenbussche (2003); Kristiansen & Coupland (2011).
3. Most of this literature is in Nordic languages, including 13 Novus Press volumes so far from
the pan-Nordic MIN project. For an English-language presentation of MIN results, see
Kristiansen & Sandøy (2010), which also oﬀers reviews of reports from other investigations
of the English influence in Denmark, Sweden and Norway. The MIN quantitative attitudes
studies are heavily drawn on in the present article. For English-language articles based on
data from some of the many qualitative MIN interviews, see Östman & Thøgersen (2010);
Thøgersen (2010).
4. In addition to presenting academic articles on the use of English in Danish Universities,
Harder (2009) oﬀers a direct flavour of the argument about the issue by including a series of
‘position statements’ by major participants in the debate.
5. Thøgersen and Hultgren personal communication; Hultgren (forthcoming) is an analysis of
Danish university policies in this domain.
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chapter five

Language Attitudes in the
Maghreb Countries of
North West Africa
Eirlys E. Davies & Abdelali Bentahila

In the Maghreb countries of Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia, language issues are an
everyday concern. In daily life people may move back and forth between acquired
and learned languages, dialect and standard, ancestral and outsider’s languages. Behind these conscious and unconscious choices lie attitudes, proclaimed in the press
or harbored almost unawares: attitudes to languages themselves as objects, to the
peoples and individuals who use them, and to the worlds to which they oﬀer access.
And the way the Maghrebis perceive other individuals or groups, or react to others’
messages, is undoubtedly aﬀected by the language varieties used by these others.
Language ideology in the region, as in the rest of the Arabic-speaking world, has
for many centuries been marked by the Arabic diglossia which is often cited as a
textbook example of the opposition between a high variety, highly codified and endowed with considerable prestige, and a low variety, generally disparaged and ill-defined (Ferguson, 1959a). On the one hand is what Arab scholars refer to as fusha, a
term which covers both Classical Arabic, the vehicle of the Koran and the sacred
language of Islam, and the formal written variety in use today, for which Western researchers commonly use the label Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). This high variety, learned only through formal education, contrasts with the various colloquial
dialects of Arabic, acquired as mother tongues and used in everyday interaction,
which possess no standardized written form. Yet despite this sharp contrast, it must
be admitted that the ordinary citizen of the region quite happily uses the term arabiyya to cover all these varieties. At some level, then, despite the very diﬀerent atti-
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tudes they may inspire, the colloquials, the variety used in literature and the media,
and the Koranic variety are all felt to constitute one and the same language.
The various colloquial varieties of Arabic are associated with national and regional groupings. In addition, sizable numbers of inhabitants (estimated by various
sources at between 20% and 40% of the population of Morocco and Algeria, along
with an insignificant 1% of Tunisians) still speak the Hamito-Semitic language that
Western researchers refer to as Berber, a name rejected by the language’s users, who
call themselves Imaghizen and prefer to label their language Tamazight or
Amazigh (which we will therefore use below).This was the original language of the
region before the Arabs arrived in the seventh century, but its speakers, once converted to Islam, gradually underwent Arabization until today only pockets of
Amazigh speakers remain, most of them concentrated in isolated mountainous
areas of Morocco and in Kabylia and the Saharan regions of Algeria, and speaking
dialects which are not entirely mutually intelligible (which means that their users
may need to resort to colloquial Arabic as a lingua franca).
Added to this are further complications deriving from the presence in North
Africa today of outsiders’ languages: the language of the French colonizers, who occupied all three countries for varying periods of time, and to a lesser extent that of
the Spanish, who occupied certain areas of Morocco. More than half a century after
the French left, and following decades of language planning policies aimed at eradicating their language, French remains the usual medium for science, technology,
business and financial activities, as well as an everyday medium of communication
for many people.
In this chapter, we have judged it most convenient to look in turn at attitudes to
each variety (fusha, colloquial Arabic, Amazigh, French, and code-switching), and
then to examine some evidence for how people are perceived when using diﬀerent
languages. We shall refer to studies carried out during the last few decades, from
the early years after independence to recent years, noting historical and geographical contrasts where these are evident, and considering the possible implications of
recent changes and current trends.

Existing Studies and Limitations
Discussion of language attitudes in the Maghreb is nothing new. Questions relating to diglossia, the special status of fusha and the inferior status of the dialects
have been addressed for centuries by Arab scholars. On the other hand, studies
concerned with the vernaculars and with the other languages used in the Maghreb
are more recent and have largely been framed within the Western scientific tradition, with most published works being in French or English. These have looked at
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users’ attitudes to the languages themselves and the ways they are used, and their
opinions as to the roles the languages should play in various domains, such as education and literature. However, before looking at some of these studies, it seems
important to point out a few of the limitations of the work carried out to date. A
first remark concerns the methodology adopted. Some studies have looked mainly
at the publicly expressed attitudes put forth in the media, by educationalists or language planning commissions. Others have sought to elicit laypersons’ views, typically using questionnaires and/or interviews. The pitfalls of such methods are
well-known; leading questions may push informants to make claims that would
not otherwise have occurred to them, or oblige them to select between alternatives
none of which really corresponds to their own view. The questions asked are also
often very broad and encourage sweeping responses, whereas attitudes may be
highly context-dependent. Interpreting remarks is often diﬃcult because of the
lack of precise terminology in general use. For instance, discussions often refer simply to Arabic, without indicating whether fusha or Colloquial Arabic is intended;
it is worth noting, for example, that the constitutions of the various countries identify their oﬃcial language as simply arabiyya.
Informants may also be unable or unwilling to give accurate information. Their
claims about their proficiency and language habits may be influenced by emotion and
concern for image. For instance, Maamouri (1998, p. 33) refers to the “attitudinal
blindness in favor of fusha” which leads people to claim it as their language, even
though it has no native speakers. Activists may claim to speak Amazigh even though
their knowledge of it is very limited, while others who learned it as their first language
prefer to deny this inheritance. On the other hand, of course, these very discrepancies in informants’ responses may be very revealing of underlying attitudes. Conscious
of this, Bentahila and Davies (1989) deliberately used a vague expression in asking
Moroccan informants which language they considered to be “their own language,”
with varied and quite striking results, some of which will be mentioned below.
Another factor influencing the plausibility of data collected is the background
of the researchers, who may be members of the speech community under investigation or foreign academics, often using the region as a source of material for a
doctoral thesis. While insiders may possess greater insight into the situation, they
sometimes have a personal axe to grind, or let their emotional involvement in a
particular issue cloud their discussion. Outsiders might be expected to be more objective, but they are often ill equipped to handle delicate social interactions or to interpret what they observe, and, more seriously, they may not be aware of these
shortcomings. While some respondents may view foreign interviewers with distrust, declining to answer frankly, others may oﬀer totally inaccurate information
because they are eager to paint a rosy picture of their society, or simply enjoy misleading over-inquisitive foreigners.
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Some of these problems may be avoided via the use of more indirect methods
of extracting information about possibly unconscious language attitudes, such as
the matched guise technique, which investigates the way individuals’ language
choices aﬀect the ways they are perceived by others. However, so far there have
been relatively few studies of this type. There are also other as yet poorly explored
avenues which might shed light on language attitudes. One such is the investigation of the linguistic landscapes of Maghrebi cities: the way the various languages
are used in street signs, names of shops, notices, etc.
A further problem relates to the types of informant chosen. Academics, particularly foreign ones with few contacts outside the university, have frequently exploited the captive pool of informants formed by their own students. There is
nothing intrinsically wrong with this, provided the results obtained are then presented as representing the views of this particular group; but all too often the responses are discussed as if they were representative of broader sections of society.
But the attitudes of university students of English, or of those pursuing graduate
studies in the USA, for instance, cannot be assumed to be shared by other sectors
of Maghrebi society.
One final reservation about previous discussions of the language situation is related to the fact that all across the region things are changing fast. The past few
decades have seen dramatic developments in population movements, levels of literacy, educational policies, political and ideological positions, and, most recently,
the move towards greater democracy. Clearly, then, the findings of an attitudinal
study conducted twenty or thirty years ago cannot be taken as representative of the
contemporary situation. Walters (2003) is at pains to trace changes in the Tunisian
language situation over recent decades; yet we frequently note the tendency, especially in general surveys of the sociolinguistics of the region, to cite older studies as
if their results were still valid today. To cite just one example, Serson (2003, p. 73)
quotes a 1968 observation about the instrumental value placed on French in Morocco without even raising the question of its current validity.
In what follows, we will attempt to set the various studies referred to within
their historical contexts and where possible to relate their findings to the situation
in which they were obtained. Given the limitations noted above, however, our survey may in some parts be more of an indication of what needs to be researched
than an aﬃrmation of what is already established.

Attitudes to the High Variety of Arabic
A saying of the Prophet Mohammed declares that Arabic is the language of
heaven, and over the centuries there have always been plenty of scholars to sing its

G&W R2_G&W r2 9/24/12 4:19 PM Page 88

88

| THE SOCIAL MEANINGS OF LANGUAGE , DIALECT AND ACCENT

praises as the most beautiful, pure and perfect tongue; Ferguson (1959b) accordingly
cites this belief in the inherent superiority of fusha, aesthetically and linguistically,
as the first of his “myths about Arabic.” Added to this came its political status as a
unifying force holding together the Arab nation, well traced by Suleiman (2003),
who shows how “formulations of Arab nationalism, whether embryonic or fully
fledged in character, are invariably built around the potential and capacity of Arabic in its standard form to act as the lynchpin of the identity of all those who
shared it as their common language” (p. 224).
Following independence, the Maghrebi states found themselves with education
systems highly reliant on French. Seeking to aﬃrm a united Arab identity and
eradicate the traces of the colonizer, all three put in place programs aimed at gradually replacing French by MSA in their education and administration systems. Executed with varying degrees of rapidity and thoroughness, and often advancing in
a two steps forward, one step back fashion, these policies have now produced curricula where Arabic is the medium of instruction throughout primary and secondary education, though French has still been maintained as a medium for higher
education in such domains as science, technology, and business.
However, ideological concerns have sometimes been an obstacle to fusha’s evolution. Concern to preserve the language’s “purity” and awareness that its prestige
springs from its links with a distant past have made many reluctant to accept diachronic changes which would be taken for granted in other languages. The use of
MSA in the domains of science and technology has been held up by arguments
over the correct ways of coining new terminology, and protests at foreign borrowings which are thought to threaten the integrity of the language. Attempts to ensure consistent terminological usage across the Arab world, through the work of
language academies, have had limited success. Regional diﬀerences inevitably
emerge; indeed, Maamouri suggests that there are “as many fushas as there are
Arab countries” (1998, p. 36). Moreover, despite the talk of Arabic as a symbol of
Arab unity, in actual practice MSA does not always prove to be a convenient lingua franca, either within the Maghreb or across its borders. A Moroccan and a
Tunisian may still find it easier to converse in French than in MSA, while an Algerian and an Iraqi may find English the most convenient choice.
Today, despite the undeniable prestige attached to fusha, its status is still in some
ways paradoxical. The illiterate and poorly educated still represent substantial proportions of the population of the Maghreb; UNESCO’s Institute for Statistics
gives recent literacy rates for adults over fifteen of 77.6% for Tunisia (2008), 72.6%
for Algeria (2006), and only 56.1% for Morocco (2009). The illiterate do not understand or use MSA, although they can of course recite Koranic passages learned
by heart. But at the other extreme, many in the upper echelons of society also lack
proficiency in MSA; large numbers of those now in positions of authority pursued
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their studies via the medium of French, and even today the elite frequently opt to
place their own children in foreign-run schools, even though this choice may mean
they will not achieve proficiency in MSA. This fact in itself speaks volumes about
the ambivalence of current attitudes to fusha: while it may be glorified as an object,
it is not always valued as a tool.
On an individual level, too, some naturally resent the pressure placed upon them
to handle this language with particular respect. Edward Said’s recollection of his experience of learning MSA in Egypt will certainly be echoed by many Maghrebis:
“The atmosphere of rote learning, taught by lamentably ungifted and repressive
teachers and clergymen, and a sort of ‘it’s good for you’ attitude, against which I was
in perpetual rebellion, undermined the project altogether” (Said, 2002, p. 228). In addition, the constant preoccupation with using MSA correctly, reflected in the way
people enjoy pointing out grammatical errors by eminent figures (something noted
by Maamouri, 1998, p. 39), makes some self-conscious and even reluctant to use it.
Attitudinal surveys have elicited varied responses. Bentahila’s (1983) Moroccan
subjects, consulted for their views about Classical Arabic, Moroccan Arabic and
French, tended to voice the established ideological positions, with a significant majority choosing Classical Arabic as the most beautiful and richest language. Interestingly, this variety was judged far less practical than either colloquial Arabic or
French, yet at the same time it was also named as the language Moroccans should
use above all—the contrast between ideal and reality appearing again here. Likewise, a strong identification with the language may be expressed even by those who
do not master it well. And Bentahila and Davies (1989) found even native speakers
of Amazigh, some of whose parents did not know any Arabic, nevertheless claiming Arabic as their own language, and even in some cases as the language of their
ancestors; in these cases ideas of Islamic and national identity seem to take priority over ethnic and linguistic aﬃliations.
On the other hand, Saad (1992) found clear divisions between his Algerian student informants, with those claiming Amazigh as a home language displaying consistently negative attitudes to both Arabic and Arabization programs, whereas the
others expressed positive attitudes to Arabic as a language but negative ones to the
Arabization policy. And more recently, among Bektache’s (2009) informants, university students from the Amazigh-speaking Bejaia region of Algeria, 55% chose
Amazigh as their preferred language while only 4% chose Arabic, with 95% expressing dissatisfaction with their country’s language policy. In Algeria maybe more
than in Morocco, promotion of Arabic seems to be perceived as oppression of
Amazigh, thanks perhaps to its very radical language laws which for some time required only Arabic to be used in all administrative and associative domains, including all public meetings and even street signs. But other factors may also come
into play. Brahimi and Owens (2000) found that among their Algerian inform-
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ants, Amazigh-speakers expressed significantly less favorable attitudes to MSA and
to Arabization than did native speakers of Arabic; but these attitudes also seemed
to relate to place of residence, with Amazigh-speakers living in Arabic-speaking
areas expressing feelings closer to those of the Arabic speakers with regard to the
political status of MSA.
Such background diﬀerences between the informants used in the various published studies make it very diﬃcult to collate their findings, but it would be interesting to trace the evolution of attitudes as the Arabization process has advanced,
and compare the feelings of those who have been subject to it to those who have
not. One might imagine that the new cohorts of Arabized students would not see
French as important in the way their bilingual parents might; on the other hand,
by making a high degree of proficiency in French relatively rare in the younger
generation, the implementation of Arabization may, ironically enough, have made
French proficiency even more highly prized and sought after.
What is clear is that, where Arabic is concerned, ideological positions and practical needs do not always coincide. It is of course easy to assign others to a possibly
monolingual future for the sake of some abstract principle when one is oneself already a proficient bilingual (Berger, 1998); it is less easy to be convinced in the rightness of a solely Arabic-medium education if one knows that this leads to a serious
disadvantage on the job market, as Mansouri (1991) claimed was the case in Algeria. Accordingly, many people endorse Arabization as an aﬃrmation of national
identity, yet as individuals still wish to profit from the advantages of a bilingual education (indeed, some of the architects of Arabization programs famously placed
their own children in private or foreign schools to ensure they would receive instruction in French, adopting the strategy of “elite closure” (Bentahila, 1983;
Benrabah, 2007).Because of such conflicting feelings, it may be quite diﬃcult to gain
true insights into current attitudes to the high variety of Arabic. Direct questioning
may well extract from informants statements of what they think they ought to feel;
their innermost feelings may appear confused and inconsistent even to themselves.

Attitudes to Colloquial Arabic
While fusha is traditionally admired, the colloquial varieties of Arabic are regularly
denigrated, the assumption being that they have suﬀered degradation over the centuries (a view traced by Eisele, 2003 and Suleiman, 2004). García Sánchez (2010)
recounts how an Arabic teacher working with children of the Moroccan community in Spain talks “condescendingly” (p. 193) of his pupils’ home variety of Arabic,
describing it as “backward” (p. 183) and deploring the fact that it is so far removed
from fusha (p. 179).
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However, despite this kind of rhetoric, people may well be very much attached
to their own dialects, and take a positive attitude to those who use the same dialect.
While MSA retains its special status as an overarching symbol of Arab identity,
prestige varieties seem to be emerging from among the dialects. According to Walters (2003), the Tunis variety is becoming a regional standard for Tunisia, while
Miller (2004) makes a similar claim for the Casablanca variety in Morocco.
The attitudes of users of one dialect to other Arabic dialects also merit investigation. Satellite television is now a feature of life even in remote villages, and while
the globalized Arabic TV networks might be seen as a force bringing the various
Arabic-speaking communities closer together, they have also had the eﬀect of making people more aware of the extent to which their own dialect diﬀers from others.
Ibrahim (2000) reports that her Moroccan informants rated Egyptian Arabic as
more beautiful than Moroccan Arabic, but Walters (2007) suggests that these informants may have been influenced by the Egyptian nationality of the researcher;
further research is needed here.
The importance of colloquial Arabic as a spoken ingroup marker is suggested by
some researchers’ findings that Westerners’ use of the dialect is not always welcomed. Walters (1996), exploring the extent to which Anglophone wives of
Tunisians acquire Tunisian Arabic, noted that some husbands clearly were not keen
for their wives to learn to speak Arabic, and that some women felt that educated
Tunisians were uncomfortable speaking Arabic to them, preferring to use French.
The strong local connotations of such colloquial dialects may mean that outgroup
members who try to use them are perceived as intruders. And in the European diaspora, despite the fact that colloquial Arabic is not highly valued by the wider
community, second and third generation Maghrebi immigrants have tended to
cling to their colloquial dialects as strong identity markers, even if they have only
limited mastery of them (Abu Haidar, 1994). Alongside this identification with colloquial Arabic by those of North African origin, however, we may also note a more
surprising use of this language as an identity marker.
For in Europe today there is also an interesting trend towards the espousal of elements of the Maghrebi colloquial dialects by urban youths who are not of
Maghrebi origin.Nortier and Dorleijn (2008) report on what they call “Moroccanflavored Dutch,” a recently emerged ingroup variety used in Dutch cities by youths
of varied origins (Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese, and even native Dutch), which
features Dutch spoken with a Moroccan accent and certain non-standard grammatical features, together with the insertion of Moroccan Arabic fillers, interjections, and certain grammatical morphemes. Rather than signaling Moroccan
identity, this variety is now a marker of solidarity between multiethnic youth groups.
This trend could be taken as an instance of the tendency towards more dynamic, less
deterministic relations between language, ethnicity and identity explored by Ramp-
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ton (1995, 2006). It provides an interesting example of how conditioned attitudes
are by context; the symbolic value of Moroccan Arabic for these users in the Netherlands is far removed from its significance in its original homeland.
While speech in colloquial Arabic may thus be a strong marker of ingroup identity, the idea of writing it, at least in public discourse, has until very recently been
met with fierce resistance. Just one example is the suggestion, proﬀered by Nafusa
Said (reported by Eisele, 2003), that the idea of writing colloquial Arabic comes
from foreigners plotting to undermine the status of fusha and thereby threaten the
unity and cultural legacy enshrined in this variety. Foreign educationalists have
long expressed concern about the problems faced by Maghrebi children beginning
school, who are not taught to write and read the colloquial variety they have already
acquired at home, but are instead expected to master the new syntax, lexis and
phonology of MSA at the same time as they take their first steps towards literacy.
There have therefore been calls for initial literacy to be taught in colloquial Arabic
rather than MSA (see, for instance, Daniel & Ball, 2010; Maamouri, 1998; Salmi,
1987), but these have had little eﬀect, since any such move would involve far more
than merely replacing MSA materials with dialectal ones: it would have to overcome deeply entrenched attitudes towards the roles of the two varieties. Many
would be outraged to find their children learning to write a dialect which in their
view does not deserve to be written; for instance, when a French school in Morocco
decided to oﬀer a course in Moroccan Arabic for pupils having diﬃculty with the
usual MSA course, their parents protested vehemently. The issue also arises in immigrant contexts, where parents are often adamant that the so-called home language programs oﬀered by schools should in fact teach their children a language
which is no one’s home language: the prestigious fusha which the parents themselves do not know. García Sánchez (2010) quotes the fqih who teaches fusha in
one Spanish school as asserting that only this variety can give the children a strong
sense of identity and high self-esteem. Symbolic values here seem to take precedence over practical communicative needs.
On the other hand, outside the education system, people do on occasion incorporate colloquial Arabic into their private written correspondence. For instance,
Belnap and Bishop (2003) report that Arab students in the USA, including Moroccans, claim to use Colloquial Arabic when writing to their families, and suggest
that this trend is accelerating. However, there would seem to be a big diﬀerence between this use of the colloquial, in what is after all private, personal interaction,
and another, more recent phenomenon: the deliberate incorporation of colloquial
Arabic into public written discourse. On advertising billboards in Moroccan cities
today, we can now read words and phrases plucked straight from the colloquial variety, written in Arabic script or, even more surprisingly, transliterated in the
Roman alphabet. Walters (2003) reports the same trend in Tunisia. Twentieth cen-
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tury would-be modernizers of Arabic, like Salama Musa and Abdulaziz Fahmi,
called in vain for a shift to the Roman alphabet; but now this shift seems to be
being executed without much comment by young people who have never even
heard of these earlier campaigns.
The source of such innovation seems to lie, not in intellectuals’ arguments about
the priority of the mother tongue or in foreigners’ attempts to destroy Arab unity,
but rather in changes in the wider environment. It springs from the rapid spread of
information technologies which have opened up new possibilities for communication and at the same time imposed limitations on their exploitation. People now
write emails and cell phone text messages to convey things they would earlier have
expressed orally, whether face to face or by phone. Consequently, phone calls in
colloquial Arabic have been replaced by text messages which are also composed in
colloquial Arabic; and Arabic speakers, faced with computer keyboards and cellphones which do not provide for the composition of messages in the Arabic script,
have simply devised a way of writing their Arabic messages using Roman script together with certain numerals (see Atifi [2003] on this trend in Moroccans’ contributions to internet forums, and Yaghan (2008) on the same trend among
Jordanians). Apart from these practical motivations, this strategy also seems to provide young people with an ingroup style which older people may find it diﬃcult to
decipher, and it may also have something of a liberating eﬀect, oﬀering as it does a
way of writing that is far removed from the weighty prescriptions attached to other
writing in Arabic.
The fact that the trend now seems to be spreading beyond personal, computermediated communication to more public discourse, as the billboards demonstrate,
raises further questions. After centuries when the use of correct standard Arabic
was considered essential in any written message that was meant to be taken seriously, the public’s reactions to the new advertisements featuring written colloquial
Arabic are certainly worth investigation. Things are moving fast, and for the moment it is perhaps not yet clear whether it is a change of attitude which has made
possible this change of usage, or whether the change of usage is bringing in its
wake a change of attitude.

Attitudes to Amazigh
Shifts of attitude may also be under way with regard to Amazigh, long seen as relevant only as a home language, associated with remote rural regions and illiteracy.
While Colloquial Arabic, as part of the continuum referred to as arabiyya, still retains associations with Islam, Amazigh has no such religious associations, nor was
it ever much used in writing. Following independence, it received little or no recog-
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nition from governments more concerned with aﬃrming their countries’ unity and
Arab identity; the Arabization programs which sought to eradicate French also
left no room for Amazigh.
A number of studies have reported an ongoing language shift away from
Amazigh in Morocco. Bentahila and Davies (1992) identified a common pattern of
shift over two generations, where older Amazigh monolinguals had bilingual children and non-Amazigh speaking grandchildren, and more recently El Kirat El Allame (2007) reports on “the deliberate non-transmission of the Amazigh language
to the younger generations” (p. 710). Hoﬀman (2006) shows how, with the migration of men to cities where Arabic is spoken, Amazigh has become more and more
restricted to the women left behind in remote villages. As for attitudes to this loss,
Bentahila and Davies (1989, 1992) found some evidence that the loss of the
Amazigh language was not experienced as a loss of Amazigh identity; 15% of the
Amazigh speakers they questioned chose to describe themselves as Arabs, 30% said
they considered Arabic rather than Amazigh to be their own language, and 20%
said they did not wish their children to learn Amazigh. El Kirat El Allame (2007)
reports that her informants considered the abandonment of Amazigh “an eﬃcient
solution” (p. 711), and concludes that “the Amazigh people are not proud of or satisfied with their social identity” and show “indiﬀerence and lack of concern towards
theAmazigh identity and language” (p. 713). Indeed, anthropologists working in the
post-independence era were at pains to point out that the division between Arabs
and Imaghizenhad never been clear-cut or based on language (Gellner, 1973), and
that the categories were not seen as mutually exclusive (Rosen, 1973). On the other
hand, Brahimi and Owens (2000) obtained diﬀerent findings from their Algerian
study; a large majority of their Amazigh-speaking informants said that all
Imaghizen should learn Amazigh, and they found no evidence of large-scale shift.
Moreover, some researchers have argued that knowledge of the Amazigh language
is an essential element in Amazigh identity (El Aissati, 2001).
This view has led many educated Amazigh speakers to join militant activist
groups, and these are beginning to obtain results. In 2002 Algeria declared
Tamazight a national language alongside Arabic, and since then the language has
begun to be taught in schools in its heartland areas, and promoted by an academy
and the High Commission for Amazighity, set up in 2007. A similar institution, the
Royal Institute of Amazigh Culture (IRCAM), was set up in Morocco in 2001,
along with a program for the teaching of Amazigh in primary schools, and in 2011
Morocco’s new constitution finally assigned Amazigh the status of an oﬃcial language beside Arabic.
There is an interesting contrast between the two countries’ strategies: Algeria
has focused more on teaching the language at university level, and in the areas
where most Amazigh speakers live, while Morocco has started with the early years
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of primary school and opted for a nationwide program, albeit one which is still far
from being implemented. Significantly, King Mohammed VI of Morocco recently
described Amazighity as being “the common heritage of all Moroccans” (italics
ours), thus presenting it as a unifying element (speech on March 9, 2011). In contrast, Berger (1998, p. 45) points to the “numerous internal cultural splittings” that
have resulted from the tendency to classify Algerians into Arabophones and
Amazighophones, and similar observations are made by Abu Haidar (2000) and
Benrabah (2004). It remains to be seen what attitudinal consequences these contrasting policies will have.
So far, the implications of these changes for the heartland speakers of Amazigh
seem not to have been much explored. The activists who have adopted Amazigh as
a political cause seem to be seeking power for a language whose value for its native
speakers is as a symbol of solidarity. These native speakers might even feel uneasy
that the language which for them represents home, family, and intimacy is now
being studied by outsiders. Hoﬀman (2006) stresses the gulf that exists in Morocco
between the activists, mostly educated urban-dwelling males, and the illiterate
women living in isolated villages who actually form the heart of the Amazigh language community. These women were not consulted by the decision-makers in the
capital who claim to speak for the Imaghizen people, but their reactions to recent
developments certainly deserve to be investigated.
The choice of a standardized writing system for Amazigh has also aroused fierce
debate. The Moroccan authorities have opted to use Tifinagh, an alphabet based on
an ancient North African script, rather than using the Arabic script, hitherto
adopted by many non-militant writers, or the Roman alphabet, most used by
groups outside Morocco (Pouessel, 2008). Some see this choice as a highly symbolic aﬃrmation of Amazigh’s specificity and its pre-Islamic presence in the region,
others consider it divisive; since Algeria’s Imaghizen have not adopted this alphabet, and still others suspect that using this little-known script will, in the end, only
serve to marginalize material written in it. In practical terms, the decision requires
children to learn three diﬀerent alphabets (Arabic, Tifinagh, and French) in their
first years of schooling. And for the rural Amazigh speakers, it would seem to represent yet another hurdle; they may already have struggled to attain a certain level
of literacy in Arabic, yet now, if they wish to read and write Amazigh, they will
have to start again and learn a totally diﬀerent writing system.
Once again, there seem to be conflicts between ideologies and people’s individual needs. And once again, we have a situation in flux which deserves much
more careful investigation. In the space of a few years, Amazigh has gone from
being the home language of a minority, used in a very limited range of domains,
and not known at all by the majority of the population, to a language with oﬃcial
status, now actively promoted and developed and taught as a subject in the state
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education system. It remains to be seen whether these changes will bring in their
wake corresponding changes of attitude.

Attitudes to French and to the Mixing of Arabic and French
French and its relationship to Arabic have been a major focus of discussion both by
specialists interested in language attitudes and by lay commentators, who exhibit
varying degrees of objectivity and emotion. The historical associations of French
with the colonizer are still being evoked, but at the same time its role as a medium
of wider communication is also appreciated.
Nowhere has hostility to the use of French has been expressed with more violence than in the debate over Francophone writers. Novelists and poets who opted
to publish in French rather than Arabic following independence have regularly
been reviled, insulted, and accused of treachery and of “cultural bastardy” (Armitage, 2000, p. 44) for choosing to create literature in the colonizer’s language.
Some have paid the ultimate price; during the 1990s many Francophone Algerian
writers were brutally murdered by Islamist extremists, as were many teachers of
French. And yet here again perceptions are contradictory; while those writing in
French rather than Arabic are often accused of being subjugated to the colonizer,
others have claimed that writing in French rather than Arabic is a kind of liberation, since it allows them to address subjects and feelings which could not acceptably be expressed in Arabic. Armitage (2000) suggests that this may be particularly
true for women writers. Déjeux and Mitsch (1992) quote Moroccan author Tahar
Ben Jelloun’s remarks to this eﬀect, while Tageldin (2009) quotes similar observations by Algerian woman writer Assia Djebar.
Yet while people may consider the writing of literature in French as an act of
betrayal, there is no doubt that the ability to communicate eﬀectively in French
is seen as a great personal asset. French is often described as a scar left by colonization, but the grandchildren of those who fought in the resistance movement
against the French are now queuing up at private language centers to embrace it
and all it can oﬀer them. Alongside the views of those like Mansouri (1991, p. 161),
who concludes that “the existence of a Western language in an Arabic and Islamic society, as with French in Algeria, is bound to create socio-cultural cleavages,” we may set those of the many who feel that the continued presence of
French in the Maghreb is a source of enrichment and an added value for its societies. Indeed, such divergent views may be expressed by the same individual on
diﬀerent occasions. Nor is there anything to stop individuals judging that what is
not good for society as a whole may nevertheless be a source of personal gain to
themselves and their children.
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In fact, while the role of French in administration and education is now very
much reduced, there are far more speakers of French in the Maghreb today than
there were during the colonization period (thanks to population growth and the
spread of education to all social strata). Benrabah (2007) cites recent surveys showing increases in the proportion of Algerian over-sixteen who can speak French,
which now exceeds 60% (though it should be noted that these polls seem to have
relied on self-ascription), and more than three quarters of his respondents believed
that French would continue to maintain its place in Algerian society.
Questionnaires asking directly for attitudes to French have often found it to be
highly valued. For instance, Bentahila’s (1983) informants rated it more lively, versatile and modern than either high or low varieties of Arabic, and a large majority
wanted their children to master it. Much more recently, Benrabah (2007) suggests
that the bitter associations of French with colonization are weakening for younger
Algerians, and that now that the status of Arabic in Algeria is secure, people are
paradoxically more ready to embrace French, since it is no longer seen to pose a
threat to their identity. He found that most schoolchildren in his Algerian study
still did not want French to be replaced by Arabic. Similarly, Marley (2005) claimed
that most of her Moroccan teacher informants wanted a return to French for all
science teaching (though paradoxically a majority of these also expressed support
for the Arabization policy). Again, however, it is important to recognize that attitudes to French may vary considerably between diﬀerent sectors of the population;
for instance, Maamouri (1998) claimed that total Arabization would be welcome to
rural populations, who saw French as an unnecessary obstacle, but would be opposed by urban dwellers, who saw a command of French as a great asset on the job
market. Incidentally, while we do not have space here for a detailed look at attitudes
in North-West Morocco to Spanish, another ex-colonizer’s language, we may note
in passing Sayahi’s (2005) conclusion that this language also continues to be used
and appreciated there because of its economic value.
In everyday conversation among Maghrebis, French is often intermingled with
colloquial Arabic in a style featuring extensive codeswitching. This style is marked
by certain distinctive switch patterns not attested in other communities, which
have therefore attracted considerable attention from codeswitching researchers,
and which are seen as highly emblematic of their users’ North African identity
(Davies, Bentahila, & Owens, forthcoming). Arabic-French codes-witching thus
serves as a strong ingroup marker, as researchers have repeatedly noted (Walters,
1996; Boumens & Caubet, 2000). It has therefore been exploited as an expression
of Maghrebi identity in artistic expression like popular song lyrics, where it has
also been shown to contribute aesthetic and rhetorical eﬀects (Bentahila &
Davies,2002; Davies & Bentahila, 2006, 2008). Yet despite its evident usefulness
and eﬀectiveness as a vehicle for ingroup exchanges, explicitly expressed attitudes
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to this codeswitching seem to be almost universally negative. Criticisms of the style
can often be read in the media, and Bentahila’s (1983) informants described it as a
mark of ignorance, carelessness, laziness or even psychological problems.

The Influence of Language Choice on Perceptions of
Speakers
The studies reported on so far have concentrated mainly on examining explicitly affirmed attitudes, and we have repeatedly noted the inconsistencies and conflicts between these proclaimed attitudes. There have also been a few attempts to investigate
whether the language used may impact the outlook an individual adopts on other issues. Bentahila (1983), using a completion test, found that bilingual informants expressed more westernized views of the world when completing statements in
French, and more traditionally Islamic ones when completing them in Arabic. Coﬀman (1992) concluded from his study at the University of Algiers that students pursuing their studies in Arabic were more likely to express sympathy with Islamist
positions: “Arabization is a cause of greater Islamization” (p. 188). A final issue concerns the way language attitudes may aﬀect the way people react to the language
choices of their fellows. This has been investigated using the matched guise technique, which oﬀers a means of accessing possibly unconscious language attitudes.
In an early study, Bentahila (1983)asked Moroccan bilingual informants to evaluate the Moroccan Arabic and French guises of three bilingual speakers, and found
that overall the French guises were judged more important, educated, and modern
than the Arabic ones. The contrast was not as simple as this, however, since judgments varied considerably depending on the type of accent used. The speaker whose
accent in French approximated to that of a native French speaker was also judged
significantly more intelligent, honest, entertaining and less religious in French than
in Arabic, whereas the one using a heavily Moroccan-accented French which identified him as a native of Fez was not assigned significantly higher status in this guise;
he was in fact perceived as significantly more intelligent in his Arabic guise.
A second matched-guise test avoiding Fez-accented speakers was then carried
out. Here the three speakers’ French guises were likewise rated more highly on status traits (intelligent, educated, rich, important, and modern); they were also judged
more likeable, sociable and entertaining, and less religious than when they spoke
Arabic. Again, the higher ratings for status straits were not significant in the case
of a speaker with a markedly Moroccan accented French. Clearly, not all French
speakers were judged equally.
While Bentahila’s (1983) matched guise tests were carried out thirty years ago, a
decade later, Belazi (1991) obtained quite similar findings with Tunisian informants,
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using Tunisian Arabic and French guises. In his study, the Arabic guises were more
highly evaluated for religiosity, conservatism and nationalism, the French ones for
status traits (including important, educated, modern, and intelligent). Moreover,
he also found that the speaker with a more “French” accent in French was more
highly evaluated for status traits than the other two. Belazi concludes that in fact
it is not merely fusha which is associated with religion; even the colloquial dialects
bear these connotations when contrasted with French.
In an attempt to investigate perceptions of codeswitching, as contrasted with
use of a single language, Bentahila (1983) conducted a further matched guise test,
comparing three guises each for two speakers: Arabic-French code-switching, only
French and only Arabic. The contrast between the French and Arabic guises observed in the earlier tests was replicated again here. But the code-switching guises
were judged significantly less favorably than either the French or the Arabic guises
on both status and solidarity traits, being perceived as less intelligent, educated,
important, competent and eloquent, but also as less sociable, self-confident and
likeable. The negative views on codeswitching elicited via direct questioning thus
appear again when investigated more indirectly. The fact that speakers were seen as
less patriotic and more influenced by colonization when using code-switching than
when speaking Arabic seems unsurprising; but their code-switching guises also received much lower ratings than the purely French guises for these two traits. This
was perhaps related to a feeling that those who used code-switching were displaying carelessness and a lack of respect for any language, or were actually incapable
of keeping the two languages separate, (Walters, 1996), in fact, claims that educated Tunisians find it diﬃcult to avoid French-Arabic code-switching (when conversing with peers), Conversely, those holding forth exclusively in French were
thought to possess a certain mastery over the colonizers’ language and were making a deliberate choice to use it, for their own ends.
More recently, Lawson and Sachdev (2000)carried out a matched-guise test
with Tunisian informants, using samples from one male and one female speaker,
each of whom provided five separate guises, speaking in MSA and English as well
as in Tunisian Arabic, French and French-Arabic code-switching. In keeping with
the results of the earlier studies, they found the foreign language guises (English
and French) rated higher for modernity and the Arabic ones rated higher for religiousness and traditionalism. They also found that for both the male and the female speaker, the code-switching guise was evaluated less highly on both status
and solidarity traits.
However, a diﬀerence emerged between the two speakers. The female’s other
guises were perceived similarly in all respects, but in the case of the male speaker,
the Tunisian Arabic guise was judged most favorably, on both status and solidarity
traits. Lawson and Sachdev (2000) suggest that these findings may indicate that
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the diglossic opposition between high and low varieties of Arabic is not reflected
in attitudes, and that Tunisians may now be taking increasing pride in their own
colloquial variety of Arabic.
There would in fact seem to be something of a problem in using a matched guise
test to compare MSA, associated only with highly formal contexts, with colloquial
Arabic, still less with a code-switching variety. Very few people can actually spontaneously produce purely MSA discourse (as opposed to a mixture of colloquial
and MSA); the MSA guise would therefore doubtless sound like a prepared
speech, whereas the code-switching guise would suggest carefree spontaneity. It
seems diﬃcult to see how these guises could really be considered to be “matched”
in such a study; they would evoke entirely diﬀerent contexts and motives as well as
possibly diﬀerent personalities.
Lawson and Sachdev’s (2000) study is further complicated by the fact that three
diﬀerent languages were randomly used to elicit the judgments of the informants,
all university students of English (and therefore not necessarily representative of
any larger group). Those who were asked to respond in English exhibited a diﬀerence of attitude, in that they took a less negative view of both code-switching
guises than those responding in Arabic or French. This finding is interesting in itself, but overall the large number of variables in this study (speakers of two sexes,
each using five diﬀerent guises, and judged by informants using three diﬀerent languages) makes the interpretation of the results quite complex.
One observation that can be drawn from a comparison of these three studies is
that while the 1983 and 1991 studies both found French guises to be associated with
greater prestige, this contrast does not emerge in the 2000 study. If this diﬀerence
is confirmed, it might reflect shifting attitudes to French, possibly related to
changes in the language situation brought about through the Arabization process.
However, even these limited studies are enough to suggest that generalizations
about “French” are dangerous; for the Maghrebis’ French is not a monolithic entity, any more than is their Arabic. The impression given by speaking French may
depend on the proficiency of the person using it, and on the proficiency of the observer. Thus, we saw that Bentahila’s (1983) and Belazi’s (1991) bilingual informants
took French-accented French as a mark of education, but were not so impressed
by users of heavily local-accented French. In fact, the use of French by persons
with limited knowledge of it may be met with denigration or even ridicule by
speakers that are more fluent. On the other hand, these same persons might manage to give an impression of sophistication among people with even less knowledge of French than themselves. Since the implementation of Arabization, there
are now relatively few Maghrebis who learned French from the French; it would
therefore be interesting to see if these distinctions are still significant for the
younger generation today.
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The possibility of a gender diﬀerence suggested by the tendency to favor the
male but not the female speaker’s Tunisian Arabic guise over all the others also
needs further examination. However, caution is certainly needed in attributing differences of judgment solely to a contrast of language, for, as Bentahila’s (1983) and
Belazi’s (1991) results suggested, perceptions might depend on not only the language used, but also on the particular dialect or accent featured in the guise. This
may evoke varying reactions in the judges (whose own background may prove relevant here). Ultimately, we must recognize that an artificial situation where people
are asked to evaluate an individual’s personality solely based on the way s/he speaks
may well elicit stereotyped or even caricatural judgments, which would not be
made in a real-life situation. Further investigation is therefore needed before anything more than tentative comments can be made.

Conclusion
The survey oﬀered here has perhaps served more to illustrate the diﬃculty of making firm pronouncements about language attitudes than to present a clear picture
of the situation in the Maghreb over the last few decades. Our conclusions therefore include several caveats. It is important to avoid sweeping generalizations about
attitudes, for these may be highly context-dependent, influenced by a number of
separate factors; attempts to identify neat patterns all too often lead to oversimplification. It is essential to recognize the diﬀerence between public pronouncements
and private feelings, between accepted ideologies and individual interests. The symbolic values attached to Arabic, the colonialist overtones clinging to French may be
proclaimed in debate; but they may ultimately have very little to do with the individual’s covert attitudes to the languages. People are capable of holding contrasting
or even apparently contradictory attitudes to language issues and their behavior
and declarations cannot always be taken as evidence for their attitudes.
Language attitudes in the Maghreb are a function of many factors. Some aspects
of the situation have been aﬀected by centuries of cultural heritage, some by deliberate internal language planning policies, and some by globalized trends such as
developments in communication technology. The last fifty years have seen many
fluctuations in the roles and perceptions of the various languages, and more
changes seem to be on the way. The home language of isolated rural communities
is suddenly being promoted as a national language; the hated language of the colonizers is perhaps more of an asset than ever before in a fiercely competitive job
market. The reviled colloquial variety is invading the sphere of public writing; and
representing Arabic using the Roman alphabet no longer seems to be a taboo. It remains to be seen what impact other factors, such as higher literacy rates, shifting

G&W R2_G&W r2 9/24/12 4:19 PM Page 102

102

| THE SOCIAL MEANINGS OF LANGUAGE , DIALECT AND ACCENT

political allegiances, changes in international relations and greater democracy, may
have upon this language scene in the coming years. What is clear is that current
language attitudes in the Maghreb oﬀer many very interesting avenues of research.
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chapter six

Language Attitudes in
Southern Africa
Desmond Painter & John Dixon

St. Clair (1982) observed that in order to understand current language attitudes we
must ‘. . . reach back into the past and investigate the social and political forces operating within the history of a nation.’ In this vein, we begin by noting that language has long acted as a significant marker of diﬀerence and domination in
southern Africa. Indeed, it has assumed a central position alongside race, ethnicity,
class, nationality and gender in the sociopolitical history of the region. However,
language has also been more than simply one element among others in the colonial
index of human diﬀerences. Political diﬀerentiation and mobilization in southern
Africa has often placed language in constitutive relationships with other components
of colonial boundary drawing and subjectification, such as ‘race’ and ‘ethnicity’.
Indeed, colonial encounters have always and everywhere relied heavily on language as both a dimension of the definition of otherness and, importantly, as an instrument of rule. The study, mastery and management of indigenous languages
came to play an important epistemological as well as political role in most colonial
societies (Cohn, 1996; Errington, 2008; Gilmour, 2006). The story of southern
Africa, from colonialism to apartheid and beyond, could thus easily be told from
the vantage point of linguistic diﬀerence and diﬀerentiation. Such a language history of the region would be a story of misunderstanding and translation, of language hierarchies, shift and attrition; in other words, a story about how language
was aﬀected by colonial encounters. It would also be a story of linguistic nationalisms, racializing language ideologies and, in these early decades of the twenty-
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first century, of radical linguistic diversity and emerging struggles over language
rights in new polities; a story, in short, of how language has aﬀected politics, identities and social relations during and after colonialism. Significantly, indigenous
languages in southern African countries have remained both numerically prevalent and ethnolinguistically ‘vital’ (cf. Giles & Johnson, 1981). At the same time,
however, the erstwhile colonial languages remain politically and economically
hegemonic; that is, they still function as languages of power, status, aspiration and
upward mobility (Mazrui & Mazrui, 1998).
It is against this complex sociopolitical background that we assess the development and current state of the study of language attitudes in southern Africa in this
chapter. Although a comparatively under developed area of inquiry, research on language attitudes in the region has accumulated steadily since the 1970s. The majority
of research has been conducted by social psychologists and sociolinguists based in the
Republic of South Africa; however, in recent years, important work has also emerged
within a number of other southern African societies. Our emphasis here, however,
will at times seem biased in favor of developments in South Africa. The reason for this
is straightforward, reflecting the distribution of social science production in the region
and our own greater familiarity with developments in this particular country.
The chapter has three objectives. First, we discuss how language attitudes have
been ideologically intertwined with a variety of political projects in southern
Africa, ranging from colonial rule to the racial divisions of the apartheid state to
the contradictions of postcolonial transformation. Second, we review the broad interdisciplinary field of language attitude research in Southern Africa, outlining its
central research objectives and priorities, assumptions about the nature of ethnolinguistic landscapes and subjectivities, methodological perspectives, and key findings. In so doing, we show how the study of language attitudes has functioned as a
critical lens through which to view problems of ethnic and racial discrimination.
Finally, looking to the future, we outline some ways in which research on language
attitudes might be developed in order to capture the complex, rapidly changing,
ethnolinguistic contexts of post-apartheid society.

Language and Politics in Southern Africa: Situating
Language Attitudes
Although the study of language attitudes was only systematized as an area of social science enquiry as recently as the early 1960s (Bradac, Cargile, & Hallett,
2001), human societies have always ascribed meaning and value to linguistic differences—to how speech patterns within and between social groups diﬀer and
what these diﬀerences might signify. An obvious example is the word ‘barbarian’,
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derived from the Ancient Greek word ‘barbaros’, which is said to have an onomatopoetic origin ( Joseph, 2004). This word negatively represented the sound of
the foreigner’s speech, which was portrayed as devoid of communicative sense and
animalized in order to regulate those who used such speech beyond the threshold
of the human. The word came to be used more generally in many languages to indicate lack of civilization.
This is the case also in southern Africa, where expressions of what today would
be called language attitudes are as old as the colonial record itself. When Portuguese
sailors first rounded the Cape, and encountered the local Khoikhoi, they described
the indigenous languages in harsh, often dehumanizing terms. In fact, representations of Khoikhoi and other indigenous languages became a regular feature of writing about the Cape from the early sixteenth century onwards. John Davys
commented, as early as 1598, that ‘their words are for the most part inarticulate, and,
in speaking, they clocke with the Tongue like a brood Hen, which clocking and the
words are both pronounced together, verie strangely’ (as cited in Gilmour, 2006, p.
16). John Milward oﬀered a very similar ‘observation’ in 1614: ‘These people are most
miserable, destitute of religion in any kind, as farre as we can perceive, and of all civility; their speech is a chattering rather than language’ (p. 15). In 1634, the traveler
Thomas Herbert described Khoikhoi languages as ‘rather apishly than articulately
sounded’ (p. 16); and in 1694, Jean-Baptiste Tavernier wrote: ‘when they speak they
fart with their tongues in their mouths’ (as cited in Mostert, 1992, p. 67).
This pattern of representation of linguistic diﬀerence was not restricted to the
Khoikhoi or, for that matter, to southern Africa. The denigration of indigenous,
non-European languages became a pervasive feature of colonial discourse and a
significant ingredient in the denigration of indigenous peoples as such. During the
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, through the labor of comparative philologists, anthropologists and missionaries, the study of language directly contributed
to the objectification of the idea of humanity into an abstract scientific category. At
the same time, however, through the study language origins and the demarcation
of families of language, it supported the construction of taxonomies of increasingly
naturalized kinds within the broader category of the human. In other words, language prepared the ground for and occupied the position biology would later play
in theories of race and the development of scientific racism: it was conceived as the
decodable record, the ‘DNA’ as it were, that defined humanity as a category whilst
also revealing its internal diﬀerentiations and hierarchies of development. Importantly, recent studies in the history of scientific racism confirm that early observations of southern African indigenous peoples played a significant role in the overall
development of a European discourse of race (Hudson, 2004).
It is unsurprising, then, that critiques of colonialism often highlight language
ideologies and communicative practices. Frantz Fanon, for example, ‘ascribes a
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basic importance to the phenomenon of language’ (2008, p. 8). He gives three reasons for this emphasis, all of which are crucial for a historical contextualization of
the study of contemporary language attitudes in postcolonial settings. The first concerns the linguistic consequences of colonial racism: indigenous languages were
viewed through racist lenses and thus became objects of contempt. The second concerns the linguistic dimensions of colonial racism. Unlike other cultural attributes
that were subjected to racist devaluation (e.g., dress and religious beliefs) language
mediated encounters between colonizer and colonized and thus became a principal site for the enactment of processes of misrecognition and dehumanization. The
third concerns the status aﬀorded European languages in the colonies. More than
simply languages of administration and power, European languages became the
yardsticks of ‘civilization’, for as Fanon recognised (p. 8), the colonial subject ‘will
be proportionately whiter—that is, he will come closer to being a real human
being—in direct ratio to his mastery of the [colonial] language.’
Every colonized people—in other words, every people in whose soul an inferiority complex has been created by the death and burial of its local cultural originality—finds itself face to face with the language of the civilizing
nation; that is, with the culture of the mother country. The colonized is elevated above his jungle status in proportion to his adoption of the mother
country’s cultural standards. He becomes whiter as he renounces his blackness. . . . (Fanon, 2008, p. 9)

In other words, for Fanon, as for Aimé Césaire, Steve Biko and other critics of
colonialism, indigenous populations were not only subjected to material domination, but also to the psychological eﬀects of cultural alienation as well (Hook,
2004). The pervasiveness of negative European representations of colonial subjects
and indigenous cultural practices fuelled feelings of cultural inferiority and affected social aspirations within the colony. This, in turn, had profound consequences for the development of colonial and postcolonial language attitudes and
practices. On the one hand, the loss of language amounts to a loss of conceptual
power; that is, of the power to name and define oneself and the world. In this regard, ‘loss’ does need not be taken literally: it is enough for indigenous languages
to be devalued to the point where negative ideas about their nature and utility become a pervasive ideology and become internalized by its speakers. On the other
hand, the adoption of European languages by colonial subjects can be seen as a
practical necessity that in time assumed a psychological dimension. Languages
such as French and English were perceived to oﬀer more than mere social mobility; they held out the promise of cultural salvation, which, as Fanon (2008)
pointed out, took the form of an alleviation of blackness.
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However, this was almost always a false promise. To some extent, of course, by
crossing the ‘soft’ boundaries of language some individuals were able also to cross the
‘hard’ boundaries of power and status (c.f. Banks, 1987). However, European languages remained codified in terms of race and class, and the social mobility they offered was always limited (Djité, 2008; Mazrui & Mazrui, 1998). Racial
discrimination was not annulled by language accommodation but instead reproduced, in finer grained forms, via the stigmatization of black accents. The European
language thus became another site where diﬀerence could be registered and targeted
by discriminatory practices. Furthermore, indigenous languages were not simply disregarded in the colonial societies of southern Africa. On the contrary, they were
often incorporated into colonial strategies of rule, and thus became essential components of the governmental rationalities according to which colonial subjects were
rendered visible and could be codified, demarcated, divided, managed and addressed
as learners, laborers, ethnic and racial subjects within the colonial setup. In fact, the
reduction of colonial speech continua to the abstract categories of languages (standardized written forms) in southern Africa never simply represented existing ethnolinguistic landscapes and identities. Languages and ethnicities were ‘invented’ by
missionaries and colonial linguists in southern Africa, and corroborated through the
creation of literary cultures and publics, generally in the interests of various forms
and phases of Western influence and domination (Harries, 1995; Makoni, 1994).
This was especially true in the case of apartheid South Africa. According to
Alexander and Heugh (2001, p. 19): ‘Apartheid language policy, like apartheid policy generally, was calculated to bring about and entrench divisions among black
people and their total subjugation ....’ Apartheid, in other words, not only defined,
imposed and regulated a division between white and black, but also diﬀerentiated
between diﬀerent categories of black—and it did this primarily in terms of ‘ethnicity’ (Worden, 1994). Ethnicity, in turn, could most precisely be defined in relation to language. Apartheid thus incorporated the language categories established
during the colonial era into an ideological vision of parallel ethnolinguistic nationalisms (Alexander, 2002). Indeed, in the words of the so-called ‘architect of
apartheid’, the early apartheid era prime minister H.F. Verwoerd, ‘Africans who
speak diﬀerent languages must live in separate quarters . . . ’ (as cited in Alexander,
1989, p. 21). The notion of the ‘mother tongue’ was thus given an ideological value
in apartheid South Africa, which was similar to but also deepened the colonial pattern evident in the rest of southern Africa. Indeed, many considered the apartheid
state’s promotion of indigenous languages as media of instruction in schools, for
example, as ‘an attempt to retribalize black South Africans’ (Reagan, 2002, p. 422).
Consequently, colonial and apartheid language politics has had a significant impact on attitudes towards both colonial and indigenous languages in the region.
Critics like Ngũgı̃ wa Thiong’o (1986) may have advocated the inversion of colonial
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language relations and considered the empowerment of indigenous language as essential for ‘decolonizing the mind’, but for many others indigenous languages had
been tainted by their incorporation into colonial strategies of subjectification and
rule. These languages, too, could be seen as instruments of cultural alienation; as
colonial constructs that needed to be ‘disinvented’ instead of uncritically embraced
(Makoni & Pennycook, 2004). Indeed, political elites in southern Africa frequently
favored the former colonial languages as oﬃcial instruments of postcolonial nation
building (Djité, 2008). Accepting the hegemony of European languages in this
manner may have reflected elite class interests and lubricated neocolonial relations
between the new states and their erstwhile colonial masters (Mazrui, 1997). Yet European languages were also considered by some as ethnically neutral enough to defuse intergroup tensions and consolidate political community.
In South Africa, for example, English was regarded by many in the liberation
struggle as an ‘unmarked code for intercultural and interethnic communication’
(Kamwangamalu, 2001, p. 87)—the almost obvious vehicle for black solidarity, transcendence of apartheid ethnic divisions, and post-apartheid nation-building
(Alexander, 1989; Ridge, 2000). It also, increasingly, became the symbol of economic mobility; and, in recent years, of the particular expressions of subjectivity
and social aspiration associated with neoliberal globalization:
English became all the more desirable, seen by many as the magic key to
socio-economic advancement and power. In contrast, indigenous languages
were regarded by many of their own speakers as worthless because of their
functional limitations with regard to access to participation and mobility in
wider society. (De Klerk, 1999, p. 312)

The high status of English—not only economically but politically as well—in
South Africa has further been bolstered by the association of apartheid with the
Afrikaans language (Van Rensburg, 1999). Whereas Afrikaans was increasingly perceived during the twentieth century as the language of Afrikaner Nationalism,
apartheid bureaucracy and police brutality, English became associated with liberal
values, social mobility and internationalization (Kamwangamalu, 2002). However,
ironically, the political ascendancy of Afrikaans during the apartheid era was itself
achieved via collective resistance to imperial aggression. Afrikaner nationalism developed partly in response to the Anglicization of the Cape Colony and imperial
British interventions in the Boer Republics, Transvaal and Orange Free State, during the late nineteenth century (Giliomee, 2004). At the time, Afrikaans was considered little more than a crude, lowly patois, hardly the vehicle of a powerful form of
settler nationalism. Consider the following description in the Cape Monitor in 1875:
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Afrikaans cramps your thoughts. It impedes your energies. It brings the
blush to every modest woman’s cheeks and makes the educated recoil with
disgust too often. It corrupts the morals of your children and befouls their
innocent expressions. (As cited in Beukes, 2007, p. 248)

Interestingly enough, such negative, often racialized, perceptions of Afrikaans
were not restricted to the English elite. It was also shared by early Afrikaner political leaders, many of whom considered the language nothing more than a lowly
derivative of Dutch. It was only on the back of successive language movements and
much agitation by Afrikaner ethnic entrepreneurs that Afrikaans was embraced as
a symbol of the emergent white nationalism and a means of white social mobility
(Giliomee, 2004). The development of Afrikaans institutions, dictionaries and literature elevated the language to an essential component of the political economy
and cultural politics of Afrikaner nationalism. Apartheid South Africa became a
bilingual state, and eventually Afrikaans was also enforced as a language of instruction at black schools. The latter policy led directly to the Soweto youth uprisings in 1976 and a hardening of negative perceptions about Afrikaans, especially
amongst black South Africans (De Klerk, 2002).
In order to become such an important ideological component of Afrikaner nationalism and white subjectivity in South Africa, the origins of Afrikaans had to be
distorted quite radically (Roberge, 1990). Rather than a creole language emerging
from contact between settlers and indigenous peoples, oﬃcial histories of
Afrikaans in the twentieth century had to present the language as ‘racially pure’.
Afrikaans had to be rehabilitated as a white language and the varieties spoken by
colored and black communities (who still account for the majority of speakers of
the language) accorded a lower status. According to Marks and Trapido (1987, p. 17)
‘purged of its lower class and “Colored” associations’, Afrikaans could become a
symbol of a modernizing Afrikaner identity. Esterhuyse (1986), for example, studied the ideological representation of colored varieties of Afrikaans in language textbooks used in South African schools during the apartheid era. His study revealed
a denial of the creole origins of Afrikaans, as well as the pervasive inferiorization
(and frequently infantalization) of colored varieties of the language.
In recent years, Afrikaans language activists in South Africa have responded to
the perceived loss of status of Afrikaans in a post-apartheid context where 11 languages have oﬃcial status, but where English is becoming increasingly hegemonic
(Louw, 2004). Such activism is sometimes regarded as a neo-nationalist attempt on
the part of white Afrikaner elites to bolster their cultural and economic power, especially in institutions such as universities (Kriel, 2006). However, there are also indications that Afrikaans is being appropriated by colored language and social
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activists, a process which seems to challenge the historical relationship between
Afrikaans and whiteness (Webb, 2010).
Language activism on behalf of indigenous African languages has been less visible than in the case of Afrikaans, but is certainly not insignificant. Unlike
Afrikaans, however, African language activism is not aimed at maintaining linguistic privilege, but to urge government and speakers of African languages to empower languages that have historically been underdeveloped. One can expect
debates about the status of African languages to become increasingly important
sites of struggles over class, culture, national identity, and the meaning of modernization in South Africa and other southern African countries.

Studying Language Attitudes in Southern Africa
In the preceding sections, we have argued that language has played a significant political role during the history of colonialism in general and in southern Africa in
particular. We have also highlighted some of the consequences of colonial language
practices, especially in relation to definitions and performances of race and racism,
for intergroup relations and social mobility in postcolonial societies. Language is
certainly an abiding issue in these societies—not simply due to the administrative
demands of language policy and planning in multilingual settings, but also because
of the role it has played in the reproduction of colonial identities, relationships, and
patterns of inequality.
Given this, the social psychology of language is a surprisingly underdeveloped
field of study in southern Africa. Existing research has originated mainly in the
Republic of South Africa, yielding a small, relatively fragmented, literature (LouwPotgieter, 1991; Painter, 2006) that rather lacks in theoretical coherence or sustained
areas of specialization. There is, however, a growing body of southern African work
emerging in neighboring disciplines, including sociolinguistics, the sociology of
language, applied linguistics and education studies. Researchers in these fields increasingly pay attention to the social psychological significance of language in the
management of intergroup relations, the negotiation of racial, ethnic and class
identities, and the reproduction of social inequalities. In this regard, the social psychological concept of language attitudes has been fruitfully employed in a variety
of research programmes.

Making Sense of the Accented Other
Internationally, the empirical study and theoretical refinement of language attitudes, which could be defined as ‘the perceptual and attitudinal significance of de-
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tails of language’ (Sanders, 2005, p. 177), maintains its central position in the social
psychology of language and adjacent disciplines (e.g., Bayard, Weatherall, Gallois,
& Pittam, 2001; Bradac & Giles, 2005). The study of accent evaluation, in particular, has highlighted the pernicious nature of class, ethnic and racial stereotyping
across diverse societies, revealing how speech characteristics may mark category
distinctions and facilitate a negative evaluation of speakers who use non-standard
language forms (e.g., Bishop, Coupland, & Garrett, 2005; Coupland & Bishop,
2007; Dixon & Mahoney, 2004). Indeed, according to Bradac and Giles (2005, p.
208), ‘the study of attitudes toward accents and dialects and the attendant judgments of speakers who use them is the most enduring topic in the language-attitudes research tradition.’
Relatively few studies of accent evaluation have been conducted in southern
Africa. In one of the earliest, Vorster and Proctor (1976) investigated black attitudes to ‘white languages’ (English and Afrikaans) and their speakers in South
Africa. Using the matched guise technique, Vorster and Proctor asked Xhosaspeakers to rate white Afrikaans- and English-speaking South Africans on a number of variables. They found that English was judged more favorably than Afrikaans
as a language, and that English-speakers were perceived as better looking, of a
higher social standing, and friendlier than Afrikaans-speakers. Dixon, Tredoux,
Durrheim, and Foster (1994), asked white, English-speaking South African students to make attributions of guilt after hearing a recording of a colored Afrikaansspeaking criminal suspect being interrogated by a white English-speaker. In this
study, suspects who converged to English were rated as significantly less guilty than
those who diverged to the Cape Afrikaans dialect. They also found that suspects accused of blue-collar crimes were more often considered guilty than those accused
of white-collar crimes.

Tarnished by History? Attitudes Towards Afrikaans
Both of the abovementioned studies reveal the stigmatization of Afrikaans, especially in relation to more favorable perceptions of English, but in contrasting
ideological contexts. In Vorster and Proctor’s (1976) study, conducted at a time of
mounting black resistance to Afrikaner rule, Afrikaans was clearly associated by
blacks with white power and racism. In Dixon et al.’s (1994) study, by contrast, a
non-standard variety of Afrikaans was used as the basis of racial and class discrimination. In other words, the studies reveal how diﬀerent varieties and accents of
Afrikaans have diﬀerent ‘ideological values’ (cf. Coupland & Bishop, 2007).
Unfortunately, we do not know if black attitudes towards Afrikaans have
changed significantly since the demise of apartheid or indeed, if the ideological
values associated with diﬀerent speech styles within the broader Afrikaans speech

G&W R2_G&W r2 9/24/12 4:19 PM Page 114

114

| THE SOCIAL MEANINGS OF LANGUAGE , DIALECT AND ACCENT

community have shifted. These are areas that require further research. Anecdotal
evidence suggests a destigmatization of all varieties of Afrikaans. In the postapartheid era, much emphasis has been placed on the deracialization of the language and the need to forge an inclusive Afrikaans speech community (Webb,
2010). However, whether or not this is the case and whether or not it reflects a significant repositioning of diﬀerent varieties of Afrikaans in relation to race, ethnicity and class remains to be seen. Our own view is that Afrikaans may well be
regarded more positively now that the language has lost much of its political and
administrative functions, but this also means that non-Afrikaans speakers increasingly view the language less favorably as a language of learning and teaching at
schools and universities (Van der Walt, 2006; Verhoef & Venter, 2008). Furthermore, even though Afrikaans still has important identity functions for significant
numbers of especially working class and rural colored Afrikaans-speakers, this does
not always translate into identification with white Afrikaans speakers. As a respondent in a qualitative study by Dyers (2008, p. 52; see also Dyers, 2004) expresses
it: ‘We don’t actually speak proper Afrikaans. We speak Cape Afrikaans, a mixture
of English and Afrikaans.’

In the Shadow of English? Attitudes Towards Indigenous African
Languages
Attitudes towards indigenous African languages are equally complex and
equally in need of further research. In their studies of language attitudes in the
Eastern Cape province of South Africa, De Klerk and Bosch (1993, 1994) used the
matched guise technique to explore Xhosa-speakers’ evaluations of the languages
and speech styles of a region in which Xhosa, English and Afrikaans are all widely
spoken. Their participants rated Xhosa more favorably when it was spoken in a
Xhosa accent than when it was spoken in English or Afrikaans accents. Rated as
languages, however, both English and (surprisingly) Afrikaans were evaluated more
positively than Xhosa. A similar pattern has emerged in research conducted in
schools and tertiary institutions in South Africa, which suggests that black South
African students favor English over African languages as media of learning and
teaching (Aziakpono & Bekker, 2010; Bangeni & Kapp, 2007; Dalvit & De Klerk,
2005; Moodley, 2010; Van der Walt, 2006). Ngidi (2007) argued that this preference
for English is frequently based on social aspirations: ‘Learning isiZulu will not give
a highly paid job because these days you need to speak English if you want a highly
paid job’ (p. 119).
However, it remains a matter of some debate whether the privileging of English
over African languages is driven by purely pragmatic interests or whether it results
from a devaluation of these languages by their own speakers. In a study of attitudes
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towards African languages as media of learning and teaching amongst Xhosaspeakers in Grahamstown, South Africa, De Klerk (2000) found that her (mostly
middleclass) participants were all motivated to send their children to English
medium schools. Whilst parents generally gave pragmatic reasons for choosing
English, such as economic benefits and better equipped English schools, the study
also revealed negative evaluations of African languages as such. Quite a number of
respondents felt that Xhosa had no future role in South Africa and that it would
eventually die out. Others saw it as a language that might survive in private domains, but would lose its public and institutional currency.
At the same time, other researchers suggest that the utilitarian choice for English is context-specific and that African languages retain value as markers of identity and media of social intercourse. Finchelescu and Nyawose (1998), for example,
analyzed a focus group discussion with Zulu students in the Western Cape about
their perceptions of the post-apartheid South African language policy. Although
English was positively regarded as a national language and a language of economic
opportunity, Zulu was strongly embraced as a symbol of cultural identity and belonging. In this regard, Dyers (2008) suggested that language shift towards English
is more marked in middle-class, upwardly mobile black and mixed-race families
than in working class, rural communities, where communal ties and ethnic identities are typically stronger. De Kadt (2005) likewise showed how diﬀerent groups of
Zulu speakers invest the language with diﬀerent identity values and use it for various forms of intra-group distinction. Furthermore, a recent study of language attitudes and practices in multilingual schools indicated that the use of “African
languages by learners enables them to insert new identities into this space and interrupt the exclusive power of English” (Ndlangamandla, 2010, p. 61).

Friend or Foe? The Complexities of Attitudes Towards English
Although English as such is generally accorded positive values, especially in relation to its perceived facilitation of nation building, modernization and economic
mobility (e.g., Makalela, 2004; Smit, 1996), this does not mean all varieties of English are valued equally. Far too little research has been conducted in southern Africa
on the ideological values of diﬀerent English varieties and speech styles. In this regard we concur with Wiebesiek, Rudwick, and Zeller (2011): ‘A promising possibility for future research is an examination of the positioning of diﬀerent varieties
of English in a context of increasing deracialization in many facets of life in South
Africa.’ Of course, it would be equally relevant to explore the positioning of English (along with the other languages) in relation to continuing practices of racialization. Wiebesiek, Rudwick, and Zeller researched attitudes towards ‘Indian
English’ in South Africa. In their study, young, educated Indian South Africans
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acknowledged the existence of an Indian variety and role it plays within the Indian
community, but distanced themselves from its use. Moodley (2010), in turn, studied black South African attitudes towards Indian English. The Indian variety was
likewise judged negatively, and significantly, it was done so by invoking an explicitly white standard. As one participant in this qualitative study noted: ‘they use
words incorrectly, like “come quickly quickly.” White people don’t do this’ (p. 118).
Furthermore, the research suggested that speaking the Indian variety may expose
one to discrimination: ‘Even the lecturers, Indian lecturers, they speak faster than
English speakers, so they confuse us, and we chose to have white English speaking
lecturers rather than Indian, because we don’t understand Indian lecturers’ (p. 118).
Smit and Verhoef (2003) explored black teachers’ attitudes towards black varieties of English in South African classrooms. They set out to determine whether
assessments of the quality of a student writing task would be aﬀected by the variety of English the work was presented in, but their findings were inconclusive. One
of the reasons for this may be that so-called ‘Black South African English’ (BSAE),
which is by far the most widely spoken form of English in South Africa today, is
increasingly becoming a high status variety—at least in the self-assessment of black
speakers (Smit & Verhoef, 2003). Indeed, in their matched guise studies, Van Rooy,
Van Rooyen, and Van Wyk (2000) and Coetzee-Van Rooy and Van Rooy (2005)
found that the majority of their black participants evaluated BSAE more positively
even than varieties of ‘white South African English.’ In this respect, Parmegiani’s
(2008, 2010) work on the extent to which non-native speakers of English claim
ownership of the language is significant. These studies demonstrated that a significant number of black speakers perceive English as their own language and no
longer as a colonial or imperial language imposed from the outside. This shift is
both psychologically and politically significant: ‘Given the extent to which English
functions as a gate-keeper to symbolic and material resources, seeing the legitimate
ownership of English as the exclusive prerogative of a certain group is a way to
maintain the linguistic eﬀect of this language’ (Parmegiani, 2010, p. 360). In other
words, the ‘decolonization’ of colonial language relations can also be achieved
through the active appropriation of English.

From Attitudes to Discursive and Ideological Practices:
Language Evaluation in Action
The concept of language attitudes has undeniably contributed to the study of language in society. However, even though the study of language attitudes by now
reaches far beyond the confines of any one discipline, it arguably retains a number
of problematic assumptions associated with mainstream social psychology. Atti-
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tudes are generally theorized in social psychology as mental structures located ‘in
the heads’ of individuals. As such, language attitudes reflect individual evaluations
of independently existing sociolinguistic facts (e.g., languages, dialects, and accents). Mainstream social psychology considers neither individual language attitudes nor the sociolinguistic phenomena these attitudes index as historically and
discursively mediated. It is this deeply engrained combination of ‘mentalism’ and
‘naïve realism’ that has led Blackledge and Pavlenko (2004) to argue that social psychology tends to oversimplify real-life sociolinguistic contexts: ‘As a result, they reduced diverse contexts to a few ad hoc dimensions and ignored power relations
and complex sociopolitical, socioeconomic, and sociocultural factors which shaped
interactions between various groups in multilingual societies’ (p. 6).
According to these authors, the language attitudes tradition can thus be criticized
for reifying what are in fact variable, situational and dialogical processes of evaluation into abstract, static, and above all individualistically conceived psychological
structures. It treats that which is in fact a dimension of discursive action (e.g., expressing an evaluative judgment) as if it is an underlying cause of such action.
Furthermore, by treating historically mediated sociolinguistic realities as unproblematically given, the social psychology of language risks obscuring vital dimensions
of the political constitution of (especially colonial) language orders and practices. In
order to fully acknowledge the contextual dynamics and historical specificities of sociolinguistic phenomena and processes in southern Africa, we therefore need to
move the study of language attitudes beyond individualism and mere descriptivism.
More specifically, we need to conceptualize language attitudes as social and ideological to the core; that is, as action-oriented rhetorical performances that are ideologically eﬀective within historically mediated social interactions (for a reformulation of
attitudes in terms of discursive action, see Durrheim & Dixon, 2006).
Some emerging work conducted in South Africa should be mentioned in this
regard. In a study located in the tradition of discursive psychology, for instance,
Painter and Baldwin (2004), treated language attitudes as rhetorical performances
mediated by as well as reproductive of language ideologies in post-apartheid South
Africa (on language ideologies, see Kroskity, 2004; also Dragojevic, Giles, & Watson, this volume). They showed how evaluations of language in a multiracial and
multilingual school in South Africa were designed to defend and reproduce white
privilege and public space. Importantly, even positive attitudes towards African languages were rhetorically mobilized against challenges to the linguistic status quo.
Similarly, Rudwick (2008) studied situated evaluations of English and Zulu in
a South African township. In her study, such evaluations were articulated by participants within discursive and ideological process of manufacturing and contesting social categories and doing complex identity work. Finally, Makubalo (2007)
and McKinney (2007), in their studies of identity construction among young black
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people in South African schools, explored the variable construction of English in
relation to race. They demonstrated that English and other languages are not stable ‘attitudinal objects’, but are instead discursively constructed, often in contradictory ways, in relation to construction of self and others and the perceived normative
requirements of a social context.

Conclusion
We began this chapter by echoing St. Clair’s injunction that researchers need to
reach deep into their local histories, cultures and politics if they want to understand current language attitudes. The history of southern Africa provides a stark reminder of why this is so. It is a history that reveals the complexities, contradictions
and ironies of the wider contextual dynamics that now shape local ‘prejudices’ both
for and against particular speech styles. It also demonstrates the importance of
moving beyond standard methods and concepts in the study of language attitudes
in order to investigate the ideological practices through which, over time, particular
languages, dialects and accents become imbued with political significance or institutionalized as the normative ideal against which variations are judged.
In conclusion, we wish to outline three possible directions for future research. To
begin with, researchers need to study more directly the social and institutional practices through which particular speech variations are accorded meaning and significance, and in turn, become incorporated within wider ideological struggles. On one
level, this requires a shift in the object of research: that is, a new focus on evaluative
practices within everyday settings (as opposed to contextually abstracted attitudes located ‘in the heads’ of listeners). On another level, it requires a critical awareness of
the broader socio-political functions and implications of such practices. As demonstrated in the previous section, the work of Painter and Baldwin (2004), Makubalo
(2007), Mckinney (2007), and Rudwick (2008), illustrates the possibilities of this
kind of approach. We also note here that wider developments in discursive psychology, discourse studies, and critical discourse analysis oﬀer an array of concepts and
tools that have yet to be applied fully in the area of language attitudes.
As a second recommendation, we suggest that researchers might revisit the role
of language ideologies within processes of dehumanization. As we have elaborated
in this chapter, historical records of early transactions between white settlers and
indigenous southern Africans revealed that language was often used to signify the
animalistic nature of the latter. Although crude analogies of the kind deployed by
white missionaries no longer remain in widespread use, we believe that dehumanizing attributions continue to pervade representations of linguistic variation, operating in a variety of more subtle and insidious ways. Recent social psychological

G&W R2_G&W r2 9/24/12 4:19 PM Page 119

LANGUAGE ATTITUDES IN SOUTHERN AFRICA

| 119

work provides some clues about the potential nature of such representations (for reviews see Haslam, 2006; Leyens et al., 2007). Research on the process of infra-humanization, for example, indicates how dehumanization may occur not only through
overt comparisons between people and animals, but also through covert denials of
the so-called ‘uniquely human’ attributes of others, including their capacity to experience complex secondary emotions such as nostalgia, remorse, hope and pity (see,
for example, Leyens et al., 2001). Similarly, dehumanization may occur through implicit practices of objectification, whereby others are portrayed in subtly mechanistic terms and thus, again, deprived of full human status (Haslam, 2006). To our
knowledge, the role of language attitudes and ideologies in perpetuating such associations remains largely unexplored both in southern Africa and elsewhere.
Finally, we suggest that southern African researchers may productively engage
with the emerging interest in ‘linguistic landscapes’ in social psychology and other
fields of language study (e.g., Cenoz & Gorter, 2006; Gorter, 2006). As Jones and
Merriman (2009, p. 164) argue, the ‘spatialization’ of language may directly contribute to the organization of ‘an everyday landscape of oppression’; that is, to the
often invisible spatio-linguistic boundaries that render people out of place and
voiceless. This is certainly very pertinent to southern Africa, where spatial segregation and the construction of ethnolinguistic diﬀerence have historically intersected.
A number of recent studies on linguistic landscapes in South Africa, which focus
on the restructuring of multilingual spaces, attest to the productivity of this approach (Du Plessis, 2011; Stroud & Mpeduka, 2009, 2010).
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chapter seven

Language Attitudes in
China Toward English
Anping He & Sik Hung Ng

Since the arrival of English-speaking traders to southern China in the 17th century,
the English language has been in China for centuries, although much of its history
has been forgotten (Bolton, 2003). In more recent times, it replaced Japanese as
the chief foreign language from around 1919 when Japan invaded China. Some
thirty years later, it was in turn displaced by Russian following the establishment of
the Chinese communist government, and partially banished from schools and public usage during the Cold War period in the midst of antipathy to the Western
world, led by English-speaking America. When China reopened to the (Western)
world in the 1980s, it re-embraced English and actively promoted its teaching at
schools and universities. Currently, there are more than 2 billion learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) in China. Learning English at such a huge scale
in modern China consumes countless hours of learner and teacher time inside and
outside the classroom, and oﬀers a case study of the educational and cultural impact of English, public response to it, and the possible development of a Chinese
variety of English, all of which are still unfolding.
Consistent with the general theme of this volume on language attitudes
(Dragojevic, Giles, & Watson, this volume), we review the literature on language
attitudes in China toward English. In the first section below, we outline major
changes in the government’s EFL education policies to provide an historical account of oﬃcial language attitudes. This account will serve as a context for grounding later discussion on the attitudes of teachers and learners as reflected in teachers’
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professional identity on the one hand, and learners’ language motivations and selfidentity on the other. This will be followed by a discussion of the attitudes of the
general public toward English. We shall conclude with a discussion of the debate on
the nativisation of English and the emergence of a China English. As far as possible, we shall cite from indigenous studies, many of which were published in Chinese, and relate them to the international literature.
The fourfold discussion, from government to teachers and students and then the
general public, will provide a fairly comprehensive account of attitudes to the extent that it covers four social categories who have a stake in English, not just any
one particular category. Other social categories such as the media are beyond the
scope of this chapter (see L. Gao, 2005; Liu, Murphy, Li, & Liu, 2007; Wang &
Gao, 2008). Conceptually, the discussion will reflect the influence of the “language
and social psychology” perspective on language attitudes as represented by the
works of Lambert, Giles, and Gallois, among others (Gallois & Callan,1989; Gallois, Watson, & Brabant, 2007; Lambert, Hodgson, Gardener, & Fillenhaum, 1960;
Robinson & Giles, 2001).

Government
In the current oﬃcial EFL policy Chinese leaders have elevated English to the
status of a national prescribed course of study no later than grade three in elementary school (about 9 years of age) right up to graduate school (about 24 years
of age). This language requirement is in addition to that of Putonghua (standard
Chinese) and, for some but not all ethnic minorities, also additional to their native language. The unprecedented national emphasis on English language education is the result of progressive changes in EFL policy over the past thirty years.
Before 1980 the policy emphasized only a basic knowledge of English, such as
grammar, pronunciation and vocabulary, regarding EFL education as a subject
knowledge (Xu, 1964). From 1980 to 2000 the national policy continued to highlight basic language skills and language knowledge, but also broadened EFL education to include the development of communicative ability (Ministry of
Education, 1993). One of the reasons for including communicative proficiency was
to rectify the spread of “dumb English” shown by students who, despite their academic success in scoring high marks in English examinations, were often dumbfounded and unable interact with English speakers.
Importantly, since 2001 humanistic goals have been added to traditional instrumental/utilitarian goals to jointly define the dual goals of the English course prescribed for students receiving free education. The purpose was to enhance students’
comprehensive humanistic qualities by using English learning as a means to widen
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their outlook, enrich life experience, develop cross-cultural awareness, promote creative thinking and form a fine personality and correct value perception, which
would lay the foundation for life long learning (Ministry of Education, 2011).
The dual instrumental/utilitarian and humanistic goals of the English course
also apply to university students. Owing to the particular importance of university
students in China’s national development and internationalization, the policy also
emphasizes the role of university English proficiency in these two strategic areas
(Ministry of Education, 2007). The standard for measuring English proficiency is
no longer an English vocabulary of 6,000 words or the ability to serve as an English interpreter, but rather, English proficiency entails the linguistic competence
and cultural capacity to be an international ambassador for China.
It appears from the historical account above that China’s current oﬃcial EFL
policy has been an important part of its drive for economic development and social reform, its opening to the (Western) world and entry to the World Trade Organization, as well as a response to external pressures arising from the
globalization of education (see also Dai, 2008: Zhou & Sun, 2004). To China’s
leadership the importance of English is not restricted to its indispensable role as
a link to the outside world, or its status as the international language for trade, finance, technology and diplomacy, but also as a vital tool for modernizing the
country (Cortazzi & Jin, 1996; see also Rappa & Wee, 2006; Sharifian, 2009). The
present positive language policy on English, which is unprecedented in the long
history of English in China, constitutes an authoritative expression of the country’s favorable attitude toward English.

Teachers
Whilst the positive oﬃcial attitude will aﬀect the language attitude of teachers,
students and the general public, there is considerable scope for their attitudes to
develop in their own ways. These attitudes will be discussed in the next three sections. In the case of EFL teachers, the literature shows that not all of them are able
to endorse the oﬃcial idealized goals of English teaching set by the central government. In a survey of 3,000 junior middle school (approximately grades 7 to 9)
EFL teachers, based on a stratified sample of over 10,000 in Guangdong province
(south China), Huang (2005) found that about 60% of the informants regarded
English as just a tool, and only about 30% would go beyond this instrumental/utilitarian attitude to also endorse the humanistic goal of teaching English. Teachers
accepted in principle that attention should be paid to developing students’ emotional well-being, learning strategies and cultural awareness through English
teaching, but most of them (80%) found it diﬃcult to achieve such non-language
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outcomes in their work. These attitudes were reinforced by a perception among
teachers that, after all, their (junior middle school) students were mostly driven by
instrumental/utilitarian motivations of getting good grades and admission to better schools on graduation.
The reality is consistent with Beijaard, Verloop, and Vermunt’s (2000) observation that most secondary teachers regarded themselves as experts in subject matter
only, not in pedagogy or other extra-language teaching activities. That is, their professional identity has yet to embody fully the oﬃcial EFL policy on the dual instrumental/utilitarian and humanistic goals of English teaching. As pointed out by
Gao (2010) in an interview study of teachers of English who had left the teaching
profession, many teachers were not confident of their English competence, much
less of their ability to achieve other humanistic goals.
The picture is,however, positive with respect to university EFL teachers, especially the more senior among them. In one part of a National Education Ministry
granted project, Zhu and He (2010) analyzed an 86,400-word transcription of interviewing nine retired EFL experts in south China and found that their professional identity included not only instrumental/utilitarian and humanistic values
with respect to the goals of teaching university students English, but also a deep
concern with students’ civic development and sense of social responsibility through
learning English. The professional identity of this group of retired EFL experts can
be traced back to traditional Chinese culture that requires intellectuals to bear social responsibility, make contributions to the country and be a good model for
younger professionals. For non-experts or younger EFL university teachers, it is
doubtful that their professional identities are as full-fledged as those of these retired senior experts, because of the large classes they have to teach and lower level
of self-eﬃcacy (especially) in oral English (Chen & Goh, 2011).

Learners
Most of the Chinese research on language attitude toward English is concerned
with EFL learners. Scholars have explored how learners’ EFL attitudes are linked
to their EFL learning motivation that jointly influence their English proficiency
and self-identity. Among them are Yihong Gao and her research team (2003,
2005, 2008, 2011), whose research has covered types of EFL learning motivation
and their relationship with learning behavior and learners’ self-identify. In her research she developed a Chinese EFL motivation questionnaire that incorporated
several motivation typologies, including Gardner and Lambert’s (1959) distinction between integrative and instrumental/utilitarian motives, Dornyei’s (1998)
static and dynamic categorization, and Ryan and Deci’s (2000) intrinsic and ex-
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trinsic classification. Using this questionnaire, Gao, Cheng, Zhao, and Zhou
(2005) surveyed 2,278 learners of EFL from 30 universities in China and uncovered seven types of motivation. In descending order of self-rated importance by
students, the seven types were
1) intrinsic interest, 2) immediate achievement, 3) learning situation,
4) going abroad, 5) social responsibility, 6) individual development, and
7) information medium.

Students with motivations 1, 4, 6, or 7 were found to study harder than their
counterparts with other motivations. In a follow-up study, Gao, Liu, Xiu, and Ding
(2008) tracked the motivation development of a thousand learners in the overall
sample after they had studied English for two years at university. The results
showed stable levels in motivations 1, 6, and 7 but declines in motivations 2, 3, and
5. After another two years at university, these students had increased their motivations 1, 3, and 4, maintained motivations 2 and 5, and reduced motivations 6 and 7
(Gao, Zhou, & Zhan, 2011). The pattern of motivational change indicated that by
the end of their university study, learners of EFL had developed more interest and
confidence in English, with less concern for academic scores but stronger expectations of furthering their training at English-speaking universities abroad.
The above research on language attitudes, and on learner motivation in particular, has opened up the interesting question of learners’ “productive bilingualism”
(e.g., Zhou & Gao, 2009). In its narrow sense, productive bilingualism is defined as
an ideal type of bilingualism in which an increased command of English and that
of Chinese positively reinforce each other, in contrast to additive bilingualism in
which the increased command of English merely adds to but does not enhance the
command of Chinese. Zhou and Gao (2005)used the symbols “1+1>2” to refer to
productive bilingualism and “1+1=2” to refer to additive bilingualism. They found
that around 40% of students in the full sample reported productive bilingualism in
this narrow sense. In a broader sense, productive bilingualism includes increased
awareness of the outside world, deeper appreciation of English and Chinese cultures, as well as better interpersonal understanding and communication that are
associated with increased English proficiency. Between 34% and 55% of students
reported these types of productive changes, which were collectively referred to as
self-identity changes. Self-identity changes are interesting in showing that becoming bilingual was more than adding English to Chinese.
Zhou and Gao (2005) tracked the motivations and self-identity development of
a subsample of English majors and found that after three years of university study,
these learners had increased their motivations 1 and 5, and undergone self-identity
changes that were characterized by a more critical attitude toward traditional Chi-
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nese culture and greater cross-cultural awareness. A similar transformational
change was found in a study of non-English majors’ English learning identity,
which the author (Lo, 2009) interpreted as a positive restructuring of self. With
reference to Giddens’ (1984, 1991) social psychological structuration theory, Y. H.
Gao (2005) tried to explain descriptive findings in previous research, specially the
relation between learners’ motivation and self-identity changes. By conducting an
in-depth case study of three university English majors through “free-talk” interviews, she collected their reflections on their three year English learning and
summed up key features that influenced the learners’ identity during diﬀerent periods of schooling. She concluded that “learning motivation and learners’ self-identity construct each other.”
Self-identity changes are influenced by learning motivation, but can be implicit
in ‘practical consciousness,’ constitute ‘unintended consequences of action,’ and
thus conditions of further action. The learning of a foreign language and culture is
a process of agents turning their ‘practical consciousness’ into ‘discursive consciousness’ and increase their reflexivity, which is a necessary condition for ‘productive bilingualism.’ The relation between foreign language learners’ self-identity
and social contexts is also that of mutual construction. Learners’ self-identity
change is a part of China’s modernization process—its outcome and constitutive
force at the same time (Y. H. Gao, 2005).
The studies above, though systematic and drawn from a large sample of universities, were limited in at least two ways. First, only university students were studied. Missing from the studies are secondary school students, whose exposure to
English is more limited, and correspondingly the extent of their productive bilingualism would be less evident, especially those who are from the less developed regions of the country (Hu, 2002, 2003). Second, the studies were concerned with
university students of Han ancestry, the majority ethnic group in China. There are
55 ethnic minority groups in China, representing around 120 mother tongues and
110 million people, most of whom are living in the under-developed hinterland
away from the coastal regions where the teaching of English has so far been concentrated. English has not yet found its way into most of these minority communities (Wang & Phillion, 2009; Yang, 2005). In a survey of 506 students
representing Yi, Zhuang, Miao, and Hani minorities in Yunnan Province, Yuan
(2007) found that students’ minority identity in conjunction with their attitude toward and motivation of learning English, as well as expectations from parents and
teachers, positively predicted their English proficiency. These and other findings
were generally consistent with Gardner and Lambert’s (1972) work and provided a
rare glimpse of the country’s minority students learning EFL as their third language, along with their first minority language and Chinese. It would be most interesting for future research to explore the extent of productive trilingualism among
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minority students for comparison with productive bilingualism among Han EFL
students. For example, in what sense is becoming trilingual productive for minority members? Would it embrace all three language-based cultures and identities,
including their minority culture and identity? (See also Finifrock, 2010.)
Finally, a note of caution is in order. As schools embrace English and students
are expected to be successful as English learners, what financial costs do schools,
parents and students have to pay in order to be successful, and what psychological
costs do students have to bear for being unsuccessful? As Yu (2010) has pointed out,
university students are realistic in their expectations that they are unlikely to use
English frequently in their future jobs, and many of them do not believe that it
should be necessary to pass the national standardized college English test in order
to obtain a bachelor‘s degree.

General public
Given the vast Chinese population, it would be diﬃcult to mount a representative
survey of the attitudes of the general public toward English. No such research has
been found in our literature search. Instead, small-scale studies have been conducted, some on the public’s evaluation of diﬀerent English varieties, others on
their attitude toward English-Chinese code-switching, and still others on the language impact due to the hosting of major international events such as the Beijing
Olympic Games. These studies will be reviewed in turn, including those that were
based on student samples which shed light on the topics in question.
Two major varieties of English in China are American and British English, of
which the national favorite is American English (Hu, 2005). Public attitudes toward these two accented Englishes can be described as mixed, preferring one over
the other on some dimensions but showing the reverse preference on other dimensions of evaluation. This situation is evident in earlier (e.g., Ng & He, 2004)
and more recent (e.g., Li, 2011; Tian & Jiang, 2011) studies. Both questionnaire and
matched-guise technique (MGT: Lambert et al., 1960; see also Giles & Bourhis,
1976) results have shown a stronger preference for American to British English in
terms of power, solidarity and expressiveness. Yet American English was regarded
as an “informal dialect and non-standard,” whereas British English was accorded
“higher ranking” and considered to be “standard.” Interestingly, informants who
preferred American English were found to speak with a British English accent in
tests of English pronunciation (Zhou & Chen, 2008).
English-Chinese code-switching, in which English words or sentences are inserted in a Chinese speech, has taken root among ethnic Chinese in Hong Kong
(Gibbons, 1987) and English-speaking countries overseas (Li, 2009; Ng & He,
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2004; Zhu, 2008). It is becoming more popular in mainland China since the economic reform and open door policy in the mid-1980s. Studies have reported positive attitudes toward code-switching among young “white-collar” workers in
Guangzhou (Xu, 2008), citizens in Wu Han (L. H. Li, 2007; N. Li, 2006) and students in Nanchang (Cai, 2011). These results indicate an open-minded and tolerant
attitude among the younger population toward mixing some English words in
Chinese speech. The extent to which the older population would also endorse
code-switching has not been studied.
Apart from EFL policy, another source of oﬃcial influence on attitudes toward
English is the hosting of international events in mainland China. These events
have brought large numbers of foreigners to China, many of whom are native English speakers. The significance of these events for understanding changes in language attitudes toward English is twofold. First, the events have raised the profile
of English through the large number of English-speaking visitors, the use of English in opening and closing ceremonies by foreign dignitaries, and occasional
switching to English in an approving tone by Chinese oﬃcials. In the Beijing
Olympic Games and the Shanghai World Exhibition, these English speeches and
code-switching, signifying the high-status English, were widely televised in China.
The international events are also significant in another way, which has to do with
political pressure and social norms for Chinese people to play “host” to visitors. The
host role entails, inter alia, accepting visitors’ English and, to the extent they are capable, reciprocating with English when interacting with them. Such conversational
accommodation (Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 2005) has been an important part in the
training of Chinese volunteers in the Beijing Olympic Game, numbering over a
million (Li, Gui, & Shen, 2008).
Xu, Lui, and Sun (2010) conducted a survey to explore the eﬀects of the Beijing
Olympic Games and the Shanghai World Expo on the general public’s language
attitudes in five developed coastal cities (Shanghai, Xuzhou, Nanjing, Wuxi, and
Xuzhou). The results were positive. Between 44% and 65% of the respondents in the
cities believed that the two events had aroused people’s passion for learning FL. A
majority of them estimated that more people were learning EL after the two
events. Between 47% and 64% of the respondents in the cities said they were interested in FL learning and 63% to 72% of them agreed that it was important to be
competent in a foreign language. Although these figures referred to FL as a whole
rather than English specifically, one could safely generalize the results to English
because of its pre-eminent status among foreign languages.
An in-depth study was carried by Gao and Lin (2008, 2010) on the attitude of
Chinese volunteers in the Beijing Olympics toward British, American, Black
American, Indian, and Chinese Englishes. During the pre-Games period, the volunteers showed some non-correspondence between their self-reported and pro-
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jected language attitudes: the former was more open-minded and non-discriminatory, whereas the latter was more conservative in giving priority to Chinese, British,
and American English. During the period when the Games were held, the volunteers reported diﬃculties in communicating with world English speakers. Nevertheless, their language attitudes and multicultural awareness changed as well as
sustained, towards both being more open (that is, with more tolerance to non-native-like accents of speakers from non- English speaking countries) and more conservative (that is, still regarding British and American accents as the “Standards” in
comparison with other varieties of English). The researchers thus suggest that “receptive world English skills and multicultural awareness should be included as
pedagogical components in long-term language education as well as short-term
English training programs” (Gao & Lin, 2010, p. 105).

Conclusion
Given the influential role of English as an international language and its increasing penetration into Chinese society, it is unlikely that English will meet the same
fate of decline as Japanese or Russian did in 20th century China. The positive language attitudes reviewed in the present chapter pertaining to the central government, EFL teachers and students, as well as the general public, all point to this
prospect. Under China’s oﬃcial and popular embrace, the power of English to
stay and prosper in this populous country is formidable, and will be strengthened
further by the increasing presence of English-speaking expatriates coming to
China to work and former students returning from overseas English-speaking
universities.
Yet there are controversies beneath the surface of generally positive language attitude toward English. There is doubt over the feasibility of “the whole nation
learning English” movement, and the burden that this movement has placed on
students, parents and schools (Li, Long, & Li, 2007; Long, Li, & Li, 2007). Rural
areas, in particular, have to make do with a shortage of EFL teachers, and students
there are less well supported to achieve compared to their counterparts in the more
aﬄuent urban areas (Wang, 2011). The English language disparity will widen the
existing rural-urban gap.
Compulsory English in elementary and secondary schools can be a burden on
students, especially for students whose home language is not Putonghua and who
have to make extra eﬀorts in their trilingual education (native language + Putonghua + English). This situation applies to some though not all minority students. Unless minority parents have been able to provide Putonghua learning for
their children at a young age (perhaps to better prepare them for educational and
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economic advancement in mainstream, Putonghua-dominated society), learning
Putonghua when they enter school is already hard enough. For many minority students, the chances are that they will fall behind their Han counterparts in both Putonghua and English. Even worse, their home language may suﬀer decline through
neglect, thus aggravating the endangerment of minority languages (Bradley, 2005).
On the other hand, English as part of trilingual education is not without benefits
for minority students and their home towns. In a review of the debate, Blachford
and Jones (2011) point to the benefits of English in giving minority students an advantage to find better employment, and the positive role played by a critical mass
of English-proficient minorities in turning their villages into prosperous tourist
destinations in Yunnan and other provinces. Individual and collective successes
such as these help to promote a positive, albeit utilitarian attitude toward English
among minority groups.
Another concern relates to ethnolinguistic pride. In the context of World Englishes, one might argue that English now is no longer the property of only one
country, or even that of the collective “inner circle” of English-speaking countries
(America, Australia, Britain, Canada, and New Zealand), but one that belongs to
the world. However, as long as English remains as a “foreign” language, learning it
signifies that Chinese are late comers trying to imitate or approximate the idealized
or “standard” English. Standard English, up until now, is British or American English, although some studies have found that the former has an edge over the latter
(Hu, 2006; Zhu & Chen, 2008). Due to cross-linguistic influence (Selinker, 1992),
L1 (Chinese) will inevitably influence the acquisition and usage of L2 (English), resulting in the development of a local variety of English known by many names.
“Chinglish,” which carries pejorative meanings, is not welcome in China; “Chinese
English,” apparently a neutral term, nonetheless implies bad English or beginner’s
English and is similarly resisted though to a less extent. The search for a better
meaning name led some to switch to the term “China English” (e.g., Li, 1993; Yi,
2004). After a review of various definitions of China English, He and Li (2009)
conclude that the term is most accurately defined as “a performance variety of English which has the standard Englishes as its core but is colored with characteristic
features of Chinese phonology, lexis, syntax and discourse pragmatics, and which
is particularly suited for expressing content ideas specific to Chinese culture
through such means as transliteration and loan translation.” As Chinese people are
more likely to use English with other English speakers in Asia than in AngloAmerican countries, some authors have argued that China English would be a
more culturally appropriate model of English than any superimposed ‘Anglo’ norm
(Kirkpatrick & Xu, 2002).
The search for a more acceptable name is not merely academic or simply for
greater accuracy. From the language and social psychology perspective referred to
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earlier, more specifically the theory of ethnolinguistic identity (e.g., Giles, 1978),
the name search and debate over it is an expression of assertive ethnolinguistic
pride. In a paper that carries the assertive rhetorical title “Why China English
should stand alongside British, American, and other ‘World Englishes’,” Hu (2006)
questions the need for the teaching and learning of EFL in China to conform to
any of the existing standard varieties, arguing that Chinese should be learning
China English instead. Later surveys of Chinese teachers of English found that the
majority of teachers considered that China English will eventually become a standard variety of English in its own right, pending proper codification and oﬃcial
recognition (He, 2007; Hu, 2005).
The emergence of China English raises serious questions for language attitudes
research. From the language and social psychology perspective, speakers of China
English make interesting comparison vis-à-vis speakers of “standard” English with
respect to status and solidarity evaluations, perceived personality and
persuasion/influence, and ingroup identification. In the Asian context, comparisons
with speakers of other Asian varieties of English are especially relevant, because
English has become the de facto lingua franca of trade, finance, technology and
diplomacy in this part of the world (Lazaro & Medalla, 2004). The results of comparison would shed light on ethnolinguistic relations in this part of the world. At
a more fundamental level, the emergence of China English will re-open the debate
on the role of English learning in the country’s quest for modernity. Skeptics may
argue, for example, that China English will diminish the humanistic values of EFL
learning by diverting learners’ interest away from Western cultures and values that
are more closely associated with Anglo-American English. Against this, advocates
may claim that there is more than one (Western) path to and model of modernity,
and that it is more important for the nation to be at ease with its characteristic way
of speaking English rather than to hide its Chineseness in classrooms, boardrooms,
and international fora.
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chapter eight

Language Attitudes in
South Asia
Itesh Sachdev & Tej Bhatia

This chapter focuses on South Asia (SA)—India, Pakistan, Nepal, Bangladesh, Sri
Lanka, Bhutan, and the Maldives. SA represents an astonishing array of linguistic
diversity that challenges those who are accustomed to monolingual situations and
models. This diversity is not reflected in oﬃcial ideologies in SA, which range from
the monolithic one-language-one religion-one nation type to pluralistic oﬃcial
multilingualism and multiculturalism.
We first outline this diversity, and then consider ideology and language attitudes
in a broad historical perspective in SA. The next section considers the case of India
today, considered by many to be the best example of pluralistic ideology enacted in
SA. Speakers of several SA languages were divided by national boundaries following
partition in 1947. How speakers of one SA language—Punjabi—have fared under
diﬀerent ideological regimes post-independence in SA and elsewhere in the world is
considered next. The impact of English on the SA linguistic landscape precedes the
penultimate section, which considers that most prevalent behavioral manifestation of
multilingualism—code-switching. The chapter closes with some brief conclusions.

Linguistic Diversity in SA
Linguistic diversity is a hallmark of SA. More has been written about charting the
linguistic diversity of India relative to other SA countries. In India, Abbi (2008,
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2009) argues that there are six language families (Indo-European, Dravidian, Austroasiatic, and Tibeto-Burman, Angan, Great Andamese) and more than 650 languages as well as numerous geographical, social, ethnic, religious and rural varieties
or dialects (more than 3000). In Pakistan, Coleman (2010, British Council) estimates there to be 72 living languages (not including English), with 14 having speakers greater than a million. Even in the smaller SA countries, where relatively little
research has been conducted, there is evidence of great linguistic diversity. Thus,
Nepal had 104 languages at the last count (Giri, 2010), Bangladesh over 30 (Rahman,
2010), Sri Lanka 7 (Lewis, 2009), and even the multi-island Maldives is listed as
having several ‘dialects’ (Lewis, 2009). Note that definitions of languages, dialects
and other varieties of linguistic variation are socio-politically charged (cf. “a language is a dialect with an army and a navy,” oft-attributed to Max Weinriech, 1945;
see Kachru & Bhatia, 1978 for more on dialect conflict in the Hindi-speaking area).
The wide linguistic diversity on the ground in SA has not resulted in nations systematically engaging in multilingual policies. As in the rest of the world (see Edwards,
1994), SA countries tend to promote fairly restrictive language ideologies, policies and
laws (Giri, 2011; Mohanty, 2010; Rahman, 1996). Thus Bangladesh and the Maldives
have one oﬃcial language (Bengali and Dhivehi, respectively); Nepal (Nepali and
English) and Sri Lanka (Sinhala and Tamil) have two; and Pakistan, which has one
national language (Urdu) and two oﬃcial languages (Urdu and English). Even India,
considered by many as a paragon of national multilingualism, has “only” 22 constitutionally so-called “scheduled” (national) languages that map onto state boundaries
within the country (the consequence of a political process begun in 1956 that is still ongoing) out of hundreds or even thousands (depending on definitions).
Today, speakers of Indo-European languages are dominant in all SA countries. In
India, where there are six language families, speakers of Indo-European languages are
greater in numerical strength (over 60% of the population) as well as social influence
and significance; for example, in the media, political and economic institutions and
literary traditions (Bhatia & Ritchie, 2006). In Pakistan, the majority language (Punjabi, approximately 60% of population speak it as a mother tongue), and the national
language (Urdu, 8%) are Indo-European. With the exception of Brahui (1%), a Dravidian language, the remaining 39% of the population speak languages of either IndoAryan or Indo-Iranian stock. The oﬃcial languages of other SA countries are also
Indo-European: Sinhala (Sri Lanka; spoken by 75% of the population); Nepali
(Nepal; 90%); Bengali (Bangladesh; 90%), and Dhivehi (the Maldives).

A History of Language Contact
Three millennia of contact between ethnolinguistic groups led to the convergence of four major language families in SA: Indo-European, Dravidian, Aus-
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troasiatic, and Tibeto-Burman. Bhatia and Ritchie (2006) provide a historical
overview of how three languages, in particular, played a significant role in SA history: Sanskrit, Persian, and English. Each has had a significant impact on multilingualism right up to today, promoted and justified by ideologies based on
religious, commercial and colonial interests.
Sanskrit education, promoted by Brahmins (under royal patronage) from the
6th century B.C., promoted Sanskrit as the language of Hindu scriptures, philosophical and technical literature throughout much of SA. Bhatia and Ritchie
(2006) outline how Sanskrit significantly altered the form, function and use not
only of north Indian languages, but also of Dravidian and other languages in south
India such that “Sanskrit became the single most important marker of Indian culture—both in the north and in the south” (p. 788).
The advent of the Mogul empire from the 12th century heralded the influence
of Islam and Persian in SA that probably reached its zenith in the mid-late 18th up
to the early part of the 19th century. During this time, Persian became the oﬃcial
language of the court of the Mogul empire, and was dominant in administrative,
social and educational domains over other SA languages. For instance, Kachru
(1997, p. 563) observes that:
The hegemony of Persian lasted over four centuries, resulting in the Persianization of Kashmiri literary and intellectual culture. The ancestral Sanskrit language was reduced to essentially ritualistic roles. The Pandits of
Kashmir gradually turned to Persian and used it as a language of access,
even to the study of their own Hindu religious and cultural texts such as
the Mahabharata, Ramayana, Shivapurana, and the Bhagavad-Gita.

In contrast to Sanskrit, Persian was viewed as an imposed language in much of
SA and, under the Moghuls, it became identified with Islam. Post-independence
(1947– ), extensive Persianization and Arabicization of Urdu has led to greater differentiation of the Urdu of Pakistan from the Urdu of India. Conversely, in India,
there appears to have been an increase in the Sanskritization of Urdu (Abidi &
Gargesh, 2008; Bhatia & Ritchie, 2006).
The British colonial era introduced English education in the 19th century to
India, succinctly articulated in Lord Macaulay’s stated mission for the British Raj in
his oft-quoted Minute (Feb. 2, 1835) of creating “a class of persons, Indian in blood
and color, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals and intellect.” Macaulay’s own
attitudes to SA languages were negative (Bhatia & Ritchie, in press),
I have no knowledge of either Sanskrit or Arabic. But I have done what I
could to form a correct estimate of their value.... I am quite ready to take
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the oriental learning at the valuation of the orientalists themselves. I have
never found one amongst them who could deny that a single shelf of a good
European library was worth the whole native literature of India and Arabia.

The high prestige language, English, introduced a new phase of multilingualism
in SA and continues to have a powerful impact across SA (see below).

Indian Multilingualism Today
India, considered by many as a paragon of national multilingualism, has 22 constitutionally “scheduled” (national) languages that map onto state boundaries within
the country, the consequence of a political process begun in 1956 that is still ongoing. Oﬃcial Government of India figures from the last (2001) Census, report a total
of 122 languages being spoken across India—‘rationalized’ and reduced from 6661
in the original raw data—and 234 mother tongues, and not counting languages
which have fewer than 10,000 speakers (see on interpreting Census data, Bhatia &
Ritchie, 2006; Ladousa, 2010; Pattanayak, 1981).
Factors responsible for classification as ‘scheduled’ languages in the country’s
constitution vary on various dimensions of group vitality (see Giles, Bourhis, &
Taylor, 1977; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1993), and include the numeric strength, literary
tradition, regional representation and power of the speakers of the major languages,
as well as the success of political and ideological pressure groups (Kachru, 1997; for
the criteria used, see Annamalai, 2001; Krishnamurti, 1998). The notion of a national ‘scheduled’ language in India is a dynamic one, with new ones expecting to
be elevated as processes of ideological conflict and diﬀerentiation (Sachdev &
Giles, 2004) interplay with migration, advances in technology and trade globalization (Bhatia & Ritchie, in press).
Hindi (including its varieties) is not only the most widely spoken regional language (across several states, approx 40% according to 2001 Indian Census figures),
but it is also the ‘oﬃcial’ language of the nation. Contrary to expectations pre-independence, English has continued to enjoy ‘associate oﬃcial language’ status. In India,
although English and Hindi are high vitality languages, Hindi (and its varieties) is
associated with greater economic and cultural power as it has wider communicative
access within India, while English is associated with greater social mobility, and has
no competitor at the elite and global levels (Bhatia & Ritchie, 2006).
Interestingly, high vitality languages may also feel threatened by other high vitality languages in multilingual settings. For instance, Bhatia and Ritchie (2006)
discuss how abolishing English was the aim of protests in one Hindi-speaking
state in north India (Uttar Pradesh) in the 1990s, while those in a neighboring one
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(Bihar) favored making English compulsorily in the school curriculum. Overall in
India, English and Hindi occupy the top of a four-tiered language pyramid outlined by Bhatia and Ritchie (2006); the second tier is represented by the 22 ‘scheduled’ languages, followed by several hundred languages of widespread currency
(over 100, third tier), and an even greater number of local vernaculars (over 200
and possibly into the thousands, fourth tier) at the lowest level.
According to the 2001 Indian census, 77–78% of the total population of India
lives in more than half a million (638, 365) villages and speaks in numerous vernaculars. Communication with rural India is either in Hindi (and varieties) or the regional languages and their local vernaculars as English proficiency is very low there.
The influence between rural vernaculars and Hindi is bidirectional and boundaries
have become very fluid given the strong literary past in regional languages (e.g.,
with devotional poetry) combined with popular media today. Bollywood is perhaps the most celebrated force for bridging the gap between the urban/rural (and
regional), and mutual intelligibility between spoken Hindi and rural language varieties continues to grow.
Due to a number of factors associated with globalization, the technology revolution and economic liberalization, Bhatia and Ritchie (2006) suggest that not only
are there new patterns of migration (e.g., Hindi speaking out-of-state Indians
going to work in rural Punjab), but that middle-class rural India appears to have
more disposable income than urban India. Thus, media and marketers tailor their
messages (and products) in dozens of major and minor languages, providing for a
multilingualism planted/developed in local vernaculars (see Bhatia, 2007; Bhatia
& Ritchie, in press). Rural markets, fairs, festivals and pilgrim sites are extremely
fertile contexts for the promotion of multilingual communication on the ground
(see Bhatia, 2000, 2007; Masica, 1991).
Indian educational policies are also favorable to the promotion of multilingualism and multiculturalism (Kachru, 1997; Krishnamurti, 1998; Schiﬀman, 1999; Sridhar, 1996). For instance, not only does the National Academy of Letters (The
Sahitya Akademi and its regional counterparts) promote literary activities at least
in eighteen of the “scheduled” languages, but 47 languages are used in primary education, and the national ‘Three Language Formula’ aims for trilingualism (or
quadrilingualism) in education. However despite these, only some are privileged
amongst the huge array of languages in India, and many minority and tribal groups
face language endangerment due to their extremely low vitality in terms of demography, institutional support and status (Abbi, 2008; Bhatia & Ritchie, 2006;
Giles et al., 1977; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1993).
The Constitution of India provides various measures to safeguard the rights of
linguistic, religious and ethnic minorities, including the right to mother tongue instruction during primary years for linguistic minority group children. However,
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despite such constitutional measures, linguistic minorities of Tibeto-Burman and
Munda origin are unable to withstand the linguistic and cultural attraction of the
high vitality languages around them. Bhatia and Ritchie (2006) argue that, in some
cases, some members of the urban tribal population even take “special pride in confessing a lack of knowledge of their mother tongue and take pride in associating
with the dominant language of the region (i.e., Hindi) while interacting with
members of their linguistic group” (p. 803). The newly formed state of Jharkhand
aims, in part, to reverse this trend (Bhatia & Ritchie, in press).

Punjabi: One SA Language across Borders
Speakers of Punjabi (and its varieties, estimated to be greater than 100 million
worldwide, Sachdev, 1995) span across the border between India and Pakistan in
northwest SA, and is considered to be among the top twenty languages in the
world by sheer numbers of speakers (Lewis, 2009). The majority are to be found in
Pakistan (over 70%), with a large number of the remainder in India, where they
form less than 4% of the national population, but are in the majority (over 70%) in
the state of Punjab.
A number of researchers, including Bhatia (2008), argue that Punjabi speakers
“form a single (socio) linguistic area” (p. 127) in spite of the multiple, criss-crossing
categorizations along lines of nationality (Pakistani-Indian), religion (Sikh-MuslimHindu), writing (4 scripts for Punjabi), language (and dialectal) variation, literary tradition, and socio-cultural ethnicity. The suggestion is that that Punjabi speakers are
united by a common heritage (stretching hundreds of years) and culture, referred to
as ‘Punjabiyat’ (Punjabiness), consisting of distinctive songs, art, literature (poetry,
story, tradition) and belief systems (Khubchandani, 1997). Speaking Punjabi is associated with qualities of rurality, openness, liveliness, and fun-loving nature, and its
use mainly as a marker of intimacy, humor and informality (Bhatia, 2000, 2007).
The fate of Punjabi has varied across national borders as a consequence of the
partition of the sub-continent in 1947. It provides, therefore, a useful illustration of
comparative ideologies and attitudes at the national level. India, following a pluralistic ideology (Sachdev & Bourhis, 2001), has re-drawn state boundaries to create a state, Punjab, where Punjabi is the oﬃcial language. As a consequence,
Punjabi has flourished in India, where Punjabi speakers have access to government
services and education. Additionally, even though Punjabi is a mother-tongue of
many Muslims, Hindus, and Sikhs in India, it is Sikhs who claim it as their language (see below).
In contrast, after partition Pakistan followed a one nation-one religion-one language ideology. Punjabi became a majority language (approx 60% of population)
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with no oﬃcial status in Pakistan, where Urdu was declared the only national language, despite only being spoken by a minority (approx 8% of population). There
are no oﬃcial policies in Pakistan to promote Punjabi, in spite of its speakers being
in the majority.
Bhatia (2008) reports on how Punjabi Pakistanis have responded to the perceived threats to their linguistic identity by reducing the amount of Urdu vocabulary in Punjabi, “even at the cost of intelligibility and risk of being labelled
anti-Islamic” (p. 128; for the Punjabi language movement, see Rahman, 1996).
Given the dynamic nature of ethnolinguistic relations and the diversity of the Punjabi sociolinguistic area (and typical of SA), it is noteworthy that there are also
movements aiming for separate language status for varieties previously been labelled as Punjabi dialects/varieties in Pakistan, such as Siraiki, Hindko, and Pothohari (see Bhatia, 2008).
Brass (1994) discussed how linguistic identities in north-western India were
shaped by conflict along political and religious dimensions in the 19th and 20th
centuries. Vis-à-vis Punjabi, Sachdev (1995) argued that:
. . .the polarization of religious diﬀerences in the Punjab, the bi-national
1947 partition of the region of Punjab and the further 1966 partition of the
Indian state of Punjab into three separate entities divided along linguistic
lines, left Sikhs as the prime ‘owners’ and promoters of the Punjabi language. (p 176)

The Sikhs, who consider Punjabi as being the language of their religion, are in a
majority in the state of Punjab (59%, India Census 2001), and are also highly visible in the larger urban centres of North India, such as Delhi, outside of the Punjab (the current Prime Minister of India, Dr Manmohan Singh, is a Sikh). There
are also significant and vital Punjabi-speaking Sikh communities outside of India,
such as in the UK, USA and Canada (Sachdev, 1995).
India is perhaps the most favorable country for Sikhism and Punjabi vitality
as a consequence of its plural ideology and multilingual policies. It has its own
oﬃcial version of geo-linguistic language planning, where most of the national
languages are generally majorities in their home state—in this case, the state of
Punjab. The school education system also aims to promote the teaching and
learning of three languages, which includes Punjabi (but see critique by Mohanty, 2010).
Canada also has a pluralistic approach, encapsulated by an oﬃcial policy of federal multiculturalism. However, this is designed to operate through the oﬃcial languages, that is, English and/or French and, as such, it does not provide much support
for ‘non-oﬃcial’ language maintenance. Education in Canada is under provincial ju-
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risdiction, conducted through the medium of one (or more infrequently both) of the
oﬃcial languages. Recently (in the last decade or so), with the help of the provincial
government, schools in places like Vancouver with significant Sikh populations have
begun to provide support for ‘non-oﬃcial’ languages like Punjabi, though not without opposition from significant sections of the dominant group (Sachdev, 1995).
In the UK, Punjabi language teaching has largely been in the hands of the family and the community. Government support for community languages, in a country where English is the oﬃcial language (also Welsh in Wales), has generally been
sparse and unsystematic in spite of repeated community demands (McPake &
Sachdev, 2010). There has been some success, in that a handful of schools in London and other parts of the UK now oﬀer Punjabi as a subject on the curriculum.
However, given the low status ascribed to ‘community languages’ (McPake &
Sachdev, 2010), Punjabi language teaching has an uncertain future in the UK. Unlike India and Canada, the UK has no national policy supporting cultural pluralism, in spite of the fact that all major urban centers and many UK citizens are
multilingual and multicultural.
Sachdev (1995) explored the maintenance of Punjabi linguistic identities
amongst Sikh adolescents in India, Canada and the UK. His participants came
from four urban centres: in Amritsar (capital of the state of Punjab, India, a
Punjabi-dominant majority setting); in Delhi (the national capital, a Hindidominant, Punjabi minority setting in India); and also in the two of largest populations of Sikhs outside of India—in London, UK (English dominant, a Punjabi
minority outside of India) and in Vancouver, Canada (English dominant, Punjabi
minority setting outside of India).
Sachdev’s (1995) main findings were unambiguous in that identification as Punjabi Sikh was high and resilient and able, in large part, to resist the stretching of regional and national boundaries due to migration and mobility. Importantly, in all
national contexts, Punjabi linguistic identities were consistently and positively related to ‘Punjabiness’ (i.e., Punjabi cultural identity), reinforcing Bhatia’s (2008) arguments above as well as supporting the widely recognized view that language and
culture are intricately intertwined. There was also good evidence that identification
with Sikhism positively predicted Punjabi linguistic identity in northern India, but
not outside of India. Interestingly, and as might be expected from a macro-level
analysis of national ideologies and their impact, national identities subtracted from
linguistic identity outside of India, in Canada and UK, but not in India. Supportive national and regional ideologies and policies (and their implementation) are
important for the maintenance of minority linguistic identities. This is likely to
enhance social cohesion between members of majorities and minorities, as well as
acceptance and participation as full citizens of modern democratic societies.
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English in SA: Glocal and Global
“People who know English are more exposed, more knowledgeable and
therefore, more successful in life than those who don’t. Without English,
there is no academic or occupational future.” (Nepali interviewee, Giri,
2011, p. 213)

More than one and a half centuries after its introduction to SA, English is no
longer associated with just the colonial power, and is a critical part of the SA linguistic landscape. Bhatia and Ritchie (2006, in press) even discuss how Englishization of Indian languages has not only paralleled Sanskritization and
Persianization, but also that English has undergone significant changes itself as a
consequence of being in India (referred to as ‘nativization’ of Indian English: Bhatia, 1982; Kachru, 1983). Multilingualism in English is increasing, but it still at fairly
low levels overall in SA, and is confined largely to the elite. It enjoys high vitality
in all national and international spheres and domains including education, law,
government, media, science and technology. Domains of language use that once
belonged to Sanskrit or Persian are now dominated by English.
In most SA countries, as a consequence of globalization, English language education is booming, especially for the elite and middle classes (Coleman, 2010; Giri,
2011; Imam, 2005; Ladousa, 2010). By all accounts, in India, private English language education has also mushroomed since 1991, when the nation altered its economic path from a socialist to a market-based one in the globalized world. As
Hornberger and Vaish (2009) suggest, this change has also resulted in huge demand for English-medium instruction at younger ages (in primary school). Indeed, given the population, age distribution, demand and increasing economic
clout of India, there may be some validity to Graddol’s (2006) claim that India is
an important player in maintaining the status of English as a global language.
However, as a number have cautioned, there are severe challenges ahead in terms
of teacher education, pedagogy and curriculum (Graddol, 2006; Hornberger &
Vaish, 2009). Some have also questioned the potential negative and subtractive impact of the rise of English on regional and minority languages in SA, especially
given that English-medium schools are usually better equipped and staﬀed than
non-English medium schools (e.g., Giri, 2011; Imam, 2005; Skutnabb-Kangas &
Phillipson, 2010;). English opens major doors to social mobility in India and across
SA generally; alas, it is one whose key most members of the general population are
unable to obtain. Inequalities between elites and the general population appear to
be increasing since the economic reforms in the 1990s (e.g., Ansari & Akhtar, 2012),
and the future does not augur well for the have-nots.
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Code-switching
Thus far, the discussion has focussed on ideologies, policies, attitudes in broad
societal and historical perspective, but not on actual language behavior in SA.
The maternal tongue of a Bombay spice merchant is a Kathiawari dialect of
Gujerati; he usually speaks Kacchi at work, however. In the market place he
speaks Marathi and, at the railway station, Hindustani. English is the
medium when he flies with Air India to New Delhi, and he sometimes
watches English-language films at the cinema. He reads a Gujerati newspaper written in a dialect more standard than his own. (Edwards, 1994, p. 2)

This illustrates not only the multilinguality that is characteristic of SA, but also exemplifies how ‘normal’ interactions in India involve switching between many different languages, revealing the dynamics of language usage and constant
negotiation of identities. Code-switching can be broadly defined as “the alternate
use of two or more languages” (Grosjean, 1982, p. 145; also termed translanguaging)
is a normal defining feature of interactions in India, as in other bilingual and multilingual societies around the world (Garcia, 2009; Gardner-Chloros, 2009;
Hamers & Blanc, 2000; Lawson & Sachdev, 2000; Milroy & Muysken, 1995;
Myers-Scotton, 1993; Romaine, 1995; Sachdev & Bourhis, 2001). Bhatia and
Ritchie (2006) suggest that in addition to the constant shifting between the various languages, “intra- and inter-sentential code-mixing within a single discourse
unit is a way of life” in India (p. 797). They quote a trilingually switched EnglishPERSIAN-Hindi rebuke of a husband by his wife:
vil yuu shat ap! baRaa MARDAANAA RUAAB jhaaR rahe ho . . . samajh
kayaa rakhaa hai mujhe! gaav-gavaii kii chuii-muii, baikvard, JAAHIL
AURAT, ghar kii BAANDII yaa apne HUKAM KII GULAAM? ghar aur bachion kii jitnii ZIMMEDAARII AURAT kii hai, utnii MARD kii bhii, bhuul
se bhii apne ko TIISMAARKHAAN samajhne kii ZURRAT na karnaa.
(translation: ‘Will you shut up! Why are you shedding oﬀ your male egoistic dominant behaviour/act. What do you think of me? I am not a submissive, backward, rustic, slave, village woman—slave to (your) order. The
responsibility of children is as much of men as of women. Don’t you ever
dare to consider yourself a brave hero. (pp. 797–798)

Relatedly, there is also evidence of SA societies in diaspora (Punjabi speakers in
UK) code-mixing at rates many times higher than other groups (Cheshire &
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Gardner-Chloros, 1998). Thus, it may appear that perhaps the most common form
of multilingual communication amongst Indians is code-switching, given its frequency, fluency and all pervasive nature (Bhatia, 2011; Bhatia & Ritchie, 1996;
Kachru, 1978; Pandharipande, 1990; Singh, 1981).
Not only is code-switching prevalent in everyday interactions, a historical perspective would suggest that it may have led to profound changes to the syntax of
languages in contact in India. For instance, Bhatia and Ritchie (2006) write that:
Centuries-old coexistence and an ongoing process of convergence has led
to an unmarked pattern of wide-spread naturalistic linguistic coalescence
rather than separation, dominance and disintegration. Large-scale diﬀusion of linguistic features across genetic and areal boundaries has resulted
in mutually-feeding relationships and reciprocity. (p. 795)

Bhatia and Ritchie (in press) discuss the large variety of linguistic and sociolinguistic factors underlying code-switching/mixing in India, including identities, attitudes, social mobility, degree of economic and socio-political power associated
with languages (e.g., Ritchie & Bhatia, 2006). In examining everyday conversations, they refer to determinants of code-switching in terms of social psychological aﬃliations and also various discourse features such as code-switching to
emphasize, to interject, to quote, to reiterate, to qualify, to elaborate, to change addressee and to provide extra comments on topic (Bhatia and Ritchie, in press).
Sachdev and Bourhis (2001) modelled these and other factors in terms of the interaction between macro-level variables (e.g., state ideologies, language policies,
power, and status of groups), micro-level variables (e.g., discourse markers, sociolinguistic domain norms and rules) as mediated by social psychological variables
(e.g., attitudes, perceptions and identities). The determinants of code-switching are
multifactorial and interact dynamically throughout the course of communication
to aﬀect various proximal outcomes in the immediacy of the interaction, including
multilingual accommodation, discoursal attuning, and non-verbal accommodation,
and more distal patterns of additive/subtractive bilingualism (Lambert, 1975) and
multiculturalism. This, in turn, contributes to the longer-term maintenance and
loss, shift and revival of languages and cultures (Bourhis, 2000; Fishman, 1991;
Giles, Leets, & Coupland, 1990; Sachdev & Giles, 2004).

Conclusion
SA presents rich, natural and complex multilinguality on the ground that challenges conceptions and understandings based on monolingual ideological models.
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An ideology of multilingualism as a resource diﬀerentiates and enriches. Language
mixing/code-switching by multilinguals aims to attain the optimal result by the
accommodation and augmentation of the linguistic and socio-psychological meaning of the message, identities and ideologies (Bhatia, 2011; Lawson & Sachdev,
2000). While there is no question that such creative and communication needs
cannot be filled either by English or by Hindi and/or any other language alone, it
is also important to realize that language mixing is undergoing rapid and significant changes in both qualitative and quantitative terms as communicative needs of
SA speakers change. For instance, future research may focus on the question of
language(s) used by media and advertising in the age of hyper-globalization, where
advances in communication technology are enabling in multiple modes and means
at an exponential rate.
Much of the analysis presented in this chapter is drawn from previous research
on language in SA that uses historical and sociolinguistic methodologies. Studies
employing social psychological evaluative methodologies, such as the matchedguise technique (Lambert, 1975), are very rare in SA, though some do exist. For example, Booth (2009) in multilingual Darjeeling (in northeastern India with Nepali,
Bengali, Hindi, & English), Dorjee, Giles, and Barker (2011) amongst Tibetan
refugees in India (with Tibetan and Tibetan-Hindi code-switching), and
Senaratne (2009) amongst urban Sinhala-English bilinguals in Sri Lanka (with
Sinhala, English and code-switching), employed the matched-guise technique. Although the aims and foci of these studies varied, their findings are supportive of
some of the analyses in this chapter. For instance, the high status of English in SA
was reflected amongst evaluations by urban Sinhalas in Sri Lanka and amongst Indians of Nepali origin in north-eastern India. The multilingual code-switching
character of communication in India (referred to above) appears to be found
amongst long-term Tibetan refugees in India so that their use of Tibetan-withsome-Hindi is considered ‘normative’. Interestingly, perhaps in an echo of the
analysis concerning the Punjabi Sikhs above, Dorjee et al. (2011) also discuss
whether there were lessons to be learnt from the high levels of language, culture
and identity maintenance amongst Tibetans in India relative to those in the West
(who appear to be assimilating).
The socio-historical analyses presented in this chapter may serve as a useful
springboard for future attitudinal work in SA employing social psychological
methodologies. For instance, programmes of research may focus on some of the
distinctive characteristics of linguistic diversity in SA that are diﬀerent from those
in other regions of the world identified in this chapter such as (i) multilingualism
and code-switching (especially as they appear to be normative and so widespread);
(ii) Variation of evaluations of the same and diﬀerent languages and varieties at
local, regional and national levels; by groups and segments in society (such as the
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urban elite, rural majority, males, females, ethnicities). The potential range of studies in this genre, and in the field, is huge given the paucity of social psychological
research on linguistic diversity in SA.
Processes of iconicity, fractal recursivity, and erasure referred to in the introductory chapter (Dragojevic, Giles, & Watson, this volume) in the pursuance of
narrow nationalist ideologies (e.g., one language-one nation-one religion) post-independence have operated together to rationalize, justify and oﬃcially promote
considerably reduced linguistic diversity across SA. The wide linguistic diversity on
the ground has not led SA nations to engage in multilingual policies systematically,
and, in several cases, has led to language endangerment and death.
In taking a long term historical perspective, Bhatia and Ritchie (2006) discussed
the ideologies of prescriptivism dating back from the Sanskritization (6th century
BC), through Persianization (12-18/19th centuries) and Englishization (from 19th
century onwards). They also reported on instances of linguistic conflict in SA, including the anti-Hindi movements in the Tamil and Dravidian south in India in
the 20th century (Das Gupta, 1970), the resistance to Urdu imposition for independence in Bangladesh (Rahman, 1996), and the creation of new ‘scheduled’ languages in the last decade. Using historical, social and linguistic analyses, they
suggested that India represents a good example of long-term stable multilingualism where, despite prescriptivist ideologies and ongoing linguistic conflict, language diversity has flourished and the languages from outside the subcontinent
have become a natural and integrated part of the landscape inside.
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chapter nine

Language Attitudes in
Australia and New
Zealand
Ann Weatherall

This chapter discusses language variation in New Zealand and Australia and its
social meanings. It considers the languages spoken in each country, with a focus on
indigenous languages and distinctive varieties of English. Institutional support in
terms of governmental policies on indigenous and minority languages will be discussed in terms of societal language attitudes. English is the dominant language in
both countries, and distinctive varieties and subvarieties of Australian English
(AusE) and New Zealand English (NZE) have emerged. Speaker evaluation studies that have investigated Australasian attitudes towards their accents will be reviewed. Future challenges to the study of language attitudes in New Zealand and
Australia will be considered at the conclusion of this chapter.
Australia and New Zealand have distinctive language environments, but there
are important points of confluence for language attitude matters. Both countries
were colonised by Britain. The racist attitudes of the settlers towards indigenous
peoples and their languages characterized early language contact and, arguably,
continue to haunt language revitalization eﬀorts today. With respect to the emergence of AusE and NZE, the linguistic heritage of the settlers importantly shaped
the development of the distinctive varieties of English that currently exist in each
country (for New Zealand English, see Hay, Maclagan, & Gordon, 2008; for Australian English, see Blair, 1989; Cochrane, 1989). Immigrants to New Zealand were
typically working class and came to the country to better their lives. In contrast,
Australia was used initially as a penal colony. Furthermore, current patterns of im-
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migration continue to exert a powerful influence on language in the two societies,
with visible immigrant language communities particularly within Australia’s much
larger population (Clyne, 1991).
Work in language and social psychology, here as well as elsewhere, has long
recognised that attitudes towards language and communication are inseparable
from social identity and intergroup relations (e.g., Giles, 2012; Giles & Coupland,
1991). Thus, evaluations of a language, dialect, accent or register can be taken as indicating some judgement of the social group or groups to which the speaker belongs, which may or may not translate into discriminatory practices (Gallois,
Watson, & Brabant, 2007). The close relationships between language variation, social identities and patterns of advantage and disadvantage in society mean that language attitudes are deeply political matters. The current endangerment of
Aboriginal languages in Australia and Te Reo Māori in New Zealand are a continuing legacyof the racist world-views that were part and parcel of European
colonisation (Benton, 1991; McKay, 2011; Tatz, 1999).
Social identity is an important aspect of language and communication attitudes.
A positive and distinctive sense of self arises in part from the social groups of which
one is a member. One manifestation of social identity (or social identities) is the
languages, dialects and/or registers one speaks. The existence of dictionaries of
New Zealand English (Orsman, 1997) and Australian English (Butler, 1981) is one
illustration of the importance of linguistic distinctiveness as a marker of national
identity. Furthermore, ethnolinguistic vitality has long been recognised as crucial
for the psychological health and well-being of its community of speakers (Giles,
Bourhis, & Taylor, 1977). Linguistic distinctiveness and innovation are interesting
to document in their own right, but they are also closely linked to matters central
to social psychology.
Attitudes towards language and communication are incredibly complex, given
multiple dimensions of linguistic diversity and the roles of cognition, aﬀect and interactional dynamics which shape them and/or their expression (Gallois et al.,
2007). Classification frameworks usefully describe the important aspects of language attitudes research (Garrett, Coupland, & Williams, 1993; Ryan, Giles, &
Hewstone, 1988).One aspect identified in those frameworks, already alluded to, is
the treatment of language at a societal level. This chapter has as one focus the status of indigenous languages and governmental policy and practices around their
use and survival. Two other important areas of language attitude research are studies that have solicited people’s opinions about language matters explicitly, and studies using indirect measures such as the speaker evaluation paradigm.
In what follows, some research using direct and indirect measures of language
attitudes in New Zealand and Australia will be reviewed. An important concern
being addressed in language attitude surveys in New Zealand is to document non-
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Māori compared to Māori attitudes towards Te Reo Māori (the indigenous language of New Zealand). Promoting positive attitudes towards Te Reo Māori is part
of a government strategy to support the language, and surveys have been conducted
to evaluate the success of those strategies. A rather diﬀerent focus is evident from
a research program that examined New Zealand and Australian attitudes towards
their accents where matters of intergroup identity were brought to the fore.

Language Attitudes in New Zealand and Australian
Societies
An aspect of language attitudes is the ways in which language is treated in society.
Historically, in both New Zealand and Australia racist world views of colonialists
included negative attitudes towards indigenous languages. Contemporary ethnic
relationships continue to be evidenced by governmental support for indigenous
and other minority languages. The dominance of English in New Zealand and
Australia can be viewed neutrally as merely a response to its increasing status as an
international language, or more critically, as a new kind of linguistic imperialism.
New Zealand policy regarding what languages can be used for government business illustrates the important symbolism of language status at a societal level.
In New Zealand there are two oﬃcial languages—Te Reo Māori and New
Zealand sign language—which are formally accorded special status in law (by comparison, no Australian languages have this). English is a third de facto ‘oﬃcial’ language in New Zealand by virtue of its pervasiveness across all areas of social life,
which is also the case in Australia. After English, Samoan is the most widely spoken language in daily contexts in New Zealand. Pacific Islanders are one of New
Zealand’s largest ethnic groups, and Samoans constitute a Pacific majority. Advocates of the community are calling for a specific language policy, so that Pacific
languages can also be accorded formal oﬃcial status (Donoghue, 2012). These calls
show language recognition by statute symbolises formally, at least an acknowledgement and appreciation for minority and marginalised social groups’ status
within society.
The oﬃcial status of minority languages in law is symbolic. English has no special legal status in either New Zealand or Australia. because its dominance means
no such recognition is required. Nevertheless, language recognition in law is an
important political strategy to promote and support members of linguistic minorities. For example, New Zealand now has, for the first time, a profoundly hearing
impaired Member of Parliament (MP). As a hearing impaired MP, Mojo
Matthew’s presence resulted in maiden speeches being translated into sign language, for the first time in the history of New Zealand. Furthermore, the oﬃcial
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status of New Zealand sign language was used to argue for a controversial increase
in resources to pay for note-takers to enable the honourable Matthew to follow
parliamentary debate (O’Brien, 2012). The case of Mojo Matthew is a compelling
illustration of the complex and ambivalent interplay between policy, politics and
practice in relation to minority languages. Indigenous languages are a special case
of minority languages because of their distinctiveness to New Zealand and Australian societies, respectively.

Indigenous languages
New Zealand and Australia are very diﬀerent with respect to their Indigenous languages. Precolonisation, New Zealand had only one indigenous language—Te Reo
Māori, with some regional variation (Benton, 1991). In contrast, it is thought that
around 250 distinct languages were spoken in Australia before significant European contact, with most languages also having considerable dialectal variation
(Dixon, 1980). An unfortunate similarity between the two countries is that patterns of language contact, of colonisation and rather shameful histories of racist
attitudes and institutional practices, have resulted in significant undermining of
the linguistic vitality of indigenous language/s. In the case of Australia, the extent
of language endangerment or death (around 98%) has been understood as part of
a history of race-relations that eﬀectively constitutes cultural genocide (Tatz, 1999).
The extent of language loss in New Zealand and Australia are unfortunate cases
that powerfully illustrate Giles et al.’s (1977) model of ethnolinguistic vitality. An
important factor in that model is attitudes towards a language, with positive ones
linked to language maintenance. In the case of Australia, there was an often-held
assumption from the earliest days of European colonization that Aboriginal languages were of lesser value than English (Walsh, 1993). The burden of language
learning for communication was thus on the Aboriginal people, not the settlers. A
striking example of a lack of will to accommodate linguistically was the colonisation of the Sydney area, where capture and force were used to ensure English language learning and use (Troy, 1993).
In contrast in New Zealand, and perhaps less typical of general patterns of
cololonisation, the European settlers did accommodate, at least initially, by learning Te Reo Māori and by using it, for example, in the missionary schools as the
medium for education (Spools, 1993). In the early days, and more similar to Australia, was the New Zealand government’s assimilationist attitudes, whereby the
ultimate goal was towards English monolingualism. For example, the 1867 Native
Schools Act discouraged the use of and teaching in Te Reo Māori. In both New
Zealand and Australia colonisation, and the more or less racist attitudes that were
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brought with it, resulted in significant, albeit variable, language loss within 100
years of early European settlement. During this time indigenous peoples also became over-represented as socially and economically disadvantaged groups. The loss
of their own languages has been widely linked to negative indicators of well-being,
which in the case of Te Reo Māori at least resulted in a negative feedback loop
that led to further degeneration of the indigenous language (Benton, 1991).
Around the middle of the 20th century intense concern for ethnic identities was
noted, which resulted in grassroots movements and governmental language policy
for language revival, not only in Australasia but world-wide (Kirkpatrick, 2007).
The link between language and well-being was again being recognised, albeit in a
more positive way—native language preservation was acknowledged as crucial for
the psychological health of indigenous speakers and for the safe-guarding of cultures. Evidence to support the close relationship between language and well-being
is easy to find. For example, young Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people
who speak an Indigenous language are less likely to abuse illicit drugs and alcohol
(McKay, 2011).
In Australia, this period of recognition and support for indigenous languages
was evidenced by a national policy on languages, published in 1987 (McKay, 2011).
The policy was quite comprehensive considering the status of languages, teaching
and learning of languages and language services in three language groupings—
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander languages (including creoles), English, and
other languages such as Australian sign language. A concrete and celebrated outcome of the policy was the nationwide establishment of Aboriginal language centres that attracted considerable local, grassroots involvement.
Despite improved institutional support for Indigenous Aboriginal Languages,
McKay (2011) noted that national government attitudes towards them are inconsistent. On the one hand, a national indigenous languages policy was established
in 2009 that aims to promote, maintain and develop critically endangered Indigenous languages and their speakers. On the other hand, Australia’s support for
the United Nations Declaration of Rights of Indigenous Peoples, that includes
support for languages, was declared by relevant government oﬃcials as aspirational, rather than binding.
In Australia, as in the USA, state level policies powerfully influence key institutional practices that can aﬀect social change. Few Australian States have an Aboriginal languages policy, and those that do are primarily focused on language
awareness and language learning rather than language maintenance and revitalisation (McKay, 2011). As a consequence, much state-based policy is in the field of
school-based education, which even if implemented eﬀectively is unlikely to be
suﬃcient to change attitudes and instigate practices that will support language revival. Furthermore, there is no evidence that indigenous languages will be given
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precedence, particularly in the Northern territories where the indigenous community languages are still surviving. In sum, if policies and their implementation are
taken as a proxy for societal attitudes towards indigenous languages, then at best
they seem equivocal in Australia.
In two important respects the situation regarding indigenous language diﬀers
between New Zealand and Australia. In New Zealand there is only one main language other than English, and there is no second-tier state-level government.
Those diﬀerences aside, compared to Australia, government structures in New
Zealand point to a more positive and committed approach to the promotion of Te
Reo Māori (De Bres, 2011). As previously mentioned, Te Reo Māori has been established in statute—the Māori Language Act, 1987—as an oﬃcial language. Further, there is a government agency—Māori Language Commission—whose
responsibilities include promoting Te Reo Māori as a living language and as an ordinary means of communication. Positive attitudes—in both Institutional policies
and at an individual level—are viewed as key to its missions. Initiatives include television advertising, a Māori language week and the development of targeted resources for more and less advanced speakers.
Government commissioned language attitude surveys (see below) are being
used in an attempt to systematically evaluate the Commission’s eﬀectiveness at
promoting Te Reo Māori. However, there is considerable anecdotal evidence of a
generally positive attitude. For example, the New Zealand National anthem is now
routinely sung in both English and Te Reo Māori at, for example, important cultural and sporting events. Also, Radio New Zealand (New Zealand’s national public radio) announcers routinely use Māori greetings and introductions. National
television has Māori language programmes, and there is a television channel that
broadcasts exclusively in Te Reo Māori.
In New Zealand there is also a strong and well-known grassroots movement,
which begun in the 1980s,that involved the establishment of language nests or
Kōhanga Reo for pre-school children. The establishment of a Kura Kaupapa
Māori independent school movement followed, to provide primary and then secondary immersion schools for the children coming out of Kōhanga Reo. There is
some evidence that the loss of vitality of Te Reo Māori has been stemmed, with
the 2006 New Zealand census reporting a small increase in the number of speakers who have conversational fluency. However, language scholars remain ambivalent about the future of Te Reo Māori as a living language, not because of negative
attitudes towards it, but due to a lack of evidence of intergenerational transmission (Spolsky, 1995).
The large majority of Māori in New Zealand and Aboriginal people in Australia do not speak their native language. The existence of a distinctive Māori English in New Zealand (Holmes, 1997) and Aboriginal English in Australia (Malcolm
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& Grote, 2007) is another way of marking ethnic group identification. The emergence of distinctive varieties of English is not restricted to indigenous communities. For example, in New Zealand Hay et al. (2008) point to the newly developing
Pacific Islands New Zealand English or Pasifika English, which they predict will
become more distinctive as Pasifika youth seek to create a unique identity for
themselves. Perhaps a notable feature shared by these varieties is that they are
marked—they are not ‘just’ English but a non-standard variety. What counts as
standard and non-standard varieties is a social judgement that can be understood
as part of an attitude towards that variety.

Attitudes towards Varieties of English
A naturalistic example of language attitudes relevant to the New Zealand and Australian context was a recent article by a New Zealand reporter that was published
in the Dominion Post, a major daily newspaper. It reported that a British air traﬃc
control training company planned to set up a school in New Zealand. The reason
attributed to the decision to set-up in New Zealand over Australia was that the
Kiwi accent was less harsh than the Australian one. Learning good English in the
right environment was reported as important for the air traﬃc control students,
where clear and fluent speech was fundamental to the job (Van Den Bergh, 2012).
People have been expressing opinions about varieties of spoken English in New
Zealand and Australian for a long time. Typically, Australasian accents are derided
in comparison to standard forms of British English. Gordon and Abell (1990) documented evidence of negative attitudes towards New Zealand English from the
very early 20th century. What was glossed as a colonial twang was attributed to a
variety of ills, including weak mindedness, laziness and poor-upbringing—eﬀectively bad English, rather than a legitimate variety of English in its own right. Of
course, it is a linguistic given that no language variety is inherently superior, so evaluations of them, like those on diﬀerent Australasian accents, point to issues of
identity and intergroup dynamics. Furthermore, evidence suggests that non-Australasians are poor at accurately diﬀerentiating between New Zealand and Australian form of English (Bayard, 1995), an ability that may only be developed after
repeated exposure to the diﬀerent accents.
The existence of attitudes towards particular language varieties, even in the absence of skill at identifying them, is explained theoretically in important social psychological theories of communication including accommodation and
ethnolinguistic vitality theories (Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 2005; Giles & Coupland,
1991). Empirically, research has typically used questionnaire methods, as the next
section that focuses on New Zealand language attitude research illustrates.
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Language Attitude Surveys
In New Zealand, attitudes towards Te Reo Māori and varieties of Māori English
have been relatively well surveyed more or less systematically. Purely academic as
well as government commissioned research has documented attitudes towards Te
Reo Māori as well as Māori English. The academic studies have revealed some interesting patterns (Boyce, 2005). For example, there is some evidence that when
attitudes towards language and language varieties are couched in very general
terms, responses tend to be more positive than when items are more specific. This
pattern of response is actually consistent with what has been described as new
forms of racism, where positive attitudes are espoused but practices that would affect social change in support of disadvantaged groups are disavowed (Wetherell &
Potter, 1992).
Government commissioned language attitude research has been focused on
evaluating the eﬀectiveness of the New Zealand government’s Māori Language
Strategy. So there have been a series of surveys asking Māori and non-Māori New
Zealanders about their knowledge of, and attitudes towards, the Māori language
(Te Puni Kokiri, 2010).Responses to the survey indicate that people generally have
positive attitudes towards the Te Reo Māori, with Māori attitudes being even more
positive than non-Māori. Encouragingly, non-Māori attitudes have become increasingly more favorable, and this may be due in part to Government-led initiatives. Indeed, there are strongly held beliefs that the Government has an important
role in language vitalization. However, a worrying gap exists between positive attitudes towards the language and participation in Māori language. Thus, the positive attitudes are not translating into patterns of language use that will actually
result in language vitalization.
Gallois et al. (2007) noted that the lack of correspondence between measured
attitudes and actual language behaviours is the Achilles heel of language attitude
surveys. Measured attitudes provide an indication of respondents’ thoughts and
feelings about a particular language variety, which gives a useful snapshot of judgements at a particular point in time and a way of documenting what people believe.
Speaker evaluation studies developed as a more subtle way of documenting the
source of language attitudes.

Speaker Evaluation Studies
“I explained the whole story (.) I get some person up in India somewhere (0.2)
struggling to understand what I’m saying (0.2)”
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The above quote is taken from a transcript of an actual telephone call to a dispute resolution service for complaints about utilities. The caller is recounting his
experience of ringing the company’s call-centre, which happens to be oﬀ-shore.
Part of his dissatisfaction is that the “person up in India somewhere” cannot easily
understand him. An implication is that the person, as a non-native New Zealander, cannot function satisfactorily in their role because they cannot comprehend
the speech of the callers they are employed to serve. Accents may indeed produce
trouble in understanding, but conversational repair practices exist to address them.
Nevertheless, the negative attitude expressed above seems as much about cultural
intolerance as misunderstanding.
A desire to tease out and quantify what underpins opinions or attitudes about
others based on their speech, like that expressed in the above quote, motivates
speaker evaluation studies, where an assessment of the way a person sounds (or in
the particular case above, the recipients’ ability to understand a local accent) is
taken as a proxy for attitudes towards a class of person. Already mentioned is that
theoretically, attitudes towards a class of person are understood as being related
psychologically to social identity issues and matters of intergroup dynamics (Giles,
2012). There has been a large range of studies conducted on attitudes towards languages, as this volume attests.
One broad and well-known pattern that emerged from early empirical language attitude work was that generally speakers of a standard language variety are
associated more with social status traits (e.g., intelligence, confidence and power)
than non-standard speakers. In contrast, speakers of non-standard varieties tend
to be associated more with traits relating to solidarity (e.g., social attractiveness,
integrity and benevolence) than standard varieties (Giles & Coupland, 1991). It is
widely accepted that people continue to use lower prestige or non-standard varieties of language because they are part and parcel of a language community’s distinctive social identity.
One of the most extensive research programmes of New Zealanders’ attitudes
towards accents, informed by social identity theory, was a series of studies conducted by Bayard (1995). He systematically investigated the ways New Zealanders
rated their own and other English accents, including AusE. Following the ‘Lambert-Gilesian’ research tradition (Giles & Coupland, 1991) the evaluations were understood as being manifestations of intergroup dynamics. New Zealanders’
evaluations of diﬀerently accented English speakers were interpreted as reflecting
their sense of themselves in terms of their national identity.
One of the more controversial of Bayard’s (1995) claims was that New Zealanders demonstrated a kind of cultural cringe towards their own accent. Bayard’s assertion of a cultural cringe was based on his interpretation of a pattern of results,
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counter to those found in previous evaluation studies, whereby his New Zealand
research participants rated New Zealand accented speakers lower than Australians,
British or Canadian accented speakers, on scales designed to measure solidarity
traits, More consistent with prior research was that the non-New Zealand accents
were also rated lower on items designed to measure high social status (e.g., intelligence and leadership).
A limitation of Bayard’s (1995) work was that it was based on only one Australian
middle-class male speaker. Weatherall, Gallois, and Pittam (1998) sought to further
refine Bayard’s findings by increasing the range of New Zealand English (NZE)
and Australian English (AusE) accents evaluated. They found that both New
Zealanders and Australians were able to identity their own accents accurately, with
correct identification being slightly lower for accents from the other country. Evaluations of the accents on standard measures of social status and solidarity measures
showed no clear pattern. Gender, nationality of accent and accent type (broad, general or cultivated) interacted in ways that showed that all three factors can shape the
way an accent is evaluated (Bayard, Weatherall, Gallois, & Pittam, 2001).
Accent evaluations are interpreted as indirect indicators of beliefs about social
groups such as gender and class, as well as ethnicity. The above-mentioned studies,
for example, both noted that speaker evaluations could function as covert measures
of prejudice. In Weatherall et al.’s (1998) study the broad male NZE accent was
more likely to be identified as Maori , which was taken to point to negative beliefs
about the social status of Maori. Also, the cultivated female NZE accent was
down-graded on social status measures relative to the same male accent—a possible indication of sexism.
Empirical accent evaluation investigations are a powerful research tool for
measuring social beliefs associated with diﬀerent language varieties. The experimental design of such work is both a strength and a weakness. As has been documented elsewhere (e.g.,Weatherall, 2007), important confounds such as speaker
idiosyncrasies and speech content are controlled for. In addition, a standard set of
measures permit systematic comparisons across accents and also across diﬀerent
studies. However, like all experiments the contrived nature of speaker evaluations
studies is also a weakness. Perhaps more important is the challenge of identifying
exactly which linguistic variant (or variants) of what is glossed as an accent is triggering the variation in the evaluative responses.
Linguistic variation research documents sound shifts, which are linked with
broader patterns of social interaction. Social identity, stereotypes and inter-group
dynamics are psychological forces that come into play as people go about their
everyday business. The inextricability of language variation and psycho-social dynamics provides fertile ground for on-going research collaborations between social
psychologists and linguists.
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Conclusion
The topic of attitudes towards language and communication has a long history.
The contemporary examples of language attitudes used to illustrate this chapter
show its continuing relevance. Language use is a pervasive aspect of being human,
and the psychological investment in the languages and language varieties one
speaks is indisputable. That investment can provoke strong feelings and responses—the widespread outrage that New Zealand’s first severely hearing impaired MP, Mojo Matthews, wasn’t getting suﬃcient translation resources to do
her job is a case in point.
In view of the long history of language attitude research and its continuing relevance in today’s world, it is perhaps timely to consider what work remains to be
done and where new insights may come from. An assumption underpinning the
earliest research, that language variation has social significance, holds strong. Thus,
it continues to be important to track societal attitudes towards indigenous and minority languages, not least because it can function as an alert to policies and practices that condone patterns of advantage and disadvantage on the basis of social
group membership alone.
The intractability of identity and intergroup dynamics in language attitudes and
communication has been comprehensively mapped out in theory. Carefully conducted experimental and survey research has confirmed the complex interplay between speech perception, communication behaviours and social dynamics. A
remaining challenge for a traditional language attitude research approach is to pin
down exactly what linguistic or communicative variants are causing diﬀerential responses. It is work that will require a unique combination of linguistic and social
psychological expertise.
A potentially fruitful new direction for research in the area may be a systematic
study of the actual expression of language attitudes. The illustrative quote used in
this chapter, which was taken from a complaint call to a dispute resolution agency,
is the kind of phenomenon that could collected. From this single case, it can be
noted that interactional dissatisfaction can be achieved by making a negative assessment of how someone speaks. Of course, getting such data is diﬃcult, because
it is not amenable to targeted data collection methods.
Although potentially diﬃcult to collect, examining actual instances of language
attitude articulation in everyday or institutional talk is likely to provide new and innovative insights into their use in everyday life. A newly emergent social context of
interest might be call-centres for organisations such as telecommunication companies or computer help desks, which can be located oﬀ-shore. In oﬀ-shore callcentres callers and call-takers will be likely to speak diﬀerent varieties of the same
language. In that environment, what occasions an explicit noticing or reference to
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accent? To my knowledge, no work of this kind has been done, and it would make
a welcome, innovative and valuable contribution to the field.
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Language Attitudes in
Context
Cindy Gallois 1

It is a real pleasure to write this Epilogue. I have never seen a book like this one,
with such a comprehensive—yet focused—coverage of language attitudes around
the world. There are chapters on too little-studied parts of the world (e.g., Davies
& Bentahila, chapter 5; Sachdev & Bhatia, chapter 8), which I hope will provide
strong encouragement to researchers to develop these areas further. There are very
new angles on parts of the world that have been studied previously (e.g., Gluszek
& Hansen, chapter 2; Kristiansen, chapter 4). Almost every chapter at some point
applies an original lens to the well- (one might even say over-) studied area of attitudes to English (e.g., Painter & Dixon, chapter 6; He & Ng, chapter 7). There is
important work here on language-based discrimination and on group vitality,
which develop long-established themes. Overall, this book is a refreshing and innovative compendium of language attitudes around the world, with many implications for language policy, language education, and theory.
The introductory chapter (Dragojevic, Giles, & Watson, chapter 1) lays out the
book and draws out the similarities among the chapters. In this Epilogue, however,
I would also like to highlight some of the differences across the chapters, and explore
briefly what this may mean for research into language attitudes in the future. In
reading the book, I was surprised again and again by these diﬀerences, most of
which can be attributed to the linguistic and historical context of their research. To
me, this is a—if not the—major theme in the book. I found myself questioning
many of my assumptions about language attitudes, and about how they should best
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be studied. In particular, I will take up the following questions, all of which implicate the sociohistorical context in major ways:
•
•
•
•
•

What are language attitudes—language or attitudes?
What is a language?
What counts as group vitality?
What do attitudes to English tell us about language attitudes?
And finally, how should we study language attitudes?

I will not be able to answer all (perhaps any) of these questions comprehensively,
but I hope they will point to some directions that future research in this vibrant
field could go. Inevitably, my impressions are colored by my own context: Australia is arguably the most English-dominant country in the world, in spite of
there being about 200 languages here (with 80-100 viable ones), and this situation has important consequences; for example, there is no oﬃcial language here,
and encouraging foreign-language learning is a continuing struggle. This is a
very diﬀerent context from the ones discussed in this book (I take this issue up
again below).
Researchers in the field of language attitudes (and I include myself ) have always acknowledged the important diﬀerences across cultures and groups. Yet we
have still tended to act as if a small and controllable set of variables, mainly centred around group identity, prejudice and discrimination, and intergroup relations,
can predict the most important aspects of language attitudes. Perhaps at a very
high level of abstraction this is true, but these chapters show the extent to which
context can change things. Thus, it is worth revisiting the very concept of language attitudes.

What Are Language Attitudes—Language or Attitudes?
The first question that these chapters raised for me is this: What are language attitudes really about, language or attitudes? Of course, most researchers would answer (resoundingly) BOTH. Nevertheless, each of these chapters puts a strong
emphasis either on the details of productive language (a more linguistic approach),
or on the impact of language on impressions, attitudes, and intergroup relations (a
more socio-psychological approach).
In fact, these chapters reflect the field of language attitudes from its earliest
days. Social psychologists usually count the start of language attitudes research
from the late 1950s, with the work in Canada of Lambert and his colleagues (e.g.,
Lambert, Gardner, Hodgson, & Fillenbaum’s classic paper in 1960), followed
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closely by the theoretical work of Giles and his colleagues (e.g., Giles, 1973) in the
UK. Lambert (1967) argued that language is a key marker of ethnic or social
group, which is the first judgement that people make about others. The approach
these scholars took was experimental. A key contribution was the development of
the matched-guise technique (MGT), in which the same speakers would present
content-neutral passages in more than one language, dialect, or accent, to be
judged by listeners who were not aware that they were listening to the same people. Much subtle and interesting work was done in this tradition over many
years—indeed, MGT and other experimental research is returning, as some of the
chapters in this book indicate (e.g., chapters 6, 7, and to some extent 2). Even so,
criticism came early and often, from linguists who questioned the experimental
controls and the authenticity of the language (e.g., Nolan, 1983), and from critical
psychologists who argued that attitudes were being inappropriately reified (e.g.,
Potter & Wetherell, 1995).
On the other hand, linguists count the development of language attitudes research from the same period, but from diﬀerent sources—like the seminal work
of Hall (e.g., 1959), the ethnography of communication (Gumperz & Hymes,
1964), or the sociolinguistic work on style conducted by Labov (e.g., 1972). This
work took the opposite approach to that in social psychology, emphasizing small
and subtle changes in productive language as markers of identity. For example,
Labov theorized the phenomenon of hypercorrection—the production of overstandardized language—as a marker of a desire for upward social mobility. Indeed, there are some resonances to the latter process in this volume, for example
in the attitudes to modern standard Arabic explored by Davies and Bentahila
(chapter 5) and those toward Norwegian explored by Kristiansen (chapter 4). The
approach of linguists (and linguistic anthropologists) has been observational,
with small details of language in either naturally occurring or elicited language
providing the corpus of data. Once again, much invaluable work has been done,
and is reflected in some of the chapters in this book (e.g., chapters 4 in particular, 8, and to some extent 2 and 3). This work, however, has attracted criticism for
inferring people’s thoughts and feelings from their language, rather than asking
people for them.
In reality, of course, there is merit in both approaches, and even more merit in
combining them. Unfortunately, we tend to be the prisoners of our favorite
methodologies, which are tied to the training, understanding, and editorial gatekeeping of our disciplines. Thus, it is hard to design a research agenda that assesses
both language production and attitudes, and does this in a global way—yet there is
a great need for such an agenda (see Gallois, Cretchley, & Watson, 2012, for a discussion of this issue).
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What Is a Language Anyway?
What counts as a language (as against a dialect, variety, or something else) has long
been a vexed question in linguistics, yet I thought I had a good rule of thumb: Two
languages are diﬀerent if they are not mutually intelligible and if they both have
(formal or informal) status or (institutional or other) support. But my assumptions
about what a language is, and thence what group vitality is, are also challenged by
these chapters. For example, Sachdev and Bhatia (chapter 8) point to the thousands of languages spoken on the Indian sub-continent, where multilingualism is
a way of life and where code-switching is a given. They do not draw strong distinctions between languages and dialects, although others would do so—but to
what end in this context, where only 22 of the more than 5000 languages have any
oﬃcial status and institutional support in India? How could one measure the vitality of these many languages, each one of which may have more speakers than
many European (and Australian) languages that guard their vitality zealously (see
Raki ć & Steﬀens, chapter 4)? Likewise, our eﬀorts to elucidate the sociolinguistic
meanings of code-switching may not mean very much in this kind of context;
Sachdev and Bhatia argue that code-switching is a necessity of daily life.
On the other hand, Davies and Bentahila (chapter 5) describe the status of written classical Arabic (Fusha), a language with arguably no speakers but with very
high vitality and prestige, to which speakers look to symbolize their identity. Thus,
speakers (whose own languages, or varieties of Arabic, may not be mutually intelligible) identify as Arabic speakers and turn to Fusha for support and validation.
Add to this the highly delineated concepts of what constitutes a language in the
Nordic countries (Kristiansen, chapter 4) and more generally in Western Europe
(Rakić & Steﬀens, chapter 3), and it is clear that we often compare apples with oranges (to put it mildly) when we generalize about linguistic standardization, prestige, or vitality. Kristiansen makes a persuasive case for the role of specific historical
events in determining the versions of Norwegian and other languages that are preferred in the Nordic countries—in this case, with a smaller total number of speakers than there are in Australia, much less in big countries.
I am not sure that we can ever determine what a language is in a global context.
Perhaps this is less important than explicating attitudes about languages (or dialects or varieties) as they are defined by speakers in their contexts. Linguists do this
currently in describing languages, but language attitudes research has not yet really
come to grips with this issue. In the future, we should do so. For example, there is
an opportunity for very interesting systematic research that extends group vitality
(Giles, Bourhis, & Taylor, 1977) and ethnolinguistic identity (Giles & Johnson,
1987) theories by taking more account of languages in their overall contexts, and es-
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pecially the extent of multilingualism. Such research, however, requires a global
perspective. Furthermore, it requires multi-site comparative approach, something
that almost never happens at present.

What Counts as Group Vitality?
As Dragojevic et al. (chapter 1) point out, group vitality (and ethnolinguistic identity more broadly) is inextricably tied up with language-based status, prejudice, and
discrimination—overall, with the impact of intergroup relations. Most of their
propositions, indeed, concern the ways in which the prestige or ideology around a
language are expressed and received, and thus how intergroup relations are subtly
signalled by sociolinguistic moves. These interesting propositions are consonant
with communication accommodation theory (Giles, Mulac, Bradac, & Johnson,
1987), perhaps the most useful theory for describing such moves. The chapters in this
book characterize the ways in which dominant groups create versions of a standard
or prestige language to suit their own purposes; that is, they increase the vitality if
their preferred languages, at the expense of other languages or varieties. For example, Gluszek and Hansen (chapter 2) explore the standard Mexican accent created
in the media to neutralize the impact of other variants of Spanish. Chapters 3, 4, and
5 all include close analyses of the languages in their areas (Western Europe, the
Nordic countries, and North Africa) and the ways in which prestige and ideology
are expressed through language forms, diﬀerential use of the host language by immigrant groups, and code-switching. If there is a general theme in language attitudes research, this is it: language is used to express prestige and discrimination.
Nevertheless, group vitality and indeed ethnolinguistic identity more generally,
as Giles and his colleagues have always argued (e.g., Giles & Johnson, 1987; Giles
et al., 1977), is a very subjective thing. The indicators they propose to measure the
vitality of a language—status, institutional support, and the like—turn out to be
largely in the eye of the beholder (or the eyes of the speakers and listeners). All the
chapters in this book illustrate this point, and Dragojevic et al. highlight it in chapter 1. Researchers need to take this seriously, and to find context-specific measures
of vitality that nonetheless have analogues across contexts. Allard and Landry
(1986) aimed to do this systematically for French versus English in Canada, and
their approach is useful at least in that context. Other researchers could follow this
lead, and could also go further than Allard and Landry to look for analogous measures of vitality across contexts. I know that this is not an easy or straightforward
task, but it is well worth undertaking.
One theme through many of the chapters—attitudes to English—captures the
interaction of prestige, vitality, and context very clearly; it is addressed in the next

G&W R2_G&W r2 9/24/12 4:19 PM Page 175

EPILOGUE : LANGUAGE ATTITUDES IN CONTEXT

| 175

section. It is interesting that attitudes to English figure so large in a book where
pains have been taken to foreground lesser-known languages and contexts. Perhaps in the world today, English is the great comparison language.

What Do Attitudes to English Tell Us?
I had always assumed—but now that I have read these chapters, I think perhaps
simplistically—that attitudes to English constitute a good index of threat to the vitality of a local language in the contemporary world. English is so dominant in certain spheres—the internet, business, science, and so forth—that speakers of other
languages have accommodated to the point that many countries (e.g., Singapore)
have English as an oﬃcial language, along with several generations of native speakers. This situation goes beyond the post-colonial use of the colonial language that we
see with English in the Indian sub-continent (Sachdev & Bhatia, chapter 8), French
in North Africa (Davies & Bentahila, chapter 5), and Afrikaans in South Africa
(Painter & Dixon, chapter 6)—and of course English in Australia and New Zealand
(Weatherall, chapter 9). Of course, there is good evidence that people in many
places do think of English as the modern colonial language (e.g., see the discussion
by Gluszek & Hansen, chapter 2), and react accordingly.
The context of the People’s Republic of China (He & Ng, chapter 7) is especially
striking. Chinese, Mandarin in particular, is an extraordinarily high-vitality language, with billions of speakers located throughout the world, and majority populations in many East Asian countries. Perhaps because of this high vitality, there is
no reason for Chinese to be threatened by any language, including English. Yet
across their history, as He and Ng point out, attitudes to English have varied from
condemnation and taboo to educational requirement. Today, not only is English
viewed as important to success in the world (at a group as well as—perhaps more
than—at an individual level), but as a way of encouraging humanist and cultureaware ideas and behavior.
Even so, He and Ng present the argument that China English (as they label it)
should be established as a world variant of English, alongside Indian English, Singaporean English (not to mention the older variants of Scottish, Welsh, American,
Australian, and New Zealand English), which have developed organically over
time and through generations of speakers. This is an interesting argument, given
that there are not yet any native speakers of China English; once again it raises the
issue of what a language is. It is worth asking—and studying systematically—what
this says about Chinese perceptions of the vitality of Mandarin and English. It is
also worth asking how Chinese people would react to, say, America Chinese
(should this unlikely situation ever arise).
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The chapters in this book do not mention (although Dragojevic et al. allude to
them in chapter 1) the English-only movement in the USA and the French-only
movement in Québec. The diﬀerence between the reactions of people in these
movements to a perceived threat (and it can only be a perceived threat) to their extremely high-vitality languages, and the reactions of the Chinese to English in
their country, is astonishing. I was once involved in a study of subjective group vitality here in Australia (Pittam, Gallois, & Willemyns, 1991), where some AngloAustralian residents of a suburb with a high concentration of Vietnamese refugees
believed that in the future, English would have lower vitality than Vietnamese in
Australia. I am confident that this result, like the perceptions of advocates of English-only (e.g., Barker et al., 2001) and French-only (e.g., Bourhis, Moïse, Perreault,
& Sénécal, 1997), and be explained (as they traditionally have been) through prejudice. Many chapters in this book tell a similar story, and Dragojevic et al.’s propositions theorize it. Why are things in these countries so diﬀerent from China?
At the other end of the spectrum is Australia—diﬀerent even from New Zealand
(see Weatherall, chapter 9) in having no oﬃcial language and no competitors to
English (Pittam et al., 1991, notwithstanding). In this country (and this is also true
in a number of other Anglo-Saxon majority countries), it is very diﬃcult to get people to learn any other language, even when it is the language of their own immigrant
community. In Australia, they simply have too little reason to do so, and the intrinsic motivation to learn a language, theorized by Gardner and his many colleagues
(see Gardner, 2010, for a recent discussion), does not seem to be a suﬃcient push.
Indeed, even some urban indigenous people (and some immigrant groups) in Australia have concluded that they can preserve only enough of their heritage languages
to use in ceremonies like welcomes to country. Thus, as Australia broadens to a
greater appreciation of indigenous culture, the use of heritage languages can only be
symbolic (Austin, 2010). An important part of the future of group vitality theory, to
me, lies in exploring the sociohistorical context to explain this type of situation compared to that in China, Western Europe (chapter 3), South America (chapter 2), or
elsewhere. Harwood, Giles, and Bourhis (1994) theorized the sociohistorical status
of a language as a predictor of its vitality long ago; in future, we need to develop better measures to explore this key aspect of context much more deeply.

Conclusion: How Should We Study Language Attitudes?
As I noted earlier, for me the message of this book is that context—and sociohistorical context in particular—trumps everything else in influencing language attitudes. In taking language attitudes research forward for another fifty years, we
must, therefore, give much more attention to context, global and regional as well as

G&W R2_G&W r2 9/24/12 4:19 PM Page 177

EPILOGUE : LANGUAGE ATTITUDES IN CONTEXT

| 177

local, than we have in the past. Our most basic assumptions are challenged if we
take context seriously, yet this is our best chance of developing truly global theories of language attitudes and methods of studying them.
At the applied level, the chapters in this book have interesting implications for
language policy and planning. It is clear that policy is also a function of context,
and our hopes for a global approach to language policy are probably vain. Nevertheless, it would be very interesting to compare diﬀerent contexts—for instance,
places with more than one oﬃcial language (Canada, Belgium, New Zealand) with
other countries that have no, one, or many oﬃcial languages. How do non-oﬃcial
languages fare (in the case of Canada, this includes indigenous languages) in these
diﬀerent environments? We have tantalizing hints in this book, but there is much
more work to be done here.
In terms of research, this book shows clearly the need for good theory. Fortunately, there is good theory in abundance. The early research in Canada, along with
the ethnography of communication (Gumperz & Hymes, 1964) and sociolinguistic theory developed by Labov (1972) and Milroy (1980) is seminal, of course. Much
current research tests or is framed by social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
More specific theories include those already mentioned, ethnolinguistic identity
theory (Giles & Johnson, 1987) and especially communication accommodation theory (Giles et al., 1987; Gallois, Ogay, & Giles, 2005), which originally looked at convergence in language or accent—how far it has come since then.
The chapters in this book do not make great mention of theory, but rather concentrate on drawing the literature together. This exercise is very valuable, but if
anything it highlights the need to explore these many contexts theoretically. For
example, what counts as accommodation in India, as against Sweden or South
Africa, and why does it? What underpins high vitality in these contexts? How does
a language function to enhance positive social identity when it has no speakers? In
exploring questions like these and many others, the theories will naturally be extended and better grounded in the reality of everyday language use.
Finally, the language attitudes approach has proved to be a very useful way of
understanding other intergroup communication, for example in health, across genders or generations, intergroup communication at work, institutional-individual relations, and so forth. One example is explored here—the small extension of
language attitudes to deaf sign language (Weatherall, chapter 9). If one broadens
the concept of language attitudes to include mode, style, register, accent, and so
forth, then it is only another step to broaden it to contexts associated with other
types of intergroup relations. The major theories in the area have already been extended in this way (indeed, my own work these days is mainly in intergroup health
communication; see Giles, 2012, for many examples of this kind of extension to
new contexts). To get the full benefit of this approach, however, it will be impor-
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tant to ground research in linguistic and communicative reality. This probably
means, at the very least, complementing an experimental approach with observation of what people actually say and how they react to others. Researchers in these
newer domains of intergroup communication can learn much from the work on
language presented in this book.
Overall, then, this collection is exciting and challenging—it tells us much about
the ways in which language attitudes play out around the world. At the same time,
this work raises many questions about whether there are commonalities in language attitudes, and if so, what they are and how they work. These chapters point
the way to a mixed-methods, context-aware, global approach to language attitudes,
and to a long and productive future for research in this area.

Note
1.

I would like to thank Howie Giles and Bernadette Watson very deeply for undertaking this
enterprise. It is an amazing honor to me personally, and I am indeed most honoured (and
completely surprised). It is also an excellent contribution to the field of language attitudes,
and more generally to the social psychology of language and communication. Having had
the shoe on the other foot from time to time, I know how much eﬀort—recruiting good
contributors, persuading them to meet deadlines and stick to the content guidelines, editing
and copy editing—goes into a collection like this. Howie and Bernadette have risen to the
occasion admirably, and produced a great collection of chapters. I would also like to thank
the individual authors very much—they have shown great confidence in the field to put so
much intellectual work into producing this unified and comprehensive collection.
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