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ABSTRACT

DETERMINANTS OF LANGUAGE CHOICE BY MIDDLE LEVEL
MANAGERS IN THE KENYAN PUBLIC SECTOR

By

Mwangi wa Kariuki

This study attempted to examine what determines whether
the middle level manager in the multilingual Kenyan public
sector speaks English, Kiswahili, or first language (mother-
tongue) when interacting with other organizational members.

A self-administered questionnaire was administered to
119 public officers. Chi-square (Xz) statistical tests were
computed to find out whether there is a relationship between
language competence, age, educational status, occupational
status, attitudes, and the 1language(s) the middle level
managers use when interacting with their superiors, peers
and subordinates.

However, no significant relationship was found between
all the variables (above) and language choice. But a pattern
of language choice and language use can be identified. When
the middle level managers interact with their superiors and
peers, they mostly use English alone or in combination with
Kiswahili. While when interacting with their subordinates,
they mostly use Kiswahili alone or in combination with
English. It was concluded that both English and Kiswahili
are vital medium of inter-ethnic communication and none of

them can be used singly.
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CHAPTER 1
I

INTRODUCTION

In all human organizations, physical, human and
technological resources are managed to ensure that the goals
of the organization are achieved. During the planning,
control and coordination of the organizational activities,
workers in all organizational levels interact. Interaction
therefore, is a fundamental aspect of the organizing
processes in an organization. Central to the interaction
process is the language that is used by the interactants as
the medium of communication. Language, as Graff (1983,
p.220) observes "lies in the heart of communication.”

Effective language use is a vital interactional
phenomenon in both monolingual and multilingual
organizations. However, in a multilingual organization,
effective language use can only be realized if the
organizational members choose the language they use
appropriately. When choosing one language rather than the
other(s), a speaker must take into consideration the varying
competence of the other interactants in the heterogeneous
linguistic environment. Thus, choosing the appropriate

language to use in a given interaction in a multilingual



organization is an important communication skill that may
have positive or negative effects on the overall
communication climate in the organization. For example, for
a middle 1level manager in a multilingual organization to
communicate effectively , he/she must make an appropriate
choice of language when interacting with superiors, peers
and subordinates.

Statement of Purpose

The primary purpose of this study is to examine the
determinants of language choice by middle level managers in
the Kenyan Public Sector. As the Kenyan Public Sector is a
multilingual organization, the study will endeavor to
identify what determines whether the middle level manager
speaks English, Kiswahili, or first language (mother-tongue)
when interacting with superiors, peers and subordinates.

Rationale for the Study

The rationale for the topic under study is three-fold.
First, the language a government officer chooses to use in a
particular interaction is important if effective
communication in the multilingual organizational environment
is to take place. Choosing the most effective language, for
instance, may help an officer interpret government policies
and regulations effectively when interacting with other
organizational members. Second, as the middle level managers
are centrally positioned in the organization, they act as
"bridges" between the top officers and the subordinates.

Therefore, their organizational position requires them to



interact with three distinct groups (superiors, peers and
subordinates) which requires an appropriate choice of
language. Finally, the findings of this study may be
practically useful to the Kenyan Government in the
formulation of future language policies, especially in
respect to the education and training of public officers.

Definition of Terms

A Language is a linguistic variety that speakers use as
a medium of interaction. 1In this case, English, Kiswahili
and first languages will be considered as three distinct
languages.

Language Choice is the unconscious or conscious action
of selecting and using one language rather than the other(s)
in a given interaction.

Middle Level Managers are officers holding middle ranks

in an organization. They are supervised by the top officers,
and they in turn supervise the subordinates. According to
the Kenya Civil Service organizational structure, which is
alphabetically marked from Job Group A to T (there is no Job
Groups I and 0), officers ranked in Job Groups E to M will
be considered the middle level managers (Daily Nation, 1985,
October, 2; Republic of Kenya, 1985).

The Public Sector is defined as all government

ministries and departments, other than the Armed Forces,

that provide direct services to the public.

Scope of the Study and Limitations

The focus in this study is on the middle level managers



in the Kenyan Public Sector. The top public officers and the
subordinates were not included in the study. Although it
would have been viable to have a cross-sectional study by
focusing on all workers in all organizational levels, time,
finance and distance from Michigan State University to the
site of the study were prohibitive.

Further, although the external organizational
environment may have an effect on language use, the study
only examines the wusage of language within the public
sector. This means that the findings of the study may not be
generalized outside the public organization. In addition,
the questionnaire used in the collection of data may not
provide all the information required in such a study,
however, other field research methods such as '"participant
observer" which could have supplemented the gquestionnaire
were not possible because of the constraints mentioned
above.

Research Question

One major research question will be focused on in this
study. The question is:
Will the middle level managers' language
competence, educational level, age, occupational
status, ethnicity, attitudes towards English or
Kiswahili and the directionality of interaction
determine the language they choose to wuse when
interacting with their superiors, peers and

subordinates?






Description of the Variables

The focus in this study will be on the following
variables: educational level, language competence,
occupational status, directionality of interaction, age,
attitude, and ethnicity.

Educational Level: the 1level of education a middle
level manager has attained prior to joining the public
service or while in the public service. The various
educational levels are: Primary School Level (7-8 vyears);
Secondary School Level - O'Level (12 years) ; Higher
Secondary School Level - A' Level (13-14 vyears); and
University or College Level (includes Polytechnics, Diploma
Colleges, Professional Schools etc.).

Language Competence is the claimed knowledge and
ability to speak a particular language in a given
interaction.

Occupational Status is the organizational position of a
middle 1level manager as per the organizational hierarchy.
Thus, a middle manager has higher occupational status than
the subordinates, equal status with other managers holding
similar managerial positions, but lower status than the top
officers.

Directionality of interaction is the pattern of

interaction according to the organizational structure. From
the middle level managers' position, the interaction may be
upward to the top officers, downward from the top officers

to the middle level managers; downward from the middle level



managers to the subordinates; or horizontal from the middle
level managers to peers holding similar positions.

Age indicates how old a middle level manager is.

Attitude is the disposition to act positively or
negatively toward the use of a particular language, in this
case, English or Kiswahili.

Ethnicity is the wuse of a first language in formal
situations as an indication of ethnic consciousness and
identity when interacting with members of the same ethnic

group in a multi-ethnic organizational environment.

II

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY: THE KENYAN LANGUAGE SITUATION

In this section, Kenya's degree of multilingualism, the
three distinct languages (English, Kiswahili, and first
languages), and the Kenyan language policy will be briefly
discussed to shed light on the research problem.

Multilingualism in Kenya

The Kenyan public sector is a multilingual
organization. The linguistic heterogeneity is marked by a
wide variety of languages spoken by members of different
ethnic groups. Scholars differ as to the exact number of
languages spoken in Kenya (Gorman, 1968, 1974a; Rhoades,
1977; Hofer, 1978; Heine, 1980). For instance, Knappert
(1965) notes that there are 22 languages, while according to

Harries (1983), over 60 languages are spoken in Kenya.



However, giving a precise number of languages spoken in a
multilingual society is difficult (Alexandre, 1972).
According to Alexandre, there are theoretical 1limitations
because linguists have not agreed on the specific principles
to be applied to distinguish a dialect from a language.
Furthermore, sociocultural and political criteria, rather
than primarily 1linguistic criteria are used to determine
which 1linguistic varieties belong to a particular language
(Penalosa, 1981; Ladefoged, et al., 1972).

In Kenya, a triglossia language situation exists, with
a first language (mother-tongue) spoken by members of each
ethnic group; Kiswahili spoken as a lingua franca, official
and national language; and English spoken as a lingua franca
and official language (Gorman, 1974b; Mkilifi, 1978;
Whiteley, 1979). About two-thirds of the Kenyan population
speak a second language(Heine, 1970). Over two-thirds of the
second language speakers, speak Kiswahili as their second
language and less than one third speak English as a second
language (Heine, 1980). Only a small proportion of the
Kenyan population speaks English (Knappert, 1965), and most
of those who speak English combine it with Kiswahili (Heine,
1970; Ekwelie, 1971; Ohly, 1974; Whiteley, 1974b; Scotton,
1976a) .

English

English is the official language of Kenya. Since the
British colonial era, English has been acquired only by

those who have gone through the formal education (Scotton,



1976a, 1977; Heine, 1977; Parkin, 1977; Heine, 1980). As
Mazrui (1969, p.221) states:

the ability to understand even spoken

English, let alone written English,
presupposes in East Africa a degree of
exposure to formal education. The

situation is not one in which one can
easily pick up English casually by the
ear . . . for the time being acquisition
of the English 1language 1lies in the
universe of the literate culture.

Although English is the medium of communication of
government and education, it is however an elitist language
that is a scarce resource to the majority of the population.
English, Wallwork (1978. p.56) says "is the elite language,
the language of education and power." The majority of the
Kenyan population cannot understand and speak English.
Therefore, as Mazrui (1969, p.100) notes, "English . . . for
intertribal (inter-ethnic) communication at the grassroots
is intrinsically and hopelessly ill-equipped to meet the
challenge."

The Kenyan elites therefore speak English as a symbol
of socio-economic status and power that distinguishes them
from the majority of the people who have not acquired and
mastered it (Bujra, 1974). Thus, English as Scotton (1978,
p1732) states, '"restricts access to the high status sectors
of society to those who have command of the elite language."

However, not all those who have attended school are
competent in English. Heine (1980) observes that primary

school graduates lack competence in English if they do not

have the chance to constantly use it. Therefore, the middle



level manager works in a public organization where the peers
and the top officers are elites who can effectively speak
English, but the subordinates whom the officer administers
may lack competence in it.

First Languages

The Kenyan African languages are linguistically
categorized into four groups, namely: the Bantu languages
(e.g. Kikuyu, Kamba etc.), the Nilotic languages (e.g.
Dholuo), the Para-nilotic languages (e.g. Nandi, Maasai
etc.), and the Cushitic languages (e.g. Somali, Galla etc.)
(Gorman, 1968, 1974a; Whiteley, 1974a; Parkin, 1974b;
Scotton, 1978). About two-thirds of the Kenyan population
speak Bantu languages (Gorman, 1974a; Whiteley, 1971). There
are also languages of Indian origin (e.g. Gujarati, Hindi
etc.) spoken by the Indian immigrants (Gorman, 1968).

As is the case for any group of related languages,
African languages within the same group differ in their
syntax, lexicon and phonology. The degree of mutual
intelligibility between the languages, however varies
according to the éarticu]ar languages. Of course, the
languages of one group are mutually unintelligible to those
of the other. For example, the Luyia language, which is of
Bantu origin, is mutually unintelligible to the Cushitic
Somali language. However, all the Luyia language speakers
(who speak over 15 dialects) do not understand each other
very clearly (Itebete, 1974). Like the Luyia language

speakers, the Kalenjin people speak six dialects (Kipsikiis,
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Nandi, Keiyio, Sebeei, Tugen and Pokot) but as Toweett
(1979, p. =xiv) observes, they "understand one another when
they intend to be understood. . . . But when the intention
is not to be understood then . . . (they) may not understand
one another."”

Kiswahili 1is a Bantu language that is syntactically,
lexically and phonologically related to all the other Bantu
languages. Although the Bantu language speakers have an
advantage when learning and speaking Kiswahili, this does
not mean that the non-Bantu speakers cannot learn and speak
Kiswahili fluently (Halliday, 1972; Itebete,, 1976) .
First languages are often used in intragroup communication
by members of a given ethnic group (Mkilifi, 1978). However,
they may also be used as second languages in inter-ethnic
situations (Heine, 1980; Scotton, 1982c). According to
Heine, in a heterogeneous 1linguistic environment, the
minority group learns and uses the first language of the
majority groups as a second language.

Kiswahili

Kiswahili 1is a language of wider communication, not
only in Kenya, but also in the neighboring East African
states (Steere and Madan, 1890; Harries, 1968; Heine, 1970;
Scotton, 1976a, 1977; Kihore, 1976; Idakwa, 1978; Datta,
1982). Today, Kiswahili is the "best known, most widely
taught and commonly spoken African language" (Hofer, 1978,
p.25). However, although Kiswahili is taught in schools,

many people acquire it informally (Scotton, 1976a, 1982b;
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Parkin, 1974a, 1977; Heine, 1977).

Although Kiswahili has borrowed words from Arabic,
Portuguese, English, Persian and Hindi languages, about 71
percent of the Kiswahili words are of Bantu origin (Harries,
1968; Indakwa, 1978; Hofer, 1978). Thus, it is an African
language that is genetically related to other Bantu
languages. Also, it is spoken as a first language by a small
population 1living along the Kenyan Coast. However, the
majority of the Kenyan population speak it as a second
language (Heine, 1970, 1980; Mazrui, 1972; Rhoades, 1977;
Harries, 1983).

As a link language between speakers of different ethnic
groups, Kiswahili‘has been recognized as an effective medium
of inter-ethnic communication for a long time (Itebete,
1976). For instance, Steere and Madan (1890, pP.22)
emphasizing the importance of missionaries learning
Kiswahili said, "they (missionaries) will carry with them a
key that can unlock the secrets of an immense variety of
strange dialects." Though the various East African languages
could have been "strange" to the missionaries, the role of
Kiswahili as a lingua franca is underscored.

Further, in the political arena, Kiswahili has been a
vital tool in national integration and solidarity (Mazrui,
1969; Ohly, 1982). The Kenyan politicians used Kiswahili to
unify the wvarious ethnic groups during the struggle for
independence. The politicians, as Harries (1968, p.416)

notes:
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. saw in Swahili language a unifying

factor, and its use was encouraged by

official action as being first and

foremost an African language capable of

strengthening the cause of nationalism.
Today, politicians use Kiswahili in linguistically
heterogeneous communities when interacting with members of
the public. Like the politicians, government officers use
Kiswahili when interacting mostly with the subordinates and
members of the public who are not competent in English.
Generally, Kiswahili is Kenya's most important medium of
inter-ethnic communication in government, business, social

and political situations.

The Kenyan Language Policy

The Kenyan language policy has been revised a number of
times since the British colonial era (Halliday, 1972;
Gorman, 1968, 1974a; Scotton, 1978). Furthermore, language
practice often has been contrary to the formulated policies
(Scotton, 1978). English became the official language during
the British colonial era, and its status has not changed in
independent Kenya. As Whiteley (1979, p.45) states:

the defacto adoption of English as an
official language . . . is in conformity
with an essentially elitist ideology,
where the country is administered by a
professional Civil Service not very
different from that inherited from the
Colonial Government.

The colonial language policy was geared to the
promotion of English, therefore, mastering English was not

considered as simply the acquisition of a second language,

but the '"status of having acquired the master language
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itself" (Mazrui, 1975a, p.90). Consequently, the role of
Kiswahili was trivialized by the colonial language policies.
However, the policies in iqdependent Kenya have not given
Kiswahili equal recognition to English. Furthermore,
controversy on the role of Kiswahili and English in national
development has been evident since independence.

Further, the concern as to which language should be
used in government, business and education has been crucial
in the overall national development (Prator and Whiteley,
1967). For example, in the education system, the issue has
concerned a choice regarding the medium of instruction -
English, Kiswahili, or first language. (Gorman, 1968, 1974a;
Rhoades, 1977). The language policy tag of war has been
mostly between English and Kiswahili. The inconsistency and
ambiguity of the language policy has led to an education
system that has considerably revised the policies on the
medium of instruction and language teaching especially at
the lower educational levels (Gorman, 1974b; Itebete, 1976).
For instance, in the case of Kiswahili teaching in schools,
Gorman (1974c, p.496) observes that "some pupils Speak
Swahili well . . others know very little or none, and most
have a rudimentary knowledge of some features of the
language." Itebete (1976, p.73) also notes that the teaching
of Kiswahili has "swung backwards and forwards," but English
has gained more prominence in the school curriculum. Today,
English 1is the medium of instruction in all schools and

Kiswahili is taught as a school subject (Republic of Kenya,
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1972).

Kiswahili gained its official status in 1974 when it
became the official language of parliament (Scotton, 1976a,
1976b; Harries, 1983), but nevertheless it has not been
given equal status to English (Mazrui, 1975a; Heine, 1977).
Further, although there are no regulations on language use
by government officers, English and Kiswahili are the two
main languages that are mostly used at work.

It is in this complex linguistic environment that the
middle level manager in the Kenyan public sector works. The
complexity of the language situation is further complicated
by the fact that the 1low level workers have varying
competence in English and Kiswahili, the two main languages
that a manager may be equipped with.

A middle level manager's linguistic repertoire may be
comprised of at least three distinct linguistic varieties,
namely: English, Kiswahili and his/her first 1language.
Therefore, it is difficult for a manager to always choose a
language which will be understood when interacting with the
superiors, peers and subordinates. When making the choice,
it 1s wvital to consider which 1language 1is appropriate,
where, when, with whom and for what purpose (Hymes, 1967;
Fishman, 1972; Halliday, 1972; Saville-Troike, 1982). The
choice of language the middle level manager makes, reflects
on him/her as an individual officer and on the entire public

organization.



CHAPTER 2
I

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

In this section, an overview of language choice will be
briefly presented, and then the theoretical models that may
be applied to understand why interlocutors choose one
language rather than the other(s) in a particular

interaction will be discussed.

An Overview of Language Choice

Language choice in a multilingual society can be viewed
in two perspectives. First, at the national level, regarding
language policy, language choice can be studied by asking
the following questions: which language(s) shall be used as
the official 1language(s) of government, business and
education?; which language(s) shall be used as the national
language(s)?; which language(s) shall be used as the medium
of instruction in all educational levels?; and which
language(s) shall be taught as a school subject? (Ladefoged
et al., 1972). Answering these questions is a conscious
attempt +to choose the most appropriate language(s) to be
used in various aspects of national development.

The second perspective is approaching language choice

15
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at the individual level. The central question is: which
language does speaker x use when interacting with addressee

y in a given interaction? It is this latter perspective of
language choice that will be focused in this study.

Language choice is largely unconscious (Gumperz, 1972;
Scotton, 1979; Saville-Troike, 1982) and is a consistent
process (Fishman, 1972). However, speakers may know which
language to use when interacting with particular
interlocutors. The choice of language a speaker makes may
partly depend on his/her linguistic repertoire and also the
linguistic repertoire of the other discourse participants
(Parkin, 1974d). Also, it may depend on the image one wants
to project of herself/himself. When making the choice, the
speaker may find himself/herself in an "overlapping
situation" (Herman, 1968, p. 493). According to Herman, a
speaker may choose to speak a particular language to satisfy
his/her personal needs, expectations and desires. On the
other hand, he/she may be compelled to choose the language
designated by the social group norms. Thus, the speaker may
be in conflict between choosing the language that he/she
considers as the most appropriate and the language the
societal norms designate as the most appropriate for a given

interaction.

Theoretical Models
Three models, namely: Domain model, Accommodation model

and Markedness model will be discussed.
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Domain Model

For over two decades, some linguists have explained
language use behavior in multilingual societies in
relationship to the domain (situation) that a specific
language is used (Hunt, 1966; Mackey, 1965, 1966; Fishman,
1972; Bell, 1976; Whiteley, 1974b; Halliday, 1972; Wallwork,
1978). The domain scholars relate language use behavior to
institutions such as the family, school, church or business
organization in one society or comparatively between
societies. Domains according to Fishman (1972, p. 441)
"attempt to summate the major clusters of interaction that
occur in clusters of multilingual settings and involving
clusters of interlocutors."”

The domains may be categorized into two levels:
societal-institutional (e.g. family, church, business
organization etc.) and socio-psychological (e.g. intimate,
informal, formal etc.) (Saville-Troike, 1982). However, the
two levels may be closely related. For example, the formal
level may be closely related to the Business organization
domain and the intimate level to the family domain. For
example, the language used in the business organization may
be totally different from that used in the family. Mackey
(1966, p. 77) Observes that:

the 1language used may depend less on the
person than on the place . . . many
bilinguals (multilinguals) speak one
language with their fellow bilinguals
(multilinguals) when they have them in

their homes, and will address them in the
other language at their place of work.
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According to the domain scholars, the topic of
discourse, the purpose, 1locale and role relationships are
the most important elements that determine language choice
in a particular domain. Language choice, Gorman (1974b, p.
369) states:

. . . is affected by conventions

associated with the use of particular

languages in particular settings, by the

role-relations between the participants,

by the topic which is being discussed and

by the manifest and latent function of the

conversation.
First, the +topic of discourse regulates language use
(Fishman, 1972) because certain topics are discussed better
or more appropriately in one language rather than the
other(s) in a particular multilingual environment. For
example, English may be considered a more appropriate
language for discussing technical topics than Kiswahili or
first languages. Second, the purpose of an interaction may
influence language use behavior (Mackey, 1966, Saville-
Troike, 1982) because each language has specific functions
in a given multilingual community (Penalosa, 1981).
According to Penalosa, one language can be functionally
differentiated from the other(s). For example, English may
be used to give directives as a mark of authority and power,
whilst first languages may be used to express feelings and
emotions. Third, the locale (setting) of an interaction may
influence language use behavior (Fishman, 1972). For

instance, the language a middle level manager uses in

his/her boss's office, may be different from the 1language
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he/she

club. Finally,

may use when interacting with the boss in a

social

the role relationships of the participants in

a particular domain may have an impact on 1language use
(Fishman, 1972; Bell 1976; Wallwork, 1978).

Dyadic relationships such as father-son (Family
domain), teacher-student (school domain), and boss-
subordinate (business organization domain) may determine
which language any of the participants may choose when

interacting with the other.

For example,

a subordinate may

only choose the neutral language (English or Kiswahili) when

speaking to the boss,
the same first language.
of
language of interaction.

The

in a particular domain is clear-cut

model

exclusively not appropriate
Halliday (1972, p. 9) States
than one language use
situations only; they do not
all situations." This however
Wallwork (1978, p. b57) notes,

However,

the most powerful person in the dyad may be used as

domain model tends to assume that language

even though they might be speakers of

the linguistic preference
the

choice

and unequivocal. The

postulates that a language used in one domain may be

in the other. For example,

that, "people who speak more

each one in certain types of

use all interchangeably, in

is too simplistic because as

there may be "contact with

other people with whom there is a potential choice of two or

even three languages,
depending

each other." Furthermore,

and here the choice
on either the role of the two speakers

in the Kenyan situation,

may be made
vis-a-vis

the three
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distinct languages (English, Kiswahili and first languages)
are often used in the same situations (Rhoades, 1977). For
example, if we consider a work place as a single domain, we
would expect only one language to be used in the Kenyan
public sector. However, this is not the case because the
three distinct languages (English, Kiswahili and first
languages) are all used. Therefore, the domain model does
not seem to explain complex linguistic behavior
exhaustively. As Scotton, (1972, p. 106) notes:

While we accept the possibility of this

type of prediction . . . prediction in

terms of general trends . . . from the

domain or social situation, we see domain

or classes of situations as a very weak

predictor of linguistic behavior in
specific situations.

Accommodation Model

The accommodation model (Giles and Smith, 1979; Giles,
Taylor and Bourhis, 1973; Taylor and Royer, 1979) is deep
rooted in four social psychological theories, namely:
similarity-attraction, social exchange, causal attribution
and intergroup dynamics theories. The model assumes that a
speaker may increase the perceived similarities with the
addressee to become more attractive or to gain social
approval. Conversely, perceived dissimilarities may be
increased to signal social disapproval. By increasing the
perceived similarities, the social distance between the
speaker and the addressee is reduced, but, social distance

is increased if the perceived dissimilarities increase.
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Thus, as Taylor and Royer (1979, p. 185) state, "individuals
subtly and indirectly communicate approval or disapproval of
one another by altering their speech so as to be more
similar to or different from the other."

A speaker's speech behavior converges or diverges from
that of the addressee (Taylor and Royer, 1979; Giles and
Smith, 1979). Convergence takes place when a speaker shifts
his/her speech toward that of the addressee, as an indicator
of social approval. For instance, choosing a language that
the other interactant can speak fluently is a form of
convergence. If speaker A can fluently speak languages x and
y, but the addressee B can only speak language x fluently,
then for A to converge with B, he/she must speak language Xx.
On the other hand, divergence occurs when a speaker shifts
his/her speech away from that of the other interactant to
signal social disapproval. For instance, choosing a language
that all participants in an interaction do not understand
and speak is a divergence strategy. If in a multi-ethnic
situation all the interlocutors do not share a first
language, then if any of the participants who share this
first language choose to speak it, then that is a divergence
strategy employed to exclude the non-first language
speakers.

Intergroup processes have a significant influence on
convergence and divergence strategies (Giles and Smith,
1979; Taylor and Royer, 1979). Group members tend to use a

convergence strategy when interacting with each other, but a
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divergence strategy when interacting with the non-group
members. Thus, we would expect the middle level managers in
the Kenyan public sector to choose English alone, or a
combination of English and Kiswahili when interacting with
their peers and superiors (convergence strategy), but choose
Kiswahili alone when interacting with their subordinates
(divergence strategy). Therefore, as Giles and Smith (1979,
p. 52) state, "When group membership is a salient issue,
speech divergence may be an important strategy for making
oneself psychologically and favorably distinct from outgroup
members." Further, choosing a convergence strategy is an
attempt by the speaker to maximize the rewards of being a
member of the in-group. For example, when the middle level
managers speak English to their peers, they signal their
high educational level and socio-economic status which is
symbolized by the English language in a linguistic
environment where many people, especially the subordinates
do not speak it.

In addition, the degree of accommodation may depend on
the speaker's personality and his/her role relationship to
the addressee, rather than primarily the addressee's social
identities such as socio-economic status and educational
level (Platt, 1979). From Platt's observation, we would
argue that the middle level managers' role relationship to
their superiors, peers and subordinates would 1largely
influence whether the managers will use a convergence or a

divergence strategy. While the middle level managers might
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choose to narrow the social distance by using a convergence
strategy when interacting with their superiors and peers, a
divergence strategy may be employed when interacting with

the subordinates.

Markedness Model

The markedness model of Scotton (1972, 1979, 1982a,
1983, 1985, forthcoming) is deeply rooted in three social
psychological theories, namely: social exchange, social
norms and role-taking.

First, the social exchange theory (Thibault and Kelley,
1959) assumes that participants in an interaction weigh the
rewards and costs of the exchange. Thibault and Kelley (p.
13) state:

The consequences or outcomes for an

individual participant of any interaction

or series of interactions can be stated,

then, in terms of the rewards received and

the costs incurred, these values depending

upon the behavioral items which the two

persons produce in the course of the

interaction.
For instance, for the middle level managers, rewards may be
derived from a task that is successfully accomplished
through effective interaction, while the cost incurred may
depend upon the amount of communicative energy needed to get
the task accomplished. Further, the relative reward for an
individual participant depends on what he/she perceives as
the best reward in relationship to the cost (Secord &

Backman, 1964).

Second, social norms have an impact on the behavior and
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attitudes of members of a group (Sherif, 1936, 1948; Sherif
and Sherif, 1969). Sherif and Sherif (p. 41) define a social
norm as "an evaluative scale designating an acceptable
latitude and an objectionable 1latitude for behavior,
activity, events, beliefs or any other object of concern to
members of a social unit." Thus, norms are formed as members
of a group interact, and clearly specify the expected
behavior of each member. Therefore, we would argue that in a
multilingual organization, there are norms that specify
which language to wuse when interacting with members of
different organizational levels.

Third, role relationship is an important phenomenon in
a group because every group member is expected to behave or
act according to his/her role (Secord & Backman, 1964) .
Slawski (1981, p. 43) defines a role as a "pattern of
behavior associated with a position in a society, group or
relationship."”" There are role expectations which are held by
other group members to designate the expected behavior that
a person holding a particular role should exhibit (Shaw,
1970). Thus, language can be used as an indicator of the
role relationships of the participants in a conversation
exchange (Nichols, 1984). In the Kenyan public sector
therefore, the middle 1level manager is expected to be
competent in both English and Kiswahili by virtue of his/her
role in the organization.

The markedness model assumes that participants in a

conversation exchange interpret code choices in terms of a
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natural theory of markedness, and that as part of their
communicative competence, they recognize all choices as
either unmarked or marked in reference to the social norms
of their speech communities (Scotton, 1979, 1982a, 1983,
1985, forthcoming). Scotton (1979, p. 360) defines the
unmarked choice as "that choice which the norms of society
indicate represents the most expected choice for a
particular status holder in a particular role relationship
in a particular situation." Conversely, the marked choice
can be defined as that choice which is unexpected and its
use conveys certain social meaning. For example, if a
subordinate is not fully competent in English, then
Kiswahili may be the unmarked choice for the middle level
manager to use when interacting with him/her, but English is
a marked choice in this interaction because its use may be
an attempt by the middle level manager to indicate his/her
high socio-economic status and educational level.
Furthermore, participants in a given interaction know the
unmarked and the marked choices that may be appropriate for
an interaction (Scotton, 1985; forthcoming). For instance,
speaking the first language to the boss may not be expected
unless he/she initiates it.

Further, according to the model, participants in a
conversational exchange negotiate a set of rights and
obligations in their relationships (Scotton, 1982a, 1982b,
1985, forthcoming). Different code choices mark different

needs and expectations of the participants in an
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interaction. Thus, linguistic choices, Scotton (forthcoming)
states, '"are indexical of a set of rights and obligations
holding between participants in the conversational
exchange."

The social norms in a particular community designate
the consequences of choosing a particular language rather
than the other(s). Scotton, (forthcoming) notes that,
"speakers are free to make any choices but how their choices
are interpreted is not free." This means that a speaker has
to weigh the rewards and costs of making a particular
choice. For example a middle level manager who chooses to
speak English or Kiswahili (unmarked choices) when speaking
to the superior may be positively perceived (reward) as an
officer who wants to maintain their status differences.
However, if +the middle level manager chooses to speak a
first language (marked choice) to the superior, if they
happen to share it, then the superior may interpret that as
an attempt to narrow their social distance, which he/she may
resent (cost).

The choice of language that a speaker makes has an
impact on the other interlocutors. Therefore, as Saville-
Troike (1982, p. 91) states:

the roles which individual speakers
assume and the status they are accorded is
generally dependent on their relationship
to other participants in the communicative
event.

The participants' relative status in the interaction is

signalled by the choice of language. According to the
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markedness model, a speaker's choice of the unmarked choice
calls for the maintenance of the relationship, but the
marked choice calls for a change of the role relationship
(Scotton, 1979, 1982a, 1985, forthcoming). For instance, if
a middle level manager speaks English to the superior, then
the choice may be intended to maintain their boss-
subordinate relationship. But if the middle level manager
speaks the first language to the superior, if they happen to
share it, then it may be interpreted as an attempt to change
their role relationship (boss-subordinate) by interacting as
members of the same ethnic group. The degree of markedness
depends on what 1is the most salient feature in the
interaction. In the first case (above), when the middle
level manager speaks English to the superior, occupational
status, socio-economic status or educational level may be
the most salient features. While in the second case, ethnic
solidarity, affiliation and loyalty may be the most salient
features when the middle level manager speaks the first
language to the superior. Thus, we cannot label a particular
language as either unmarked or marked because each choice a
speaker makes depends on the conversational exchange and
more specifically what the participants in the role
relationship perceive as the most salient feature in their
interaction.

The markedness model sees speakers as having a range of
options which they can freely choose within a normative

framework that designates the consequences of each choice in
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an interaction. Further, it views interaction as a process
in which both the speaker and the addressee are active
participants. Thus, language usage and choice is directly
tied to the role relationships of the discourse -
participants. The role relationships are marked by social
identities such as age, educational 1level, occupational
status, language competence and ethnicity. This study will
endeavor to find out the relationship between these social
identities and 1language choice in a multilingual public

organization.

II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

During the last two decades, 1linguists and educators
have studied the problems of multilingualism in Kenya.
However, relatively few studies have hitherto 1looked at
language use in Kenya in an organizational perspective. The
few studies that have focused on language use at work
situations have been relatively brief and descriptive. 1In
this section, the literature on the language use in Kenvya
will be reviewed in the light of the variables under study
(educational 1level, language competence, occupational
status, directionality of interaction, age, ethnicity and
attitude).

Educational Level

The Kenyan educational language policy has been a
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controversial issue. During the British colonial era, the
educational language policies were inconsistent (Gorman,
1968, 1974a). Mutahi (1983), for example, points out that
Kiswahili was wused as the medium of instruction in the
African schools in the 1930's, but in the 1950's, English
became the medium of instruction. In independent Kenya, the
educational 1language policies have also been inconsistent.
Although, English 1is the medium of instruction in all
educational 1levels, the status of Kiswahili and first
languages in the school curriculum has been ambiguous.

The inconsistencies of the language policies has led to
the graduation of students with varying competence in both
English and kiswahili depending on the language policy that
was prevalent during their school life. Bujra (1974) for
example, found that 37.3 percent of the respondents had been
taught partly in English, 3.9 percent wholly in English,
25.5 percent wholly in Kiswahili, 35.5 percent partly in
Kiswahili, 23.6 percent in the first language and 27.5
percent in both first language and either English or
Kiswahili as the medium of instruction. Bujra's findings
indicate the inconsistencies of the language policies over
time.

Although Kiswahili has been used as a medium of
instruction or taught as a school subject at one time or
another, Whiteley (1969, p.66) says, "no where was it
(Kiswahili) surrounded by an aura of prestige comparable to

that of English." Therefore, many educated people may have
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attended schools that did not teach Kiswahili, and as a
result, they have a "shaky command of it" (Itebete, 1976, p.
75). Thus, Kiswahili lacks equal recognition to English in
the education system, and this may negatively affect a
speaker's competence and attitudes towards it.

A rise in education means an increase in the use of
English, but a decrease in Kiswahili usage (Scotton, 1982b).
Kiswahili is the main inter-ethnic work language used by the
less educated workers, while the highly educated use English
or combine it with Kiswahili (Scotton, 1976a). A study by
Parkin (1974a) found that workers who had no formal
education had higher claimed frequency in Kiswahili usage
than the primary and secondary school graduates. According
to Scotton (1982b), the educated people have the option of
choosing one of the two neutral languages, English or
Kiswahili. Further, Parkin (1974a) also found that the more
yvyears of instruction an officer had in Kiswahili, the less
the officer used it. Parkin argues that the highly educated
workers who have formal knowledge in Kiswahili work in
organizational levels where English is mostly required and
the use of Kiswahili suppressed.

Language Competence

Kenyans have varying language competence in both
English and Kiswahili. A majority of the Kenyan population
speak Kiswahili as a second language. However, only a small
percentage of the population speak English . Parkin (1974a)

found that all the respondents (N=349) claimed to know
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Kiswahili, 42 percent could speak English, but only 22
percent used English at work. Bujra (1974) also found that
47.7 percent of the respondents could not speak English,
27.9 percent could speak only a few English words, 18.6
percent could speak moderately, and only 5.6 percent could
speak it fluently. These findings show that the lower
organizational workers who were the respondents in both
studies can effectively speak in Kiswahili, but not English.
Although many middle level managers may not have

difficulties when speaking English as do the subordinates,
some may lack competence in Kiswahili. Whiteley (1974, p.
344) quotes a Senior Government Officer who said:

No one minds speaking English badly

because it is a mark of hard work,

initiative etc., to have tried to learn it

at all. A man who corrects one's Swahili

may be no better than one self, this

cannot be true of someone who corrects

one's English . B . those of us who

speak it (Swahili) badly are ashamed or

shy of speaking it at all
The above view is consonant with Heine's (1977) argument
that competence in a vertical code (English) is used as a
socio-economic indicator because the speaker's ability to
speak the vertical code is positively evaluated by the other
interactants. Conversely, the use of a horizontal code
(Kiswahili) is neutrally evaluated. Therefore, a speaker
who conforms to the norms of the vertical code is regarded
as competent and socially successful.

The difficulties some middle level managers face when

interacting in Kiswahili may be exemplified with the
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problems the members of parliament encountered when the
Kenyan National Assembly adopted Kiswahili as an official
language of parliament in 1974. The speaker told the
members:

I have explained him (the President of the

Republic of Kenya) the difficulties we

have in switching over to Swahili, . . .

but we shall in due course start sorting

out our difficulties (Republic of Kenya,

1974, p. 21).

As Kiswahili 1is an official and national language of
Kenya, every government officer should understand and speak
it effectively in formal interactions (Gichangi, 1984).
According to Gichangi, failure to speak Kiswahili
effectively may retard national development because the
officer may not interpret and communicate government
policies and regulations to the fellow officers and members
of the public. This view is supported by Ohly (1974) when he
argues that an officer who has no command in the 1language
spoken by the managers and other fellow workers is
restricted in participating in national development. The
following comment of Le Page (1964, p. 18) serves as a

summary of Gichangi and Ohly's view:

Wherever the language of the government
differs from that of the mass of

people . . . . Linguistic diversity
therefore acts as a brake on economic
progress.
In Kenya therefore, competence in Kiswahili is
important if government officers are to be effective

communicators of government policies and regulations. Thus,

as Mwangi (1981), a senior government officer strongly
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notes, "time has come that no government officer can execute
his/her duties effectively, without adequate knowledge and
ability to speak Kiswahili fluently."

Occupational Status

Kiswahili has been often viewed as a language that is
mostly spoken by the low status workers, while the high
status officers speak it only to signal authority, power and
formality (Heine, 1940; Whiteley, 1974b; Scotton, 1977). The
high status officers use English mostly because it
symbolizes high position, authority, power and high socio-
economic prestige (Hunt, 1966; Scotton, 1976a; Parkin, 1977;
Mkilifi, 1978; - Scotton & Ury, 1977; Harries, 1983) and is
the language of vertical mobility (Heine, 1977) spoken only
by the few people who have had formal education.

Acquisition and mastery of English is a passport to
white-collar jobs and hence a source of high socio-economic
status (Parkin, 1974a; Gorman, 1974a; Whiteley, 1979). Since
the British colonial era, English, Itebete (1976, p. 76)
notes, "has been of immediate profit," as the vehicle for
socio-economic mobility. People therefore acquire English
for utilitarian reasons such as job opportunities and
vertical mobility in an organization. Quite often some job
vacancy advertisements specify acquisition and mastery of
English as a requirement. For example, an advertisement by
the Directorate of Personnel Management for Accounts
Assistant Trainee positions stated:

Applicants must be in possession of East
African Certificate of Education with
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credit passes in five subjects including
English language . . . (Daily Nation, 1979
September, 20).

Conversely, such instrumental motivation lacks in the case
of Kiswahili (Ngara, 1982). Thus, because of the
instrumental value attached to English, 1Itebete (1976, p.
74) observes that:
Even the lowest placed worker in Nairobi
struggles sometimes fruitlessly, to
converse and convey his ideas in English
and this tends to be a source of pride and
satisfaction to him, because in so doing
he is perhaps trying to demonstrate that
he 1is capable of getting a promotion
because he "knows" English.

A study by Parkin (1974a) found that the white collar
workers (clerical, professional, highly technical and
supervisory) had a lower claimed frequency in Kiswahili
usage as a first 1language at work than the unskilled
workers. Parkin's findings show that the higher the status
of an officer, the less the officer speaks Kiswahili as a
first language at work. Therefore, to distinguish themselves
from the unskilled workers who are relatively uneducated,
the white collar workers speak English to maintain their
elite status. However, 1like English, Kiswahili may also be

used as a symbol of authority and status when a person in a

senior position speaks to the subordinates.

Directionality of Interaction

The language the middle level manager uses may be an
indicator of his/her role relationships with the superiors,
peers and subordinates. When peers interact, Parkin (1974b)

found that 71.6 percent used Kiswahili, 25.4 percent used
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English, and only 0.8 percent used their first 1language.
These findings show that Kiswahili is mostly used in
horizontal interaction than English or first languages.
Scotton (1976a) supports these findings when she points out
that speaking English alone among the peers is stigmatised
because English increases the interactants' social distance.
According to Scotton, most speakers tend to combine English
with Kiswahili when interacting with their peers.

For upward interaction, a recent study by Scotton
(1982c) found that 61 percent of the respondents interacted
with their superiors in English, and only 13 percent used
Kiswahili. These findings are congruent with Whiteley's
(1979) observation that English is used mostly with
government officers who are senior to oneself, and Kiswahili
with the junior officers. Thus, English is mostly used for
vertical interaction by middle level managers, and Kiswahili
for downward and horizontal interaction.

Age

Speakers of different ages tend to differ in their
language use behavior. Heine (1970, 1980) found that the
younger people in the age group between 20 and 39 used
English more than the older people in the age group 40 years
and over. Whiteley (1979) also found that 77 percent of the
respondents under 30 years old claimed competence in their
first language, Kiswahili and English, while only 4 percent
of those over 30 years old claimed to be fluent in all

three. Further, Bujra (1974) also found that 18.6 percent
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and 5.8 percent of the respondents who were moderate and
fluent in English respectively were all under 30 years old
and non were over 50 years old. These studies show that
Kiswahili is spoken mostly by the older people and English
by the younger generation. Bujra (1974, p. 244) notes that
the widespread wuse of English by the young people is the
"mark of the elite in training." As the young people tend to
be more educated than the old people, they speak English
mostly to conform with what is expected of people in high
socio-economic positions (Parkin, 1974a).

Ethnicity

Although there are many symbols of ethnicity such as
dress, artifacts, dance and music, Fishman (1977, p. 26)
notes that language is one of the most important symbol in
the transmission of ethnic messages, and has "a prime ethnic
value in and of itself". First languages are largely ethnic-
bound (Mazrui, 1975b), hence they are used in intra-group
interaction as symbols of ethnocultural identification,
ethnic solidarity, affiliation and loyalty (Parkin, 1974c;
Mkilifi, 1978; Whiteley, 1979) and differentiate members of
one ethnic group from the other (Bujra, 1974).

Whereas first languages create ethnic cohesiveness and
solidarity, cleavages may be created and nurtured between
members of different ethnic groups (Parkin, 1974c).
According to Scotton (1983), speaking a first language when
all the participants in a conversation exchange do not share

the same first language is an attempt to exclude the non-
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first language speakers by withholding information from
them. The participants excluded by éae first language
speakers negatively interpret and perceive its use in a
multi-ethnic situation (Scotton, 1976b; Parkin, 1977), and
therefore, 1its wuse is highly stigmatised. Speaking first
languages in a multi-ethnic work environment is associated
with ethnic parochialism which 1is considered a social
malady, especially in the public sector, an institution that
is supposed to forge national unity.

In Kenya, first languages are not formally sanctioned
as work languages, but they are widely used when officers of
the same ethnic group interact (Rhoades, 1977; Whiteley,
1979; Heine, 1980). Whiteley notes that speaking first
languages in a work situation reduces the level of
formality. Further, according to Scotton (1970b), the need
for a neutral language diminishes when members of the same
ethnic group interact. However, speaking a neutral language
like Kiswahili may unify the interactants and minimize
ethnic differences (Soba, 1984), and no members of any one
ethnic group may be alienated from the other during the
discourse (Karigithe, 1982).

Attitude

Debates on the role of Kiswahili and English in
national development have involved academicians,
politicians, civil servants and members of the public.
According to Whiteley (1979), there are three schools of

thoughts based on people's views on Kiswahili and English.
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First, supporters of English hold that English is a symbol
of socio-economic prestige and status, while Kiswahili
symbolises lower socio-economic achievement and status.
Although politicians have emphasized the role Kiswahili
plays in national development and integration, Ohly (1982)
notes that this has not minimized the attitudinal problems
imposed on Kiswahili by various socio-economic groups.
According to Ohly, some people in high socio-economic status
groups have a negative attitude towards Kiswahili, and
strongly prefer English. However, a study by Janice (1971)
shows that highly educated people prefer Kiswahili as the
national language. Janice found that 71 percent of Kenyan
students in the United States of America preferred Kiswahili
as the national language, and only 20 percent preferred
English.

Further, some advocates of English consider Kiswahili a
foreign language like English (Khalid, 1977) and also
inferior to English (Knappert, 1965). Consequently, some
people in high socio-economic status groups are reluctant to
speak Kiswahili because it is "inferior" to English which is
a symbol of their status. For example, Bujra (1974) observes
that some government officers are consciously reluctant to
speak Kiswahili because they want to distinguish themselves
from the majority of the wuneducated people whom they
administer and serve.

Second, supporters of Kiswahili, strongly maintain that

Kiswahili is a vital tool in national development (Khalid,
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1977; Karigithe, 1982) and is a symbol of national identity
(Rhoades, 1977). They argue that English is nationally
limited because the majority of the population cannot speak
it (Mazrui, 1969). Further, recognizing and giving Kiswahili
the status it deserves does not trivialize the status and
vitality of English because Kiswahili plays a cardinal role
that does not conflict with that of English (Karigithe,
1981). The concern that any language policy changes in favor
of Kiswahili will trivialize English has not been founded.
As Wallwork (1978, p. 56) observes, "the English educated
elite, among others, have not been too anxious for this
changes to be brought about with haste."

Regarding the English supporters contention that
Kiswahili is an inferior language, the kiswahili advocates
point out that Kiswahili like all other languages can
develop to be a useful tool in all human endeavor, and
therefore should not be considered too poor or inferior to
be an effective medium of communication (Ekwelie, 1971;
Halliday, 1972). Thus, Ekwelie (1971, p.90) strongly states:

the argument that Kiswahili is not capable
of absorbing the complexities of the age
appears time-bound and inorganic. It is
time-bound because its proponents judge it
on the basis of available facilities at a
given point in time, and inorganic because
they appear to discount the possibility of
growth.

The views of the Kiswahili supporters have been
strongly articulated for the last two decades. For instance,

Bujra (1974, p. 249) quotes a then Acting Secretary General

of the ruling party KANU who said:
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Swahili should be spoken by all people at
all times both officially and socially.
Any Kenyan professing a knowledge of
English . . . and denying knowledge of
Kiswahili should be known as a quisling.

The strong views in support of Kiswahili may be well
summarized by the late Shaaban Robert's Kiswahili poem Titi

la mama l1i tamu, hata likiwa la mbwa (One's mother's breast

is sweetest, canine even it be) which shows his 1love and
pride of the Kiswahili language.

Titi la mama litamu, hata likiwa la mbwa,
Kiswahili naazimu, sifayo iliyofumbwa,
Kwa wasiokufahamu, niimbe ilivyo kubwa
Toka kama mlizamu, funika palipozibwa,
Titile mama litamu, jingine halishi hamu.

(One's mother's breast is the sweetest,
canine it may be,

And thou, Swahili, my mother-tongue, art
still the dearest to me.

My song springs forth from a welling
heart, I offer this my plea.

That those who have not known thee, may
join in homage to thee.

One's mother's breast is the sweetest, no
other so satisfies.) (Jahadhmy, 1975,

pP-3).
The third school of thought maintains that both English

and Kiswahili have vital roles to play in Kenya's national

development and should not be seen as conflicting with each

other (Karigithe, 1981). Therefore, both should co-exist in
a stable relationship in which one language strengthens the
other rather than weakens it (Halliday, 1972).

From the above views, we would argue that a speaker's
attitude towards Kiswahili or English will 1largely be
determined by the stance one takes, which will consequently

affect the speaker's language choice and use.
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METHODOLOGY

Survey research techniques were used in the execution
of this study. 1In the section below, the setting of the
study, and the procedures used to collect the data and

obtain the results, and the hypotheses will be discussed.

The Setting of the Study

This study was conducted at the Kenya Institute of
Administration (hereinafter KIA), in the Republic of Kenya.
KIA is the only government institution in the country that
trains middle 1level managers in the public sector. The
institute organizes a wide variety of management and
administrative seminars, conferences, workshops and courses
designed to meet the practical needs of various target
groups in the public sector. The institute organizes the
training programmes under the auspices of the Directorate of
Personnel Management in the Office of the President.

The duration of the training programmes range from
approximately two weeks to two years. Although the institute
runs pre-service courses to prepare candidates for entry
into government service, its main focus is in-service

training designed to improve the managerial and

41
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administrative skills of officers already working in the
public sector. However, the pre-service trainees work for a
short period of time (about one year) prior to the training.
Further, due to the variety of the training programmes at
one given time, the course participants represent a wide
variety of occupations in the public sector. Therefore, in
this study, the public officers on training at KIA were
considered to have characteristics of language use behavior

that reflect those of the entire public sector.

Selection of the Respondents

The survey population was composed of 508 officers
attending 18 training programmes (Appendix I) at the time of
the Study (June-July, 1985). Of the 18 training programmes,
3 were pre-service programmes and 15 were in-service
programmes.

The respondents were selected by use of systematic
sampling technique with a random start. First, a nominal
role for all the course participants in the institute was
constructed based on the duration of the courses as the
criterion. The course participants were listed from those
attending the longest courses (two years) to those attending
the shortest course (one month). Second, the first
respondent was randomly selected between numbers 1 and 10 on
the 1list. From the randomly selected participant, every
fourth (4th) course participant was selected. A total of 127

course participants were selected in the sample. The
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procedure used in sampling the respondents was adopted
because the course participants were randomly listed on the
course nominal roles and also to ensure that all the courses

were proportionally represented in the sample.

Description of the Respondents

All the respondents were public officers working in
various Government Ministries and Departments. Of the total,
30.5 percent (N=36) worked in the Ministry Headguarters, 5.9
percent (N=7) in the Provincial offices, 28.0 percent (N=33)
in the District Offices, and 35.3 percent (N=42) in other
government departments, such as training institutions,
Exchequer and Audit, Airport and Aerodromes. The respondents
represented seven occupations as functionary categorized in
this study. Of the total, 2.5 percent (N=3) police officers,
38.7 percent (N=46) administrative officers, 22.7 percent
(N=27) financial officers, 15.1 percent (N=18) social
workers, 5.0 percent (N=6) agricultural officers, 2.5
percent (N=3) health officers, and 10.9 percent (N=13)
secretarial officers.

The respondents' educational level varied considerably.

Specifically, 2.5 percent (N=3) had primary school
education, 32.2 percent (N=38) had secondary school
education (0'Level), 19.5 percent (N=23) had higher

secondary school education (A'Level), and 45.8 percent
(N=54) had college or university education. The respondents

working duration in the Public Service ranged from 28 years
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to 1 year, with a mean of 8.3 years.

Further, the sample was composed of 70.6 percent (N=84)
males and 29.4 percent (N=35) females. The respondents ages
ranged from 28 years to 49 years, with a mean age of 30.8
years. All the respondents speak English and Kiswahili,
however they were speakers of 15 first languages (mother-
tongues) of African origin, and one first language of Indian

origin (Appendix II).

Instrument

A self-administered questionnaire was used in gathering
the data (Appendix III). All the questions on the 30-item
questionnaire were closed-ended, and were of a structured
nature, designed to be answered in a short period of time.

According to the format of the gquestionnaire, items
1,3,4,5 and 7 were to elicit demographic information such as
place of work, job description, first language, the duration
the officer has worked in the public sector, and the sex of
the respondents. Items 8 through 10 were to provide
information on the frequency of speaking English, Kiswahili
and first language at work.

To elicit the information needed for the specific
variables under study, item 2 was to provide information on
occupational status; item 6, the age of the respondents;
items 11 and 12, the educational level and the highest level
of formal instruction in Kiswahili respectively; items 13

through 16, the directionality of interaction; items 17 and
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18, ethnicity; items 19 and 20, language competence in
English and Kiswahili respectively; items 21 through 24,
attitude towards Kiswahili, and items 25 through 28,
attitude towards English. On the attitude related questions,
the respondents were supposed to show their responses to

each statement on a five-point Likert scale ranging from

"Strongly Agree" through "Don't Know" to "Strongly
Disagree."
The last two items on the questionnaire, items 29 and

30 were language policy related questions designed to elicit
information as to which language is the most effective in
communicating government policies, rules and regulations to
the subordinates and members of the public respectively. All
the respondents were supposed to answer all the questions
except item 18 which was a contingency question.

The questionnaire was pretested on a similar group of
five (5) Kenyan public officers on study leave at Michigan
State University, and revised for clarity before sending it
to the specified respondents.

The questionnaires were administered to the respondents
by lecturers at the KIA, under the auspices of the
Department of Communication at the institute. This ensured a
high response rate because of the 127 sample, 93.7 percent
(N=119) responded. The 6.3 percent (N=8) who did not respond
were not at the institute at the time of the study. All the
respondents provided wusable responses, hence none of the

questionnaires were discarded.
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Data Analysis
2
Chi-Square (X ) tests were computed to find out whether

there is a relationship between educational level, language
competence, occupational status, age, ethnicity, attitudes
and the 1language the middle 1level managers use when
interacting with their superiors, peers and subordinates.
This non-parametric test was used because language
competence, ethnicity and directionality of interaction were
categorical variables measured on the nominal scale; while
age, occupational status, educational level and attitudes
were measured on the ordinal scale. Therefore, Chi-square
tests were used because the variables were either measured
on nominal or ordinal scales (Williams, 1979). Further, an
alpha 1level of .05 was chosen for testing the significance
levels for all hypotheses.

Thus, wusing Chi-square (Xz) statistical tests, the
following hypotheses were tested:
le Middle level managers with high competence in Kiswahili

will interact frequently in Kiswahili with their

superiors, peers and subordinates.

H : There are differences between the younger and the older
2
middle level managers in their language use behavior.
H : There 1is a relationship between educational level and
3

the language the middle 1level managers use when
interacting with their superiors, peers and

subordinates.
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There is a relationship between occupational status and
the 1language the middle 1level managers use when
interacting with their superiors, peers and
subordinates.

There 1is a relationship between attitudes towards
Kiswahili and the language the middle 1level managers
use when interacting with their superiors, peers and
subordinates.

There 1is a relationship between attitudes towards
English and the language the middle level managers use
when interacting with their superiors, peers and

subordinates.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The findings of the study and the interpretations of
each hypothesis will be presented in this chapter. As stated
in the preceding chapter, Chi-square (X2) statistical tests
were computed to test all the hypotheses. The findings of
each hypothesis will be individually analyzed, and all
pertinent data briefly discussed. An alpha level of .05 was
used to test the significance levels for each hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: Middle 1level managers with high
competence in Kiswahili will interact frequently in
Kiswahili with their superiors, peers and subordinates.
There 1is no significant relationship between competence in
Kiswahili and the frequency of Kiswahili usage by middle
level managers when interacting with their superiors (X2 =

2
9; P> .05), peers (X = 6.6858; df = 6; P >
2

9.14887; df
.05), and subordinates (X = 11.07913; df = 9; p > .05).
Competence in Kiswahill does not seem to have a significant
relationship with the language the middle 1level managers
choose to use. These results are depicted on table 1.

As table 1 shows, the respondents who claimed to be
"very good," "good," and "adequate" in Kiswahili tend to use

English alone or they combine it with Kiswahili when

48
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Table 1. Frequency of claimed competence in Kiswahili by
language choice.
| | | | l | | |
Kiswahili | Directionality | English | Kiswahili | English/ | First | Kiswahili/| Row |
Claimed | of | Only | Only | Kiswahili | Language | First | Total |
Competence | Interaction | | [ | Only | Language | |
— I I e I P I I I
I | I | | | | I
| superiors | N | 0 | 10 | 0 | - |21
e T v e — R R e |
| peers | 1 | 0 | 9 | - | - |21
I e e E— R |- |-=eoees |
| subordinates | 1 | 1 | 9 | - | 0 |21
----------- e Rl e B e e
| superiors |29 | 0 | 16 | 1 | - | 46 |
R — e R . R R E— |
Good | peers | 33 | 0 | 13 | - | - | 46 |
e e e | -memeeeees — e . |
| subordinates | 4 | 19 | 22 | - | 1 | 46 |
----------- R e B B ] [
| superiors | 35 | 1 | 10 | 0 | - | 46 |
R t— e R R — R o |
Adequate | peers | 33 | 2 | " | - | - | 46 |
oo E— [o-eoemeees e e e |
| subordinates | 4 | 16 | 23 | - | 3 | 46 |
e . R R e | ommemeeees e |
| superiors | 3 | 0 | 0 | 0 | - | 3
L E— | omemeeeees R | -memmes |ommmeeeees e |
| peers I T L S A B
O e |-mmmeeee |-mmmmmenes |-memmmmeees |==mmmmmeee |=mmmmeeee |--mmmees |
| subordinates | 0 | 0 | 2 l - | 1 | 3
___________ e e e ]
2
X raw score = 9.,14887 with 9 df; significance = .4236 for
superiors.
2
X raw score = 6.68582 with 6 df; significance = .3509 for
peers.
2
X raw score =11.07913 with 9 df; significance = .2703 for

subordinates.
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speaking to their superiors and peers. However, English
alone is used more frequently than a combination of English
and Kiswahili. Surprisingly, except for those who claimed to
be "adequate," the others claim not to use Kiswahili alone
when interacting with their superiors and peers. But with
the subordinates, English alone, Kiswahili alone, and a
combination of both are used. However, a combination of
English and Kiswahili is mostly used than Kiswahili alone.

Those who claimed "not good" in Kiswahili tend to speak
English alone to their superiors and peers, and a
combination of English and Kiswahili to their subordinates.
None of the respondents claimed to be "very poor" in
Kiswahili. Also, first languages are rarely used, but the
few respondents who use them, claim to use them mostly with
their subordinates. Therefore, although the respondents
claimed relatively high competence in Kiswahili, that does
not seem to influence their frequency of using it alone,
especially when interacting with their superiors and peers.

Hypothesis 2: There are differences between the younger
and the older middle level managers in their language use
behavior.

There are no significant differences between the
youhger and the older middle level managers in their use of
Kiswahili (X2 = 1.78396; df = 4; p > .05), first languages
(X2 = 1.69861; df = 8; p > .05), and English (X2 = 4.06988;
df = 2; P > .05). These results are presented on table 2. As

the table indicates, there is no significant relationship
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Table 2. Frequency of Language choice by Age.

I

| Frequency of | More than | Once A | Once or | Once or | Never | Row |

Age | Language Use | Once A Day | Day | Twice A | Twice A | Speak | Total|
|

|I |I | | Day | Month | |
Bl R td |- | | ol R |----—-
: English | 69 | 0 [ - 69}
""""""" [-- | [-==- o Sl I
20-30 Years | Kiswahili | 65 | 2 ] 2 : - ; - ; 69:
|
— |-mmmmmmmees |====---- [-===mm- |=====-- |-==---- |==-=-- |
| First [ 30 | 7 | 12 | 4 | 15 | 68
{ Language | | l | | l |
=" ! ol . |- e
: English | 38 Lo 1 - | - ] - } 38:
- -] S el il Ittt et
31-40 Years | Kiswahili | 37 | 1 [ 0 } - } - : 38||
|- [ - |-- - -==-- |-
| First [ 1 | 6 | 6 | 2 | 1 | 38|
1 Language | | | | | | |
"""""""""""""" el tttd R tted Rttetetd el ety
; English | 10 L - -] - : 11{
""""""" e Rttitd Rttid Ratd Rttt ettty
Above 41 | Kiswahili | " | 0 | 0 } - : - : 11:
Years  |-m-momomoooe |====mmmmmes |===-=--- |=-==mmme- [-====mm- |==----- |- |
| First | 5 [ 1 | 1 ] 1 3] 1
| Llanguage | | l | | | |
____________ SRR PR UUSE PRURR AU SRR S
2
X raw score = 4.06988 with 2 df; significance = .1668 for
English.
2
X raw score = 1.78396 with 4 df; significance = .7754 for
Kiswahili.
2
X raw score = 1.69861 with 8 df; significance = .9889 for

first languages.
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between age and the use of the three distinct languages
(English, Kiswahili and first languages). It seems however,
that all the respondents regardless of their age group
claimed higher frequency of English and Kiswahili usage, but
lower frequency of first language usage at work. But English
was claimed to be wused slightly more frequently than
Kiswahili. The older managers (above 41 years old) claimed a
slightly higher frequency of Kiswahili wusage than the
younger managers (20-30 vyears old). But more younger
managers claimed that they never speak their first language
at work than the older managers.

Hypothesis 3: There is a relationship between

educational level and the language the middle level managers

use when interacting with their superiors, peers and
subordinates.
There is no significant relationship between

educational level and the language the middle level managers

2
use when interacting with their superiors (X = 3.99953; df
2
= 12; p > .05) and subordinates (X = 15.33073; df = 9; p >
.05). However, there is a significant relationship between

educational level and the language the middle level managers
use when interacting with their peers (X2 = 22.71028; df =
6; p < .05). These findings are depicted on table 3.

As the table shows, the language the middle level
managers use when interacting with their superiors and

subordinates does not vary with the educational level. When

speaking to the superiors, English alone or a combination of
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Table 3. Frequency of language choice by educational level.

I | I I | | I
Educational| Directionality | English | Kiswahili | English/ | First | Kiswahili/| Row
Level | of | Only | Only | Kiswahili | Language | First | Total |

| Interaction | | | | Only | Language |
______ | e ]

| I I | | I I I

| superiors ! 2 | 0 | 1 | 0 | - | 3
Prinary | | R e |=mmmmmeee |-=mmmmeee |--nmmmem |

| peers A I L N T
I |--momeee Rt |<mmmmmeee e R |--emeee |

| subordinates | 0 | 3 | 0 | - | 0 | 3

| e e R R e |
Secondary | superiors | 25 | 0 | " | 1 | - | 37

e — e — v — | e
Schoo? | peers | 22 | 0 | [ | - | 37 ]

e e | - S B
(0'Level) | subordinates | 2 | 13 I 2 | - | 1 I 37 |

| | - — R |ommmeeeees e |
Higher | superiors |14 | 0 | 9 | 0 | - | 23
Secondary |[---=--=--------- I == [-===mmmes [==mmmmms [-m=mmmmm [===-==-- I
Schoo! | peers |17 | 0 | 6 | - | - |23 ]

| ommemmeees E— e R | == e e |
(A'Level) | subordinates | 5 | 9 | 1 I - | 2 | 23 |

R — e [ommeoeeees e e | B

| superiors |37 | 1 | % | 0 ! - | 54
College/ |-==-=r==-=--=--- |=-mmmms |- |=-mmmmes |-==mmmmn |-==mmmmmes === |

| peers |4 I 1 | 12 | - [ - | 54 |
University|------=--------- |-=------- [---==------ [---==mmmm- Rt |---=mmmmmee [-==-----

| subordinates | 2 | 21 | 28 | - | 3 | 54
___________ e ]
2

X raw score = 3.99953 with 9 df; significance = .9114 for
superiors.
2
X raw score =22.71028 with 6 df; significance = .0009 for
peers.
2
X raw score =15.33073 with 9 df; significance = .0822 for

subordinates.
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English and Kiswahili are both almost equally used by
respondents of all educational levels. While when speaking
to the subordinates, respondents with primary school
education use Kiswahili alone, whilst those with at 1least
secondary school education tend to use Kiswahili alone or
they combine it with English, although the combination tends
to have more weight. However, the language the middle level
managers use when interacting with their peers vary with
education. Although English alone or in combination with
Kiswahili is mostly used with the peers, it however seems
that the higher the educational level of the manager, the
more the manager interacts with the peers in English alone
than a combination of English and Kiswahili. However,
Kiswahili alone and first languages are rarely used with the
peers by respondents of all educational levels.

Hypothesis 4: There is a relationship between
occupational status and the language the middle 1level
managers use when interacting with their superiors, peers
and subordinates.

The Chi-square (X2) tests show that there 1is no
significant relationship between occupational status and the
language the middle level managers use when interacting with
their superiors (X2 = 18.08843; df = 12; P > .05), peers (X2
= 17.42350; df = 8; P > .05), and subordinates (X2 =
20.42350; df = 12; p > .05). These results are depicted on
table 4.

As the table shows, the language the middle 1level
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managers use when interacting with their superiors, peers
and subordinates does not vary with their job groups. Thus,
regardless of the respondents occupational status, English
alone or a combination of English and Kiswahili are mostly
used with the superiors and peers. But English alone is more
dominant than a combination of English and Kiswahili.
Further, when speaking to the subordinates, Kiswahili alone
or a combination of English and Kiswahili is mostly used. A
combination of English and Kiswahili is more dominant than
Kiswahili alone. 1In addition, first language alone or in
combination with Kiswahili is rarely used by respondents of
all the occupational status groups. However, a combination
of Kiswahili and first language is used more frequently than
first language alone when the middle managers speak to their
subordinates, but not to the superiors and peers.

Hypothesis 5: There is a relationship between attitudes
towards Kiswahili and the language the middle level managers
use when interacting with their superiors, peers and
subordinates.

To test this hypothesis, each item on the guestionnaire
that sought to know the respondents attitudes towards
Kiswahili was tested individually (see Appendix III).

On item 21 ("Kiswahili is as foreign to most Kenyans as
English”"), no significant relationship was found with the
language the middle level managers use when interacting with
2 12.84031; df = 12; P > .05), peers (X2

2
= 8.67353; df = 8; p > .05), and subordinates (X

their superiors (X
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Table 4. Frequency of 1language choice by occupational

status.
I I I | I | I I
Occupational | Directionality | English | Kiswahili | English/ | First | Kiswahili/| Row |
Level | of | Only | Only | Kiswahili | Language | First | Total |
| Interaction | | | | Only | Language | |
_____________ S PR S IR F— I
I I I I I I | I
Job Group | superiors | 2 | 0 | 3 | 0 | - | 5 |
|- oo ] ] W]
Eor | peers | 1 | 1 | 3 | - | - | 5
| | e e B
Below | subordinates | 0 | 3 | 2 | - | 0 | 5
oo e e B e e — e |
Job Group | superiors | 3 | 0 | 18 | 0 | - | 52 |
R — e |emmmeeeees [omemmees R e e |
F, 6, or | peers | 37 | 0 | 15 | - | - | 52 |
oo . |- - e e
H | subordinates | 3 | 22 | 22 | - | 4 | 52 |
------------- e B B ] I R ]
Job Group | superiors | 33 | 0 | 9 | 0 | - | 42 |
R e |- e — ||
J, K, Lor | peers | 3 | 0 | " | - | - | 42 |
| | e |- B e
M | subordinates | 2 | 14 | 25 | - | 1 | 42 |
e R — — e e e e
| superiors | 1 | 0 | 0 | 0 | - | T
R E—— R —— | | | e
| peers I L T e R
L e R —— — R e
| subordinates | 1 | 0 | 0 | - | 0 | T
| | I I | I
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13.12712; df = 12; p > .05).

On item 22 ("A person who speaks Kiswahili fluently is
generally either uneducated or is of 1low status"), no
significant relationship was found with the language the
middle 1level managers use when interacting with their
superiors (X2 = 6.90428; df = 9; p > .05), and subordinates
(X2 = 10.47890; df = 9; p > .05). However, highly
significant relationship was found with the language the
middle level managers use when interacting with their peers
(X2 = 23.86537; df = 6; p < .05).

On item 23 ("kiswahili lacks the vocabulary needed in

many work situations"), no significant relationship was

found with the language the middle level managers use when

2
interacting with their superiors (X = 10.27995; df = 12; p
2
> .05), peers (X = 5,71266; df = 8; p > .05), and
2
subordinates (X = 10.10193; df = 12; p > .05).

On item 24 ("It is more difficult to learn and speak
Kiswahili than English"), no significant relationship was

found with the language the middle level managers use when

2
interacting with their superiors (X = 11.12475; df = 12; p
2
> .05), peers (X = 3,91771; df = 8; p > .05), and
2
subordinates (X = 9,09285; df = 12; p > .05).

From the above findings, we could say that the middle
level managers' attitudes towards kiswahili have no
significant relationship with the language they use when
interacting with their superiors, peers and subordinates.

Table 5 shows the respondents' attitudes towards Kiswahili.
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Table 5. Percentages of Attitudes towards Kiswahili by
language choice.
| e |
| ATTITUDES TOWARDS | LANGUAGE CHOICE |
| KISWAHILI I I
________ S I — e |
I I I I I | | | I I
Items | | | |Directionality|English|Kiswahili|English/ |First  |Kiswahili/|
| Positive |Neutral|Negative| of [Only  |Only |Kiswahili|Language|First
|(Disagree)| | (Agree) |Interaction | | | [Only  |Language
. - S I R | I R I I I I
I | I I | | I | I I
| | | | superiors | 66.7 | .9 3.6 ] - | .9
| o |- el B S S — |
Item 21| 77.8 | .9 | 21.3 | peers | 69.2 | 1.7 | 9.1 - | - |
| I | e & e B |
| | | | subordinates | 7.7 | 39.3 | 47.9 | 5.1 | - |
|- R e e A e B el
| | | | superiors | 66.4 | S e - .9
| o e e e Sl |
Item 22| 94.8 | 0 | 5.2 | peers | 69.0 | 1.7 | 29.3 | - | - |
| I E— e | e — |
| | | | subordinates | 7.8 | 38.8 | 48.3 ] 5.2 | - |
I | eoeeee ] ol e R -]
| | | | superiors | 66.4 | 9 39 - .9
I I I | |- | |- | .l
Item 23| 55.2 | 12.0 | 32.8 | peers | 69.0 | 1.7 | 9.3 - | - |
| I e [ e |
[ | | | subordinates | 7.8 | 38.8 | 48.3 | 5.2 | -
|- e [l e R | |
| | [ | superiors | 67.0 | A 3 - .9
I I I | === |- | | === | I
Item 24| 747 | 7.0 | 18.2 | peers | 69.6 | 1.7 | 28.7| - | -
| o E— e S | | |
| | | | subordinates | 7.8 | 38.3 | 48.7 ] 5.2 | - |
________ R PR (R -l I ) Y ) P
Item 21 Kiswahili is as foreign to most Kenyans as
English.
Item 22 A person who speaks Kiswahili fluently is either
uneducated or is of low status.
Item 23: Kiswahili lacks the vocabulary needed in many work
situations.
Item 24: It is more difficult to learn and speak Kiswahili

than English.
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As the table indicates, the respondents generally show
positive attitudes towards Kiswahili. Specifically, 77.8
percent of the respondents do not view Kiswahili as a
foreign 1language like English; 94.8 percent do not see a
fluent Kiswahili speaker as either uneducated or of 1low
status; 55.2 percent do not consider Kiswahili as deficient
of the vocabulary needed in many work situations; and 74.7
percent do not consider Kiswahili as being more difficult to
learn and speak than English.

However, although the respondents show positive
attitudes towards Kiswahili, they rarely use it alone when
speaking to their superiors and peers as table 5 shows.
Instead, they mostly speak English alone or in combination
with Kiswahili to their superiors and peers. While with
their subordinates, they speak mostly Kiswahili alone or in
combihation with English.

Hypothesis 6: There is a relationship between attitudes
towards English and the language the middle level managers
use when interacting with their superiors, peers and
subordinates.

To test this hypothesis, 1like hypothesis 5, each item
on the questionnaire that sought to find out the
respondents' attitudes towards English was tested
individually (Appendix III).

On item 25 ("English is the only language that should
be used in offices"), no significant relationship was found

with the 1language the middle 1level managers use when



60
2

interacting with their superiors (X = 11.12475; df = 12; p
> .05), and subordinates (X2 = 11.92420; df = 12; p > .05).
However, highly significant relationship was found with the
language the middle level managers use when interacting with
their peers (X2 = 32.11748; df = 8; p < .05).

On item 26 ("All office workers should be encouraged to

use English at work"), no significant relationship was found

with the 1language the middle 1level managers use when

2
interacting with their superiors (X = 15.14165; df = 12; p
2
> .05), peers (X = 13.87805; df = 8; p > .05) and
2
subordinates (X = 16.02804; df = 12; p > .05).

On item 27 ("only effective wuse of English can
contribute to an officer's career development"), no
significant relationship was found with the 1language the
middle level managers use when interacting with their
superiors (X2 = 8.05729; df = 12; p > .05), 'peers (X2 =
9.20064; df = 8; p > .05), and subordinates (X2 = 3.4236; df
=12; p > .05).

On item 28 ("Good command of English ensures respect at
work"), no significant relationship was found with the
language the middle level managers use when interacting with
their superiors (X2 = 20.04557 df = 12; p > .05), peers (X2
= 12.13115 df = 8 p > .05), and subordinates (X2 = 9.43262
df = 12 p > .05).

From the above findings, we could conclude that the

respondents' attitudes towards English have no significant

relationship with the 1language they choose to wuse when
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interacting with their superiors, peers and subordinates.
These results are depicted on table 6. As the table
indicates, the respondents generally show negative attitudes
towards the wuse of English at work. Of the total, 93.1
percent of the respondents do not consider English as the
only language that should be used at work; 77.6 percent do
not think that all office workers should be encouraged to
speak English at work, 66;5 percent do not consider
effective use of English as the only determinant of an
officer's career development; and 49.5 percent do not think
good command of English ensures respect at work. However,
although the respondents show negative attitudes towards
English, they use it alone or in combination with Kiswahili
more frequently when speaking to their superiors and peers.
Also, when speaking to their subordinates, although the
respondents use Kiswahili alone, still a combination of

English and Kiswahili is common.
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Table 6. Percentages of Attitudes towards English by

language choice.

Item

Item

Item

ATTITUDES TOWARDS

I
|
ENGLISH I
|
|

I
I
I
O |
| | I | | | | I |
| l I [Directionality|English|Kiswahili|English/ [First  |Kiswahili/|
|Positive|Neutral| Negative | of |[Only  |Only |Kiswahili|Language|First |
| (Agree) | |(Disagree) |Interaction | | | |Only  |Language |
I I I I I I I I I |
| | I | | | | I I |
| | | | superiors | 66.4 | g | 319 | - | 9
| ] E— e B e — R — |
| | .9 | 93.1 | peers [ 68.0 | 1.7 | 29.3 | - | -
| o | || e e e — |
| | | | subordinates | 7.8 | 38.8 | 48.3 | 5.12 | - |
e e e — el Bl e S — |
| | | | superiors | 66.4 | g | 31.9 | - | 9
| ] R — e e | e
| 6 1.7 | 17.6 | peers | 9.0 1.7 | 29.3 | - | -
| L - e s oo |
| | | | subordinates | 7.8 | 38.8 | 48.3 | 5.2 | -
— e — e E— o e
| | | | superiors | 66.4 | g | 31.9 | - | 9
| | I I - I I I == -
| | 6.0 655 | peers | 69.0 | 1.7 | 28.3 | - | -
I I | [-ommmmmmeee- |- | I - -1- -
| | | | subordinates | 7.8 | 38.8 | 48.3 | 5.2 | - |
f=mmmee === B |=mmmmmmmees |==----- |===mms |=====-| |- |
| | | | superiors | 67.0 | 9 3] - | .9
I I | |==mmmmmmmmee- |-=-m-- |==mmmmmee |===mmems | ===m=mn |-==mmmees |
| | 7.8 49.5 | peers | 69.6 | 1.7 | 28.7 | - | -
I | | |-=mmmmmmmm e |===--- |-=mmmmee === I I |
| | | | subordinates | 7.8 | 38.3 | 48.7 | 5.2 | - |
_______ b ]
25: English is the only language that should be wused
in offices.
26: All office workers should be encouraged to use
English at work.
27: Only effective use of English can contribute to an
officer's career development.
28: Good command of English ensures respect at work.

Item



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the findings of each hypothesis will
be independently addressed, and the relevant data analysis
discussed. In addition, language use with the public,
theoretical issues pertinent to these findings, and
suggestions for further research will be presented. Finally,
general conclusions will be drawn and their relevance and
significance briefly discussed.

Language Competence

Middle 1level managers with a high degree of competence
in Kiswahili were expected to use Kiswahili more frequently
than those with low competence in it when interacting with
their superiors, peers and subordinates. However, as the
respondents were highly educated, their competence in
English was not expected to vary considerably. This study,
like earlier studies (e.g. whiteley, 1974b; Parkin, 1974a;
Bujra, 1974) based competence to speak a particular language
on the respondents' claimed competence.

As table 1 indicates, there is no significant
relationship between the degree of competence in Kiswahili
and the language the middle 1level managers use when

interacting with their superiors, peers and subordinates.
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This may be due to the fact that the respondents claimed a
high degree of competence in Kiswahili. Of the total, 97.4
percent of the respondents claimed to be "very good," "good"
and "adequate" in Kiswahili. None of the respondents claimed
to be ‘"very poor." We would partly attribute this high
degree of Kiswahili competence to the fact that most of the
respondents had formal instruction in Kiswahili. O0f the
total, 94.9 percent had formal instruction in Kiswahili.
Specifically, 18.6 percent had formal instruction in

Kiswahili upto primary school level, 61.9 percent secondary

school level (O'level), 10.2 percent higher secondary school
level (A'level), and 4.2 percent college or university
level.

Another plausible explanation for the high degree of
competence in Kiswahili is that most of the respondents had
worked for a long period of time in the multilingual public
organization. The respondents had a mean working duration of
8.3 vyears, which means that those who had not mastered
Kiswahili in school, could have informally mastered it after
being exposed to the multilingual organization where
Kiswahili is frequently used.

The respondents' claimed competence in English was also
very high. Thus, of the total, 99.1 percent claimed to be
"very good," "good" and "adequate," and only .9 percent
claimed "not good.” None of the respondents claimed to be
"very poor" in English. However, it seems that there is a

slightly higher degree of claimed competence in English than
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in Kiswahili. Specifically, 86.9 percent of the respondents
claimed to be "very good" and "good" in English, while only
6568.1 percent claimed a similar degree of competence in
Kiswahili. This probably means that a high percentage of the
middle 1level managers would claim to speak English more
effectively than Kiswahili.

As this study wholly relies on data collected by use of
a questionnaire, it is difficult to know whether the high
degree of competence especially in Kiswahili reflects the
actual situation. This problem is clearly articulated by
Whiteley (1974, p. 3) when he observes that:

If you want to know what language a person uses in

a particular context, and how he uses it, it is

not enough simply to ask him. He may tell you what

he thinks you want to hear, or what he thinks he

does say, or what he would like others to think he

says

To overcome the problem Whiteley mentions above,
participant observation technique can be used to supplement
the questionnaire, but as stated in the introduction of this
study that was not possible. However, it is worth noting
that although the respondents were highly educated, and the
majority having had formal instruction in Kiswahili, in
reality there is a small percentage of middle level managers
that has not mastered Kiswahili. This may be more common
with the young officers who have not been exposed to the
multilingual organization for a long time, and might have
attended schools (both primary and secondary) that never

taught Kiswahili at all (Itebete, 1976), or they come from

linguistically homogeneous communities where the need for a
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lingua franca like Kiswahili is minimal. For example, a
young administrative officer who had just graduated from the
university of Nairobi commented after she had been assigned
the reéponsibility of chairing a meeting for all the drivers
in the Ministry Headquarters:

I don't know Kiswahili at all. The drivers could

speak better than me. They discussed the agenda of

the meeting while I embarrassingly gazed at them

I hope I will never be assigned such a duty

again (Personal Communication, 1982).

The above case supports the arguement that there are
few middle 1level managers who cannot handle a formal
discourse in Kiswahili effectively. This predicament may be
attributed to the Kenyan education system which over the
years has trivialized Kiswahili in the school curriculum.
The 1lack of incentives for those who master Kiswahili
(Itebete, 1976) has led to a situation where some schools,
do not teach it. It is vital to note that there are public
officers who may claim to be highly competent in Kiswahili
because they can casually use it, but they may find it
difficult to transmit complex organizational information to
those who do not speak English. However, the officers who
are relatively incompetent in Kiswahili realize its
organizational importance, and consequently, they informally
master it over time.

Age

The older middle level managers were expected to speak

their first language and Kiswahili more frequently than the
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younger managers. Conversely, the younger managers were
expected to speak English more frequently as a mark of their
elite status that differentiates them from the relatively
uneducated older generation.

However, as table 2 shows, no significant differences
were found between the younger and the older middle level
managers in their wuse of English, Kiswahili and first
languages. This finding is contrary to the findings of
earlier researchers (e.g. Heine, 1980; Bujra, 1974; Parkin,
1974a; Whiteley, 1979) who had found that young people tend
to speak English more frequently than the older people. All
the respondents in this study regardless of their age
claimed high competence in the three languages. It is vital
to note that the respondents in the earlier studies
mentioned above were relatively uneducated, working in lower
organizational positions or self employed in small
businesses. Thus, it is possible that the younger people who
were found to speak English more frequently than the older
people had only a few years of formal education. However, in
the current study, all the respondents were higly educated
and worked in relatively high organizational positions.
Therefore, both the young and the old had high 1linguistic
competence in the two lingua francas.

Although it is possible that the younger managers may
be more educated than the older managers, their competence
especially in English is not higher than that of the older

managers. The older managers' educational status may have
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been 1low when they joined the public service, but their
exposure to a work situation where English is constantly
used may have enhanced their competence. This argument is
consonant with Bujra (1974) and Parkin's (1974a) observation
that people who have had a chance to constantly use English
even though their educational level is low are able to
competently interact in it.

Educational Level

It was expected that middle level managers who are
highly educated would choose to speak English more
frequently than Kiswahili and first languages. Conversely,
those with 1low educational status were expected to speak
Kiswahili or their first languages more frequently because
they might not be highly competent in English.

As table 3 indicates, no significant relationship was
found between educational level and the language the middle
level managers use when interacting with their superiors and
subordinates. But significant relationship was found with
the language the middle level managers use when interacting
with their peers. Contrary to the findings of earlier
researchers (e.g. Parkin, 1974a; Scotton, 1982b) that as
education rises, English usage increases, but the use of
Kiswahili decreases, in this study, the rise in education
does not seem to affect the frequency of English or
Kiswahili usage.

As the respondents were highly educated, with 97.5

percent having had at least secondary school education
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(O'level), their competence in both English and Kiswahili
did not vary considerably. This means that 97.5 percent of
the respondents had formal instruction in English for at
lJeast 12 years, and 94.9 percent had formal instruction in
Kiswahili. Therefore, unlike in the earlier studies (e.g.
Bujra, 1974; Parkin, 1974a; Whiteley, 1974b) where the
relatively uneducated respondents had only a few years of
formal instruction in English and Kiswahili, most of the
respondents in this study had formally acquired high
competence in both languages.

Every middle level manager spends a substantial amount
of time either giving instructions and orders to the
subordinates, or informing and educating the public on
government policies and regulations. This means that those
who have acquired and mastered Kiswahili in school utilize
their skills when interacting with the relatively uneducated
officers and members of the public. Therefore, Kiswahili is
widely wused by the highly educated, although they tend to
combine it with English. In sum, the middle level managers
in this study are highly competent in both English and
Kiswahili, and they tend to use them frequently regardless
of their educational 1level.

Occupational Status

Middle 1level managers with high occupational status
were expected to speak English more frequently as a symbol
of their high socio-economic status, power and authority.

Conversely, those with low occupational status were expected
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to speak Kiswahili and first languages more frequently when
interacting with other organizational members. However, as
table 4 shows, no significant relationship was found between
occupational status and the language the middle 1level
managers use when interacting with their superiors, peers
and subordinates.

Regardless of the middle level managers' occupational
status, English alone or in combination with Kiswahili is
mostly used with the superiors and peers, and Kiswahili
alone or in combination with English when speaking to the
subordinates. To maintain the status differences, the
middle level managers mostly use English alone when speaking
to their superiors. On the other hand, they mostly use
Kiswahili alone when interacting with their subordinates as
a mark of authority and power. However, the middle manager
may use his/her first language when speaking to the superior
or subordinate to reduce the 1level of formality, and
consequently interact as equal members of the same ethnic
group.

Fluent English speakers are presumably evaluated as
organizationally highly productive officers. Thus, it is
probable that the middle level managers reinforce this
notion when they choose to speak English more frequently to
their superiors. However, while this may be possible in
written communication regardless of its failure to
communicate effectively to the non-English speaking

organizational members, it is highly equivocal whether
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effectiveness in verbal interaction can be wholly based on
an officer's competence in English.

One plausible éxplanation for the lack of significant
relationship between occupational status and the language
use behavior of the middle level managers might be their
relatively high competence in both English and Kiswahili.
Moreover, for the few whose educational level is low, their
middle level managerial positions calls for high competence
in the two lingua francas, therefore, by constantly using
them, their competence has increased over time.

Attitudes Towards Kiswahili

Middle 1level managers with positive attitudes towards
Kiswahili were expected to speak it more frequently than
those with negative attitudes towards it. As the attitude
items were designed to represent peoples' views and beliefs
about English and Kiswahili, this assumption was based on
the premise that speakers with negative attitudes towards
Kiswahili would perceive it as: (1) a foreign language like
English, (2) inferior to English, (3) difficult to learn and
speak than English, and (4) that those who speak it fluently
are either uneducated or of low status (see Appendix III).

As table 5 indicates, no significant relationship was
found between the middle level managers' attitudes towards
Kiswahili and the language the managers use when interacting
with their superiors, peers, and subordinates. However, the
respondents' responses show positive attitudes towards the

use of Kiswahili at work.
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As already noted, most of the respondents were highly
educated, and apparently, a high percentage (94.9 percent)
had formal instruction in Kiswahili. Although Kiswahili has
no equal status to English in the education system, its
recognition as a school subject is an indication of its
national importance. Furthermore, as most of the respondents
were relatively vyoung, they went through the education
system in independent Kenya when the government has been
showing increasing concern on the role Kiswahili plays in
national development and integration. For instance, the
adoption of Kiswahili as an official 1language of the
National Assembly in 1974, is an important landmark that may
have changed the respondents' attitudes towards it. Thus, as
stated in the Kenyan constitution:

. the official languages of the National

Assembly Shall be Kiswahili and English and the

business of the National Assembly may be conducted

in either or both such languages (Republic of

Kenya, 1979, p. 30).

The use of Kiswahili in the National Assembly indicates its
importance as a medium of communication between the
government and the public (Soba, 1984).

Kiswahili today has greater standing in government and
education than during the colonial era. A more recent
recognition of Kiswahili in the education system is its
being one of the ten examination subjects in the Kenya

Certificate of Primary Education (KCPE) under the new 8-4-4

education structure (The Weekly Review, Nov. 22, 1985). For

the first time in Kenya's history as an independent nation,
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Kiswahili was examined in the primary schools in november,
1985. This is an attempt by the government to raise the
linguistic competence of the youth in the language that has
cardinal role to play in national development and
integration. Therefore, we would reasonably argue that the
policies the government has instituted in favor of Kiswahili
may have contributed to the middle level managers' positive
attitudes towards Kiswahili.

Further, although government official correspondence is
usually in English (Rhoades, 1977; Heine, 1977), it is vital
to note that many official documents and forms such as birth
certificate, passport, national identity card, driver's
license and medical forms are written in English alongside
Kiswahili. Therefore, given that these documents are
structured, issued and managed by the middle level managers,
it is possible that they realize the role Kiswahili plays in
making the documents understood by the relatively uneducated
Kenyan populace.

In addition, most of the respondents, especially those
in provincial administration, social work, police and
probation use kiswahili mostly in their daily organizing
activities. Certainly, if Kiswahili is effective in their
implementing government policies and regulations, that may
contribute to their perceiving it positively. For instance a
senior government officer, Diah-Wilson (1984) speaking on
behalf of participants of Advanced Public Administration

course who had successfully completed a Kiswahili speech
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writing and presentation project at KIA said:

We as government administrators realize that if we

are not fully competent in the language that those

we administer and serve speak, serious

communication problems may arise, and

consequently, the goals and objectives of our

government in national development may be

adversely affected.
The cardinal role Kiswahili plays in nation building has
been verbally articulated from many quarters of the public
sector. Public statements made by senior public officers and
politicians in favor of Kiswahili has been evident for the
last two decades. Probably, this realization of the
importance of Kiswahili in Kenya has encouraged public
officers to speak it more frequently, and consequently
perceive it positively. For instance, for the provincial
administrative cadre, who were the largest occupational
group (38.7 percent) in this study, their ability to
implement and articulate government policies and regulations
largely depends on their competence in Kiswahili, the
language most members of the public speak and understand.

However, the factors that affect how an individual in a
particular speech community uses a given language, as Gorman
(1974a. p. 397) observes are also a product of '"Complex
historical, social and economic forces . . .." For example,
the widespread use of Kiswahili as a tool of unifying the
various Kenyan ethnic groups between the 1920's and 1950's
was a result of the growing nationalism which was eminent

before Kenya attained her independence. Thus, despite the

colonial language policies that suppressed Kiswahili usage
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(Mkangi, 1982), its role as a lingua franca was realized at
the time. This recognition of Kiswahili as a vital medium of
inter-ethnic communication has ensured in independent Kenvya.
Thus, although government policies in regard to the use of
Kiswahili at work have not been formally documented,
historical, social and political forces enhance its national
importance.

Despite the increase in official recognition of
Kiswahili during the last two decades, English still remains
the language of vertical mobility. It is obvious that the
day of Kiswahili attaining equal status to English is yet to
dawn. It is not surprising then that there is a small
percentage of the middle level managers in this study who
show negative attitudes towards Kiswahili. For instance, of
the total, 21.0 percent consider Kiswahili a foreign
language 1like English, 5.1 percent consider a fluent
Kiswahili speaker as generally either uneducated or of 1low
status, 32.2 percent consider Kiswahili as 1lacking the
vocabulary needed in many work situations, and 17.9 percent
consider Kiswahili as more difficult to learn and speak than
English. We would expect members of this group to be
reluctant to speak Kiswahili unless one is in a desperate
situation where he/she and the addressee(s) have no other
choice but to speak it. Such managers would probably not
speak Kiswahili to their superiors and peers, but only to
the subordinates who lack competence in the prestigeous

English language. Probably, when they speak Kiswahili to the
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subordinates, they combine it with English regardless of the
subordinates' competence in English.

Attitudes Towards English

Middle 1level managers with positive attitudes towards
English were expected to speak it more frequently than those
with negative attitudes towards it. This assumption was
based on the premise that interlocutors with positive
attitudes towards English would perceive it as: (1) the only
language that should be used in offices, (2) the 1language
that all office workers should be encouraged to use at work,
(3) the only language that can contribute to an officer's
career development, and (4) that good command of it would
ensure respect at work (Appendix III).

As table 6 indicates, no significant relationship was
found between the middle level managers' attitudes towards
English and the language they use when interacting with
their superiors, peers and subordinates.

However, as table 6 shows, most of the respondents'
responses generally indicate that they have negative
attitudes towards the use of English alone at work. This may
be partly attributed to historical, social and political
forces which have been working in favor of Kiswahili as
already discussed. Since the British colonial era, English
has been associated with high socio-economic status and
prestige. For example, when English was introduced as a
medium of instruction in primary schools, the then East

African Standard (now the Standard) on the 13th may 1960
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stated, "if mothers of tomorrow could bring up their
children with English in the home, progress would be swifter
and surer" (Quoted from Mkangi, 1982, p. 15). The above view
which probably could have been held by many Kenyans at the
eve of Kenya's independence and immediately after, seemingly
has changed. English is no longer viewed as the only medium
of communication that 1is wvital for Kenya's national
development. Although English still remains the vehicle of
socio-economic mobility, it is however evident in today's
Kenya that even those who have not acquired this prestigeous
language are equally productive members of the Kenyan
society. Thus, the increasing government recognition of
Kiswahili and widespread use of it by politicians and senior
public officers has to a large extent increased the
awareness of many Kenyans that English alone is deficient in
many aspects of national development. Therefore, the socio-
political situation that the middle 1level managers find
themselves today, perhaps reinforce the fact that using
English alone in a multilingual nation where the majority of
the population lack competence in it is inappropriate.
Furthermore, educational opportunities have been
available to more Kenyans than was the case before
independence. For example, in 1957, there were 3,134 African
pupils in secondary schools (East African High Commission,
1955-58), but in 1977 there were 280,388 pupils (Republic of
Kenya, 1975-77). Although this means that more Kenyans have

acquired and mastered English, it is possible that the
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values previously attached to English have changed. During
the colonial era, and the first decade of Kenya as an
independent nation, the few public officers who were fluent
in English were considered a prestigeous group. But today,
all the public officers, except some in the lower
organizational levels are relatively highly educated, hence
socio-economic prestige can only be derived from other
sources other than competence in English. Thus, although
English does play a role in appointments and professional
growth, competence in Kiswahili is equally important if a
public officer has to interact effectively with the
subordinates and members of the public. Therefore, the
realization that English alone cannot fully meet a public
officer's communication needs in a multilingual
organization, may also have contributed to the respondents'
negative attitudes towards English.

However, the argument is not that English is totally
inadequate or unnecessary, but that on its own, most of the
respondents perceivg it inadequate. Possibly, this has
shifted the respondents' favor towards Kiswahili, which has
been trivialized for a long time. By viewing Kiswahili as a
vital language for inter-ethnic communication in the public
sector, it could be argued that the officers consider
English and Kiswahili as languages that should be used
together, rather than English being used at the expense of
Kiswahili. We may perhaps say that the middle level managers

with negative attitudes towards English would choose
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Kiswahili more frequently when speaking to other
organizational members. Also, we would expect them to be
reluctant to speak English to any fellow officers,
especially the subordinates who might be incompetent in it.

However, there 1is a significant proportion of the
middle level managers who generally show positive attitudes
towards English. Of the total, 5.8 percent of the
respondents consider English the only language that should
be wused 1in offices, 21.2 percent think that all office
workers should be encouraged to use English at work, 28.0
percent believe that only effective use of English can
contribute to an officer's career development, and 42.7
percent believe that good command of English ensures respect
at work. Most of the respondents who have positive attitudes
towards English, view it as a language that can contribute
to an officer's career development and is a symbol of social
prestige at work. Possibly, they view English as a language
that has greatly contributed to their career achievement,
and hence should be strengthened while relegating Kiswahili
to a lowly position.

Further, it could be argued that middle level managers
with positive attitudes towards English would probably
choose to wuse it even when the addressee is not fully
competent in it. To such officers, as Bujra (1974) found,
speaking English differentiates them from those who have not
mastered it. On the other hand, we may perhaps say that

those who have positive attitudes towards English probably
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perceive Kiswahili negatively. Such managers would choose to
speak English more frequently to their superiors and peers,
and even to the subordinates who have a rudimentary
knowledge of it.

Ethnicity

First language usage was assumed to be an indicator of
ethnic consciousness, identity, 1loyalty and affiliation
(Parkin, 1974c; Mkilifi, 1978; Whiteley, 1979). Although no
specific hypothesis was tested, it is important to discuss
first language usage in the Kenyan public sector in
relationship to language choice and use.

As earlier researchers (e.g. Rhoades, 1977; Whiteley,
1979; Heine, 1980) noted, first languages are a very
important medium of communication in work situations. 1In
this study, 68.9 percent of the respondents claim to speak
their first languages at work when interacting with members
of their ethnic group. Of these, 23.8 percent speak to their
peers, 26.2 percent to subordinates, .12 percent to
superiors, and 47.6 percent to any fellow officer who speaks
their first 1language. It seems that first languages are

used mostly when interacting with peers and subordinates,

rather than superiors. A first language reduces the
interactants' social distance and 1level of formality
(Whiteley, 1979), therefore, unless the superior initiates

it, a middle 1level manager would choose to maintain the
status differences by choosing a neutral language (English

or Kiswahili) when speaking to the superior.
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The use of a first language in a multi-ethnic
environment is stigmatised (Parkin, 1974c, 1977; Scotton,
1976b, 1983), therefore, it 1is possible that the 31.1
percent of the respondents who claimed that they "never
speak it," consciously refused to do so to avoid the stigma.
First languages, as Parkin (1977, p. 193) clearly states,
"connote ethnic inclusiveness and solidarity . . . and,
conversely, exclusion and opposition when used in ethnically
mixed contexts." Thus, first languages are accused of
perpetuating ethnic parochialism, sectionalism, nepotism and
other organizational ills which are ethnic-centered. The
stigma associated with ethnicity in the public service is
reflected 1in a comment made by a senior public officer who
said:

there are scores upon scores of people who only

think in terms of how they can achieve maximum

benefit for themselves and their own kith and kin.

We have small pockets of Civil Service 'clans'

which tend to work for the benefit of only those

who belong to their families or ethnic connections

(Nyamu, 1980, p. 117).

The degree of ethnic parochialism and loyalty shown in the
above comment is believed to be enhanced when public
officers withhold information from other interlocutors who
do not share their first language. Therefore, given that
public officers are supposed to project a positive image of
the public organization, it is no surprise that although the
use of first languages at work is widespread, they are

however resented by those who are excluded in the discourse.

From a communication standpoint, one major limitation
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of the use of a first language in a multi-ethnic work
situation 1is the restriction it imposes on organizational
information flow. Only those who share the first 1language
can receive and send information using that medium. However,
although the information transmitted may be only pertinent
to the in-group members, the out-group members may question
and resent the use of that medium. Apparently, the use of
neutral languages such as English, and Kiswahili which
"penetrates through ethnic boundaries" (Karigithe, 1981) is
encouraged in the Kenyan public sector.

First languages should not be viewed wholly as a medium
of communication that threatens organizational stability.
They do play an insurmountable role of transmitting
information to those who may not be fully competent in
either English or Kiswahili. For example, a middle level
manager who realizes that a subordinate is not competent in
both English and Kiswahili may use the first language if the
two share it. Although such a language choice may be
negatively perceived by other interlocutors, from an
organizational standpoint, the choice is appropriate if
pertinent information is effectively disseminated and
received. Thus, while we agree with Soba (1984) that ethnic
differences can be minimized if interlocutors use Kiswahili
and not first languages in inter-ethnic interactions, we
could however emphasize that any language used in
transmitting information, one of the major resources of an

organization is important.
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Moreover, as an organization is a social unit, members
of the same ethnic group may form informal groups which may
work in support of the formal organization. Such informal
groups which are enhanced by the sharing of a first language
satisfy workers' social needs which may not be satisfied by
the formal organizational structure. By sharing a first
language, a member of the informal group feels socially
accepted by other ethnic members, and a sense of belonging
to a particular group is a positive feeling to all
organizational members.

Directionality of Interaction

Several discernible patterns of language choice and use
can be identified in this study depending on whom the middle
level manager is speaking to. When the middle level managers
interact with their superiors, English alone or in
combination with Kiswahili is mostly wused. Specifically,
66.7 percent of the respondents use English alone, 31.6
percent use a combination of English and Kiswahili, .9
percent use Kiswahili alone, and .9 percent use first
language alone. This finding is consonant with Whiteley
(1979) and Scotton's (1982c) observation that English is
used mostly with the senior officers, and Kiswahili with
those who are junior to oneself. Kiswahili alone, and first
language alone, or a combination of the two is rarely used
when interacting with the superiors.

For horizontal interaction when middle level managers

interact with their peers, a similar pattern as when
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interacting with the superiors is seen. O0f the total, 69.2
percent of the respondents use English alone, 29.1 percent
use a combination of English and Kiswahili, and 1.7 percent
use Kiswahili alone. It seems that when interacting with the
peers, both English alone and Kiswahili alone are used
slightly more frequently than with the superiors, but first
languages are rarely used with the peers. Thus, for upward
and horizontal communication, the middle 1level managers
mostly speak English alone or they combine it with
Kiswahili.

One plausible explanation for this similar pattern of
language choice and use when the middle level managers speak
to the superiors and peers is that both have relatively high
educational level and socio-economic status in comparison to
the lower organizational workers. Thus, given that they are
relatively highly competent in both English and Kiswahili,
then the language use behavior when the middle level manager
interacts with the superiors and peers does not seem to vary
considerably.

For downward interaction, when the middle 1level
managers interact with their subordinates, Kiswahili alone
or in combination with English is mostly used. Specifically,

39.3 percent use Kiswahili alone, 47.9 percent use a

combination of English and Kiswahili, 7.7 percent use
English alone, and 5.1 percent use a combination of
Kiswahili and first language. Further, for upward

interaction when subordinates speak to the middle level
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managers, a similar pattern of language choice and use is
evident. Of the total, 41.0 percent of the respondents claim
that their subordinates use Kiswahili alone, 42.7 percent
use a combination of Kiswahili and English, 13.7 percent use
a combination of Kiswahili and first language, 1.7 percent
use first language alone, and .9 percent use English alone.

It is worth noting that middle 1level managers use
English alone more frequently when interacting with their
subordinates than vice versa. On the other hand, more
subordinates use Kiswahili alone or first language alone
more frequently when interacting with the middle 1level
managers than vice versa. One may perhaps say that there are
middle 1level managers who speak English alone to the
subordinates although the subordinates might not be fully
competent in it. It could be argued that such language
choice to a large extent projects a negative image of the
middle 1level managers because the subordinates may not
perceive them as credible speakers.

The middle 1level managers as an elite group would
prefer to use English more frequently to assert their high
socio-economic status, authority and power. One plausible
explanation is that when the middle level managers speak
English to the subordinates, the relatively uneducated
junior officers may not interact at par. Thus, the middle
level manager has an advantage in the discourse. While the
educated people can effectively interact in both English and

Kiswahili, as Scotton (1982b, p. 80) notes, the relatively
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uneducated workers '"do not have the same options in their
repertoire".

Speaking Kiswahili alone to the subordinates is almost
equally preferred as combining it with English. However, we
can detect some discrepancy between this pattern of language
choice, and the language(s) the middle 1level managers
perceive as the most effective that a manager should wuse
when interacting with the subordinates. Of the total, 65.5
percent of the respondents consider a combination of English
and Kiswahili as the most effective choice that a middle
level manager should make when interacting with the
subordinates, 22.2 percent Kiswahili alone, 7.6 percent a
combination of Kiswahili and first language, and 6.7 percent
English alone. The major discrepancy is that Kiswahili alone
is used more (39.3 percent) than is preferred (22.2
percent), while a combination of English and Kiswahili is
used less (47.9 percent) than is preferred (65.5 percent) as
the most effective choice when interacting with the
subordinates. What is eminent in these findings is that both
Kiswahili and English are important for disseminating
information downwards by the middle 1level managers, and
seemingly, none can be use singly.

From the above discussion, it is clear that a middle
level manager has multiple identies when interacting with
the superiors, peers and subordinates. By using English,
Kiswahili or first language depending on whom the middle

manager is speaking to, as Scotton (forthcoming) puts it, it
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is "as if the speaker were saying, not only am I x, but I am
also Y." The middle level manager relates with the superiors
and peers by speaking English alone or combining it with
Kiswahili, and wusing Kiswahili alone or combining it with
English when speaking to the subordinates. Both English and
Kiswahili are more linked to occupational roles, while first
languages are used as a link with members of the same ethnic
group in the multilingual organization.

Language Use with the Public

Middle 1level managers like other public officers are
supposed to inform and educate the public on government
policies and regulations pertinent to national development
(Soba, 1984). Such responsibility can be effectively
executed if public officers speak the language(s) the public
understands and speaks. Thus, using the most appropriate
language will ensure that information is effectively
transmitted from the government bureaucracy to the public,
and feedback from the public is received by the government.

Given the high degree of multilingualism in Kenya,
effective interaction between public officers and the public
can largely be realized if the two lingua francas, English
and Kiswahili are used. However, as most of the members of
the public have not acquired and mastered English, then
Kiswahili remains the sole candidate. This is indicated by
the respondents' response on the item (see Appendix 1III)
that sought to know which language they would consider as

the most effective when speaking to the public. Kiswahili
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alone or in combination with English was considered the most
effective. Specifically, 37.0 percent of the respondents
consider Kiswahili alone to be the most effective, 30.3
percent a combination of Kiswahili and English, 29.4 percent
a combination of Kiswahili and first language, 1.7 percent
English alone, and 1.7 percent first language alone. It
seems, English alone, or first language alone are not
considered effective unless combined with Kiswahili.

In the 1light of this finding that most respondents
consider Kiswahili alone or in combination with English the
most effective choice when speaking to the public, it is
reasonable to assume that most public officers are willing
to speak Kiswahili to the public. This argument contrasts
with Bujra's (1974) assertion that public officers are often
reluctant to speak Kiswahili to the public, and consequently
the public has to rely on brokers who are competent in
English when dealing with public officers. If there are
public officers who speak English alone to members of the
public who might not be competent in it, then such a
language choice and use is inappropriate and mars the image
of the public organization. But given that only 1.7 percent
of the respondents consider English alone an effective
choice when speaking to the public, we would expect a small
percentage of public officers to make this inappropriate
language choice.

It is worth noting that, as the rural areas are now the

centers of national development under the Rural District
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Focus Development Strategy, the role of Kiswahili has become
more viable than ever before. The success of this
development strategy to a large extent depends on effective
dissemination of information by public officers to the rural
Kenyans. This can be realized if the public officers and the
public can attempt to create a "homogeneous 1linguistic
community" (Le Page, 1964, p. 15) by mostly speaking
Kiswahili. For example, the provincial administrative cadre,
who are also the chairpersons of-various rural development
committees have to use Kiswahili effectively if the public
is to participate fully in rural development.

Further, according to the government code of
Regulations (Republic of Kenya, 1966), public officers are
"liable to be posted to any station within Kenya to
discharge the usual duties of their office." This means that
many public officers work away from their home districts
where different first languages other than their own are
spoken or in urban areas which are largely multilingual.
Thus, although a combination of Kiswahili and first
languages was considered effective by 29.4 percent of the
respondents, such language use is only possible for middle
level managers working in their home areas where their first
languages are used, or those in the urban areas when they
interact with people from their own ethnic group. Therefore,
Kiswahili remains the main inter-ethnic language most of the

public officers use when serving the public.
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Theoretical Implications of the Study

The theoretical implications will be discussed in the
light of the three theoretical models (domain, accommodation
and markedness models) presented in Chapter 2 of this study.

Domain model

Our findings in this study show that all the three
distinct languages (English, Kiswahili and first languages)
are used in varying degree in the work domain of the Kenyan
public sector. This is contrary to the central assumption of
the domain model that in a multilingual environment, one
language may be exclusively used in one domain but not in
the other(s) (eg. Hunt, 1966; Mackey, 1965, 1966; Fishman,
1972; Whiteley, 1974b; Halliday, 1972; etc.). For instance,
although the first languages might be predominantly used in
the home domain, 1like English and Kiswahili, they are
significantly used at work.

However, this study did not attempt to find out whether
the topic of discourse, purpose of interaction and role
relationships have an impact on language choice as the
domain model stipulates. But several implications can be
discussed from the study. First, in regard to the topic of
discourse as a factor in determining language choice, it is
possible that English is used more frequently when
discussing technical topics than Kiswahili or first

languages. But rather than the topic of discourse per se
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being the sole determinant, the interactants' role
relationship with the addressee may be a significant factor.
Thus, dyadic relationships such as middle level
manager/superior; middle 1level manager/peer; and middle -
level manager/subordinate seem to have an impact on language
choice. Therefore, as already discussed, the middle level
managers mostly use English alone or combine it with
Kiswahili when interacting with their superiors and peers
and Kiswahili alone or in combination with English when
speaking to their subordinates.

In addition to the role relationships of the
interlocutors, we would say that the purpose of interaction
also partly influences language choice as the domain model
assumes. For example, a middle level manager uses English
when speaking to the superiors and peers when his/her
objective is to maintain formality in the discourse, but
uses Kiswahili if the objective is to interact informally.
While when interacting with the subordinates, the middle
level manager uses English if the objective is to emphasise
his/her high educational 1level and high socio-economic
achievement that differentiates him/her from the uneducated
subordinates. But the manager uses Kiswahili to assert
authority, power and formality when speaking to the
subordinates. On the other hand, first languages are used
when the middle level manager intends to interact informally
with other members of his/her ethnic group.

It is important to note that language choice is a
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complex process especially when interlocutors are equally
competent in at least two languages that are potential
choices in the discourse. For instance, when speaking to the
superiors and peers, there are two potential choices
(English and Kiswahili), but three potential choices
(English, Kiswahili and first languages) with those who are
members of the same ethnic group. This means that choosing
one of the languages is not as clear-cut as the domain model
stipulates.

Accommodation Model

The assumptions of the accommodation model (Giles and
Smith, 1979; Giles, Taylor and Bourhis, 1973; Taylor and
Royer, 1979) to a large extent are congruent to the findings
of this study. According to the model, we would reasonably
say that the middle level managers choose a given language
as a convergence strategy to reduce or maintain the level of
formality, or a divergence strategy to increase the level of
formality.

Therefore, the middle level managers employ a
convergence strategy mostly when interacting with their
superiors and peers, who are in-group members with
relatively high educational level, high occupational status
and high linguistic competence in both English and
Kiswahili. Thus, English alone or in combination with
Kiswahili is mostly used with the in-group members
(superiors and peers) as a convergence strategy. While when

interacting with the out-group members (subordinates) who
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have relatively low educational status, 1low occupational
status, and low linguistic competence especially in English,
the middle level managers mostly use Kiswahili alone or in
combination with English as a divergence strategy. Further,
the middle 1level managers use their first languages as a
convergence strategy when mostly interacting with their
peers and subordinates, but rarely with the superiors.

Markedness Model

In respect to the markedness model (Scotton, 1972,
1979, 1982a, 1983, 1985 etc.), the role relationships of the
discourse participants seem to strongly influence the
language use behavior in the Kenyan public sector. Although
our hypotheses were not fully confirmed, it is however
implicit from the preceding discussion that the language(s)
the middle level manager chooses to a large extent depends
on whom he/she is speaking to.

When interacting with the superiors and peers, English
and Kiswahili are the unmarked choices. English is an
unmarked choice because the superiors and peers are highly
competent in it. Therefore, as officers in relatively high
organizational positions, they are expected to speak English
as a mark of authority, power and high socio-economic
prestige. On the other hand, Kiswahili is an unmarked choice
because it is an official and national language that Kenyans
are expected to speak in inter-ethnic situations to signal
national identity and solidarity. Thus, the unmarked choice

English 1is mostly used by the middle level managers when
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speaking to their superiors and peers. However, although
Kiswahili is an unmarked choice, it is rarely used alone
except in combination with English when speaking to the
superiors and peers.

When speaking to the subordinates, Kiswahili, is an
unmarked choice because most of the subordinates are not
competent in English. But English is a marked choice because
its use may be interpreted as an attempt by the middle level
manager to signal his/her high educational status that
differentiates him/her from the relatively uneducated
subordinates. In addition, first languages are marked
choices regardless of whom the middle 1level manager is
speaking to. As first languages signal ethnic solidarity,
affiliation and identity, using them is often interpreted as
a conscious attempt by the speaker to exclude the non-first
language speakers as already discussed.

The three distinct languages (English, Kiswahili and
first languages) tend to be used by the middle level
managers in varying degree when speaking to their superiors,
peers and subordinates. This may partly indicate that the
choice depends on what the interlocutors perceive as the
most salient feature in their discourse. When power,
authority, educational level and socio-economic prestige are
salient, the middle level managers mostly use English with
their superiors and peers. They may also use Kiswahili when
national identity and solidarity are salient. The use of

English with the superiors and peers ensures formality, and
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Kiswahili ensures informality of the interaction. Further,
when interacting with the subordinates, if socio-economic
prestige, authority and power are salient, the middle level
managers use Kiswahili. But when educational status is
salient, the middle level managers use English to signal
their high educational status. However, regardless of the
addressee's organizational level, when ethnic solidarity,
affiliation and 1loyalty are salient, the middle 1level
managers use their first languages with members of their
ethnic group.

The use of the three languages in varying degree may
also be explained by the consequences the speaker
anticipates from using any of them. When interacting with
the superiors and peers, speaking English projects a
positive image of the speaker, but its use may be negatively
perceived when used with the subordinates. On the other
hand, speaking Kiswahili to the subordinates is positively
perceived, but a middle level manager may be reluctant to
speak Kiswahili to his/her superior, if the superior is not
fully competent in it. Further, although first languages
are vital medium of communication especially with
subordinates who might not be fully competent in both
English and Kiswahili, the stigma attached to their use may
reduce the frequency of their wusage. For instance, as
already noted, first languages are rarely used with the
superiors because probably the middle level managers fear

that their bosses may resent the attempt to reduce the level
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of formality, unless the superior initiates it. 1In essence
therefore, as the markedness model stipulates, speakers
weigh the rewards and costs of the language they choose in a
given interaction.

Suggestions for Future Research

Few studies have previously been undertaken directly
under the rubric of 1language use in a multilingual
organization. As 1language use is a vital communication
phenomena in a multilingual organization, a few suggestions
for future research will be presented.

First, it would be important for future researchers to
focus on the effects of language use on organizational
activities such as decision-making, supervision and
production. For example, what are the effects of using one
language rather than the other(s) in decision making,
supervision and production? Does the language used have an
impact on the effectiveness of those organizational
activities? Second, an attempt should be made to assess the
impact of language choice and language use on organizational
information flow. For instance, does formal information flow
effectively when one language rather than the other(s) is
used? Which language is effectively used on the grapevine?
How does management effectively manage the information
disseminated in different languages? How does the varying
linguistic competence in the official language(s) affect the
dissemination and storage of information? Third, does the

choice of one language rather than the other(s) have an
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impact on the speaker's communicative credibility? Finally,
as this study only focused on the middle level managers, it
would be viable to have a study that could include all the
organizational members (subordinates, peers and superiors).
Such study for instance would attempt to find out what
determines the language members of each organizational level
choose in a given interaction. The topics suggested in this
section and many others if addressed could contribute to the
knowledge needed before bold language policies in
multilingual organizations like the Kenyan public sector are
made.

Conclusions

All the hypothesized relationships in this study were
not fully confirmed. The study failed to find evidence that
each variable studied wholly determines language choice on
its own. However, as eminent in the preceding discussion, it
seems that each variable has an impact on language use
behavior, and probably, the variables interact rather than a
single variable per se being the sole determinant of
language choice in a given interaction. There is no much
variation in the independent variables. But the results do
show that there are clear unmarked choices for interaction
with different groups. However, three conclusions can be
drawn in this study.

First, middle 1level managers with similar social
identies, for example, educational level, language

competence and occupational status tend to make similar
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language choices. Thus, it 1is <clear that a pattern of
language choice and language use exists in the Kenyan public
sector when the middle level managers interact with their
superiors, peers and subordinates. The study, for instance,
shows that middle level managers mostly speak English alone
or in combination with Kiswahili when interacting with their
superiors and peers. On the other hand, they mostly use
Kiswahili alone or in combination with English when
interacting with their subordinates. These patterns form a
continuum - English alone, English/Kiswahili and Kiswahili
alone.

Second, both English and Kiswahili are invaluable media
of communication in the Kenyan public sector. It seems, none
of them can be used singly without the other. However,
although primarily one should have the knowledge and ability
to speak each of the two lingua francas fluently, it is
equally vital to know which one to use when interacting with
the various groups in the multilingual public organization.
While English alone might be more appropriate when
interacting with the superiors and peers, it however does
not seem to be a very appropriate choice when interacting
with most of the relatively uneducated subordinates.
Kiswahili 1is not only effective when speaking to the
subordinates, but also to most members of the public.
Further, although first languages are organizationally
inferior to English and Kiswahili, they are important medium

of communication especially when interacting with the






99

subordinates and members of the public.

Third, for effective communication to take place in the
multilingual public organization, all public officers should
be highly competent in both English and Kiswahili. However,
a high degree of competence in the two lingua francas cannot
be assured if the Kenyan education system continues to
emphasise the vitality of English as a symbol of high socio-
economic achievement, while trivializing the role Kiswahili
plays in national development and integration. This calls
for an effective national 1language policy that should
elevate the status of Kiswahili, so that both lingua francas
can be used as equal tools of communication in all aspects
of national development. Further, given that some middle
level managers may not be fully competent in Kiswahili as in
English, there 1is a need for the Kenyan government to
emphasise the mastery of Kiswahili by all public officers.
This can be done by equally rewarding those who are
competent in Kiswahili as their English competent
counterparts, and also ascertaining that the teaching of
Kiswahili is an integral part of the curriculum of all
government training 4dnstitutions 1like KIA. However, as
Kiswahili has become a compulsory subject in primary
schools, we would reasonably predict that the overall use of
Kiswahili will increase as more people acquire a high degree
of competence in it.

In closing, it should be noted that the three distinct

languages (English, Kiswahili and first languages) used in
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the Kenyan public sector have complimentary functions.
Therefore, as the primary objective of communication in an
organization is the dissemination of pertinent
organizational information, we would reasonably say that the
role of each language is crucial in achieving this end.
Thus, from a communication standpoint, choosing the most
appropriate language when interacting with a particular
addressee 1is wvital if the intended message is effectively
disseminated and received. The choice the speaker makes
affects the overall communication with other organizational

members.
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APPENDIX I

Courses at KIA during the Study (June-July, 1985)

Development

I I

COURSE | Duration of| No. of

| the Course | Participants °

I I
I I

1. Social Work- No. 16/85. | 2 Years | 24
I I

2. Probation Officers- No. 10/85. | 2 Years | 25
I I

3. Probation Officers- No. 9/83. | 2 Years | 18
I I

4. Certified Public Accountants | 1 Year | 29
IIT - Commercial. ] |
I |

5. Certified Public Accountants | 1 Year | 26
II - Commercial. | |
I I

6. Certified Public Accountants | 1 Year | 25
II - Graduate. | |
I |

7. Certified Public Accountants | 1 Year | 217
II - Central Government. | |
I I

8. Certified Public Accountants | 1 Year | 26
II - Local Government. | |
I |

9. Certified Public Secretaries | 1 Year | 27
II - Central Government. | I
I I

10.Certified Public Secretaries | 1 Year | 26
II - Local Government | |
I |

11.Diploma in Supplies Management| 1 Year | 24
I I

12.Advanced Public Administration| 6 Months | 25
l I

13.Basic French | 3 Months | 22
I I

14.Intermediate French | 3 Months | 16
I I

15.Advanced French | 3 Months | 16
I I

16 .Project Development Management | 3 Months | 30
I l

17.Secretarial Management | 2 Months | 22
Training | |
I I

18.District Focus for Rural | 1 Month | 100
I I
I I
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Appendix II
First Languages Spoken by the Respondents

Dholuo

Kikuyu

Giriama
Ekegusii

Luhya

Kalenjin (Nandi, Kipsigis, Keiyo etc.)
Kamba
Kiswahili
Meru

Dawida (Taita)
Digo

Teso

Somali

Kuria

Borana

Gujarati (An Indian Language)
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Appendix III
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
College of Communication Arts and Sciences
Department of Communication
Questionnaire

We are doing a study on language use at work, and we
would like to ask you a few questions. Be assured that your
responses to the questions will be strictly confidential,
and will be used only for statistical purposes. You are not
required to sign your name. Most of the questions can be
answered by circling the most appropriate answer, a few
questions require brief written answers. Please, use a pen
to answer all questions. Your participation and cooperation
are highly appreciated.

1. Where do you work? (Circle one).
1. Ministry Headquarters.
2. Provincial Offices.
3. District Offices.
4. Others (please specify)

2. What is your job group category? (Circle one).
Job group E or below.
Job group F, G or H.
Job group J, K, L or M.
Job group N or above.
Others (please specify)

b O

3. What is your job description? (For example, Personnel
officer, social worker, district officer, etc.)

4. How long have you been working? years.

5. What is your sex? (Circle one).
1. Male
2. Female

6. What is your age? years.

7. What is your first language (mother tongue)?

8. On the average, how often do you speak English at work?
More than once a day.

Once a day.

Once or twice a week.

Once or twice a month.

Never speak it.

b WO

103






10.

11,

12,

13.

14,

15,

On the average, how often do you speak Kiswahili at work?

b WN =

More than once a day.
Once a day.

Once or twice a week.
Once or twice a month.
Never speak it.

On the average, how often do you speak vyour first
language (mother tongue) at whork?

More than once a day.

Once a day.

Once or twice a week.

Once or twice a month.

Never speak it.

b WN

What is your educational level?
1. Primary school.

2. Secondary school (0' level).
3. High School (A' level).

4. College/University.

o what educational level did you learn Kiswahili?
Primary school.

Secondary school (0'level).

High school (A' level).

College/University

Never learned it in school.

O W=

Which 1language(s) do you speak when sending official
messages to your immediate supervisor?

English only.

Kiswahili only.

First language (mother tongue) only.

Both English and Kiswahili.

Both Kiswahili and first language (mother tongue).

D W R

Which language(s) do you speak when sending official
messages to other officers at your level?

English only.

Kiswahili only.

First language (mother tongue) only.

Both English and Kiswahili.

Both Kiswahili and first language (mother tongue).

GO O

Which language(s) do you speak when sending official
messages to subordinates (eg. drivers, office
messengers, etc.)?

English only.

Kiswahili only.

First language (mother tongue) only.

Both English and Kiswahili.

Both Kiswahili and first language (mother tongue).

O W -
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Which 1language(s) do the subordinates (e.g. drivers,
office messengers, etc.) speak when reporting to you?
English only.

Kiswahili only.

First language (mother tongue) only.

Both English and Kiswahili.

Both Kiswahili and first language (mother tongue).

bW R

Do vyou sometimes speak your first language (mother
tongue) at work?

1. yes.

2. No.

If Yes continue to question 18. If No go to question 19.

When do you mostly speak your first language (mother

tongue) at work?

1. When speaking to officers of your rank from vyour
ethnic group.

2. When speaking to subordinates from your ethnic
group.

3. When speaking to senior officers from your ethnic
group.

4. When speaking to any officer (senior, subordinate or
peer) from your ethnic group.

How would you rate your knowledge and ability to speak
English at work?

1. Very good.
2. Good.
3. Adequate.

4. Not good.
5. Very poor.

How would you rate your knowledge and ability to speak
Kiswahili at work?

1. Very good.
2. Good.

3. Adeguate.

4. Not good.

5, Very poor.

Please read each of the following statements carefully, and

by circling one of the numbers, indicate whether you
Strongly Agree (sAa),

Agree (A),

Do Not Know (DK),

Disagree (D)

Strongly Disagree (SD).
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

(sA) (A) (DK) (D) (sSD)
Kiswahili is as foreign to most
Kenyans as English. 5 4 3 2 1

A person who speaks Kiswahili
fluently is generally either
uneducated or is of low status. 5 4 3 2 1

Kiswahili lacks the vocabulary
needed in many work situations. 5 4 3 2 1

It is more difficult to learn
and speak Kiswahili than English. 5§ 4 3 2 1

English is the only language
that should be used in offices. 5 4 3 2 1

All office workers should be
encouraged to use English at
work. 5 4 3 2 1

Only effective use of English
can contribute to an officer's
career development. 5 4 3 2 1

Good command of English ensures
respect at work. 5 4 3 2 1

Which language(s) do you think is the most effective in
communicating governmental policies, rules and
regulations to the subordinate officers? (Circle one).
English only.

Kiswahili only.

First language (mother tongue) only.

Both English and Kiswahili.

Both Kiswahili and first language (mother tongue).

O WwN =

Which language(s) do you think is the most effective in
communicating governmental policies, rules and
regulations to the members of the public (Wananchi)?
(Circle one).

English only.

Kiswahili only.

First language (mother tongue) only.

Both English and Kiswahili.

Both Kiswahili and first language (mother tongue).

D WN =
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