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Abstract: The question whether the variety of English usedimbabwe is indeed a legitimate
new English, a standard variety of English, or arenkearner language crying out:“Me too!”
(Bruthiaux 2003) in order to be recognised as irtlaenew variety of English, eligible to join
the ranks of other institutionalised new Englisiemains unresolved to date and therefore
interesting. A number of criteria to address thigestion have been used e.g. see Magura (1984)
Makoni (1993), Mlambo (2009) among others. Thisgrapses Mollin’s (2007) model that
features processes of functional expansion, natims and institutionalisation, to address the
variety status question of ‘Zimbabwean English’.efherges from a systematic analysis of
Zimbabwean English against Mollin’s three point mbthat Zimbabwean English is at the
threshold of becoming an institutionalised variefyEnglish since it satisfies two out of three
criteria i.e. expansion in function and nativisatiof form. However, the fact that there are no
internal norms governing the variety and that spakof this new English are somewhat
ambivalent in terms of their attitudes towards tiev variety bars Zimbabwean English from
passing the institutionalisation aspect of the.test
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Introduction

The global spread of the English language and timseqjuent presence of the language across
the world has seen new varieties of English spnguth the different polities of the world
competing to be counted as autonomous varietigsngfish, known as new Englishes, world
Englishes or global Englishes (Schneider 2003:284h norms that pay no allegiance to
standard forms of British and American English, &yd large. It is this competition that
Bruthiaux (2003) refers to as the “me too” bandwaga tendency for new varieties of English
to present themselves for consideration as legiinvarieties of English. Mollin (2007:168)
argues that this pressure from Englishes acrossvinkl for consideration as new Englishes
behoves scholars to come up with a working critetmact as some form of jury to determine
which varieties qualify and which do not. Furthermat also makes it necessary for each of the
candidate varieties to be adequately explored lraghistically and sociolinguistically prior to a
determination.

Not that there is much to be gained out of a palitsariety being designated a legitimate new
English beyond the expression of sociolinguistieniity and ‘linguistic sovereignty’. Schneider
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(2003:234) observes that the process of the biftmesw Englishes “is driven by identity
reconstructions by the parties involved...” Collatikgy ideas from previous new Englishes
literature (such as work by Schmied 1991, Kachr8019992a, 1992b, 1996, Schneider 2003,
Bolton 2003, among others, Mollin (2007) suggedtsr@e point criterion against which any new
English about which there is some dispute on wag#dtus can be analysed. The criteria include
guestions of functional expansion, nativisatiorfains and institutionalisation of variety. (Of
course there are other criteria suggested by Trebaand Van Rooy 2006, Van Rooy 2006 etc)
but Mollin’s criteria have been found to be a coetansive and more appropriate tool with
which to assess the variety status of the Engks&lu un Zimbabwe).

As a ‘lesser-known variety of English’ (Schreiel02) extant literature on Zimbabwean English

demonstrates that there is disagreement on thetyagtatus of this variety. Relying largely on

sociolinguistic conjecture and introspection Ng@r@77, 1982), Mlambo (2009) rule that there

are features of Zimbabwean English that build apelting case for it to be regarded as a new
variety of English. Using a more scientific lingtic/structural approach in which he examines
the sociophonological aspects of the English spdkkeAimbabweans Kadenge (2010) similarly

argues that Zimbabwean English is indeed a nevetyaoif English. He concludes his study with

the observation that “based on the sociolinguistatus and localised phonological features of
the English that is spoken in Zimbabwe, this stodgcludes that this distinct variety of English

is legitimately ‘owned’ by Zimbabweans” (Kadengel@7).

On the other hand there are scholars like Makor®98) who conclude, also from a
sociolinguistic perspective that the English spokedimbabwe is not a new variety of English
arguing that its norms depend on those of StanBaglish and that it is also largely acquired
through the education system, though it tends te hacalised features and is used in a wide
range of purposes such as letter-writing, parlig@argndebates, creative writing, among other
purposes.

Controversy over the variety status of ZimbabweamgliEh is not only found among
Zimbabwean scholars. For example, scholars suc8caseir (2009) and Fitzmaurice (2009)
classify Zimbabwean English as belonging to thesiouatrcle but Braj Kachru has consistently
maintained that English in Zimbabwe belongs to ékpanding circle (see Kachru 1988, 1990
and 1996). This lack of consensus among scholasite extent further confirms the embryonic
state of research on English in Zimbabwe. Of codhse development of new Englishes is
dynamic, with a single variety at one moment canfigg as an extending circle variety (EFL)
and at another as an outer circle variety (ESL)tbatindeterminacy of the status of English in
Zimbabwe seems not to be one that can be adequdelgined through the dynamism question
alone. It is such controversy that makes the goest the variety status of English in Zimbabwe
an interesting question. The sections below dis@iisdbabwean English in terms of Mollin’s
(2007) criteria of functional expansion, nativisatiof forms and institutionalisation of variety.
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Zimbabwean English and the functional expansion queion

Mollin (2007:170) conceptualises expansion as wing widespread use of a variety or use of
the language in the many different domains of t@munity and goes on to argue that it is this
pervasive use that guarantees the developmentuofcae language variety. Mollin adds that

unique varieties also develop as a result of tleeafisa language in lingua franca settings where
speakers of different national languages have awitaible need to communicate with each other,
as well as widespread bilingualism in a community.

A sociolinguistic domain analysis of English in tbentext of Zimbabwe demonstrates that the
criteria just described all obtain convincingly Zimbabwe. Firstly, that English is used across
almost all sectors of the country’s life is beyataubt (Hungwe 2007, Makanda 2009, Ndhlovu
2010, Magwa 2010, Kadenge and Nkomo 2011, Kagnadn2012, Nhongo 2013, Kadenge and
Mugari 2015, and Nkwe and Marungudzi 2015). Engisshised in government administration,
in parliament, in the courts, in the media, in etion and in science and technology. There is no
other language with similar widespread use in Zipwa Not to say that the indigenous
languages of Zimbabwe are not used in these sedtbey are indeed used but largely in off-
record and mainly informal situations. Makanda @00id a comprehensive study of language
use patterns in Zimbabwe and his study shows kigasietare areas that are indeed dominated by
indigenous languages such as Ndebele and Shonalyhatnhome, on first encounter with
strangers and when talking with neighbours as wasllat the workplace. It is this diglossic
asymmetry in the distribution of functions thatther marginalises indigenous languages as they
are not used in spheres of importance such as moest administration, commerce, law,
education, media, science and technology.

As far as the law and education sectors are coaddvtakanda (2009) and Kadenge and Nkomo
(2011:252) observe that there are actually polidesved from the national constitution that
overtly officialise the use of English. In termsexfucation, the 1987, 1996 and 2006 (amended)
education policies, expressly state that Englisiukhbe used as a language of instruction from
the fourth grade (before 2006) and from Form Orfee(&2006). Even at tertiary level, all
education is conducted through the medium of Ehglexcept in African Languages
departments, and still not in all tertiary institus at that!

In terms of the law, Chapter 8 Sections 177-17%hef Constitution of Zimbabwe state that
judges of all courts of law except one (the custyneaurt) should have trained in Roman-Dutch
law or should have trained or practised in a cquimwhich English has official recognition. It
can be surmised from this provision that Englishypla prominent role in the legal affairs of
Zimbabwe. This agrees with Makanda (2009)’'s obgmmahat sections of the magistrate, high
and supreme courts act expressly state that Engdisthe language to be used in court
proceedings and that where defendants or any pHréy interested in court proceedings are not
proficient in English, then they would have receuts the services of an interpreter.
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It should be emphasised here that once a langsagiedan a prominent role in education as well
as law, if follows that other sectors such as smeand technology, business, media among
others will inevitably follow suit. This will, asated above, have a detrimental effect on the
indigenous languages which will now be viewed agrigano material capital at all, thus being
eventually viewed negatively by their potential rlexs and users, a point clearly made by
Marungudziet al (2014: 21). This of course has the largely ‘unddde’ effect of trapping the
indigenous languages in a perpetual cycle of diansestigma.

That other sectors have indeed followed suit imgeiof adopting the use of English in the
context of Zimbabwe is evident in the persistergnseios in the media and in science and
technology. As far as the use of English in the imnésl concerned, it is clear that out of more
than 15 print newspaper publications in Zimbabway two, KwayedzaandUmthunywgpublish

in indigenous languages and these are weekliegntrast to most of those in English which are
dailies. TheMasvingo Stara community newspaper for Masvingo Provimealso introducing
Shangani/XiTsonga pages to its newspaper, buidtas almost insignificant counterbalance to
the dominance of English. The story is not diffénanthe electronic media where a majority of
television and radio stations as well as onlinesyaebsites broadcast in English. Out of the four
public radio stations in the country, two i.e. Radimbabwe and National FM, broadcast in
indigenous languages, switching to English programgnwhen there are important national
events such as Presidential addresses (see MakR@fBaMagwa 2010, Ndhlovu 2010, Kadodo
et al 2012, Makanda 2013). Private stations such as Z#&eo, Diamond FM and YaFM also
largely broadcast in English.

As for language use in the business, Makanda (2B09@f the view that the language used
depends on the location of the business but refults his study indicated that in almost all
provinces, English was reported to be the most lwidsed language though the combined
percentage of Shona and Ndebele was always higherthat of English. Makanda (2009:109)
also concedes that “in industry and commerce orother hand, the need to be ‘very formal’ is
very high hence employees of any organisation l@wvenclination to communicating with the
customers in English unless and until the clieas®rt to an indigenous language. For this reason
one finds that English has got a high usage innessi circles”.

In terms of science and technology, it is importantote that Zimbabwe has not originated any
significant science and technology products, rgyimainly on technology from countries such
as Britain, the US, Italy and of late from Chinadaimdia. Thus it follows that instruction
manuals on how these science and technology pdinduld be operated and managed are
largely in the language of the manufacturing cdaeator English is used as a default language in
those manuals. Furthermore most of such produsts laear non-indigenous names e.g.
thermometer, computer, software, nebuliser, dialysachine etc. and such terms are not easily
translatable into indigenous languages. The presand visibility of Zimbabwe’s indigenous
languages on the worldwide web also remain vengmifscant in comparison with English.
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As pointed out earlier, it is such widespread fiond that inevitably lead to the development of
unique features and eventually the birth of a newety of English. Against the background

where almost all the national affairs of the coymtre conducted in English, it can be concluded
that in terms of functional expansion, Zimbabweaglish is clearly a new variety of English.

Notwithstanding the clear functional dominance ofjish, the new Constitution of Zimbabwe
(2013) has attempted to create a facade that someers languages (namely Chewa, Chibarwe,
English, Kalanga, Koisan, Nambya, Ndau, Ndebel@anghani, Shona, Sign Language, Sotho,
Tonga, Tswana, Venda and Xhosa ) spoken in thetgo(otearly not all the languages) are now
‘officially recognised languages’, whatever thatamg! However, this has not detracted from the
dominance of the English language, giving credéadéadenge and Mugari’'s (2015:23) incisive
observation that most language policies in Africa mothing more than “declarations of intent
that have little functional use beyond politicahdyolism”.

In fact, provisions in Section 1 (6) and 4(63) dieTConstitution of Zimbabwe have been
roundly criticised for a myriad of loopholes andammendations to plug these proffered. Some
of the loopholes include the fact that Section ) j(Bt lists sixteen languages as officially
recognised languages without spelling out the “nibeds, methodologies and rationale used to
come up with the list” (Kadenge and Mugari 2015), 26at the functional domains to which
each of these languages can be applied are notfispeand that the declaration is not
accompanied by a practical implementation agentda.alithors also note that these two sections
of the constitution are also self-contradictory.

Secondly it is also the case in the context of Zibviee that there is widespread bilingualism and
multilingualism. In fact there are very few casésabsolute monolinguals in Zimbabwe which
boasts a literacy rate of over 92%. This is dutia¢ofact that, thanks to the consistently bilingual
inclination of its language-in-education policy| Bierate citizens of Zimbabwe are bound to
know more than one language, one of the languagjeg imevitably English. Therefore there is
a very much pronounced prevalence of English-Inthige language bilingualism.
Multilingualism is most pronounced in those partstlee country e.g. Chiredzi, Beitbridge,
Hwange, Binga, Tsholotsho, etc dominated by migoidinguages, where in addition to the
minority language, English as well as one of thevjmusly so-called national majority languages
such as Shona or Ndebele is used as a languagdefa@mmunication.

However, in terms of the spread of English throliggua franca settings, this certainly has a
very minimal effect the reason being that one efdb-called majority languages of Zimbabwe
i.e. Shona and Ndebele compete for the role otiinfganca with English to such an extent that
even in urban settings, speakers of the so-calledrity languages are likely to communicate
with other speakers in either Shona or Ndebele esititese are languages of wider
communication in Zimbabwe. However, the fact reradhrat the use of English in lingua franca
settings as a factor of the development of Zimbamenglish cannot be totally discounted.
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Zimbabwean English and the nativisation question

According to Kachru (1992b:235) nativisation refessthe “linguistic readjustment a language
undergoes when it is used by members of anoth@chpsommunity in distinctive sociocultural
contexts and language contact situations”. Thege®of nativisation is also alternatively known
as indigenisation or localisation. This processmadly results from mother tongue language
transfer, accommodation and typological constrajmsllin 2007:171). Nativisation normally
occurs at all levels of language i.e. phonologyicien, grammar and discourse, a point echoed
by Schneider (2003) when he observes that natioisaiccurs at the lexical, syntactic, stylistic,
discoursal and genre levels. Differences’ fromrnhgve standard in these realms also need to be
considerable. The new features should also beragsite Schneider (2003:247) argues that this
is the third phase of a five-phase dynamic modehefevolution of new Englishes and that it is
the most vibrant one, “the central phase of bottutal and linguistic transformation”.

Measured against this criterion, Zimbabwean Engligly be said to be approaching new variety
status. Though the question of nativisation hassodar been adequately explored owing to the
embryonic nature of research on Zimbabwean Engdishindicated earlier, studies have shown
that there are some characteristics of the languagety that are typically nativised, particularly
at the phonological novel (see Ngara 1977; 198Quvta 1985, Schmied 1996, Mlambo 2009,
and Kadenge 2010).

Furthermore, preliminary results based on a marentecorpus-based research into the nature of
Zimbabwean English conducted by this author (Manaizgforthcoming) also show that there is
a significant level of nativisation in the variety specific terms the results show nativisation
evident in such features as use of inversion inréetl questions, extension of the progressive
aspect to habitual contexts, extension of the gsgjve aspect to stative verbs, use of resumptive
pronouns, non-standard use of coordinate senteatterps, among others. These are mainly
syntactic features but there are also myriads wic# and phonological items that evince
nativisation. Similar features have also been regoin other new Englishes in Africa and
elsewhere in the world. So it would be reasonablargue that Zimbabwean English on this
score is indeed a new form of English.

The corpus-based study by Marungudzi also indicateat nativisation was also most
pronounced in the spoken mode of the corpus as a@dpto the written mode. However,
though nativisation was witnessed in the Zimbabweanety of English, its extent does not
approximate the extent of nativisation reportediner new Englishes such as those of West
Africa and East Africa. However, one of the reasfmsthis could be that English is scarcely
used in informal contexts in Zimbabwe and also,thatnoted by Makoni (1993), the variety of
English used in Zimbabwe has been mainly learnedugh education and not through
naturalistic contexts where nativisation would barenikely.
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Zimbabwean English and the institutionalisation qustion

Institutionalisation according to Mollin (2007) hssdo with the attitudes of the speakers of the
new English towards it, levels of acceptabilitytoé new variety as well as the general reaction
of the elite to nativised structures in the newietsr Institutionalisation can therefore be
understood as some sort of standardisation of @ve features and can be equated to what
Schneider (2003:249) refers to as endonormati@listation, which he views as “marked by the
gradual adoption and acceptance of an indigenogsiitic norm, supported by a new, locally
rooted linguistic confidence”.

Another important prerequisite of the acceptanatiastitutionalisation of new linguistic forms
is codification, a process involving the productiand availability of dictionaries, grammar
books and usage guides (Schneider 2003:252). Stghieirther adds that institutionalisation is
also consummated by the ascription of an X-Engiintification tag on the new variety, X
standing for the specific type of English, e.g. Babwean English, Namibian English et cetera,
an eventual acknowledgement of the independencéeatitiness’ of the new English.

It is on this last criterion that Zimbabwean Enlglfails to pass as a legitimate variety of English.
A review of Zimbabwean English through the instaoalisation lens just described yields the
unsurprising conclusion that institutionalisatioihtiee Zimbabwean variety of English has not
yet taken place, there being no codification of treiety and subsequently with many
Zimbabweans not acknowledging the variety. Idecdiibn of the Zimbabwean variety of
English as “Zimbabwean English” is also rarely ldedespite some scholars discussed in the
introduction insisting on its existence.

The absence of institutionalisation in part stemwnfthe fact that norms of language in the
country are still subordinated to external standeadieties such as British and American

varieties of English. This is evident even from tbeal examination board, the Zimbabwe

Schools Examinations Council (ZIMSEC) which does$ mzognise nativised constructions or

the so-called localised English, insisting on tise of conventional English idiom in Ordinary

Level English composition, for example. Localisedniis of English tend to be permissible only
in creative writing, with such authors as Charlesnigloshi, Chenjerai Hove, Petina Gappah and
Shimmer Chinodya significantly adopting the variasypart of their writing styles.

In addition the general public seems to scoff anlZabwean forms of English constructions and
discouraging them as correct forms of English. Mgitas far back as 1987, McGinley

(1987:159) notes that the pride with which Engliskpoken in Zimbabwe is indeed matched by
the pride with which school uniform is worn and eed the pride with which a broader Western
value system is approved in the country. Evidenctéhe ground shows that this attitude has not
changed to date (see Hungwe 2007, Kadodo et al, ZIHighanga and Chimhenga 2013, Nkwe
and Marungudzi 2015, among others). McGinley (1980) also makes one revealing

observation in as far as the attitudes of Zimbalmwdawards standard English is concerned,
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“according to at least one observer, people waniitate ‘success’: to speak English like
Mugabe [President Robert Mugabe] does™. In anieademinar presentation by Mkanganwi
(1976) it had been observed that asked to namétigepage they hated most, only 3% of the
respondents reported that they hated English. &mglias also reported to be the second most
loved language after the respondents’ mother tangudecomes clear that the attitude towards
Zimbabwean English is evidently plaid, confirminguBiiaux’s (2003:160) observation that
“postcolonial Englishes tend to generate ambivaemong commentators”.

Furthermore, the extent of divergence from Standanths of English by Zimbabwean English
discussed in the above section (that divergencemasly witnessed in the oral modes of the
corpus, with written texts mainly conforming to tbenventions of Standard English and not to
an overwhelming extent at that) is further testignem the fact that though there are doubtless
typical forms of Zimbabwean English that occur e ttorpus, these are not as widespread as
there are in similar varieties of English. In theaf analysis, it is clear that on the score of
institutionalisation, Zimbabwean English may shi#é viewed as a learner language en route to
maturation as a standard variety of English.

Conclusion

This paper has examined Zimbabwean Engliska-visthe salient processes attendant upon the
development of new varieties of English as concasted by Mollin (2007) and to some extent
by Schneider (2003) i.e. functional expansion, visdtion and institutionalisation. Though
Mollin believes that this is a rigorous criteriogagnst which new Englishes may be tested, it has
emerged from the foregoing assessment that theod@&@mbabwean English cannot squarely fit
the new variety paradigm or the learner varietyageym since it certainly satisfies the first two
criteria but stumbles at the last. It then becom#fscult to decisively place the variety of
English in Zimbabwe. Mollin’s criterion does not kegit clear how much institutionalisation or
even nativisation should have taken place to wawarety status. Thus Zimbabwean English
remains in limbo on the question of independentetarstatus. It would then be necessary to
move beyond Mollin’s criteria and refine it to a racscientific and categorical tool that can
assess new Englishes in order to place them motgately on their developmental course.
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