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Abstract . : e . s Y.
o At last the three major Nigerian languages have been promotéd via ' »
. ‘the constitution and the National Policy on Education as national +*
- languages. The term, national language, is misapplied (cf. Mbagwu
- and Obioral; 2007). The languages are beiter described as regional’
official languages (Wardhaugh, 1998:449); they are largely spoken
in the regions where they are native, That is, there are a negligible
number of Nigerians who speak the three'languages. This paper
explains, with reference *to a -stidy reported - here, that most
Nigerians have not accepted the languages and might not accept any
other because of their high regard for foreign languages, especially
English, The paper expresses hope that this negative attitude conld
change if Nigerians are made to appreciate that the Mother Tongue
is very importamt in computation, perception and interpreting and
that ‘all ‘the Nigerian languages .belong to one phylum. In other
words, any of the local languages would reflect shared origin and
- sentiments and 'is therefore bewter than any borrowed (foreign)
languages. o M LI e

i v oee . Y

1.0 Introduction - bd

That Nigeria'is linguistically complex is common knowledge. This complexity has
been a problem, especially in relation to the selection of a national language, that is,
an indigenous language that would satisfy all the communication needs of the
country, Many attempts made in this regard ended in the selection of three
languages, Hausa, Igbo and Yoruba, which are designated major languages because
of the demographic strength of their speakers. Unfortunatcly, these languages are
national languages in principle and not in practice, This is becauso only a few
Nigerians could speak the three languages. It is on this premise that Wardhaugh
(1998:449) rates them as regional official languages, Mbagwu and Obiorah (2007)
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- : f the three mﬂ'ﬂr
Support Wardhaugh's position.” Clearly, the nnn-acc:;]pr:::w; ::ny other s highy
languages reveals that the acceptance of one of the

- itwati ists. In other w
unworkable. This paper investigates why such a situation rmlsitr:n Igf i in;i:e?;::
working hypothesis of the paper is “the successful sclec

- "'b ".,
language or languages as national language or languages is hardly possible

2.0 Methodology ; : )
The data for this investi gation are gathered by a questionnaire. 250 copies of the

questionnaire were. administered. Out of this number 200 were recuvcm'd fully
filled. The respondents were selected to represent a good number of the differen
linguistic groups in the country. Deductive analysis of the data has becn done,
Morcover, the writer would not deny any interference her personal observations and
experiences in the analysis of the data,

2.1 Data presentation and analysis,

The data presented here are responses to questions 6-10 of the questionnaire, The
questions aptly border on the thrust of the investigation, Questions 6 and 8 are
yes/no questions; Question 7 has options while 9 and 10 are content questions;

Question 6: Do you consider a common language for Nj genia necessary?
Question 7: If yes, which Nigerian language(s)? : - .
One of the major languages; All the major languages; None of the
major languages: o,
Question 8: Do you advocate for a neutral Janpuy 1 i 1
Question 9: If ygs. what are Your reasons? e E“gIISh ¥ s
Question 10: Please SUggest ways by which a Common

without causing disorder. language can be evolved

sy it be noted that the -SPONSES 10 questions 6.g are Prel.';én;h.:ﬁ in :; lablt

of percentage while those of the content quesy
' - ons are eported jnd;
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Table 1: Responses to Questions 6-8

i

[ Question 6 No. of Respondents %o

| Yes 135 67.5
No 30 15
No answer 35 17.5
Total 200 100
Question 7 No. of Respondents %
One of the major languages 15 7.5
All the major languages 56 28
None of the major languages 113 56.5
No answer 16 8
Total 200 100
Question 8 No. of WE %
Yes 129 ; 64.5
No 71 355

| Total 200 100

i

69

Table | shows that many Nigerians know the importance of having a common

language. This is evident in 67.5% of the respondents answering yes to Question 6.
Unfortunately, a problem arises conceming which local language or languages
could be selected to serve in the status. 56.5% of the think none of the
major languages should be selected. The implication here is that many Nigerians do
not accept the major languages as national languages. I make bold to state that the
T,S%ﬂﬂwwmﬂﬁGmd&emmwﬂﬂwﬂﬁwho
select all the major languages might have one of the major languages as their native
language. Support for this is in the following words of Kottak (2004:367),
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“Members of an cthnic group may define themselves = illjdj" ar bcgﬁ?;:;:ﬁlyb}l;;s t];f;s
~ as different and special because of. their Is;ngquﬂg?"chg'”"}‘,gr Iungung;s wouls
ancestry, or physical traits.” In other words, speakers Df.lh? mij loxity i
like to protect their linguistic identity.in the face of linguistic oy = .By ol

Lastly, 64.5% of the respondents stand for a ncutral language. | Sak i
intuition, one would know “that™a majority ‘of this percentage are ?Fi ets of
languages that are not the major ones. However, some speakers hﬁ' the major
languages who appreciate the connection between language and cthnicity would
take such position to protect the interest of the other linguistic groups. I" Or Instance,
Mbagwu and Ezenwafor (2008) argue thatthe language policy ij Nigeria !135_ an
implication for'the differentiated logal® status “policy, which gives atlention to
selected languages. According to thém, the selection amounts 10 scgregation and
favouritism. They therefore recommend that the non-intervention type of.langunge
policy should.be adopted by the. country. This.is.because this _dm':s._r!u.t_ I.-'.::z_mi on
linguistic imperialism, linguistic protectiohism or purism, and‘linguistie scparatism
orisolationism. " =z ceenies el T kP el Sl P R

In fact, the position of Mbagwu and Ezénwafor is imja]icatt:d_ in the response of
most of the respondents. They think that ¢very Nigerian languageis important and -
qualifies to be a national language, In other.wards, selecting any_would mean that it
.is more important than others. To check'negative sentiments associated with' this,
the respondents think a neutral languuge is aibetter options= - ~- -~ = o, s moenef

+ It is disheartening o note* that ‘nohé’ of the respondents -suggcé'tiéd'ivu{}is}hy

whichi a local language caii Evolve as a.Comimon langiia ge in"the country. That is,
Que:stmn_ 10 m:!:ivcs, no _answer. _This _sh_nw:-:. that_ Nj gerians_would rather _IICCEEFI
fun_e: gn languagc'_s !hap any local language; This has an implication for the extent to
Which. different |"1£“'“10'BTUUP5'ﬂppl‘ﬂﬂil}}el one another. In the section below, the
implication of disregarding local languages is discussed, N
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3‘".Th'ﬂlmg]:_?n“nn TR I el BT TEL TP LA TERT o 1o .y
Chere are, different, positions, concerning, the, numbr ot Tanguages. 1" R
gt b o 248 nglages: Honfor(1976) s o B8
languages; Bamgbose (1978) gives 513 languages;. Elugbe (199() wgrmmmer, 3 thati
is between; 394 7 400;, while, Udoh, (2003: 8),- records 505 languages. Whatever,is
o number, the, obyious.is that there.are many, lungusgo 1 Nigeria, Eaflier, (hefe
a8 o oAy, classification . of the. lunguages- ifio- major.and” minor. This, "
the s foultsq PY,Bamabose (1991:4) becaiio e epne e | contragicts.
; . thesis of.,~lipguistic ., eguli ism. . "Mbgits s dnor, contradicl
';hq"" 9555 Sa-upeyl ""*'.g '-"[‘I*Lq@!-qw-'--(cf}u T“.!b*.’gwuau‘l?-'f!ﬂ??.-u:'?'%’?{ﬁ'??:"ﬁ'!
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classification in support of linguistic cgalitarianism is as follows: major languages;
main languages, and small arca.languages. Pk T (Y U W T W R
. Note that Bamgbose’s classification reduces Unoh’s (1987) classification into
terms. Onoh categorizes the languages into Group A, Group B, and Group C: Group
A comprises the major languages, Group B, consists of main languages, that is,
languages used in the media and other formal situations in, their home states, e. £
Edo, Efik, Ibibio, Fufude, Kanuri, Nupe, Tiv, Ogoni, Igala; Urhobo ete. Group C
consists of the small area.languages, that is, languages spoken by relatively fewer
people from small districts, divisions and/or local government areas. .. .« o -
- The number of languages in the country, vis-a-vis the,disregard accorded the
languages by Nigerians is responsible for the unworkable language. policy the
couniry has (cf. Mbagwu.and Ezenwafor, 2008, and; Okorji- and ‘Mbagwu, 2008).
And as it is widely acknowledged, a country without a language policy or a bad one
~ has planned to fail (cf. Junaidu, 2008). In fact, I do not think that the number of
languages is too much of a problem; it is the attilude of Nigerians to their languages
that is the problem. Nigerians .only, look forward , to- adequate * participation in
international communication. They fcel, that none of their, languages is well-
equipped for that bui' they are dﬁﬁéd;énq-;hijs-deaéﬁgign_;pa‘s ‘enslaved_them to
English, which, worse still, hds'not produced the aniicipated national dévelopment.
That is why the education sector as,well as other sectors experiences one difficulty
or the other. T T PNER T B TP RRAAL LWL S PO T (7 JRRETR | PR R LI R o
For there to be a workable language policy! Nigeriaris must, ‘as a ratter of fact,
change their attitude to the [pf:ql:‘lgnlngulagcs.l.!:f Nigﬁﬁaqls‘ appreciate the emphasis
that the mother” tongue’ is 'very important i ‘computation, , perception ; and
interpreting, they would change the attitude and begin to regard the local languages.
Again,if they understand thav all the Nigerian languages belong 1o one phylurh,
they would know that any of the local languages would reflect shared origin' and
sentiments and is therefore . better than any, borrowed, languages:. borrowed
languages’ are borrowed ‘cultures and borrowed cultures are difficult, to, manage,
hence, they yield iinderdevelopment instead of development. . O E LAY by 3.0

LI T

& L] [] i - ] = | R b
Nt e S L Hg el AT TN vl

"!--l-“'..l.-f ] [

4.0 Conclusion + «& w7 o b T A 8

In the above, it has been illustrated why a local language or any'local languages
would be hardly accepted generally;as‘a national language .or languages. - For
instance, 64.5% of the respondents do not think any Nigerian languages qualify as a
common langua'ge of communication. They prefer a foreign language to act in such
capacity. One could readily think that they take such a position because they feel
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out of’
that there is hardly a way in-which justice could be donc if one or a féw'out o ma“}.

languages is/are selecied, As I have pointed out,’ this smacks of lgrltﬂrlﬂ“l:;n z::tt iﬂ"
they appreciate the : emphasis ‘that 'the mother’ tonguc- m. “ﬂkz it n
computation,. perception and interpreting;: they ' would not' ta t uncpi : on;
secondly, if they understand that all the Nigerian languages belong’ ?cd P IF um,
they would know that ‘any of the local languages would reflect ﬂh-ﬂ” : ﬂng n nnd
sentiments and is therefore better than any borrowed Iunguagcs %

I hereby recommend.that the Iingu:sts and other Iangustgc scholars who hnu:
in-depth undcrstanding of the importance of the local languages should embark on
enlightenment campaigns to enable Nigerians begin to appreciate: their Innguaggg
and the common origin they share. With this, Nigerians can readily accept any of

them as a lunguagr. of wm:r communication, official or nutmn'll language.

il W el 2% ,._..' ...I-'lI R

! PR il .':".'.'-'.,:""

Referanm . " L O L L
Bamgbose, A. 1978. Madef: of cammummrmn in mufﬂhngugf states: West A.fnc:m
Journal of Modem Languages vol. 3; P 60 65 THETIT ; ,

Bamgh-ns: ‘Ayo. 1991. Lar:guages and ﬂ’:e nm‘mn The Ianguaga que.ﬂian m sub-
saham&fnm. Edinburgh: Edmhurgh Unwermt}r Prt:ss i R

Elugbe; B. 1990. National language.and national dcv:lupme.m In: Emenanjo, 'E. N
(ed.) Multilingualism, minority Ianguages and fﬂﬂgﬂﬂge policy in Nfg#nﬂ
* 'Agbor: Central Books Lid., p.- lﬂ— 19,0 a0 v LAY AT &

Grunberg, J. H.'1971. I.anguage, cﬁfrurr nnd cammumcmmu Smnfnrd Stanfmd
Unw:mtmes ' _ S

L. .:*| L TR P T
ford,. K‘ 19?6 An I"d"‘ "f Mg’-’"" fﬂ"&"ﬂm A::cra Summer Inshlula nf
; I..mgmsu:l.

._i ¥oieEa _,l-.,'_l.l |.-..,l! 'rl'.

Junaidu, Ismail. 2008. Languiige policy, P-'ﬂﬂﬂmg mm' munagemenr ‘An appraisal,

_'of the Nigerian' situation’’ A paper n:senlch
Maidugun 9-13 November, 2008, * p ; “n : .22 p CL““‘{ F—I"i"’mh.'!' “f

Kottak, C. P. 2004. Anthropol
. McGraw Hill, e agf mﬁl ‘T‘IF: TT‘:"‘:" ﬂ:f fl:mmn d;vermy New. ‘!’ork-I

Mbagwu, D. U nnd ‘Ezenwafor,C, ﬁwZﬂﬂ& B > e
multilingual Nigeria: A’ paper mﬂt i UNggcfﬂnﬁ:mfe pai'fcy -and ‘the
Umz:l: Awka an:mber'ZD 2003 BRI R i orld’ Ph: nsaphy Ihjh

#s W
-."': e ga" ,r PR I l"' t J ' ‘" Jﬂ .‘l:'l.l: -I II: . .l l- : !I .I : l ; ;
J reany nbf CTRTIP TP B -

A uer s vl e



Awka Joumat of Linguistics and Languages (ANLL) Vol, 4 (2008) 73

Mbagwu, D. U. and Obiorah, T. 2007.. African linguistic situation .and Africa’s
development. Journal of Religion and Human Relations, 145-153,

Okorji, I. R. and Mbagwu, D. U. 2008a. Implementation of the language provisions

of the national policy on education'(NPE): The case of Port Harcourt secondary
schools. NKOQA, 1,1-9. <.+ + " w0 0y

Udoh, Imelda Icheji L. 2003, The .'&iré'u}r:éi-s of the 'sumh-murh zone of Nigeria: A
geo-political profile. Lagos: Concept Publications

Unoh, S.0. 1987. Information: dissemination: How' Effective, through Local
(Nigerian) Language? In Unoh, S.0. (ed.):Topical Issues in Communication
Arts. Uyo: Modem Business Press'Ltd., p, 88-110.%:.. .+ 4. ..

Wardhaugh, Ronald. 1998. An Introduction to sociolingiistics. Oxford: Blackwell
Publishers. e L R cA N G

o VLI T Y
i
L ]
' ' Wl ] Vi ‘u 4 (] LA [ .‘_'1."" '
P 1 B ' ! .
¥ | ¥ ot ¥ '
a¥
. . ", FETTE | M S J .
[
nl .
Lol L "
L o N '] ] i 4 'H - 1 I i i
wi
(R [ [ ] i i wE i
'r ] L] ]
P! 4 1] Y ' .
: L] | W [ e "
] F L) a4 1
J: L ]
i’ . ' B faow - \
! o PR o0 L F
[
i, ¥ i '..:‘a ' L | i i i
1
" - | i
# Ll i
-y gt "y TH ¥ ! ] . ‘..I...,' "--' .
i s
¥ I Ji%y w gt 1a4 1 # i . |
]
Whe ab ® by e d _
' i ' 7'~ v LAhi i,
W i 1 5 3
¥
" I .I:.' d
4 L : (]
; ‘ ' F
) 15
' olw e : vt " T
*y e &k | B S d . . i
4 H
L ri Fi 1 14 LF Rk ia




