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The speakers are native speakers of a variety which does not have the status of a language.
Moreover they are residents of a place where it is spoken by a minority of the population. As
expressed by some of the responses they can gain no material or social advantage by associating
themselves with this variety. So they are adopting some strategies or other to disassociate
themselves from the language by recurrently linking it with the older generation.

These responses point out to the fact that a language or a language variety is not a static
entity but it is a dynamic process which is constantly constructed, reproduced or erased
depending on a host of non-linguistic ideological stances.

Language Ideology of the Linguists

There are many works (c.f.,Blackledge, 2008; Charles, 1996; Jaffe, 1999; Haviland, 2003;
Lippi-green, 1994; Ricento, 2000) which currently explore the impact of language ideology
among individuals, ethnic and social groups, communities, in language policy and in the history
of language politics. However, among the various application of the concept of ideology in the
field of linguistics, a most significant and interesting area is the analysis of how ideology of the
linguist themselves and that of the major linguistic thoughts has affected the history and
development of linguistics. Linguists have always claimed to attempt an objective neutral
outlook towards language, denouncing the common notions such as standard language is any
way more pure or correct than the other varieties or those prescriptive doctrines about how
language should be used. Instead, we have claimed to attempt to look into language from the
impassionate, neutral and objective eyes of a scientist. However, researchers in language
ideology have questioned this very assumption. Exploration of the role of ideology influencing
linguists and linguistic analysis constitutes the first section of Ideologies of Language, entitled
‘Linguistic Ideologies’.

In this section Taylor’s paper (1990) entitled Which is to be Master? the Institutionalised
Authority of the Science of Language investigates the so called scientific attitude of the
descriptive linguists through ages and concludes that the descriptivism is a mask to promote
dominant institutional language ideologies, that it still analyses the standard varieties and
ignores the non-standards just like the earlier prescriptive linguists did .  Joseph (1990) in his
Ideolgizing Sassure: Bloomfield's and Chomsky's readings of the Cours de linguistique generale
contrasts Bloomfield’s and Chomsky’s reading of Sassure and shows that both have suppressed
and highlighted parts of Sassure’s contentions in order to either support their own ideological
framework or distancing from their framework from Sassure .  Cameron’s paper (1990),
Demythologizing sociolinguistcs: Why language does not reflect society argues that
Sociolinguists, being influenced by the ideology of mainstream linguistics and that of
quantification and scientificness associated with it, have failed to give proper sociologically
based explanation of relation between social factors and linguistic patterns as it never sided with
ideology of the sociologists.

One of the most effective analyses of language ideology in the sphere of linguistic studies is
done by Milroy (2001). In his analysis of standard language ideology, he showed that language
ideology as a ‘commonsense notion’ does not affect only the common people but that linguists
in spite of their attempts to objective analysis of in unravelling the ‘science of language’ are that
they are very much affected by the ‘standard language culture’ and this is reflected in their
work. And these ideologies in turn create general and technical understanding of language and
linguistics. Therefore, studies in linguistics are in fact coloured by dominant ideologies even
though it claims otherwise. Quoting Joseph and Taylor (1990, p. 2) he warns that ‘... any
enterprise which claims to be non-ideological and value-neutral, but which covertly remains
ideological and value-laden is more dangerous for its deceptive subtlety’. He argues that

98



Language Ideology as Tool Subject

everyone, almost without any exception agrees to the concept of standard language ideology. He
suggests that languages are more defined by the ideology rather than their internal structure.

In conclusion, it can be said that the development of the concept of ideology in the sphere of
linguistics has opened a fundamentally new perspective to the study of language, which can
project language less as static object of study or even as a social artefact but more as a human
activity or a human process. This will undoubtedly enrich our understanding of language for
time to come. Language ideology or ideology of language is bound to continue to develop not
just as a tool of linguistic analysis or a framework but also as the subject matter of analysis
itself.
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