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T
he literary canon of organizational culture emphasizes those things that are shared in organizations – behaviors, symbols, values, beliefs, assumptions, artefacts, and the like. Quite simply, organizational culture is seen as the outcome of shared meaning creation (Alvesson and Berg 1992; Martin 2002; Salas, Salazar, Feitosa and Kramer 2014). Therefore, it is often put forward that ‘strong’ organizational cultures are those where all members share the same views and perceptions around the aspects and elements of the culture (Flamholtz and Randle 2011; Turner 2014). In fact, authors such as Krajcsák (2018, 1469) go so far as to say that the more homogenous, not only the perceptions of organizational members are, but the more homogenous the members of the organization themselves are, the stronger the culture of an organization will be. 
This leaves managers in today’s business environment with a problem. Contemporary organizations are typified by diversity, and diversity in almost any measure means that multiplicity, rather than homogeneity of perceptions and behavior is to be expected (Chilisa 2012; Smith 2012). Multiplicity in collective meaning creation implies that there will be some measure of contestation around organizational culture elements. The question that arises for organizational culture scholars and managers is whether diversity in organizational contexts necessarily means weaker organizational cultures. In this article, a case study is put forward to show how organizational diversity and resultant contestations around cultural elements does not consequentially mean cultural weakness. In fact, focusing only on those aspects that are shared means that the integrative potential of organizational culture is underestimated. As Al Mehairi and Zakaria (2014) put it, organizational culture can be used to “integrate disparate people and relationships”. Their disparate natures do not preclude integration into the organization’s culture. 

This article presents the case of Fanagalo in the mining industry of South Africa. Fanagalo (also spelled Fanakalo, Fanegalo or Fanekalo) is an industrial pidgin that was purposefully created due to the acute diversity of members of mining organizations. Language diversity on the mines had a tower of Babel effect. Instead of singling out any one language and having members of other languages learn to speak it, members of the mining industry created their own in order to facilitate communication.
This mining language once featured widely as the lingua franca of the industry; however, ‘in 2000 the Mining Qualifications Authority (MQA) formulated a formal language policy that proposed the phasing out of Fanakalo’ (MQA 2011). This ‘phasing-out policy’ rode on the back of changes in the political environment of South Africa. The change from official bilingualism to multilingualism following the country’s democratization in 1994 prompted the call for a broader language policy, and in this case, the proposed phasing out of Fanagalo on the mines (Mesthrie 1989; MQA 2011). Notwithstanding the drive and motivation behind the policy, Fanagalo stays the de facto language in many instances within the industry, 18 years after policy rollout (Greeff 2011; MQA 2011; Ravyse 2018).  
A question that merits investigation is why this language – if it is as negative as to warrant phasing out – would persist among some of the very members that it would mean to affront. Although literature has offered up some suggestions (cf. Ravyse 2018), it is quite surprising that there are no studies that frame or approach Fanagalo as a cultural element of mining organizations. The existing studies also do not take the diversity of organizational members into consideration, and therefore the possibility that the same diversity that saw to the formation of the language could underlie its persistence as cultural element. Framing Fanagalo as an element of the mining industry’s organizational culture further creates the opportunity to research issues that arise when contested elements of organizational culture persists. 
This article offers a qualitative empirical study that unpacks how and why this contested language should be seen as an element of organizational culture and why it persists in a diverse context. Specific issues that arise from managing contested organizational culture elements are discussed as findings. This discussion uses Fanagalo as case example but contributes to organizational culture literature at large by considering the focus and locus of power in cultural management strategies dealing with contestation as it scrutinizes the idea of collective (shared) meaning creation. The discussions further speak to how continued collective contestation relates to organizational culture, especially in diverse contexts. Lastly, the issues discussed look to the ways in which contested cultural elements can be used as levers of change in such management approaches. Before the methodology is explicated and the resultant findings put forward, the sections directly below present the theoretical underpinning of the study and a contextualization of Fanagalo.
Organizational Culture
In researching organizational culture, one would be hard-pressed to find a source that does not admit to the fact that organizational culture is hard to define. The seminal theorists Pacanowsky and O’Donnell-Trujillo (1983, 126) perhaps put it best when they state that ‘organizational culture is not just another piece of the puzzle, it is the puzzle’.

Taking the analogy of a puzzle forward would have it that organizational culture is made up of different, interlocking, pieces. These pieces are the elements of the culture. Literature has offered up many different elements or dimensions that aim to pinpoint culture. Among the more seminal are those of authors such as Hofstede (1980) who looks at the bearing of national culture on organizational culture through the dimensions of individualism-collectivism; uncertainty avoidance; power distance; and masculinity-femininity. More recent studies focus, for example, on fairness; affiliation; and innovativeness (Bock, Zmud, Kim, and Lee 2005), or on process-results; job-employee orientation; professional-parochial; closed-open; and pragmatic-normative as elements (Al Mehairi and Zakaria 2014). For this article, with its focus on language specifically, the elements as seminally defined by Schein (1984) is purposely apposite. Schein’s (1984) typography recognizes the underlying values and assumptions of an element, which are useful for probing the reasons for contestation in a more explorative way.
Schein (1984) builds on the work of the cultural anthropologist Keesing (1974) in offering a classification system of organizational culture elements that has been widely accepted – at least in principle – in organizational literature (Ott 1989; Gibson and Barsade 2003). He reconceptualized the adaptationist and ideationalist schools of thought on organizational culture and divided its associated elements into three levels (Keesing 1974; Ott 1989; Schein 1984). 

On the first level, Schein (1984; 2010) places artefacts and creations of the culture. On the second level values are located, and lastly, on level three, the basic assumptions of the culture are found. These basic assumptions are treated as the essence of organizational culture – it represents ‘what the culture really is’ (Schein 1984, 14). Working downward, values and eventually artefacts are seen to be the observed manifestations of the cultural essence; the basic assumptions of members.

In this way, it is demonstrated how organizational culture elements on each level are related to one another. Artefacts are shaped by members’ values which, in turn, are modelled from the basic assumptions held in the organization. Artefacts, therefore, do not function independently from the values and assumptions of an organizational culture. Indeed, they are direct manifestations of them.

Artefacts
One of the first examples often cited of artefacts, is language. As artefact, language is seen as an active shaper, controller and transmitter of thoughts, beliefs and concepts within an organization (Ott 1989; Salas, Salazar, Feitosa and Kramer 2014; Schein, 2010). Language should be regarded as central to a culture “because of its power or influence over thought and perceptions of reality” (Ott, 1989, 28). As cultural element, language is formed through social interaction and is maintained through socialization (Salas, Salazar, Feitosa and Kramer 2014). This implies that there needs to be some level of consensus between the members of a culture as to what the words in the language mean or signify and what the language as a whole means or signifies. 
The reason why consensus is an important concept within the field of organizational culture is because it lies at the heart of the general notion of culture: if something is not shared (at least to some degree) it is not cultural. The question though, is to what extent there needs to be consensus within a culture regarding the meanings associated with this shared element. In certain cases, a lack of consensus makes way for overt contestation where different groups within an organization actively contest the meanings associated with cultural elements. In contexts where there is diversity in the organizational member population, this is all but expected.
Power and Management of Contested Organizational Culture Elements
Establishing the ‘favored cultural meaning or ground of reality’ in an organization, as Turner (2014, 99) puts it, implies negotiation and conciliation. Those with more power in the negotiation process inevitably will be more successful in forwarding and establishing their ‘favored meaning’ as the ‘dominant’, organizational one (Turner 2014; Keyton 2014). Herein, shared meaning creation is subjected to discourse which ‘rules in’ and ‘rules out’ ways of talking about, defining and relating to organizational culture elements. Maintaining this discourse is a matter of ‘suppressing the expression of competing interpretations’, especially in circumstances of contestation around cultural elements (Gray, Bougon and Donellon 1985, 83). 

In contemplating the ways that cultural elements are contested in organizations, one should make provision for the fact that power has many sources. It is not seated solely in structure and hierarchy. When contemplating these sources, it should be understood that those with power in one context might not have as much power in another. For organizational culture, this holds true in terms of its management specifically. Those with the authority to manage in the organization do not necessarily have authority over its culture. 

Many authors attribute the success of organizational culture as concept (especially in the 1980s) to what Turner (2014) calls the ‘managerial metamyth’ and Martin (1985; 2002) the ‘soothing promise’. In the words of Martin (2002, 8):

Organizations could supposedly develop “strong” cultures, becoming havens of harmony in which employees shared their leader’s beliefs, assumptions, and vision for the company. Sometimes, this “strong” culture argument went one step further, offering the holy grail: If an organization could build a sufficiently “strong” culture, improved productivity and profitability would result. 

This represents what came to be known as the cultural pragmatist view, or the cultural engineering approach. Often the term corporate culture instead of organizational culture is used in literature to signify this approach’s underlying assumptions. At the other side of the spectrum are the so-called organizational culture purists or symbolists who hold true to the notion of organizational culture being something that emerges from the collective inputs of its members to endow organizational experience with meaning (Alvesson and Berg 1992; Martin 1985; 2002; Salas, Salazar, Feitosa and Kramer 2014). In terms of this way of thinking, culture cannot be managed as its construction and deconstruction do not lie with the management of an organization, but with its members, collectively. Allowing for the legitimacy of both views, organizational culture literature has developed to include a third view that places itself somewhere in the middle of the manage-versus-emerge spectrum. In instances of contestation, these studies advocate changing certain components of organizational culture while not supposing a rationalistic top-down management of the culture as a whole to be possible (see, for example, Alvesson and Berg 1992; Gibson and Barsade 2003; Martin 1985). 
Applying this approach mainly requires three considerations, or three tiers. Firstly, there needs to be an understanding of the fact that organizational culture is context-specific and differs greatly from one instance to the next (Alvesson and Berg 1992; Martin 1985; 2002). This aligns to understanding diversity and the impact it can have on organizational culture. Approaches that promise predictable outcomes based on generic inputs are therefore not sufficiently nuanced to bring about change or influence the culture of an organization in a meaningful way. Consequently, all strategies with an eye towards change should start with an understanding of the organizational culture. Being sensitive towards, and aware of the meanings members ascribe to elements of organizational culture should be the first step. Depending on how close the specific scholar or practitioner is to each side of the manage-versus-emerge spectrum, either qualitative or quantitative measures will be preferred. Those who favor the debates around ‘emerge literature’ do so with an orientation more akin or partial to qualitative methodologies. Those who feel more aligned to the idea of culture being malleable and manipulable are more likely to accept the viability and validity of quantitative methodologies. 

The second tier stresses the necessity of investigating ‘sources of stability’. Managing contestation in the culture of the organization implies understanding, confronting and/or adjusting the sources of stability in meaning within culture (Alvesson and Berg 1992; Schein 1984). These sources are seated in all three layers of Schein’s (1984) typology, therefore change to something that is seemingly superficial (e.g. an artefact) has deeper bearings that manifest on other layers (values, beliefs and the like). It is only once sources of stability are dealt with that sources of change can be introduced. 

This then leads to the last tier, which looks to the ways in which the contestation could be managed – mindful of the culture as a whole and the sources of stability that impedes change. The first two tiers should inform the last. The focus and contribution of this article lies in this third and last tier. The article explores and puts forward issues for consideration around the management of contestation in contexts of diversity, making use of Fanagalo as case. 

Contextualising Fanagalo
Origins and History in the Mining Industry
The true origin of Fanagalo is shrouded in mystery and although various studies have aimed to pinpoint its exact geographical and philological foundations, they yielded no certainties. On the whole, it is agreed that Fanagalo is a mainly Zulu-based pidgin that rose to prominence due to its use in the mining industries of southern Africa (Adendorff 1993; Mesthrie 1989; MQA 2011; Pewa 2001). Its genesis is set between 1820 and 1870, which coincides with the pioneering era of mining exploration in South Africa (Magubane 2002).
The establishment of formal mining operations saw workers from all around southern Africa and the rest of the world congregate in the interior of the country. It is estimated that the indigenous inhabitants of these interior regions would have spoken 11 to 13 different languages at the time (Webb 2002). This congregation naturally saw an amalgamation of even more cultures and languages. So considerable and diverse were the different languages that no single one could be seen as completely dominant. Therefore, instead of adopting a single language for use by all, workers in this industry made use of Fanagalo. Fanagalo, as industrial pidgin, comprises grammatically simplified word and phrase combinations of the various languages spoken by mining members (Holtzhausen and Fourie 2008). Contemporarily this includes, but is not limited to, Zulu, English, Afrikaans, Tswana, Shona, Bemba, and more, depending on the region of the mine(s). 

Per the MQA (2011), Fanagalo dominated on the mines by the 1930s and it soon became a prerequisite subject for mining induction programs and ‘blasting tickets’ (certificates in rock blasting competency). Members had to be fluent in this language before they were allowed to work on mining sites. By and by Fanagalo became synonymous with mining in South Africa.
Phasing-Out Attempts and Policies
By the late 1940s and early 1950s, first attempts were already in motion to phase out Fanagalo and replace it with another lingua franca in the South African mining industry (Hanekom 1988; MQA 2011). Likewise, in 1980 it was assumed that Fanagalo would soon become ‘redundant’ and replaced by English as workers in the industry become more literate (Hanekom, 1988). Still Fanagalo persisted on the mines, and in 2000 the current phasing-out policy was formally initiated. It is directly resultant of radical changes in South Africa’s political environment. In 1994, South Africa politically underwent an about-face from a racist, fascist apartheid regime to one of the most liberally democratic governments in Africa. The change from official bilingualism to multilingualism following the democratization prompted the call for a broader language policy, and in this case, the proposed phasing out of Fanagalo on the mines (MQA 2011).

There were two specific reasons cited for the need to phase out Fanagalo. Firstly, the pidgin nature of the language sees simplified and basic words and phrasings being used. The Leon Commission (cf. Leon 1995), established just after the democratization of South Africa, reports the use of Fanagalo in the following way:
because the language has a very limited vocabulary and is unable to convey subtle meaning… The COMMISSION RECOMMENDS that having due regard to the complexity of the language issue all workers be given basic education and training in English. 

Secondly, Fanagalo was deemed to have phrasings and terminologies that were seen to be inherently racist. These are best exemplified by the use of the term ‘Baas’. All policies cite this example, many solely. ‘Baas’ is an Afrikaans and Fanagalo word that translates to ‘Boss’. People of color in South Africa – especially black people – were expected to call white men Baas during apartheid. This word has strong racist connotations. Just so, shift teams on the mines had white leaders, who were called ‘Skofbaas’ or ‘Shift boss’, while the black team members were ‘boys’ (e.g. machine boys; the men who operated drilling machines).

Industry-wide policies designed with an eye towards phasing out Fanagalo were met with divergent views and responses (MQA 2011). Still, initial steps saw Fanagalo be unilaterally excluded from all official training (such as for the ‘blasting ticket’ and induction on mines) and formal organizational communications. Despite this, however, Fanagalo persists in many contexts, and remains the de facto language of some (if not many) mines (Greeff 2011; MQA 2011). Even in instances where the use of Fanagalo is formally admonished, workers at the (often literal) coal face still persistently use it. In an attempt to understand why this is, this phenomenon must be empirically explored.
Empirical Methodology
In the earlier theoretical discussions on organizational culture, the difference between applying quantitative and qualitative methodologies in the pursuit of understanding organizational culture was attributed to the differences in the manage-versus-emerge approaches. For the purposes of this research, a qualitative approach was employed. This, as always, stemmed from the researcher’s own ontological and epistemological stance, but also from the fact that the research aims at exploring the phenomenon of Fanagalo as contested organizational culture element. The explorative nature as well as the seemingly unsuccessful outcomes of more rationalistic management approaches to its phasing out would necessitate an approach that aims at a deeper exploration, rather than a wider one. Herein, interpretive in-depth qualitative (semi-structured and semi-standardized) interviews materialized.

The standardized questions of the interviews were constructed, based on theoretical statements of organizational culture elements. Broader and more open questions were also asked relating to understanding Fanagalo and its place in the mining industry. 

As it relates to the sampling of participants, a dual phase process was followed. Firstly, the Southern African Institute for Mining and Metallurgy (SAIMM) agreed to assist in the initial sampling. The Institute published an invitation in their monthly journal for participation in the research. The SAIMM journal serves the interests of managers, engineers and technical and research personnel involved in the mineral industry and boasts a circulation of about 3200 (SAIMM 2014). After this, a second phase of chain-referral, or snowball sampling was employed where participants (who all hail from different organizations within this industry) were asked to enlist further participants. The primary impetus behind the use of this technique is the potential for a ‘hidden population’. Since many organizations officially do not make use of Fanagalo, it is nearly impossible to create or obtain a sampling framework of organizations where the language is still employed, and due to fear of prejudice even more difficult to obtain names of potential participants. The participants who volunteered to take part in this study were asked to enlist and/or recommend others who they feel might be likewise inclined. 

This sampling method is a non-random sampling method, (Atkinson and Flint 2001), although this is not deemed to be problematic due to the qualitative nature of this research. The sampling yielded a response rate of 18 interviews, which falls within the acceptable range for qualitative exploration (cf. Mason 2010, citing Creswell 1998 and Morse 1994). Of these 18 participants, two were white males, one was a white female and the rest were black males. The experience of participants, as members of the mining industry of South Africa, ranged between five years and 42 years. Eleven of the participants were citizens of South Africa, with the remaining six coming from neighboring African nations. One participant asked that it be made clear that he is a shop steward of one of the major labor unions of the mining industry. 

The data gathered by means of the 18 semi-structured and semi-standardized interviews were transcribed with the help of voice recordings and notes by the moderators. The findings were grouped and transcribed per theme by means of a thematic content analysis.
Findings and Discussions

Fanagalo as a language and as an aspect of the South African mining industry has a long history, and survived various attempts aimed at phasing it out of existence. Its survival, if not its perpetuation, can be linked back to it forming part of the culture of the mining industry. As artefact, the language manifests deeper values and basic assumptions of the members of the culture. For this reason, rationalistic top-down management approaches aimed at phasing it out, because it is contested, would not necessarily address all aspects of the language – all its sources of, and reasons for, perpetuation. 

The question therefore becomes how this element of culture should be managed. The literature discussed above suggests that the answer lies in firstly exploring Fanagalo as an element of organizational culture and thereby understanding the sources of stability that anchor it, even when it is contested. From this, strategies can be forwarded, which not only takes the cultural nature and diversity into consideration, but uses that as springboard for its management. 

The findings of the article will consequently be divided into three sections. First, the sources of stability will be explored, which were thematically grouped into symbolic values and functional values. Secondly, power will be discussed, which will lastly lead to a discussion on the issues that arose around the management of contested organizational culture elements.
Sources of Stability: The Functional Value of Fanagalo
Participants were asked – in an open-ended, general interview question – why they think Fanagalo persists. Its functional value formed part of every answer given. Per the perceptions of participants, this language still has a working role to play in this industry. 

As unpacked in the contextualization provided above, Fanagalo is used to facilitate communication on the mines. The economic opportunities provided by mining operations still see individuals from all over southern Africa and other parts of the world congregate – many as migrant workers. It is generally understood that language diversity far exceeds the country’s 11 official languages. “Can you do your job if you don’t understand your co-workers?”, asked one participant. “Well, I can’t. The way that mining works is that you need to function as a team. The better you can do that the better the job moves”.

All phasing-out policies and appeals suggest training in English as a viable alternative. English, however, represents certain qualities to workers in this industry and this country. This will be elaborated upon in the next section. A functional reason why English is not seen to be a viable alternative by participants is that English obviously is a very complex language compared to Fanagalo as a pidgin. Participants felt that the simplified nature of Fanagalo has two distinct functional benefits. 

Firstly, Fanagalo can be learned relatively easily and fast. One participant noted “we can’t sit around and wait for you to learn English before we can put you to work. How long will that take? A year? No. You can learn Fana in a few weeks”. Another participant stated “… and because some of the words will even be from your own language, you will understand enough so that you can work so long from the beginning. It will not take long”.

Secondly, the simplified nature of Fanagalo, according to eight of the participants, reduces the chances of misunderstandings or ambiguities. Poignantly, once participant stated: 

There is no room for error when you work in these [hazardous] conditions. … If there is any misunderstanding, people could get killed. ... So, we need a language that is simple and does not have different meanings for every word, and different people that have different understandings, or level of understanding the language. Fanagalo is simple and direct. Everybody understands it. It is simple and that is what we need. 

Considering this alongside the fact that mining is often described as ‘the most dangerous occupation on earth’ (Clegg 2008), the need for unambiguous and clear communication certainly is appreciated. Participants’ perception seems to go against the stance of phasing-out policies and calls, however. The Leon Commission Report (Leon 1995) is quoted as saying that although Fanagalo ‘may be satisfactory for giving simple commands it is quite inadequate to convey the nature and extent of the dangers that lurk beneath the surface’. This is just one of many instances where the perception of those at the coal face seems to contest the perceptions of those who formulate policies and reports around Fanagalo. 

Sources of Stability: The Symbolic Value of Fanagalo
In Schein’s (1984; 2010) typology, language as artefact visibly and symbolically manifests the values and assumptions of culture. In the interviews for this study, the value system and assumptions of mining culture featured prominently. Participants stated that being part of the mining industry was something to be proud of – you are seen as someone who works hard, who provides for your family “literally by the sweat of your brow”, as one participant put it. The sentiment most often displayed was that “you would not last long on the mines if you can’t work [hard]”. This view of participants is echoed through other studies as well. Chinguno (2013, 31), for example, quotes a mine worker as saying ‘Fanagalo … is the communication of the hard work. Language of the hard worker’. Participants in this study took this sentiment further, distinguishing between those that speak the language well and those that speak it poorly or barely. Said one: “How good someone speaks [Fanagalo] tells you how long they have worked on the mines and if they were part of the real work, or if they just worked in the offices and not with the people”.

This quote calls attention to two aspects regarding the values and assumptions associated with the artefact. Firstly, that there is a disconnect or definite difference between workers who occupy themselves with the physical labor of mining operations, and those who “work in the offices”. Fifteen of the 18 participants to this study are members of the labor teams. These participants all held forth that ‘office workers’ are not ‘really’ mine workers, as they do not embody the values associated with a mine worker. These workers do not speak Fanagalo. They would, perhaps, have a tentative grasp on Fanagalo, as older office workers might have been exposed to it academically when this language was still taught formally as part of mining qualifications, but they did not necessarily learn it by being part of a labor team. Those who embody the values of the mining culture (as these participants envision it) and those who do not, can be distinguished from one another by their ability to speak Fanagalo. Fanagalo is thus the line in the sand between different groups within the organization that do, or do not, embody its values. The members of the labor teams are of the opinion that they represent the ‘real’ culture of the organization. 

Secondly, all participants spoke about the fact that Fanagalo builds a sense of solidarity and belonging. One participant stated: “The predominant feelings, oftentimes, is that this language is our language. That it is a rite of passage to belong in this industry – to know its language … it is seen as a solidarity thing”. The MQA’s language policy (MQA 2011, xviii) itself states that many ‘professional staff’ learn Fanagalo in order to be ‘accepted by the workers’. 
The fact that solidarity is one of the values that members ascribe to Fanagalo seemingly points to a contradiction. Literature on Fanagalo and phasing-out policies hold its racist nature forth as an explicit motive for its phasing out. Participants were directly asked whether or not they feel that Fanagalo is racist. There were mixed feelings on this that pointed to an element of contestation. On the one hand, participants could “see how it is racist”. Mostly, this was ascribed to the required social segregation between white people and people of colour under the apartheid regime.  

White people and black people were not allowed to be friends before, so you did not speak to each other unless you were speaking of work. This is where people get their ideas of Fanagalo being racist, because you know Fanagalo does not speak in a friendly way? You can only talk about work in Fanagalo because it is a simple language with only work words.

Another participant touched on the same:  

Fanagalo is a language for working, and we are here to work … the problem with this is that the idea is there that you only want to talk to people if you want them to work. You will not talk to them for anything else, because maybe he is not your brother ... You are only telling them what to do and not talking to the person for, for the person.

Yet another participant linked the speaking and learning of Fanagalo to white people regarding African languages as “not language they are interested in learning”. 
It comes from the past. From the time when it was something that white people did so that [they could] give black people an instruction. They were not interested in black languages so they just wanted the words that will help them make [black people] get to work. 

One of the white male participants, however, felt that

those who think that Fanagalo is a remnant of apartheid are perhaps mistaken about its origins. It far outdates apartheid although this [current democratic rule of the country] is the first dispensation that it has existed under, this is the first time that Fanagalo exists with a government that is not racist. In that sense, perhaps, it will never be loose from its racist connotations. 

Most of the participants felt that Fanagalo can simultaneously “maybe be racist for some” and still be a source of solidarity. One participant gave voice to this in the following way: 

When we talk in Fanagalo, I am not talking in my language to you, you are not talking in your language to me … We are talking in a language that is not yours or mine, but that is yours and mine.

Six of the participants – a white female, one white and four black males – felt that a language cannot be racist. Of these, one participant stated, “you can speak any language racistly if you yourself are a racist”. Another said that “it’s not words that are racist. It’s a person”. All but four of the participants felt that Fanagalo could be spoken in a way, or transformed over time, to not be racist in nature. “It depends who is speaking it and what they say,” said one.
All participants except three felt that the language is already changing, and with this change comes words and phrasings more sensitive and politically correct, signaling a ‘natural’ transformation of the element from those who speak it. One participant gave an example: “when he is an old man you would say, you would call him Nkosi
 ... You would, because he is old you would honor him in the African way. You would honor him even if he is not your, your color”. One of the other participants stated, “if people speaking it know that it is wrong to be racist, they will not use the racist way of speaking it”.

What is clear, is that different ideas exist around Fanagalo and racism. In line with what is expected in situations of diversity, there is contestation around the meaning and values of the element. The paradox surrounding this deepens further when it is considered that most participants conceded to Fanagalo being potentially racist, yet building solidarity. In the minds of these members, the paradox or contradiction seems to co-exist. 
The participants also assigned symbolic importance to how Fanagalo is transmitted or learned. Since it was removed from all formal organizational communication and training, the only way that it can be transmitted is socially. Workers who joined mining after Fanagalo was removed from formal communication and training, state that they learned the language from other, mostly older, team members. One participant stated that his opinion on the language is inconsequential; the fact of the matter is that his team leader, who is an ‘older, but not old black man’ refuses that anyone on the team speak any other language. Even though this participant has a home language in common with various other team members, including the team leader, he is not permitted to speak it while “on the job”. When he joined the team, his team leader said “here, we speak what everyone understands”. Underlying this dynamic are aspects of power. Like the sources of stability, it is a pertinent but contested aspect of Fanagalo.
Management and Power
In terms of the phasing out attempt by the MQA, interview participants felt that the management of Fanagalo mainly failed (them) on two scores. These relate to literacy and English as the proposed alternative. 

Fanagalo is continuously linked to illiteracy in discourses surrounding its phasing out. In previous studies (e.g. Hanekom 1988) and the documentation that accompanies the current proposed phasing-out policy (e.g. MQA 2011), Fanagalo being spoken is directly linked to mine workers being illiterate. In other words, the use and persistence of Fanagalo is regarded as being inversely proportional to literacy in the mining industry. When literacy rates improve, it is predicted, the use of Fanagalo will decrease. Notwithstanding the fact that many workers, indeed, have different levels of literacy (most likely below the South African standard), there is a lack of evidence to support these assertions. Whether illiteracy does or does not have a direct influence on the use of Fanagalo in the mines, is outside of the scope of this study. What is of interest, however, is how organizational members view this diversity aspect in terms of the management of Fanagalo. For the interview participants, it was seen to be an insult to the character of mine workers to imply that they only speak the language because they or their peers are illiterate, and therefore need to ‘undergo training’ (MQA 2011) in order to become literate as part of the management strategies around Fanagalo. One participant indicated:

It is insulting to say to some of these Madalas [older mining members] you need to learn how to read and write. They have been working the mines for all their lives and the work that they did was important. Do not tell them that it was less important than the work those in the offices did.

Another participant questioned the reasoning behind linking illiteracy and Fanagalo: 
What are they saying? That because some of us cannot write we are not clever enough to learn a language that is not simple like Fanagalo? Most of the illiterate ones speak many [other] languages already. 

Further to this, one of the illiterate interview participants (by his own admission) spoke about the fact that hard work (a value of the culture – as discussed above) sometimes coexists with illiteracy: “If we, all of us, just work on paper and write, what will happen to the mine? You cannot get gold by crushing paper”. For these workers, illiteracy links to the character and values of the organization and its “real members”. Management strategies that call for ‘training’ these workers are met with opposition as it signals to workers an insult to their character and an affront to the values they culturally ascribe to the work that they do. For many of these participants it is yet another way for those who are literate and “work in the offices” to discount the opinions of those who “work underground”. As a power-play this diversity indicator is used as leverage in the contestation of this element of organizational culture. 
Secondly, management strategies propose English as alternative to Fanagalo. All but three of the participants felt that this is not viable due to strong objections that organizational members have to this language itself. Fanagalo is unique for being the only pidgin in the world that draws its structure from a non-colonial language; Zulu (Monocle 2011). One of the participants who vehemently opposed English as alternative to Fanagalo stated that the reasons for introducing English as lingua franca of the mining industry is due to racism. “It is because whites can speak English, hey? No, no no. If they want people in mining to learn a new language that is not Fanagalo, why don’t they get the whites to learn an African language?”.  It is ironic that in trying to phase out Fanagalo due to its ‘racist nature’, management strategies are seen to be racist. 

No language – especially not English – has no underlying assumptions, values and meanings attached to it that can be highly contentious. Only in situations of complete homogeneity will this not be the case. When management strategies are put in place to replace one language with another, the meanings ascribed to these languages in diverse contexts need to be taken into consideration. If not, the prospective success of these strategies is highly doubtful. 

Relating both illiteracy and learning English back to Fanagalo as contested cultural element, one of the participants asked: “Even if we can all write and all speak English, but still speak Fana, what will they do then?”. This quote not only sums up the importance of understanding values and sources of stability, but also the place of power in the contestation of cultural elements. 

One cannot sensibly speak to the management of organizational culture without paying attention to power. Organizational culture scholars themselves do not agree on the locus of cultural power – as exemplified by manage-versus-emerge debates. Whichever side of the manage-versus-emerge spectrum one would fall to, it is hard to ignore the outcomes of management strategies around Fanagalo, 18 years after its rollout. The fact that Fanagalo persists in the face of these strategies proves that more sources of power are in play than those at managerial levels.

As regards the mining industry of South Africa, those with formalized, positional power are not necessarily the dominant coalitions of the different mining organizations. The regulatory bodies of the industry – notably the Department of Mineral Resources (DMR) – hold the bulk of this power. Non-compliance on issues within this industry leads to labor or production stoppages, and revoking (or not issuing) mining permits. In this way, the Department leverages its control of resources for compliance. 

Strategies on the phasing out of Fanagalo is no different and, as one participant in the interviews puts it “the directives given by Government brooks no arguments”. Resultantly, organizations within this industry formally abolished Fanagalo in its operations at policy rollout, irrespective of the opinions of organizational members. One of the participants, who is a member of the management team of his organization, gave insight into the complex nature of the DMR’s power: 

You have to understand that mining is run in a very military way. There is a rigid structure and there is no such thing as questioning the DMR. ... But, for managers, it is more than that. The [DMR] said they are ending Fanagalo because it is racist. Now, especially in those years, you had a lot of managers being white still. You couldn’t dare to oppose that. You would look like a racist yourself.

The ‘rigid’ structure of the mining industry featured further in discussions around power in the interviews. Participants who are lower down in the organizational hierarchy felt that they were not always part of the discussions around Fanagalo, or when they were, their opinions did not carry as much weight. As it relates to the former, participants spoke about their only access to upper management and government structures being through their unions. These labor unions, according to these participants, hold considerable power in the discourse around Fanagalo. Participants voiced the opinion, however, that these unions mostly only mirror the views of the DMR, as set out above. One participant said:

The union members are supposed to present for us. They are supposed to let management know what we think and how we feel. But they are not doing that … They want to work for government or they want to work in politics, and then they say what they think will get them there … They do not speak for what is best for us that is working here. 

Another participant stated that unions are “treating us like we are a child and we don’t know what is good for us”. Many more spoke about Fanagalo being a convenient “scapegoat” and that it is being used as a pawn in a “political game”. When asked to elaborate, the participant remarked: “What is an easy way to show that you are doing something about [racism] in an industry that has a lot of [racism]? You pick something, make it out to be [racist] and show how you overcame it. Easy.”.
As it relates to members’ opinions not carrying much weight in discussions, more than half of the participants brought up the point of illiteracy here again. ‘They hold this against us as the reason for why we don’t know any better.’ Another participant remarked ‘well, it’s not only just those who are illiterate who speak [Fanagalo], or want it to be spoken, is it?’.

The idea of illiteracy linking to Fanagalo (yet to be empirically proven) permeates discussions and debates around it. In a subtle but influential way, it tapers the opinions and power of organizational members. 

Framing opinions in this way leaves workers with few other options than to exercise their coercive power, awarded them due to their centrality to reaching production goals. In contesting the phasing out of Fanagalo, workers thus quite simply ignore the strategies by still speaking the language. As shown in previous discussions, this group claims the language as their own, and in a self-fulfilling prophecy, exclude those who oppose the language as not being part of the culture of “real” mine workers. Literature around managing this kind of contestation is sparse in the field of organizational culture because it traditionally concerns itself more with collective and shared meaning creations. In this way, Fanagalo acts as an insightful case example of how contested cultural elements can be regarded and managed.
Issues That Arose Around Managing the Contestation of Cultural Elements
Issue 1: The Locus of Power and Change
The first aspect raised when the management of culture is brought to the fore is doubts around any kind of management of culture being possible in the first place (see above for discussions on manage-versus-emerge debates). In situations of contestation and diversity, the point should be conceded that rationalistic top-down management policies are not completely or wholly successful in the context of culture. The fact of the matter is that these strategies would preclude contestation, were they as successful as they are often made out to be. Managing contestation means acknowledging a dispersion of power in an organization when it comes to culture – those tasked with managing culture should not assume that they are ‘in control’ of it. Rather, some trust should be put in cultures’ ‘emergent’ nature. Members of a culture are not bound to accept cultural elements ‘wholesale’ and can change those aspects that are not in their best interests as a diverse body. It is in their power to do so when not impeded. In terms of Fanagalo, this means that members of the culture are capable of transforming the language to include more sensitive and politically correct terms where it is found to be racist or negative, and evolving the language to be more comprehensive or nuanced where it is found to be too simplistic. Putting more trust in cultures’ emergent nature does not imply a ‘hands-off’ approach for management. What it does imply is that channeling management efforts into assisting the evolution of problematic aspects is more constructive than deciding, on behalf of members, whether or not a contested cultural element is ‘allowed’ to stay part of a culture. This means a shift in focus. Instead of trying to manage an organization’s culture (as a whole) or an element of it, management strategies would do well to rather focus their efforts on managing the negative or contentious aspects of the element. For Fanagalo this would mean that management strategies would not be geared towards punishing the use of Fanagalo or eliminating its use, but disciplinary action against racial slurs, for example. This would be the exact same than if the racism were expressed in English, or any other language. The shift of focus is away from managing the cultural element to managing the negative aspects of that element.

Issue 2: Continued, Collective Contestation
In today’s diverse business environment it is almost naïve to think that culture is only about those things that involve organization-wide ‘shared’ meanings and consensus. Those that seek to manage cultural contestation must realize that contestation within culture is not something that will ever be ‘solved’. Members of the mining culture do not all feel the same about Fanagalo and likely never will. 
The assumption of culture being only that which is ‘shared’ needs to be revisited. Shared, in this case, should also refer to collectively contested aspects with paradoxal natures. The sustained coexistence of contestation and contradiction in an organization is possible. In managing the contestation, it should be understood that the differing forms can simultaneously all be equally valid. It falls to management to resolve only the tension that arises through the contestation; not resolve the contestation itself (after Hargrave and Van de Ven 2017). Contestation, in this way, should be seen as being inherent to culture and the negotiated meanings associated with its emergent nature.
Issue 3: Cultural Elements as Levers of Change
The danger of the wholesale rejection, removal or supplanting of cultural elements is that management loses its seat at the table in terms of the meaning creation. Cultural elements themselves can be used as levers for change – changing the very negative aspects that are associated with it – but only if they are not ruled out completely by management. An example of this is when Fanagalo was completely removed from all formal training and organizational communication in the mining industry. This meant that Fanagalo could only be transmitted socially by members of the organization that ascribed to its perpetuation as cultural element. This had two main implications. Firstly, the cultural nature of the element was strengthened in many ways. The social and informal transmission of cultural elements between members of the organization (as opposed to formal instruction) amplifies the socialization of the values, beliefs and assumptions that are associated with that element. 

Removing all formal teaching of Fanagalo meant that organizations took away their own right to co-assign meaning to the language. Had they retained the ‘teaching’ or formal transmission of it, they would have had opportunities to shape or change those negative aspects that they were opposed to. At the very least, this could have meant the superficial change of words or phrases in official dictionaries and manuals. Using this cultural element as lever could also draw in opportunities for further strategies – for example, sensitivity training, or using the changed nature of Fanagalo as a story within the larger culture of the industry. Putting an end to the language formally only put an end to the organization’s involvement therein, not the involvement of its members.
Conclusion
The importance of organizational culture is brought to the fore in this article by regarding Fanagalo as artefact and element of the South African mining industry culture. Notwithstanding the fact that strong, well-supported strategies and policies have been put forward to phase the language out of existence, it persists as contested element of mining culture. This article, by means of explorative in-depth interviews as empirical method, gained insights into the nature and persistence of this language from the perspective of organizational members. It gave an understanding of the values and assumptions attached to this element. In this discussion, the inadequacy of English as proposed alternative was offered and the link between illiteracy and Fanagalo was scrutinized. From this discussion and understanding, issues arising and pertaining to the management of the contested nature of Fanagalo could be raised. These propose acknowledging the dispersion of the locus of cultural power, and calls for a shift in focus of management strategies. It challenges the idea of collective meaning and discusses why continued collective contestation should be considered as a feature of culture. Lastly, it cautions against the proposed elimination of cultural elements as these can be levers for the very change that the organization seeks. 

Further studies into the ways in which the understanding established in this article could be used to effect organizational diversity policies, specifically, would be thought-provoking. The article also opens up avenues for future research into Fanagalo and pidgins (especially industrial pidgins) with similar characteristics relating to diversity and power with its environments. Herein, definite potential is seen in exploring Fanagalo from the critical paradigm as this study touched on aspects of power, but did not fully unpack it. Lastly, this article broached issues relating to image and identity because they intrinsically underlie some of the aspects discussed. Further, full developments of these aspects could be very valuable in understanding this phenomenon. 
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