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Joint submission on the South African Language Practitioners’ Council 
Bill (B14-2013) made to the Portfolio Committee on Arts and Culture by 
the South African Translators' Institute and the Professional Editors' 
Group 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
The South African Translators’ Institute (SATI) and the Professional Editors’ Group (PEG), as key 
stakeholders in the operationalisation of South Africa’s language dispensation, welcome the 
opportunity to comment on the South African Language Practitioners’ Council  Bill (B14-2013) and 
are pleased to see progress in this regard, with SATI at least having been involved in deliberations 
from as far back as 1995. 
 
SATI, established in 1956 and with some 800 members across the spectrum of language practice 
activities such as translation, interpreting, text editing, terminology and lexicography, is the only 
comprehensive, non-profit professional organisation for language practitioners in South Africa. 
Whereas initially SATI’s members were translators working almost exclusively in English and 
Afrikaans, its focus and the composition of its membership have shifted significantly over the past 
three decades. As a result, SATI’s members are now representative of activities in some 50 
languages, including all 11 official languages and South African Sign Language, as well as other 
languages such as French, Portuguese, German, Dutch, Spanish, Arabic and Mandarin. SATI also 
recently signed a memorandum of understanding with the Deaf Federation of South Africa (DeafSA) 
to assist DeafSA in its urgent need to accredit SA Sign Language interpreters. 
 
PEG was founded in 1993 and has grown substantially to its current membership of over 570. 
Although it began primarily as an interest and support group for editors in educational, academic 
and general publishing, it has expanded to include editors working in magazines and the corporate 
and other fields as editors, writers, re-writers, proofreaders, indexers, book-designers and book 
DTP specialists.  
 
Both organisations are widely recognised in the language and publishing professions and are also 
founding members of the Alliance of Language and Media Professionals (LAMP), a grouping 
formed to speak with a common voice in the language and media fields. The current members of 
LAMP are the Association of Southern African Indexers and Bibliographers (ASAIB), the 
Professional Editors’ Group (PEG), the Southern African Freelancers’ Association (SAFREA), the 
South African Science Journalists’ Association (SASJA), the South African Translators’ Institute 
(SATI) and the Writers’ Guild of South Africa (WGSA).  
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Executive summary 
SATI and PEG are pleased to comment on the proposed legislation to regulate language 
practitioners, and acknowledge the work done in this regard. The organisations feel, however, that 
considerable work remains in refining the Bill, as certain aspects have been given inadequate 
attention or have been ignored. In broad outline, the concerns of PEG and SATI relate to the 
following: 
 
1.  There is inconsistency in the terminology used and certain definitions in the Bill need to be 

reconsidered and amended, as they do not reflect the current position in practice.  
2.  Certain of the objectives allocated to the Council are out of place: the Council should not be 

involved in providing language practice services to the public or in work provision. 
3.  The functions of the Council refer to outdated educational structures and requirements. 

These are elaborated on under point 3 in the discussion below. 
4.  The whole matter of accreditation is given inadequate attention in the Bill. Introducing such a 

system is an extremely complex operation and the Bill does not address basic issues like the 
categories of practitioners that will have to be accredited, the language combinations that will 
be covered, the position of persons working in combinations for which accreditation is not 
provided, what will happen to current sworn or accredited translators or other practitioners, 
levels of accreditation, and so on. SATI has considerable experience in this regard and would 
be happy to share it with the legislators. Detailed input is made under points 9 and 10 of the 
discussion below. 

5.  It is strongly felt that a system of continuing professional development (CPD) should be 
introduced as part of the system of accreditation. Aspects of this are also dealt with under 
point 9 of the discussion below. 

6.  SATI and PEG see problems with the composition of the Board of the SALPC, as detailed 
under point 4 of the discussion. The proposed composition makes the Board too 
representative of government and does not involve enough representation of practitioners, 
industry experts and other stakeholders. There should be permanent representation of certain 
categories of stakeholders on the Board. Other issues raised relate to the term of office of 
Board members, who selects the Board members, and public attendance of Board meetings.  

7.  A code of conduct for language practitioners is extremely important, but SATI and PEG are 
of the view that a single code cannot cover all branches of the profession. It would be better to 
have a short generic code with related rules pertaining to the different branches. 

8.  Funding of bodies like the SALPC is always an important issue. As it impacts not only on 
government, but also on the pockets of the practitioners, SATI and PEG feel that the funding 
model for the Council should be spelled out more clearly in the legislation, to ensure that 
practitioners are not overburdened and prevented from practising because they cannot afford 
the registration fees. The regulation of tariffs to be charged by accredited practitioners is not 
addressed in the Bill. 

9.  The Bill is not clear on the principles of registration and how registration is related to 
accreditation. An important issue here is whether registration is possible through mechanisms 
other than accreditation and if so under what conditions. 

10. The two-year period granted for the creation of the Council and introduction of accreditation 
is seen to be too short without other mechanisms to assist the Council in its task. SATI and 
PEG could play a role in accreditation while the necessary structures are being established. 

 
A range of other issues are also raised in the detailed discussion below, but those listed here 
reflect the main areas of concern. 
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Detailed discussion 
SATI and PEG welcome the intention to regulate language practice in South Africa, which will be to 
the benefit of both the clients and the practitioners in this profession. We have studied Bill B14-2013 
and would like to comment on the following aspects. 
 
 
1.  Terminology 
 
1.1 There is inconsistency in the use of the terms language industry and language 

profession(s) in the Bill. Language profession is defined in section 1 and is used extensively 
throughout the Bill (also in the form language professionals), while language industry appears 
in subsections 3(i) and (j), 4(3), 5(2)(a), 5(3)(b)(viii). Using language profession underlines the 
professional nature of the work that we do and we feel would be a better term to use 
throughout the legislation. It would also be more appropriate to use the term that has been 
defined, i.e. language profession, in the provisions related to the objects and functions of the 
Council and the composition of its Board. 

1.2 In fact, in most instances it might be better to refer to the language practice profession, rather 
than simply the language profession, since the latter is so broad that it could include language 
teachers, producers of language tools and others who are clearly not meant to be covered by 
this legislation. 

1.3 Certain of the definitions in section 1 of the Bill require amendment:  
1.3.1 The definition of council for higher education (if retained – see the comment under 3.1 

below) should have initial capitals and use the preposition on, as this refers to a specific 
body, i.e. the Council on Higher Education.  

1.3.2 The definition of interpreter (“a person who transposes an utterance from a source 
language to a target language in spoken form”) should be brought into line with the 
definition of translator (“a person who transposes a text from one language (source 
language) to another language (target language) in written form”) as “a person who 
transposes an utterance from one language (source language) to another language 
(target language) in spoken form”. The same applies to the definitions of interpreting 
and translation.  

1.3.3 A definition is given for language editor but not for language editing, whereas other 
types of practice have definitions for both the practitioner and the activity. The latter 
should be added. Furthermore, we propose that in line with what is becoming accepted 
practice in South Africa the legislation uses the term text editor rather than language 
editor and that both text editor and text editing be defined in the Bill and Act. A 
suggested definition for text editor is “a person who effects corrections of language, 
style and structure to a written text in order to improve its accessibility for its target 
audience”. In line with this, text editing could be defined as “the process of effecting 
corrections of language, style and structure to a written text in order to improve its 
accessibility for its target audience”. 

1.3.4 The definition of language practitioner (“a paid occupation which involves the work that 
is done by language practitioners including, but not limited to translators, interpreters, 
terminologists, lexicographers, language editors and any other person conducting 
language related work, registered as such under this Act”) is actually the definition of 
language practice. This needs to be corrected, so that definitions of both language 
practice and language practitioner appear. Furthermore, neither should include a 
circular reference to the term being defined – in terms of this legislation, it would also be 
preferable to indicate exactly what types of work are covered. Amended definitions 
could be: 
“language practice” means a paid occupation that involves the work that is done by 
translators, interpreters (including court interpreters, conference interpreters, sign-
language interpreters, etc.), text editors, terminologists and lexicographers, and any 
other persons defined in this regard under this Act. 
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“language practitioner” means a person undertaking a paid occupation that involves 
the work that is done by translators, interpreters (including court interpreters, 
conference interpreters, sign-language interpreters, etc.), text editors, terminologists 
and lexicographers, and any other persons defined in this regard under this Act. 

1.3.5 The definition of language profession as it stands (“work related to such fields as 
language editing, translation, terminology, lexicography, or any other work related to 
language”) is very wide (notwithstanding the fact that it does not mention interpreting) 
and could be extended to include language teaching and other types of work related to 
language, which is not the intention in this legislation. We therefore propose, in line 
with 1.2 above, that this definition be changed to language practice profession, which is 
what is relevant to this legislation, and that the definition be amended to “work related 
to translation, interpreting, text editing, terminology and lexicography”. We feel it is 
important to define exactly what sections of the language practice profession are 
required to be registered and accredited under this Act, and so defining it here makes 
sense. The phrase “or any other work related to language” is so wide as to become 
meaningless and will make implementing the Act exceedingly difficult. 

1.3.6 There is an error in the definition of qualification (“a duly accredited degree, diploma or 
certificate awarded after examination by a registered training institution to a person’s 
proficiency in a particular subject”) – this was correct in an earlier version of the Bill and 
should read: 
‘‘qualification’’ means a duly accredited degree, diploma or certificate awarded after 
examination by a registered training institution of a person’s proficiency in a particular 
subject 

1.4 We also wish to point out that there is an international move to differentiate between 
accreditation and certification and perhaps this should be considered in this legislation. The 
term certification is generally used to indicate the testing and approval of the competence of 
an individual (as indicated by the term accreditation in the Bill), while accreditation is 
reserved to indicate the approval of a certifying body. As such, individual language 
practitioners would be certified, while the SA Language Practitioners’ Council could be 
accredited as a certifying body by some national or international structure that existed for this 
purpose. To remain in line with international trends, it might be useful to use the term 
certify/certification rather than accredit/accreditation in relation to individuals in the Bill/Act. 

 
 

2.  Objects of the Council (Section 3) 
 
2.1 Subsection 3(h) (“provide efficient and effective language service to members of the public 

who seek the services of the Council”) seems to imply that the Council would itself be 
providing translation, interpreting and similar services to the general public, which is clearly 
not its function. We propose amending the clause by deleting “language” and making it 
simply “provide efficient and effective service to members of the public who seek the 
services of the Council”, thereby eliminating any ambiguity. 

2.2 Subsection 3(i) (“provide and encourage the provision of opportunities for persons, especially 
from disadvantaged communities, to enter and participate in the language industry in the 
Republic” is out of place: a statutory council should not be involved in the provision of job 
opportunities and giving the Council such an objective would bring its function into question. 
We propose that this clause be deleted. 

 
 

3.  Functions of the Council (Section 4) 
 
3.1 Subsections 4(1)(c)(i) and (iii) (“The Council must … consult and liaise with … the South 

African Qualifications Authority (SAQA) in respect of the establishment of an Education and 
Training Quality Assurance (ETQA) in terms of the National Qualifications Framework Act, 
2008 (Act No. 67 of 2008); … [and] the council for higher education, in terms of the National 
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Qualifications Framework Act, 2008 (Act No. 67 of 2008), in respect of specific training 
courses or programmes”): Reference to liaison regarding tertiary qualifications should be just 
to that which is currently relevant, namely the Higher Education Qualifications Framework 
(HEQF) and the Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC). The position of SAQA and the 
ETQAs has changed over the last number of years. Remember also that the name “council 
for higher education” is incorrect (see 1.3.1 above). 

3.2 Subsection 4(1)(c)(iv) (“the National Skills Authority established in terms of the Skills 
Development Act, 1998 (Act No. 97 of 1998), in respect of skills development”) is also 
redundant under current legislation and practice.  

3.3 In relation to subsection 4(1)(c) as it deals with the Council’s input into tertiary education and 
training, we would like to emphasise that any regulation by the Council in this regard should 
set only minimum requirements and that tertiary institutions should have the freedom to 
determine their own curricula within the framework of the minimum prescribed requirements. 

3.4 An important omission in subsection 4(1)(c) is that the Council should also consult and liaise 
with relevant professional bodies representing substantial numbers of language practitioners 
in relation to language practice. It is essential that the Council has input from practitioners in 
its work. SATI and PEG are the largest of these bodies, but a range of other bodies could 
also be included in the consultation to ensure that all voices are heard, e.g. the Deaf 
Federation of South Africa (DeafSA), the Association of Southern African Indexers And 
Bibliographers (ASAIB), the Southern African Freelancers’ Association (SAFREA), etc. 

3.5 Subsection 4(1)(d) (“promote and regulate professional liaison among registered 
professionals”):  While SATI and PEG fully support the idea of professional liaison among 
language practitioners, we do not feel this needs to be regulated. We would also like to 
mention that several organisations, such as our own and the others under the LAMP 
umbrella, already have broad and varied experience in promoting professional liaison. 

3.6 Subsection 4(1)(q) (“develop and implement a framework for the accreditation of language 
practitioners at all levels”): We fully support this function, but feel very strongly that 
accreditation must be linked to a system of continuing professional development (CPD) to be 
truly useful. The framework should include at least two levels of accreditation and 
practitioners must be involved in determining the various categories of accreditation. Please 
see sections 9.4 and 9.6 for more detailed comment in this regard. In the meantime, we 
propose that this provision be amended as follows: “develop and implement a framework for 
the accreditation and related continuing professional development of language practitioners, 
providing for a minimum of two levels of accreditation”. 

3.7 Subsection 4(1)(r) (“develop, implement, enforce and revise the professional code of ethics 
governing the conduct of all registered language practitioners”): The legislators should bear 
in mind that various organisations already have existing codes of conduct that could be used. 
It should be noted that a single code will not be able to cover all the branches of language 
practice; the solution is a generic code, supplemented by rules to provide for specific 
requirements, such as sign-language interpreters' unique dress code. Please see section 8.3 
for further comment in this regard. 

3.8 Subsection 4(1)(t) (“perform any other function aimed at the development of language 
professionals”): In line with point 1.3.5 above, language professionals could here be changed 
to language practitioners, the true subject of the legislation. 

3.9 Subsection 4(2)(a): (“The Council may advise the Minister on … accreditation and 
competency levels in the language profession to improve the provision and the quality of 
services rendered by language practitioners, through adequate education and training”): This 
provision should be extended to make clear the range of education and training to be 
considered in this regard, specifically not only academic training. We propose amending the 
provision as follows: “The Council may advise the Minister on … accreditation and 
competency levels in the language profession to improve the provision and the quality of 
services rendered by language practitioners, through adequate education and training (both 
in-service/experiential training and by way of continuing professional development through 
short courses, workshops, seminars, etc.)". 
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3.10 Subsection 4(4) (“The Council may enter into agreements with any person with expert 
knowledge in a particular field so as to assist or advise the Council in connection with any 
matter relating to its objects, powers, duties and functions in terms of this Act.”): SATI and 
PEG are able to offer expert assistance in relation to codes of conduct and to accreditation. 

 
 
4. Composition of the Board (Section 5) 
 
4.1 Subsection 5(2)(a) (“The members must be fit and proper persons … collectively possessing 

… appropriate knowledge, experience and skills in the language industry”): SATI and PEG 
feel that the reference to members of the Board having appropriate knowledge, experience 
and skills in the language industry is too wide in this context, as discussed under 1.1 and 1.2 
above, and that it would be better to specify the branches of the industry to be covered: 
translation, interpreting, text editing, terminology and lexicography, etc. 

4.2 Subsection 5(3)(b) (which lists the entities whose interests are to be represented on the 
Board): SATI and PEG feel strongly that professional associations should have permanent 
representation on the Board of the Council and not simply be included under 5(3)(b)(viii) – 
“stakeholders in the language industry”. We propose that in view of their large membership 
base a separate seat be rotated between or allocated to a representative of each of the two 
largest professional associations, SATI and PEG. 
In fact the balance of government representation on the Board is far too heavy against hardly 
any representation for other professional stakeholders. This needs to be addressed 

4.3 Subsection 5(3)(b)(ii): This should not refer to the Department of Basic Education, which is 
not relevant in the context, but rather to the Department of Higher Education and Training. 

4.4 If the suggestion in 4.2 about a permanent seat for professional associations is not accepted, 
subsection 5(3)(b)(viii) regarding stakeholders in the language industry should be amended 
so as to specifically mention the main organisations, as follows: “stakeholders in the 
language industry such as the SA Translators’ Institute, the Professional Editors’ Group, etc.” 

4.5 Subsections 5(4) and 5(5) give too much control over the Board by the Department: 
4.5.1 Subsection 5(4) (in which the Minister is given the power to designate the chair and 

deputy chair of the Board): SATI and PEG see no reason for the Minister to appoint the 
chairperson and deputy chairperson; by convention, Board members themselves decide 
on these positions and we recommend that this be the case here too. 

4.5.2 Subsection 5(5)(a) (indicating that the Departmental representative on the Board “must 
facilitate liaison between the Minister and the Board”): SATI and PEG can see no 
reason for the Departmental representative to liaise between the Minister and the Board 
– this should be the chairperson’s function. Writing such liaison into the legislation 
brings the independence of the Board into question. 

4.5.3 Subsection 5(5)(c) (which specifies that the Departmental representative “may attend 
meetings of the Board and participate in discussions, but does not have the right to vote 
when a decision of the Board is being taken”): SATI and PEG again feel that this 
provision brings the independence of the Board into question. The Departmental 
representative should be a member of the Board like any other; they should be obliged 
to attend meetings and as a Board member should have a vote. Giving them a different 
status from the other Board members is unnecessary and creates the impression of 
political interference in the work of the Board. 

4.6 Subsection 5(8) (dealing with the appointment of a “selection panel consisting of senior 
departmental officials to review all the nominations [to the Board] and make 
recommendations to the Minister on the nominees”): SATI and PEG believe that 
representatives of language practitioners should also be involved in the panel selecting 
Board members, not only departmental officials. 
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5.  Term of office and re-appointment of Board members (Section 8) 
 

Subsection 8(a) provides that persons appointed to the Board “must hold office for a period 
of five years or such lesser period as the Minister may determine”. PEG and SATI 
recommend that provision be made for members to be appointed for different terms, so as to 
ensure staggered retirement and hence proper succession and retention of institutional 
memory in the Board. This is particularly important for a professional Board, which cannot 
afford to lose its expertise or function for long periods of time without a Board, as has 
happened in the case of other bodies, e.g. PanSALB. 

 
 
6.  Meetings and procedures at meetings of Board (Section 10) 
 

This section does not cover important issues such as –  
6.1 the maximum number of post vacancies to be allowed when the Board is meeting; 
6.2 a procedure whereby members of the public may request attendance at a Board 

meeting; 
6.3 a mechanism for alerting language practitioners and the public to topics to be discussed 

at Board meetings, to assist in determining when it would be useful to request 
attendance at such a meeting. 

 
 
7.  Appointment of the chief executive officer (Section 15) 
 

Subsections 15(2)(a) and (b) provide for the chief executive officer of the Council to be 
“appointed for a period not exceeding five years” and then “re-appointed for one additional 
term of office not exceeding five years”. SATI and PEG see no reason for limiting the CEO’s 
tenure to 10 years. This is a professional rather than a political appointment, and provided 
the person is doing a good job there should be no limit to their term of office.  

 
 
8.  Code of conduct for language practitioners (Section 19) 
 
8.1 Under the Objects and Functions of the Council (sections 3 and 4 of the Bill) reference is 

made to a code of ethics, which in section 19 is changed to a code of conduct. Consistency is 
required if these are two names for the same thing; if not, the difference must be explained. 

8.2 Any codes of conduct should be arrived at in consultation with the practitioners concerned, 
especially since there is mention of a 'disciplinary procedure' (subsection 4(1)(j)) and since 
the mechanism for appeal against exclusion from the profession is at present vague and 
cumbersome. 

8.3 As mentioned in point 3.7 above, the Council may wish to consider a generic code for the 
profession with attached rules for each of the different branches or segments of the 
profession. The reason for this is that some branches have very specific factors that do not 
pertain to other segments. Two examples suffice to underline this: (1) In the case of sign-
language interpreters, specific rules pertain to dress code, with interpreters required to wear 
dark or light clothing as relevant in contrast to their skin colour, so that their hand gestures 
show up clearly against their dress. (2) In the case of community and court interpreters, 
because of the close contact between the users/clients and the interpreters, the code of 
conduct must cover aspects that do not apply to conference interpreters, e.g. not to counsel, 
advise or interject personal opinions, even when asked to do so. 

 
9. Accreditation by Council (Chapter 6) 
 
9.1 SATI and PEG would like to draw the attention of the Portfolio Committee to the complexities 

of accreditation and SATI's more than 20 years' experience in this regard. Although SATI’s 
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accreditation scheme is voluntary, it is widely recognised and held in high regard. Over the 
years, we have gained experience of just how complex running such a scheme is and the 
pitfalls involved. PEG is also in the process of setting up its own accreditation scheme and 
has become equally aware of the complexities involved. Both organisations feel that the Bill 
does not give adequate attention to the whole question of accreditation, which is arguably the 
key function of the Council. The points below elucidate this feeling. SATI would be happy to 
engage further with the Portfolio Committee and the Department in relation to accreditation. 
The Council may even wish to consider appointing SATI as its accreditation arm. 

9.2 The notion of accreditation is not adequately covered in the definitions in the Bill, and there is 
no reference to competence (only capacity), to standards being met, or to public 
accountability. 

9.3 There is a lack of specification in the Bill regarding who is to be accredited (and by implication 
registered) and how. SATI and PEG believe that for the sake of clarity it would be best for the 
categories to be specifically named. From the definitions it seems that the government is 
thinking only of translators, interpreters, language (text) editors, lexicographers and 
terminologists. If so, this should be specified. Have the compilers of the Bill considered other 
practitioners like indexers and bibliographers? Have they considered whether they or 
lexicographers and terminologists really need to be accredited – is there any possibility of 
untrained/incompetent persons passing themselves off as experts and putting the public at 
risk in the same way as a translator or interpreter might do? How far into the book chain does 
the Act want to go? Should it also cover writers and rewriters of e.g. textbooks? Should 
proofreaders be included as a separate category of practitioner? Should language planners or 
language managers be included? 

9.4 As mentioned in point 3.6, SATI and PEG recommend that there should be at least two levels 
of accreditation, as certain types of work require greater competence than others and clients 
sometimes only need a lower level of work. Conference interpreting, for example, can only 
ever be provided at a fully professional level, which will be different from the requirements for 
liaison interpreting. Similarly, sworn translation must always be of the highest quality, but a 
translation for information only need not be as highly crafted. In setting the different levels, 
one could consider terms like paraprofessional and professional (and if necessary a third level 
of master), or level 1 and level 2, etc. Conference interpreting would then only be done by a 
practitioner accredited at level 2 (full competence), while translations for information purposes 
only could at times be acceptable at level 1. Levels of accreditation should consider 
experience as well as qualifications. 

9.5 The Bill is not clear on whether sworn translators will have to be registered and/or accredited. 
If only accredited practitioners are able to operate, it makes sense for all accredited 
translators (at a certain level) automatically to be able to do the work of sworn translators in 
the future under the Council. Section 41(1)(a) seems to indicate that sworn translators will not 
be recognised as language practitioners after the transitional period. Their position needs to 
be spelled out. The introduction of this legislation is also the ideal opportunity to institute a 
system of permanently sworn interpreters akin to sworn translators, if the current system of 
sworn translators is maintained. 

9.6 As mentioned in point 3.6, there must be a requirement for CPD to be related to maintaining 
accreditation. SATI and PEG acknowledge the difficulties involved in setting up and 
maintaining a system of CPD, but CPD characterises a profession as such and is therefore 
essential. It must form an integral part of the objectives of the Council. If there is no 
requirement for CPD, practitioners would need to be re-accredited at regular intervals. CPD is 
established in a number of professions in South Africa and these could serve as examples in 
setting up a system for language practitioners.  

9.7 It would be unrealistic to expect the Council to accredit, register, run a system of CPD and 
arrange the events and training opportunities needed for CPD. It is standard practice for a 
statutory council to have a relationship with relevant professional bodies or individuals to 
present update or CPD training. Bodies like SATI and PEG are ideal partners in this exercise 
and would be more than willing to become involved in order to maintain standards in the 
profession. PEG and ASAIB, for example, already offer short courses that could be 
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recognised in a CPD system. A mechanism for approving such courses would simply need to 
be included in the CPD system.  

9.8 There is an indication in subsection 26(1)(f) (“The Council may direct the registrar to remove 
from the register the name of any person … whose name has been removed from the 
register, record or roll of any university, college, society or other body from which that person 
received the qualification by virtue of the holding whereof he or she was registered”) and 
subsection 32(2) (“Any qualification contemplated in subsection (1), obtained separately or 
conjointly with any other qualification, entitles a holder thereof to registration in terms of this 
Act if he or she has before or in connection with or after the acquisition of the qualification in 
question, complied with the prescribed conditions or requirements”) that accreditation could 
be granted on the basis of an academic qualification alone. This should not be allowed. It is 
well known that the standards of testing for academic purposes are very different from those 
for professional competence, and considerable practical experience is generally needed to 
reach a level of competence required for accreditation. 

9.9 Setting up an accreditation system is a long and involved process and it may not be possible 
for the Council to accomplish this within the two years of the Act coming into operation 
specified in subsection 41(2). It must be borne in mind that a considerable part of this initial 
period will be required simply to set up the council, its offices, procedures, etc, before actual 
work on accreditation can even begin. Has government considered how it will deal with this? 
Once again, SATI would be willing to assist the Council in this regard, and could even be 
appointed the accreditation arm of the Council. 

9.10 Another important question that is not addressed by the Bill is the extent to which 
accreditation will be required. Will practitioners need to be registered and accredited in order 
to work in any language combination whatever, or will this be limited to practitioners working 
in the official languages only, or those plus major world languages? If accreditation for every 
language in the world is required, the Council will founder. There are no easy solutions here, 
but the questions have to be faced. At the very least a distinction must be made between 
languages in which accreditation will be required and how practitioners working in other 
languages are to prove their credentials. 

9.11 SATI has a long-standing system of accreditation in place and PEG plans to implement a 
system shortly. The Bill is ambiguous on the matter of recognition of this accreditation. 
Subsection 4(1)(g) of the Bill states that the Council must “recognise accreditation of 
voluntary associations that are in language profession” (leaving the Council no choice in the 
matter, with no limit on the period of recognition), while the transitional provisions in 41(1)(b) 
specify that for a period of two years after the legislation comes into operation the Council 
may recognise “accreditation granted by voluntary or other associations prior to the 
establishment of the Council provided that the Council may conduct a competency test 
whenever it deems this necessary”. The latter provision contradicts the former, giving the 
Council the power to decide what to recognise and what not. SATI and PEG feel strongly that 
a properly-worded “grandfather clause” should be included in the legislation, granting 
permanent recognition to specified accreditation in force when the legislation comes into 
operation. Such recognition could be at the lower of the levels of the new system, although it 
would be preferable for them to be appropriately graded, but the work that language 
practitioners have already put into accrediting themselves and proving their competence 
should not simply be disregarded under the new dispensation. Since SATI and PEG are the 
only organisations currently offering accreditation or likely to be doing so when the legislation 
comes into force, they should be mentioned by name in the legislation. 

 
 
10. Application for accreditation (Section 20) 
 
10.1 Subsection 20(3)(c) specifies that the Board may formulate “the fees for training or other 

projects undertaken”. SATI and PEG hold the view that the Council should not be involved in 
the provision of training in any way and most definitely cannot prescribe fees to be charged for 
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training by, for example, an institution of higher education. This subsection needs further 
consideration and either amendment or deletion. 

10.2 Subsection 20(4) (“The Minister may prescribe standards, procedures and related matters for 
the Council to follow in assessing whether an applicant for accreditation meets the 
requirements of this section”) seems to give the Minister inappropriate powers, and we 
suggest amending this subsection to read “The Minister in consultation with the Council may 
prescribe standards, procedures and related matters for the Council to follow in assessing 
whether an applicant for accreditation meets the requirements of this section”. 

10.3 In relation to subsection 20(5) (“The Council is the only institution which may accredit 
language practitioners”), we would simply like to point out again that the Council will need 
assistance in fulfilling this very large and complex undertaking – see the points made under 9 
above. 

 
 
11. Funds of Council (Section 22) 
 
11.1 There is no indication in the Bill of the proportion of funding of the Council that should be 

appropriated by government and that to be obtained through accreditation and registration 
fees. Since this could have an important impact on the level of fees set, possibly to the 
disadvantage of the practitioners, SATI and PEG feel the issue should be addressed in the 
legislation and the interests of the practitioners clearly taken into account. 

11.2 Subsection 22(1)(c) refers to the Council obtaining part of its funds through “registration and 
examination fees”. There is no reference elsewhere to examinations except in an academic 
context and no indication of the Council conducting examinations. Should this not rather be 
accreditation fees? 

11.3 It is customary for statutory bodies like the SALPC to set minimum or recommended rates for 
work in the field concerned, but this aspect is not mentioned in the Bill. 

 
 
12. Registration and registers (Chapter 8) 
 
12.1 Nowhere does the Bill specify that a practitioner may not work unless they are registered with 

and/or accredited by the Council, except by negative deduction from subsection 26(3)(b) and 
section 27. This needs to be addressed and made clear. 

12.2 There is no clear specification of the relationship between registration and accreditation: it 
appears from subsection 25(1)(a) that the registration relates to accredited persons, but 
subsection 32(2) seems to indicate that one can be registered on the basis of an academic 
qualification alone. This needs to be clarified. 

12.3 Subsection 25(3) (“Every registered person who changes his or her address must notify the 
registrar in writing within 30 days after such change”): Thirty days for notification of change of 
address is very short. Sixty or 90 days is more common. 

 
 
13. Right of appeal (Section 28) 
 
13.1 Subsection 28(1) specifies that “A person who is aggrieved by a decision of the Council may 

… appeal to the Minister …”. SATI and PEG feel that the Council should have its own 
mechanism for dealing with complaints or appeals before something is escalated to ministerial 
level. A complaints mechanism should be set up to accept and deliberate on complaints 
directed at the Council. Persons serving on this body must be language practice experts and 
include representatives of professional associations, not simply technocrats or bureaucrats. 

13.2 Both subsections 28(1) and (2) mention a period of one month during which an appeal must 
be lodged. This period is unusually short – 90 days is the norm. 
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14. Qualifications and experience prescribed for registration (Section 32) 
 
14.1 Reference is made in the heading to experience, but experience is not mentioned again. 

Experience was only referred to in subsection 25(4)(a) (Keeping of registers). As mentioned 
before, we feel that experience is an essential component for accreditation and registration, 
and should be made explicit here. 

14.2 Subsection 32(2) implies that registration may be allowed on the basis of a tertiary 
qualification alone. PEG and SATI feel strongly that, in the spirit of the Bill, registration should 
be possible for accredited practitioners only. It cannot be allowed on the basis of a tertiary 
qualification alone, nor on the basis of experience alone, as the heading suggests. Similarly, 
accreditation cannot be granted purely on the basis of a tertiary qualification. No tertiary 
institution produces practitioners who can immediately register with a professional body and 
start practising; this applies as much to language practitioners as it does to doctors, lawyers, 
pharmacists, chartered accountants, engineers, and so forth.  

 
 

15. Regulations (Section 40) 
 
  Subsection 40(a) provides that the Minister may make regulations regarding the training of 

language practitioners. This only expresses what the Minister may do (presumably if 
necessary), but ignores extant qualifications for language practitioners on the Higher 
Education Qualifications Framework.  
 
These recognised and accredited language practice qualifications were established through 
legitimate SAQA processes involving tertiary and other institutions as well representatives 
from the language professions. They are currently included in the Higher Education 
Qualifications Framework and are offered by tertiary education institutions. Language 
practitioners have for a substantial number of years been awarded diplomas and degrees for 
obtaining these qualifications.  
 

 
16. Transitional provisions (Section 41) 
 

Subsection 41(1) provides for a period of two years before the Council has to start providing 
accreditation itself. As mentioned in 9.9 above, SATI and PEG do not feel this is a viable 
period to establish and implement accreditation exams in all language combinations for all 
branches of language practice. Once again, we call on the legislators to give due 
consideration to all that is involved in this process, and offer SATI’s accreditation experience 
gained over more than two decades to assist as necessary. The legislators may even wish to 
make provision for bodies like SATI to act as the accreditation "arm" of the Council. 

 
 
17. Consultation 

The memorandum to the Bill gives a list of departments, bodies and persons consulted in 
drawing up the Bill. SATI’s name appears on this list, but we must point out that we were last 
involved in the consultation process in 2006, on a version of the Bill that was quite different 
from the current Bill. We are thus even more pleased to be able to participate in this process 
of public participation. 

 
 
Conclusion 
The South African Translators’ Institute (SATI) and the Professional Editors’ Group (PEG) 
appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important piece of legislation and look forward to 
being involved in its further development. 


