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1. Introduction to, production and structure of the Second Position
Paper
1.1

Introduction

This Position Paper was developed building on the one on hand the experiences made during
the first LEARNMe Workshop held at Aberystwyth University (Wales) on the 17th – 18th
October 2013, which had a focus on media and research issues, and on the other, the second
LEARNMe Workshop held in Stockholm (Sweden), 8th – 9th May 2014 (see Full Programme in
Appendix 1), which had a focus on education, including the contributions of practitioners. The
contents of the Workshops have followed the outlines made within the Mercator Network,
and according to these plans the second workshop has had a slightly different focus than the
first one. A third workshop is planned to be held in Barcelona in January 2015, again with a
somewhat different focus. (See http://www.learnme.eu, for information on the project and its
progression.)
This Second Position Paper presents the main contents of the presentations, summaries of
these posted on Facebook, and discussions that took place over the two-day event in
Stockholm, primarily based on the Expert Workshop Thursday 8th May at Stockholm
University, but also including some of the presentations and contributions of 9th May at the
Embassy of Finland. In addition to the views of the Experts invited - Jim Cummins, Toronto,
Canada, Constant Leung, London, U.K., Siv Björklund, Vasa, Finland, Cristopher Stroud &
Carline Kerfoot, Cape Town, SA & Stockholm, Sweden, Csilla Bartha, Budapest, Hungary,
Finland, Jeroen Darquennes, Namur, Belgium, and Tom Moring, Helsinki, Finland, as well as
Director Kaisa Syrjänen Schaal, Uppsala, Sweden – also views and presentations of
educational practitioners and language policy commentators thus form parts of the content of
the Paper. To a more limited some extent also the views shared by the about 30 additional
participants have been taken into account. The video-recordings made during the Stockholm
workshop will be available on the website of the project (www.learnme.eu).
The members of the Mercator Network have participated actively in the programme and have
been given the opportunity to comment on this Position Paper. (Full list of titles of papers and
presentations are given in Appendix 1 and full list of participants in Appendix 2.)
The focus of the LEARNMe project is to explore and develop ideas and views referring to
Linguistic Diversity as a dynamic and changing concept. Its approach is one of an iterative
methodology: formulating a Preparatory Document, a number of invited Papers to be
presented at three Workshops and a reflective Position Paper produced after each of these
workshops. The experiences and conclusions of the first Position Paper forms a background
to the second one, and these in turn will form a background to the third one from Barcelona,
all with slightly different foci. A Final Position Paper – the White Paper – will be based on the
preceding three Position Papers and other documentation collected during the workshops
and the project period. The White Paper will be presented at the Final Conference in Budapest
during fall 2015.
The first workshop was entitled “Revisiting, reanalysing and redefining research on linguistic
diversity: media, education and policy”, stressing the media and its research sectors,
sometimes however involving the other fields mentioned in the workshop outline. The second
workshop concentrated more on educational issues, and therefore was called: “Revisiting,
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reanalysing and redefining research on linguistic diversity: education, policy and media”,
stressing both educational linguistics and language policy research findings, as well as
practical experiences from these fields. Similarly to the workshop held in Aberystwyth, which
followed the expertise focus of the Welsh partners and invited speakers, and which stressed
media research and practices issues, the second workshop concentrates for the same reason
on educational linguistic issues. Both also had a regional overweight in the programme design
and among the participants, meaning that in the case of the Stockholm workshop there was a
slight predominance of representatives from Northern Europe, that is, Sweden and the
neighbouring countries. This approach may be followed in the third workshop in Barcelona.
However, invitations and participants were not restricted to these areas, and thus the
workshops have been and will be international by design, even including representatives with
global research perspectives.
These broad bases of approaches and contexts provide a wide range of opportunities for
researchers to examine, question and evaluate the presuppositions of theory and practice
regarding linguistic diversity, and for practitioners to add experiences of both best and nonfunctioning practices, meaning that also critical results have been discussed. Though the
themes and the content of the presentations at first sight may seem to represent fields of
study and practice remote to linguistic diversity, they all have underlying priorities and
starting points, which in essence also are connected to discussions on linguistic diversity.
Prior to the workshops, five preliminary sub-themes (for Aberystwyth) and six (for
Stockholm) were identified in the preparatory processes by the LEARNMe team as foci for
discussions and presentations. Experts and presenters were invited to share their views on
these sub-themes. In both Aberystwyth and Stockholm the common themes were:
1.Policy and Practice: Top-down and bottom-up approaches to research, policy and
practice; International Level; Nation-state/Country/Regional and Local levels;
2.Terminological Diversity and its consequences; Terminology as an institutionalised
field (e.g. language, dialect, vernacular, bi-/multilingualism, plurilingualism,
translanguaging, second vs foreign language, multilingual competence, minority
language, immigrant languages, lesser used language, state language, official language
etc);
3.Socio-political approaches and ideological objectives: e.g. assimilationist,
additive/multicultural/segregated linguistic and cultural independence etc.; identities;
4.Methodological Issues: e.g. “Languaging” and approaches to Linguistic Diversity;
effects of non-essentialist and essentialist perspectives on language education;
permeable and impermeable language frameworks;
5.Sociolinguistic practices in the fields of Education, Media (including social media)
and Policy.
In addition to these fived themes, a sixth one was introduced for the workshop in
Stockholm. Both during the Thursday programme and particularly during the Friday
programme, examples of best practice within the field of formal and informal multilingual
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language learning were included to be discussed, The sixth theme was formulated as
follows:
6.Examples of best practice at any level of education for multilingual students.
Papers and presentations were requested especially from the invited experts on aspects of
these pre-identified sub-themes. Whereas the presenters were able to connect to these
themes, all presentations have not directly addressed them, some have rather treated
research, policy issues and experiences connected to them, more indirectly. Papers were
sought on primarily educational issues with a language connection, but also on language
and education policies, and less on media. However, in some instances media research
was combined with educational and linguistic aspects on media, meaning that occasionally
there is a natural overlap between several fields of study in the presentations. Also more
theoretical language policy issues were recurrently discussed. In addition, presentations
combining some of the mentioned fields of education and policies, more directly
addressed rights perspectives and questions pertaining to the implementation of
legislation on language as well as education policies.

1.2

Production

This paper was produced using the following material:
 Outlines for the project,
 Discussions, experiences and the First Position Paper, from the first
workshop in Aberystwyth,
 Direct personal invitations including discussions on the choice of topics with
the experts and invitations to other participants to contribute and
participate in the second workshop,
 PowerPoint presentations and papers (http://www.mercatornetwork.eu/workshops/2nd-workshop-stockholm-2014/)
 Notes in the form of summaries from the two-day workshop (by David
Fornies, CIEMEN; the Barcelona partner),
 Audio-visual recordings/interviews of the two day event (not extensively
analyzed at this stage, example given in Appendix 3).
This allowed the organisers of the second workshop and the authors of the second
position paper to have access to a broad scope of content during and after the workshop.

1.3

Structure

The present Paper includes a sequential presentation of first, the list of concepts identified
in the two work-shops. Second, the contents of the presentations and the discussions of
the two-day workshop in Stockholm are interpretatively summarized and briefly
commented upon, in order to connect them to ongoing discourses and to present the
context of and content for some of the concepts in the list from these summarized
contributions. Additional concepts have also been included from the full presentations.
This is necessary in order to connect the plain list and its concepts to the wider aims and
interests of the project. Third, a brief comment on how the presentations relate to the
discussion on Linguistic Diversity is given at the end of each presentation. Fourth, a
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discussion on how to relate the presentations/contributions to the themes and the results
is provided. Throughout the paper an attempt has been made to reconnect also to the First
position paper, which is both referred to and the remarks of which are summarized after
the four first steps. As a fifth and final part, and both as a step further in the analyses of the
concept of Linguistic Diversity and as a preamble to possible later routes of discussion of
these, some reflections and highly preliminary conclusions are offered in order to prepare
for the third workshop and the compilation of the White Paper, which is to summarize the
three workshops.
The analysis of the contents showed clearly that the contributions and discussions
covered more than one of the five sub-themes identified in the preparatory project plan,
which has functioned as an outline for the workshops. In addition, it is obvious that the
division into themes competes with alternative ways of structuring the presentations and
their ways of connecting to a discourse on linguistic diversity. Similarly to the first
workshop these characteristics of interdisciplinary work are repeated here, due to the
vast research and practice fields relating to linguistic diversity. This is also typical of the
cross-disciplinarity of the research profiles and expertise of the workshop participants. It
furthermore reflects the dynamic nature of research in this area. As was stated in the first
Position Paper and the Preparatory Document, it is also a characteristic feature of the
iterative practices associated with the workshop methodology. One further result of this
is, that the Second Position Paper is more extended and elaborated than the First one.
The Second Position Paper aims to lift out and identify different references to linguistic
diversity within the field of education, in the geopolitical language contexts, historical
approaches, political landscapes, language policies and language practices covered by the
presentations. The paper tries to identify and lift out theoretical concepts used during the
workshop across the presentations and discussions, and which have been found to have a
potential relevance for the later analyses of linguistic diversity and its possible
reconceptualization. Even if the paper ultimately approaches the five pre-identified subthemes and presents reflections and discussions relevant to these, the starting point is the
content of the presentations, and their bearing on linguistic diversity issues, which can be
related to the themes. Consequently the presentations are first summarized, to be
matched later to the themes identified by the LEARNMe team.
Throughout the paper also some reflections on alternative ways of analysing the vast
material are introduced. In addition to the five recurrent themes, the sixth one introduced
for the Stockholm workshop, on best practices, is briefly summarized through short
abstracts based on the examples discussed in the presentations.

2. Outlining and introduction to the theoretical concepts presented
at the First and Second Workshop
The views and summaries presented in the First Position Paper have partly been integrated in
this
Second
Position
Paper
(see
http://www.mercatornetwork.eu/fileadmin/network/publications_pdf/Aberystwyth-Position-Paper.pdf) for the
full First Position Paper). One of its results was the selection of a series of concepts used in
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the presentations and discussions on linguistic diversity during the First Workshop (see
further below).

2.1

List of theoretical concepts

In order to explore linguistic diversity as a dynamic and challenging concept, it is important to
identify some of the key aspects of the theoretical bases that can inform our thinking. During
the course of the First Workshop, a wide range of theoretical concepts drew on numerous
disciplines used in the presentations and discussions. These were collated in this First
Position Paper (http://www.learnme.eu) so that they could be revisited in the next stages of the
project and re-evaluated in the process of producing the White Paper. The theoretical
concepts listed here were further contextualised and explored in the individual presentations
and discussions. The concepts identified and listed during the First workshop have been
complemented by a host of additional concepts form the Second workshop, all relating in
direct or indirect ways to linguistic diversity.
The figures in the brackets in the list (Table 1) of concepts refer to which workshop they have
been used in, in the presentations and discussions. Those marked with several numbers have
occurred in the workshops pointed out for each concept. The use and contextualized content
of those concepts marked with (1) were discussed in greater detail in Position Paper 1. Those
used during the Second Workshop have been given the number (2). The concepts used during
the Third workshop may later be added to the list. The purpose of integrating the extensive
Table 1 in the text is to give a first impression and overview of the type and amount of
concepts needed to discuss various fields that are related to or even at the core of linguistic
diversity. A grouping of the concepts and the main analysis and will be made in the White
Paper. In the later summarized presentations the concepts chosen from each one of them, are
found in italics.
Table 1. Concepts pertaining to linguistic diversity, used by researchers and
presenters during the two first workshops
Workshop

(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)

Academic failure/success
Academic literacy
Academic registers
Academic writing
Acquisition (of language)
Additional language
Agency
Apartheid (language policy)
Aranese (Occitan)
Armenian
Assimilationism
Asymmetric (language situation)
Autochthonous

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(1)

(2)

(1)

Basic protection rights
Bilingual arrangement

(2)
(2)
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(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)

(subtractive/additive-recursive/dynamic)
Beás/Boyash
Belarusian
Bilingual community
Bilingual education/classes
Bilingual pedagogy
Bilingual programs
Bilingual strategies
Bilingual teaching (convergent/immersion/
multiple)
Bilingual teaching (transitional/maintenance/
polydirectional)
Bilingual university
Bottom-up approach
(1)
Bulgarian

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

Catalan
Census (language data)
CLIL (Content- and language integrated learning)
Code switching
(1)
Coercive power relations
Codification
(1)
Collective Rights
(1)
Colonialism
Commodification
(1)
Communicative boundaries
Community language
Compensatory policies
Comprehensive input
Complementary schools
Conjunction model
Constitutional rights
Corpus (language)
Covert (LPP)
Crimean Tatar
Critical authorship
Critical literacy
Croatian
Cultivation (of language)
Cultural identity
Cultural rights
Cultural citizenship
Curriculum

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

Democracy
Diglossia
Distance (tuition)
Diverse society
Diversity within diversity
Domestic language
Dominant language
Dual /bilingual (instruction)

(2)

(1)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(2)
(2)
(1)
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(2)
(2)
(2)

(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)

EAL (English as an Additional language)
(2)
Economic vitality
(2)
Education (pre-school, primary/preliminary,
secondary, tertiary, technical, vocational, higher education,
adult)
(2)
Educational access/progress/disadvantage
(2)
Educational linguistics
(2)
Educational spaces
(2)
Educational success
(2)
Emerging literacy
(2)
Empowerment
(2)
Endangered language
(2)
English-medium classes
(2)
Epistemological access
(2)
Equal access
(2)
Equal citizenship
(2)
Equal opportunities
(2)
Equality of entitlement
(2)
Equality of treatment
(2)
Equitable educational outcomes
(2)
Essentialist
(2)
Ethnic diversity
(2)
Ethnic minority child
(2)
Ethnography
(1)
Ethnolinguistic groups
(2)
Ethnolinguistic diversity
(2)
Finnish
Foreign language
Fragmentation
French
Fluency (language)
Foreign language immersion
Functional illiteracy
Functional multilingualism

(2)
(2)
(1)

Gagauz
Generation (first and second)
Geolinguistic regions
German
Global private spaces
Globalization
Greek

(1)
(1)

Heteroglossia
Higher education
Holistic Language Practice
Home language
Homogeneity (ethnic)
Human Rights
Hungarian

(1)
(1)
(1)

Identity

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
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(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)

Identity affirmation
Identity claim
Identity devaluation
Identity enhancement
Ideologies
Ideological narratives
Immersion (one-way/two-way/dual)
Immersion (early/delayed/late)
Immersion (total/partial)
Immersion language teaching
Immigrant (student)
Impermeable Linguistic Frameworks
Implementation (of policies)
Inclusive pedagogies
Independent schools
Indigeneity
Indigenous journalism
Indigenous media
Indigenous rights
Individual bilingualism
Initial (language)
Institutional monolingualism
Institutional multilingualism
Institutional practices
Integration (of pupils)
Intercultural education
Intergroup relations
International conventions
Interpersonal relations
Irish/Gaelic

(1)

(1)

(1)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(1)

Karaim
Knowledge (creation/mediation/production)
Krymchak

(2)
(2)
(2)

L1 (first language)
L2 (second language)
L3 (third language)
Laissez-faire policy
Language
Language as practice
Language activism
Language acquisition
Language assessment
Language awareness
Language backing
Language community
Language competence
Language death
Language development
Language domains
Language (social) construction
Language enhancement

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(1)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

11

(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)

Language equality
Language extension
Language heritage
Language innovation
Language immersion
Language learning
Language law
Language maintenance
Language management
Language of instruction
Language of significance
Language pedagogies
Language policies
Language proficiency
Language repertoires
Language retention
Language rights
Language shift
Language transmission
Language use
Language variety
Language vitality
Languaging
Length of residence
Lesser-user languages
Levels of LPP (macro/meso/micro)
Linguistic identity
Linguistic input
Linguistic output
Linguistic repertoires
Linguistic representation
Literacy (basic/emergent)
Literacy engagement
Literacy skills
Local textual practices
LPP (language policy and planning)

(1)

Macro-linguistics
Macro-sociolinguistics
Macro-structure
Main language
Mainstream class
Mainstream curriculum
Mainstream education
Mainstream journalism
Mainstream school
Marginalization
Marginalized communities
Majority language
Majority speaker
Mandatory (instruction)
Meaning-making
Media(tiza)tion

(1)
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(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)

(1)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)

Medium Languages
Methodological approaches.
Methodology of diversity
Meänkieli
Micro- and Macro Approaches
Micro-interaction
Micro-sociolinguistics
Migrant (student)
Minimalist interpretation (LPP)
Minoritization
Minoritized language
Minority language
Minority language medium
Minority language digital media
Minority schools
Minority speaker
Modern languages
Moldovan
Mono-centricity
Monoglossia
Monolingualism
Monolingual ethos
Monolingual habitus
Monolingual norms
Monoliterate
Mother-tongue transmission
Mother tongue tuition
Motivation
Multicultural setting
Multidimensional approach
Multilingualism
Multilingual repertoires
Multilingual semiotic resources
Multimodal repertoires
Multimodality
Multiple languages
Multiplicity of interpretation
of language equality

(1)
(1)

Nation/al
National curriculum
National identity
National language
National minorities
National minority languages
Nation state
Native (language)
Natural language
Naturalization
New media
Non-dominant languages
Non-essentialist
Non-official

(1)

(1)

(1)
(1)
(1)

(1)
(1)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(1)
(1)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(1)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(1)
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Non-standard
Normalization
Normative policy
Norwegian

(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)
(1)
(1)
(1)

(2)
(2)

Objectification
Occitan
Old minority languages
Official languages
Official national language
Overt (LPP)

(2)
(2)
(1)
(1)

Parallel monolingualism
Parental push
Pashtu
Pedagogical
Performance (reading)
Permeable linguistic frameworks
PIRLS (Progress in International
Reading Literacy Study)
(PISA (Program for International
Pluralism (liberal/corporate)
Pluricentric
Pluricentricity
Plurilingualism
Policy impact
Politics of difference
Politics of universalism
Polylogue
Power
Practices (local/social/linguistic)
Prescriptive (grammar)
Prestige
Print access
Proficiency (linguistic)
Promoting (legislation/LPP)
Protecting (legislation/LPP)
Public sphericules
Public use (language)

(1)

(1)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(1)
(1)
(1)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(1)

Reading comprehension
Reading engagement
Reconciliation processes
Reconstruction of language
Regional minority languages
Research evidence
Resemiotization
Revitalization
Roma (Gypsy)
Romani
Romanian/ Rumanian
Russian
Rusyn

(1)

14

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

Ruthenian

(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)
(2)

Sami
Scaffolding
School language (of instruction)
Second language immersion
Self-representation
Serbian
SES (Socioeconomic status)
Slovak
Slovene
Social group
Social inclusion
Social integration
Socialization
Societal discrimination
Societal multilingualism
Sociolinguistic change
Sociolinguistic practices
Space and time
Spanish
Spoken language
Stable (bilingualism)
Standard (language)
Standardization
State languages
Status (of language)
Structural problem (legislation/LPP)
Student assessment
Superdiversity
Swedish Sign Language
Target language
Teacher training (basic/further)
Telugu
Territoriality
Territorial language
Theory of learning
Theory of teaching
Top-down approach
Transborder contacts
Transculturalism
Translanguaging
Translation
Transnational communities
Transnational identity
Transnationalism
Trilingual education

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(1)

(1)

(1)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

(1)

(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

Ukrainian
Unique (minority language)

(2)
(2)

Welcoming class

(2)
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Welsh

(Aberystwyth 2013) Stockholm 2014 (Barcelona 2015)
(1)

Validation (of language and culture)
Variety (of language)
Vehicular (language)
Voice (power-related)

(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)

Yiddish

(2)

___________________________________________________________________________________________
The list in Table 1 does not represent a weighting given to each individual concept during the
course of the Workshops. However, it represents the range of concepts underpinning the
presentations and discussions. The selection of concepts from the Second workshop has also
taken steps to include more of the genre-like, scientific discourses represented in the papers
and presentations during the workshop. This means that there is an extended coverage of
scientific concepts in this second round. The list represents the two first steps taken for an
attempt at bringing together key concepts that can contribute to further exploring and
revising the understanding and definition of linguistic diversity in its entirety, as a dynamic
and challenging concept. A weighting may nevertheless turn out to be the result of these
concepts if some of them occur consistently in the three workshops, including the one in
Barcelona. In that case, they should possibly be treated as more central or more influential at
a general level for the understanding of linguistic diversity. They should thus be integrated in
the outcome discussions in the White Paper on the concepts and the redefinition attempts of
linguistic diversity. The present list thus far is a uni-dimensional list of concepts, which only
to some extent will be analysed here in the Second Position Paper. Our understanding is that
the occurring concepts may need further attempts to structure and typify the concepts, into
sub-themes, and higher level, more general, overarching concepts. This type of reasoning will
be briefly introduced in the following passages and also commented upon in the concluding
remarks.
2.2

A preliminary discussion on the theoretical concepts

An obvious conclusion is that the amount of concepts used to discuss and present research in
the different sub-fields of linguistic diversity issues is extensive indeed. One reason is the
many specified concepts of more general ones, for example, based on education, language,
identity, equality, literacy, multilingual or mainstream. A natural consequence of this could be
that additional subdivisions of the concepts may be needed in order to provide a better and
deeper understanding of the new, emerging reconceptualization of linguistic diversity. One
such division to be tested is whether there are common concepts between the sub-themes,
and to what extent they differ. Another division could be to classify them into fields, which
may overlap with the sub-themes. One such division could start out from for example the
language concepts as such, which would indicate how the phenomenon of language is
understood in its basic functions and content, and which would relate to several of the themes
opted for. Another could be policy issues pertaining to media, education or legislation, and a
third regarding power distribution between majority and minority groups, as well as
multilingual minority children in relation to educational systems. These perspectives could be
connected to the different “types” of minority languages identified in the First Position Paper.
This could then also cover aspects of homogeneity and heterogeneity.
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Also highly preliminarily, it seems that further divisions could be made according to more
traditional scientific disciplines, and their hybrids. This has to do with the fact that even if
researchers are dealing with cross-disciplinary aspects of linguistic diversity and adjacent
fields of study, their conceptual tools and methods may still reflect their professional training.
In addition, due to the multitude of input from various directions, a plethora of more or less
clear and necessary concepts have developed over time, which cover new aspects of linguistic
diversity issues. This means, that the understanding of linguistic diversity is by necessity tied
to a host of other connected fields of study and policies within such areas. The question arises,
how to analyse and structure the list into meaningful representations.

3. A summary of the presentations given during the Second
Workshop in Stockholm
3.1

Links to presentations.
Most of the presentations are given in the format of ppt-presentations and can be
found
on
the
LEARNMe
website
(http://www.mercatornetwork.eu/workshops/1st-workshop-aberystwyth-2013/), and in addition one
film (on Sami language revitalization in Finland) presented during the workshop is
linked to from the website. In the following presentations, the concepts that have
been taken up in the list are to be found in italics.

3.2

Professor Jim Cummins, Toronto, Canada: ”Educational policies and linguistic
diversity: resolving the tensions between ideological narratives and research
evidence”.
In his presentation Cummins starts out telling an anecdotal story about an African
background student learning Irish/Gaelic as a second language, and doing it well.
One point made is that reasons for motivating students learning non-dominant
languages, may be found in their attempts to stake an identity in their new
environment. This would mean that identity enhancement would also further
language learning. As in the mentioned case, this does not always happen.
Cummins main topic is to discuss how research evidence should influence language
policy and pedagogies in order to counteract the pervasive ideological narratives
that govern educational policies, and leading to the fact that research evidence is
often overlooked or ignored. A main concern in this respect is how low SES
students and immigrant background children are presented with equitable
opportunities in the educational systems, both when learning the L2 and enhancing
their L1.
Cummins presents a handful of examples of neglections of research evidence, one
of them being formulated as follows: “Over generations in contexts such as Canada,
Ireland, and elsewhere, policy-makers have ignored the massive evidence that
teaching L2s as subjects of instruction is ineffective for a large majority of students.
By contrast, bilingual/CLIL programs show much better outcomes.”
He also refers to PISA analyses and researchers like Hartmut Esser in Germany as
misinterpreting the results of PISA studies, and concluding that lack of contact with
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L2 and use of L1 in the home, explain the lower results in PISA studies. Cummins’
own conclusion is based on various research sources, and instead points out that
the use of L1 in the home does not account for the differences. On the contrary, it is
one aspect of many, SES being another one, and access to books and literacy a third
one, which explain such statistical differences. Academic success is instead relying
on identity affirmation and literacy engagement. Engagement in reading and
literacy may overrule socioeconomic disadvantages. One way of practically
achieving this is through pedagogical measures taken, such as scaffolding in
teaching. This reasoning of Cummins is summarized in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Extending the Literacy Engagement Framework to Target Language
Teaching More Generally (from Cummins’ presentation in Stockholm, 8 May 2014)
Regarding the identity affirmation aspect, Cummins concludes that: “Students who
come from social groups whose identities (culture, language, religion, etc.) have
been devalued and subordinated in the wider society experience disproportionate
academic failure. The experience of these “internal colonies” parallels that of
“external colonies””.
Methods to counterbalance coercive power relations and devaluation of students’
identities, which have had an impact on their tendency to underachieve in
educational contexts, can best be provided through the promotion of the powerful
uses of the target languages concerned. Such “uses connect with students’ lives and
interests, and enable them to use their cognitive, linguistic, and artistic talents…”.
Empowerment of students which have faced such devaluation can be another main
solution in contexts of unequal relations of power (by way of collaborative creation
of power). In such cases cooperative and supportive relationships translate into
teacher-students interactions, which may enhance learning and identity
development. In addition to referring to studies and research discussing these
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aspects, he also provides links to two projects, in which the affirmative teaching
has been developed (www.multiliteracies.ca (Multiliteracies project);
http://www.thornwoodps.ca/dual/ (Dual Language Showcase; cf. also Cummins
2014). In both cases the dual/bilingual use of languages, oral and for literacy, have
been at the core of their methodology.
Cummins’ paper relates to linguistic diversity in multiple ways. It touches upon
issues of identity connected to language and language learning, the right and
pedagogical needs to receive a fair access to education based on the individual’s
starting point. In this language is crucial, especially the instruction in the language
about subjects. It takes ideas of critical literacy, reading engagement and access to
print further as main factors for future progress and achievements in academic and
educational contexts. Both the identity enhancement and literacy engagement are
seen as crucial. In combination with educational adaptation (scaffolding) these
factors can even overrule socioeconomic disadvantages. A main concern in
Cummins’ paper is the lack of and ignorance about research evidence as a guiding
principle for language and education policies, among policy makers. This is a
feature returned to in several of the other presentations of the workshop (e.g.
Leung, Stroud & Kerfoot, Bartha, Syrjänen Schaal, Rohdin, Peura & Sinisalo).
In its essence the paper is also a contribution to democracy and rights perspectives,
as well as a support for the idea that diversity makes up a valuable asset, also for
integration into a mainstream/majority society, and that this in similar ways
benefits from the potential of all school children.
3.3

Professor Constant Leung, London, U.K.: “Navigating mainstream education policy
and provision for linguistic diversity”.
In his contribution Leung describes the lack of promotion of minority community
languages and minority students in the U.K., in which process of evolving failure
also the role of English as an L2/additional language is highlighted. When general
statements on the use of ‘language’ as a key to integration in society are made, this
excludes other languages than English, possibly includes Modern/Foreign
languages intended to be learned by majority children, but clearly excludes the
value and use of migrant or community languages. In an attempt to structure
educational policy options, five models are discussed: Comprehensive support (for
example Denmark and Sweden); Non-systematic support (Cyprus, Greece);
Compensatory support (Austria, Belgium); Integration (Ireland); and, Centralised
entry support (France, Luxembourg). Leung further scrutinizes the educational
system of the U.K. at present and how this has developed. This is a monolingual
model, in which the characteristics and content are insensitive to the needs of
migrant children. The system is mainstreamed and it has as one of its characteristic
features the existence of an Equality of Entitlement. In practice this means that all
pupils, irrespective of language backgrounds, participate in mainstream Englishmedium classes following the National Curriculum; “Language [English] teaching is
the professional responsibility of all teachers …’ (NCC 1991:1 and all official
guidance since then, repeated in 2013, see NC 2014 documents)”; One common
curriculum exists for all; no differentiated curriculum or language assessment
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exists for different ethno-linguistic groups. In addition, there is no method of
providing support for the teaching and learning of English as an Additional
Language (EAL). Occasionally, school assistants, not always trained for this
purpose, help ethnic minority pupils to understand the lessons.
This also means that the full responsibility for the possible formal instruction in L1
is handed over to the minority language communities, including that there is no
societal funding of these complementary schools’ activities. Despite the wide variety
of background of EAL students, one model exists for the learning of English, based
on monolingual norms and its educational preferences. Parallel to this the
proportion of ethnic diversity has gone up from 19.3 % in 2005 for primary school
to 28.5 % in 2013. For secondary school the corresponding figures for 2005 and
2013 are 15.9% and 24.2% respectively. In state-funded primary and secondary
schools there were 7.5 Million pupils (4.3 M + 3.2 M) in 2012.
According to two earlier reports (Bullock 1975, and Swann 1985, summarized by
Bourne in 1989), L2 instruction and learning is rather seen as part of a learning
continuum of a first language, a view close to that of a variation of one type of
English, and not a separate learning process. Therefore, also the assessment is
based on normative L1 assumptions for all children. In a wider sense, this
promotes institutional monolingualism in society. A core principle of this is that of
Equal citizenship, meaning that separate treatment according to separate needs is
not allowed. Equal treatment is seen as a guarantee for this, which is far from the
idea of equal outcomes. Leung summarizes this politics, based on Taylor (1992), as
follows: This is a matter of “Equality of entitlement […] based on ‘a politics of
universalism, emphasizing the equal dignity of all citizens, and the content of this
politics has been the equalization of rights and entitlements’ (Taylor, 1992: 37). No
matter who you are and what you need, you’ll get the same.” The consequence for
the children in the situation of learning English as an L2 and learning subjects
through it, is that it is the children's own responsibility to cope with the situation.
The alternative would be an: “Equality of treatment […] based on ‘a politics of
difference … Everyone should be recognized for his or her unique identity … with
the politics of difference, what we are asked to recognize is the unique identity of
this individual or group, their distinctiveness from everyone else …’
(Taylor,1992:38). The politics of difference redefines nondiscrimination as
requiring that we make distinctions between different individuals or groups of
individuals as the basis of differential treatment.” (Highlighted parts in Leung’s
presentation.) However, at the moment, the British public support has been fully
withdrawn from both the support to EAL teaching, leaving teachers as the level at
which responsibility and encounters with the challenges take place, often without
training for this. Public support has also been withdrawn from any structured
promotion and support to L1 teaching. Leung finishes his presentation with three
open questions, targeting the present English educational norms and principles:
“What language theory is being invoked? What theory of learning and teaching is
being promoted? What kind of policy and planning process is at work?”
Also Leung’s paper relates to linguistic diversity in multiple ways. The Equality of
entitlement, which is based on the individual’s possibilities of making use of the
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monoglossic and normatively L1 English system, including its demands on
(monolingual) literacy and academic progress, irrespective on individual needs,
creates and perpetuates learning problems and accentuates the widespread lack of
access to equal outcomes in education. Its counterpart, Equality of treatment,
which stresses the need to incorporate individual differences as the starting point
for integration and educational progress, is not promoted at all in today’s British
educational system. Again, literacy and specifically academic literacy are seen as
crucial components in this. The L1s of the learners/pupils are pushed out of the
public school context and made the task of the minority language communities to
arrange teaching, without public funding, if they so wish. The prevalent view is
furthermore, that EAL is only part of the internal variation of English, and therefore
no attention is paid to the fact that learning through and about an L2, may be a
separate process from L1 learning and learning through it. The paper has
educational/academic, learning through L1 and L2, literacy and language policy
perspectives. It also challenges the lack of pedagogical, learning and language
views that could provide guiding principles in today’s British, normatively
monolingual and excluding educational system (cf. Costley & Leung 2014).
3.4

Professor Christopher Stroud & Ph.D. Caroline Kerfoot, Stockholm, Sweden/
Capetown, South Africa, viz. Stockholm, Sweden: ”Rethinking multilingualism and
language policy for academic literacies”
Stroud & Kerfoot set out to both discuss the traditions of Hígher Education in South
Africa, especially in the University of Western Cape, and to suggest a
transformation of thinking, in order to facilitate and create possibilities for
students of various other language backgrounds than that of English as a main
language. They want to: “sketch how an alternative understanding of
multilingualism for academic literacy may address some of the issues of power and
voice that currently constrain epistemological access, that is, “access to the
knowledge that universities distribute” (Morrow, 2007, p. 18), and consequently
the transformation of HE [Higher Education]” at the University of Western Cape,
SA. In addition they target another necessary change of focus and aim at suggesting
“a policy development process that moves from micro-interaction to macrostructure”. As part of this they want to discuss new ways of approaching the
mediation and production of knowledge, in which both multimodal methods and
other learning routes are closer to the potential learning facilities for the students
of UWC. This is originally a bilingual university (English/Afrikaans), but has later
concentrated on free and non-racially based access, as well as opening up for
students from disadvantaged backgrounds.
These changes for HE should take place despite the failure of the public school
system. A major challenge is the low national level of literacy for children in SA; in
grades 4 and 5 in primary school, 80 % according to PIRLS (2006, 2011) did not
even attain basic literacy skills. Another study shows that more than 30 % in Grade
8 have only emergent literacy skills and another 24 % can hardly read and write.
The challenge for HE is also visible in the figures of UWC:s student enrolment;
which increased from 2001 to 2010 from about 10,500 to more than 18,300
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students, at the same time as the proportion of students who did not claim English
to be their first language decreased from 74% to 58%. However, the quality of
English for the prospects of managing HE in it, are not bright: the sociolinguistic
reality of English spoken in many homes and produced in classrooms is that it
differs from the variety of academic English expected at university, and many of
these households remain bi-, or multilingual. Code-switching may in some families
even be seen as a variety of its own.
Despite this and the challenges arising from growing cohorts of bi/multilingual
students entering the universities, with obvious inadequacies in English academic
literacy, the issue of language remains invisible in assessments of the challenges
facing SA HE (see Scott, 2009; Boughey, 2010). The view of the writers is that the
situation largely continues status quo. The universities need a radical reconceptualisation of the programs intended to develop academic language and
literacy. Instead what is needed is that the voice and agency of students in the
transformation of curriculum content and practice is supported. Critical attention
needs to be given to multilingualism as a transformative epistemology and
methodology of diversity. The main impetus for this way of reasoning is from the
following researchers and views: Stroud & Kerfoot argue that the role multilingual
repertoires should become more visible for the role they play “in the voice, power
and agency of speakers (Alexander, 2003; Blackledge & Creese, 2010; Heller &
Martin-Jones, 2001). Furthermore, “voice […] is understood as the (structured)
capacity to use multilingual semiotic resources to produce rather than merely
reflect realities (Pennycook, 2001) and to achieve “semiotic mobility” (Blommaert,
2005), that is, to create meanings than can be taken up across social and, in this
case, educational spaces.” The main point in this process is represented by: voice,
rather than language, as a starting point (Bailey, 2007; Stroud, 2009), which
focusses on: - linguistic repertoires rather than languages; practices rather than
proficiency, and translanguaging rather than codeswitching. This requires a
”resemiotisation which focuses on the “unfolding of meaning-making across
practices, and enquires into its material consequences “(Iedema, 2003, p. 49) as
fundamental to a re-conceptualisation of HE language policy”. They continue: “One
important aspect of this is for language policies and practices for the tertiary
education sector to address the mismatch between “the monolingual ethos and the
ideology of English-medium tertiary education and the needs, identities and
resources of multilingual students””. To accomplish this, a crucial condition is the
development of an understanding of language as practice that places at the centre
people as actors engaged in “languaging”.
In several ways, as has also been demonstrated in earlier studies, the benefits of
the multilingual repertoires available to the students should become a core
resource for HE. This would as one effect have the outcome that the African
languages may become “intellectualized” for HE in new ways: since
translanguaging enables a different lens on African languages, which then can
contribute to building academic registers in them through bottom-up processes in
which students are co-creators of knowledge. In addition, this implies that there
should be a striving for benefitting from all discourse repertoires, also applied to
multimodal forms of representation. From there the writers develop their ideas of
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how to make use of the multilingual potential among students, by using different
types of multimodal facilities, e.g. in the form of a multilingual treatment of texts,
including translanguaging and translations, as well as dealing with different types
of texts. Subtitling and multiple versions of lectures are other methods to achieve a
higher integration of students and improve their progress towards academic
literacy. A research perspective on this process includes micro-level studies of
spaces in which interaction in multiple languages takes place, and from there start
influencing the institutional set up and questioning its monoglossic functionality.
Stroud and Kerfoot concentrate on the aftermath of post-apartheid educational
challenges at higher level in the South African context (University of Western
Cape), but they acknowledge that the educational failures for lower ages of pupils
are part of these problems. A major challenge is both the linguistic distance to the
academic, monoglossic system of UWC, but also that the low degree of literacy is
indeed problematic, both for the public school system and – concerning literacy in
different L1s and in English – for HE. The lack of integration of pedagogical means
to increase and promote the inclusion of students with other languages as their L1 –
and in some cases, multiple languages or even a code-switching variety as their L1 –
than English, perpetuates a low degree of educational success and as a result,
increases drop-out rates and decreases access to HE. It also hampers the
development of African languages’ own internal extension into genres that are
necessary for empowerment of the students and their development of critical
literacy in their own languages. The pedagogical means to achieve better success
among the multilingual students include translanguaging, multimodal resources,
translations of various types of texts, subtitling and multilingual lectures. The use of
these in their turn would take the step from informed knowledge about how they
work in practice at the micro-interactional level, to improve and change the existing
institutional monolingual macro-structures, based on a genre of English that is
distant from the lives of most students attending HE at the UWC.
Stroud’s and Kerfoot’s paper on the SA Higher Education system shares several
overlapping views and messages with the preceding two contributions of Cummins
and Leung. Already at this stage is it therefore possible to state that the problems of
educational systems vis-a-vis linguistic diversity and the pedagogical implications
of denying their relatedness, can be found in quite different types of contexts. Still,
they seem to share basic ideological stances on how to deal with education for
multilingual students, in ways that are excluding and restricting their educational
progress and access to HE. For many this also implies an exclusion from
participation in the wider society. This common basis is furthermore easy to
connect to at least the Swedish debates on mother tongue instruction, during the
last 30-40 years (cf. Lainio 2014), and most certainly to other European contexts,
as well as to the situation in the US and Canada (cf. García, Zakharia & Otcu 2013).
Since the educational design directs and preselects the possible outcome of
education for children with multilingual potential, this is a major and core
challenge to a prolonged and functional linguistic diversity, which in turn has wide
repercussions on the ways modern, complex and multilingual societies function.
The mentioned studies also have in common a steady grasp of school-based
research (educational, linguistic, ethnographic) and educational attainment among
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multilingual students, including various aspects of oral and literate language use
and development, as well as different types of languages, and languaging effects.
These experiences and evidence can therefore be used to create a more convincing
argumentation in the fields of educational policies and language policy and
planning in relation to linguistic diversity.
3.5

Professor Siv Björklund, Vasa, Finland: “Language Immersion in Finland – from
bilingual to trilingual education”
Finland has largely two educational systems working in parallel, one in Finnish and
the other in Swedish. At some point all pupils will need to take courses in the other
national official language, Finnish or Swedish. There exists no bilingual FinnishSwedish schools. However, for Finnish-speaking families there are immersion
schools in both Ostrobothnia, with the town of Vasa a centre, and more sparsely in
other regions, predominantly in the neighbourhood of the capital of Helsinki.
The idea of immersion programmes from the outset and origins in Canada has to
some extent been preserved, since the attitudinal basis for the learning of Swedish,
at least to some extent, reminds of the English-speaking parents’ relation to French
in Quebec: the use and learning of Swedish meets both positive reactions and have
negative attitudes to contest in the Finnish society. Just as English and French in
Canada, Finnish and Swedish have official status in Finland.
Björklund also compares immersion teaching and CLIL as to their characteristics.
These have features in common, but one main difference is that Immersion
programmes target an improved and qualified individual bilingualism, whereas
CLIL may be said to foster and improve language learning in general. One challenge
for immersion programmes is that the introduction of them in new contexts also
demands adaptations to local circumstances. The variation of different types of
programmes is by now therefore extensive. For the Swedish Immersion
programmes in Finland, one target is also functional multilingualism.
Björklund’s paper deals with the longitudinal outcome of language learning and
subject progress of the immersion programmes in Swedish for Finnish-speaking
children and their families. Immersion programmes have existed in Finland for
about 30 years to date. This consists mainly of an early total version of immersion
programmes. A recent change from a bilingual immersion with Swedish – Finnish,
has taken place and it extended and somewhat changed the pedagogical content of
the teaching, since English has been introduced as a third language of instruction,
making it function as trilingual immersion. Also additional Modern/Foreign
languages are taught and evaluated in the programmes.
In principle and in general for immersion programmes, the parallel or separate use
of the languages create possible variations in the design of the teaching, by hour,
day, subject, teacher etc., exemplified by Björklund in her presentation.
A core of the presentation was based on a questionnaire and a case study. One
finding of the questionnaire is that among the students (n=95) 18 % know more
languages than are used in school, that is, are multilingual. Some of the main results

24

are summarized below (for the detailed results, see Björklund’s ppt-presentation
and the references there; see also Bergroth & Björklund 2013):
-Immersion students in grades 4-6 are very confident in their language skills
-Immersion students report using the foreign languages they study in the
classroom (but rarely outside the classroom)
-Swedish (L2) is important both locally (school, friends, hobbies) and
(inside)/outside one’s own country
-English (L3) is important mostly beyond one’s own country (vacation), but the use
of English outside school increases over the grades
-German/French (L4) are rarely used, they mainly are languages studied in school
-L1 (Finnish) is predominantly used in thinking activities.
The relation to linguistic diversity in Björklund’s presentation is reflected in
several ways. The preliminary results of the two sub-studies support and promote
the immersion programme principles in the Finnish context. It gives a stable basis
for the use of Swedish (L2), Finnish (L1) and English (L3). It thus increases
language skills and improves the ability to use several languages in increasingly
more demanding ways through formal instruction, even if some of the languages
learned are more restrictedly used in the school context. It creates a foundation for
a prolonged and extended functional multilingualism for the individuals.
It is to date not studied how the attitudes towards speakers of the involved
languages, and attitudes to these pupils, have developed in the Finnish context.
Some indications from other observations exist, namely that the willingness to
engage in exogamic relationships increases among former immersion programme
students, and that they are willing to continue the efforts to promote their
functional multilingualism also for their own children. This has a societal impact on
the spread and increase of individuals’ multilingualism and linguistic diversity.
3.6

Professor Csilla Bartha, Budapest, Hungary: "Super diversity: multilingual
practices of linguistic others, controversies of sociolinguistic research and policy in
contemporary Hungary"
Professor Csilla Bartha's (Budapest, Hungary) presentation had an extensive
content. Among other things she paid attention to the ways bilingualism and
multilingualism have been defined and understood, e.g. within linguistics and
language policy. One point made with a quotation from Cullen is the following:
„Multilingualism and linguistic diversity are sometimes conflicting policy agendas.
Language learning policy has tended to be influenced by „harder‟ priorities like
economic competitiveness and labour market mobility, and linguistic diversity
policies by „softer‟ issues like inclusion and human rights. Multilingualism policy
has been more highly prioritized than linguistic diversity policy in terms of
concrete actions.” Cullen, J., et al. 2008. Multilingualism: Between Policy Objectives
and Implementation. Brussels: European Parliament.
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This is of direct relevance for the present project. However, as will also be
discussed further on, the last point by Cullen may be contested, since the direct
action promoting multilingualism may also be seen as a rather rare political action,
increasingly so for example in the policies of the European Commission, where at
present (2014) no Commissioner is in charge of multilingualism issues, contrary to
earlier policies and practices. Bartha also points out that one challenge for the
understanding of linguistic diversity is the fact that the vocabulary for language and
related concepts in different policy documents and legislation, differs greatly. These
also tend to be top-down, whereas according to her view, a more practical and
bottom-up –steered language policy is needed. Furthermore, at the general level,
she also states that the preferences of the Western European states often do not
coincide with regard to languages and views on languages, with those of the former
Eastern European states.
Bartha also presented, as a main part of her talk, changes in the Hungarian
legislation regarding language policy, starting with the Hungarian Constitution and
the Acts (1993) on National and Ethnic Minorities, and following up on these, when
they were renewed in 2011. This took place in the new Hungarian Fundamental
Law, which pointed out Hungarian as the official language of Hungary, which
together with Sign Language are counted as parts of the Hungarian culture and
therefore need protection.
In Act CLXXIX of 2011 on the Rights of Minorities - Educational Self-Governance of
Minorities, the languages that are used by minorities were singled out: „Bulgarian,
Greek, Croatian, Polish, German, Armenian, Roma/Gypsy (Romani and Beás)
(hereinafter collective referred to as “Roma”), Romanian, Ruthenian, Serbian,
Slovak, Slovene and Ukrainian, and further, also the Hungarian language in the case
of the Roma and Armenian minorities.” CHAPTER V, Educational, Cultural and
Media Rights of Minorities. There was also a novel division of minorities, into:
1) National and ethnic minorities (since 2012):
• „historical”/”traditional”/”biggest” minorities:
Germans, Croats, Slovaks, Romanians, Slovenians, Serbians
• „smaller” minorities:
Armenians, Bulgarians, Greeks, Poles, Ruthenes, Ukrainians
• Gypsy/Roma:
Romani, Boyash, as Hungarian-speaking groups
2) Immigrants (from 136 countries)
3) Deaf community (Hungarian Sign Language; with a majority of prelingual Deaf
community members)
This type of multifarious language ecologies is a common feature developing and
now acknowledged in many European countries since the mid-1990s. This is a
quite different type of geopolitical and cultural map that is being drawn today,
compared to the monolithic ideas of the past. From here, Bartha makes a qualified
and detailed analysis of the situation of the Hungarian Sign Language, starting with
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stating that: „Hungarian Sign Language (hereinafter: HSL) is recognized as an
independent natural language.” Thus the Hungarian protection of the Sign
language represents a comparatively advanced legislation, in comparison to most
other states.
Despite the recent, fairly positive Hungarian legal set-up, language and educational
policies deserve more critique than praise, according to Bartha:
„Bilingualism [is] regarded as harmful in language policy discourse
•

Unfounded emphasis on the negative effects of early language teaching reshapes the recently established good practice.

•

The planning of foreign language acquisition is governed from the ‘top’
sometimes in an unreasonable manner (e.g. backing the instruction of German
as the first foreign language as opposed to English - see the arguments related
to this decision)

•

No comprehensive social linguistic viewpoint is represented in the instruction
of the first language, the minority and foreign languages.

•

Several misconceptions, language ideologies are formulated and re-produced in
the various areas of education regarding the new multilingualism, the diversity
of languages and the degree of standardization.

•

Professionally rather unfounded arguments hinder the establishment of a statefunded primary, secondary, higher education and teacher training in Romani
and Boyash.

•

The actual practice often contradicts international research trends and the
related EC recommendations”.

As a consequence of earlier and present policies, a clear language shift is taking
place among several of the linguistic minorities.
Bartha gave a rather detailed account of some of the recent legal changes and
provided data from Hungary, which show how it has developed in its new political
climate, through several phases. A main historical divider was the break-down of
the Soviet empire, which has had repercussions on national identities, national
languages and various minority groups, as well as on their striving for better
opportunities to maintain and develop their languages and cultures. In this process
a terminology has been used that is based on criteria of homogeneity and
objectification, whereas she sees a need to look closer at the practices and
situations on the ground.
One aspect that has had direct influence on the countries that became more
independent after the early 1990’s, is the fact that one the one hand migration to
the former “West” has been considerable, and on the other, new migrants from the
former “Eastern” Europe has increased.
Bartha pointed out some paradoxes arisen from the approval of the 2011
Fundamental Law of Hungary (Constitution), which turned Hungarian into “the
exclusive state language in the country.” She explained that, while there are rights
for the speakers of so-called traditional languages, the communities speaking them
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are no longer considered as “minorities”, but as “nationalities”. “But at the same
time”, Bartha went on, “the official translation of the law on rights of minorities
uses the word 'minority' which was rejected in the Hungarian language version.”
More paradoxes: the Hungarian language is also regarded as a minority language in
the case of the Roma and Armenian minorities. According to Bartha, Hungary
seems to be exceptional in this respect: at the same time the Hungarian language is
the exclusive official language and a protected minority language. One underlying
factor is that out of 1 million people with Roma background, 80% have become
assimilated and now are Hungarian-speakers. The remaining number of Romanispeakers still amounts to some 250,000 Romani speakers.”
When discussing the Roma, Bartha described and defined the complicated
panorama of Roma communities, ranging from monolingual Romani speakers to
monolingual Hungarian-speakers. This span of language competence and use can be
found when describing the speakers of several Boyash varieties and the Romani
variants. In many cases, “their bilingualism is invisible”, a characteristic that can be
found elsewhere as well, among strongly and forcefully assimilated people of
various groups of minority speakers. One conclusion for Hungary, made by Bartha
and based on recent research in which she has participated, is that there is no
stable bilingualism among those communities in Hungary.
Both due to historical reasons and language and educational policy decisions, as
well as due to low degree of transborder contacts with non-Hungarian –speaking
populations, Hungary is the EU member-state with the least knowledge of other EU
languages. After the fall of Communism, Russian plummeted in schools, but during
the last few years that language is growing again, being very popular, especially
among young people, according to Bartha.
Bartha’s conclusions are summarized in three points:
-More attention should have been given to the geo-political and ideological
determination of linguistic concepts and terminology as social and political
constructs and their complex relationship with re-contextualised European
political, economic, linguistic arrangements and especially to the asymmetry
between power-generated and actual communicative practice-based linguistic
boundaries.
-The importance of the interplay between the local, regional, national and
European levels in the forming of language policies is an inevitable aspect of any
application.
-Since developing a standard for a minoritized language is not a neutral process
with strong consequences for the status of the language and its users relation to the
new standard, and because standardization which was supposed to empower
minority language speakers may create a new form of stigma for those who feel
that they cannot live up to the codified standard, there is an urgent need for
systematic analysis of these processes.
Bartha’s paper on various issues concerning linguistic diversity, cover quite a few
of the already mentioned aspects: it shares overlapping views and messages with
the critical accounts of legal coverage, educational and language policies and the
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use of terminology in some of these connections. The division into objectifying vs.
process/practice concepts is highlighted, at the same as there is an enumeration of
different languages, covered by the legislation and the political debate on official,
minority and other types of dominated languages. Specifically she stresses the
vulnerable situation of Romani and Boyash, and points out the rather unique
position of Hungarian Sign Language. From a theoretical and discourse perspective,
the essentialist vs. –non-essentialist opposition is recurrently discussed, but the
diffculty of taking a simple stance in this matter, is also exemplified in the legal and
policy aspect vs. potential measures to be taken and implemented in practice. As in
several of the earlier presentations, also in Hungary the lack of integration of
research results in the active top-down language policy, is apparent. In that respect
it has similarities with the papers of Cummins. Leung and Stroud & Kerfoot.
3.7

Professor Jeroen Darquennes, Namur, Belgium: “And what about the practical
dimension of LPP?”
Darquennes participated in the First Work-shop and has the possibility to build on
his and that workshop’s ideas on the issues discussed throughout the project. In his
earlier presentation he pointed out the methodological challenges and lack of
operationalization of what he called macro-sociolinguistics. He also pointed out the
need for it to open up from a ’methodological nationalism‘. Furthermore, he found
the macro-sociolinguistic view as a necessary complement to micro-sociolinguistic
views, which is still confronted with the challenge of cumulative comparative
generalizations (Blommaert & Rampton 2011).
In his presentation in Stockholm Darquennes explored history, practices and
alternative approaches to the concept of language policy and planning (LPP).
He summarized the tasks of LPP as: 1)modifying the corpus, 2) influencing the
status, 3) raising the prestige, and, 4) promoting the acquisition of a language
(variety). Furthermore, he also summarized developing alternatives to a more rigid
and classical version of LPP. He listed the following alternatives: 1) to discuss the
levels of LPP (macro, meso, micro), 2) to involve the dichotomic concepts of
visibility of LPP (covert vs. overt, explicit vs. implicit, as well as 3) the perspectives
of LPP authorities (top-down vs bottom-up), and last, added the recent development
of 4) a ‘new’ theory (Spolsky‘s language management, which then differs from the
content suggested for the same term by Neustupny).
He has seen a division in the research aspects of LPP compared to the practices of
it. Darquennes highlighted that the practical dimension of LPP “tends to be
forgotten sometimes” although its importance has been repeatedly stressed. He
recalled that it has been said that more attention should be paid to the
implementation of language policies (Schiffman 2013). The closure of the gap of the
research traditions and the practices increasingly called for, can be achieved
through new combinations of approaches, such as bridging of the views on
language as a phenomenon in the more objectifying tradition vs. in the more
compartmentalized and process-dependent views.
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Photo by David Fornies: Jeroen Darquennes.
Nevertheless, the practical side of LPP has been partially covered in research,
according to Darquennes. He states that what is needed is a “systematic analysis of
the entire management of the LPP process from the strategic analysis stage to the
strategic planning stage.” This is relevant for top-down LPP in education regarding
minority languages, where several questions can be raised, among which are who
are the actors involved in the decision-making process and what is their agenda, as
well as what kind of motivations influence their policy-making.
He borrowed the views of Grin et al. (2012), who has stated that “researchers
should not only reflect on what kind of LPP activities are or should be developed in
a specific context and why certain activities may be said to be more justified than
others, but rather how certain LPP goals can be reached and if some practical way
of reaching them is preferable to other ways”. When applying these principles, he
suggested a research framework to be tested, which would not only improve the
implementation of LPP, but also promote reformulations of the theoretical stances
and conclusions, as well as clarifying the relevance of LLP research (Figure 2):
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• theory
• methodology

Case studies
• documents
• language planners
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practitioners, ...)
• end users
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Figure 2. Overview of a comparative study on LPP processes in unique minority
language settings. (From Darquennes’ presentation in Stockholm, 8 May 2014)
By fulfilling the type of model given, Darquennes believes that this would help
closing gaps in the ‘institutionalization’ of the outcomes of research on societal
language ‘problems’ and also provide a better insight into the relevance of LPP,
especially in the case of “unique” minority language settings. With this he refers to
languages that are uniquely represented in only one region.
Darquennes’ contribution again highlights some of the theoretical issues of
language policy that was touched upon in several of the preceding presentations,
including the top-down vs. bottom-up starting points of language policies, and the
clash between what he, by using the terminology of sociolinguistics and Language
Planning and Policy traditions (LPP), terms micro- vs- macro-sociolinguistics. This
can furthermore be understood to represent the same opposition as has been
called an opposition between essentialist vs. non-essentialist views, that is, the
ongoing paradigmatic shift in the study and understanding of language (as well as
identity and other constructed concepts of human interaction) as the object of
study. His paper has offered possible ways of trying to deal with these opposing
views, and these will be returned to in the later phases of the project’s progression.
3.8

Professor Tom Moring, Helsinki, Finland: “Media education, minority language and
cultural development”
Tom Moring was another participant that had a second look at the topics of the
project, since he also was a contributor to the First Workshop in Aberystwyth.
Moring focused his presentation in Stockholm on the case of the Sami University
College in Guovdageaidnu/Kautokeino (Sabme/Samiland), and its Master's
Programme in Indigenous Journalism. This is currently – from 2014 – being offered
in English and Sami. It is a novel type of higher education programmes, which the
Sami University College has been tasked with to develop, by other indigenous
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communities world-wide. The progress and aim is to build on cooperation between
different actors in this context is summarized in Figure X.
Sámi University College and other education
institutions (WINHEC)

Media networks, e.g. WITBN
(NRK Sámi Radio)
Centres of knowledge (e.g. Gáldu)

Figure 3. The dimensions of building a Network for the development of a Master’s
Programme in Indigenous Journalism (from Moring’s presentation 8 May 2014 in
Stockholm)
WITBN = World Indigenous Television broadcasters Network (http://www.witbn.org/)
WINHEC = The World Indigenous Nations Higher Education Consortium (http://winhec.org/?page_id=136)

The programme is aimed at “providing indigenous and other communities with
media professionals, academics and policy makers in the field of media in an
indigenous and multicultural setting.” In addition, it may support the language
development and the self-expression of minorities, that is, giving voice to the
concerns of the minority by choosing topics and perspectives.
The programme also directly relates to the fact that the indigenous media field is
growing, and there is an increasing need for educators and policy makers with an
expertise in the combined aspects of media, media needs and what indigenous
media can add to mainstream journalism. Moring stressed that indigeneity carries
more nuances than “minority languages”, since it often implies a claim to re-gain
natural resources and an identity that goes beyond the linguistic one. In his paper
he initially also qualifies what is referred to with minority language, and based not
the least on Sami varieties, it implies endangerment and an asymmetric situation.
For language communities such as the Sami ones, cultural development is a core
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aspect of the programme. In the case of the Sami, this means that there is a need for
a further development of:
-Professionalization of self expression,
-Resources and resources management,
-Claims for cultural and material rights,
-Aquiring equal position in expert polylogue
But, Moring argued quoting Fishman, that on one hand media is crucial for example
for minority language education and the labor market, but on the other, activists
may fall into a “fetishism” trap with regard to minority/indigenous media, expecting
much more from these than what they can really offer.
As one direct connection between the media and languages/linguistic diversity,
Moring asked the following question: “does media exert influence on language?”
Fishman was of the view that the new media rather present a threat to minority
languages, since they are not necessarily present in optimal ways in these. Moring
has conducted research on this question with the assistance of 70 international
experts on minority languages, which resulted in a review of some 175 academic
articles. In about 75 of the articles, the evidence of impact of media on language
was discussed. A main perspective in all of the articles was that of effects on
identity and another one, on indigeneity. He also qualifies this by setting up eight
themes, under which the articles may be classified. The themes below are covered
by articles in a descending order, that is, those themes with most “hits” in the
articles are given first:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Part of everyday practice but detailed effects not known (18 articles)
Language maintenance/construction effects (17)
Effects/influence on democracy, power and language rights (15)
The importance for minority language digital media development (12)
Socialization and identity effects (11)
Language learning effects (mainly secondary) (5)
Effects on economic vitality (4)
Effects related to globalization and media(tiza)tion (2).

One article could refer to several themes. By referring to the articles according to
themes, Moring and his project has created a valuable data base for research on
what impact media may have on the for example minority/indigenous languages.
Moring argued that giving indigenous and minority languages “a stage at the digital
realm” may give these opportunities to survive in the future, as languages were
given this opportunity when they were given a stage in the written realm.
Moring’s presentation opens up for rather new angles of study and for discussions
on linguistic diversity, in which the media and higher education institutions of
minorities may not only compete with but also alter the picture of minority
communities and languages that are provided through commercial mainstream
media, and even through public service broadcasting. This is summarized in the
possibility to influence and promote a new dimension of self-expression. The
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themes or issues that are touched upon concern further rights, multilingualism,
multilingual education, which in this context covers different Sami
languages/varieties and English, as an international higher education language, but
also Norwegian as the surrounding majority society language. In various aspects,
also language maintenance, language development and language adaptation to the
new media map are connected to, through the articles referred in the data base and
summarized in Moring’s presentation. In addition, since this is a combination of
journalistic development, discourse impact and educational choice in a novel way,
the role of this type of Master’s programme may turn out a model to be seen as best
practice, which is not restricted to indigenous people. But first, as Moring finishes:
let’s see what comes out of this. The programme only started in 2014.
3.9.

Director Kaisa Syrjänen Schaal, Uppsala, Sweden: “Linguistic challenges that
turned out to be legal ones”.
Under the title “Linguistic challenges that turned out to be legal ones”, Kaisa
Syrjänen Schaal (Uppsala, Sweden) delivered quite a critical presentation on the
situation of minority languages in Sweden. Several factors caused this type of
critique.
Syrjänen Schaal recalled that the rights of national minorities were recognized very
late, in 1999, “and they [those responsible to implement policies] didn't do their
homework either”, meaning that the level of awareness and knowledge of the
national legislation and international conventions is insufficient among authorities
in charge of the implementation of these legal decisions. Syrjänen Schaal added
that among the Swedish general public there is also a widespread lack of
awareness and knowledge of national minorities and the historical treatment of
these groups. “It is very difficult to get Swedish politicians to understand” that their
domestic policies are also related to human rights, Syrjänen Schaal said. Other
serious shortcomings, according to her, are that indigenous rights have not been
developed, and that the understanding of these aspects being connected to human
rights, in the Swedish context, is limited.
Due to the impact of several factors recognized in international and long-term
observations of language shift, this process is advanced for a handful of the national
minority languages of Sweden. Among these factors the following two were
explicitly mentioned as valid for these languages:
•

similar patterns visible: ”fewer children learn their minority language, functional
illiteracy, limited language domains, limited public use and lack of media in
minority languages”, and

•

too few are reaching higher proficiency and literacy in minority languages.

•

These problems are reaching all the minority languages in Sweden, including
Finnish, Yiddish, Romani, Meänkieli and Sami.
As many other critics of the Swedish non-fulfillment of their obligations, Syrjänen
Schaal stresses the failure of the educational system:
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“The Swedish educational system’s ability to support and promote minority
children’s proficiency and literacy in their minority language is the single most
important issue to address for the minority languages to survive.”
Explanations for this being so, among other factors, are at least these three:
•

Legislation in the field of education is too weak, it does not provide the right to
stronger immersion and bilingual programs.

•

Municipalities will not do anything without legal obligations.

•

It is virtually impossible to increase the volumes of pupils or the amount of
teaching provided in minority languages.
Many aspects are minimalistically interpreted, even when there is legislation in
place for the obligation of municipalities to provide education. International and
domestic criticism for example of the fact that bilingual education is not provided,
nor that the amount of teaching is insufficient for fulfilling both the legal
obligations and the aims of the curricula, namely 20 minutes – 60 minutes per
week, have not been reacted to by the authorities.
Syrjänen Schaal also referred further to a critical report ('Marginalized and
Ignored') by the Church of Sweden and other organizations, released in December
2013. The report, Syrjänen further said, also found structural problems, such as
teacher training in minority languages being “seriously underfunded”, lack of extra
incentives for students willing to become teachers of minority languages, and lack
of sanctions and remedies for families who are not getting their rights.
The conclusions of Syrjänen Schaal are harsh, but obviously correct:

•

National minority and indigenous children are not receiving the support they need.
They and their needs are being ignored and marginalized within the educational
system.

•

Sweden is not fulfilling its obligations under Council of Europe Minority
Conventions nor under Article 30 of the UN Convention of the Rights of the
Child (the right to language and cultural identity). (Highlighted in original text.)
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Photo by David Fornies: Kaisa Syrjanen Schaal.
3.10

Mr Lennart Rohdin, Stockholm: “Act of National Minority and Minority Languages
in Sweden and challenges in its implementation”.
A similar, insightful and critical review of the situation of national minorities’
languages in Sweden, was given by Lennart Rohdin (Stockholm, Sweden), who
formerly was in charge of the monitoring of the new National Minority and
Minority Language Law. Rohdin mentioned that Sweden has not traditionally been
a country with its own national minority policy, which is still a matter that
influences the minority language policy. Only in 1977 were the Sami recognized as
an indigenous people in Sweden, and only in 1993 were they granted their own
Parliament. In 1994 Finnish was accepted as a domestic language in Sweden with
long-term historical roots. Sweden was also one of the last Nordic CoE members to
ratify the conventions on National Minorities and Regional and Minority Languages
(1999).
The ratification, accepted in Parliament in December 1999, covers the following
minority groups and languages (Table 2):
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Table 2. The ratified minority groups and minority languages of Sweden, according
to its ratification 2000 of the Council of Europe’s conventions
Minority group
Jews
Roma
Sami
Sweden Finns
Tornedalers

Minority language
Yiddish
Romani Chib (all Varieties)
Sami (all varieties)
Finnish
Meankieli (all varieties)

During the period of monitoring the European Charter (from 2000), which in core
ways has caused the process of creating a domestic legal set-up for these languages,
it has become clear that the inclusion of several different varieties (or, languages),
now evolves into the development of a more refined list of requirements of
differing magnitude, for varieties formerly under the one-language umbrella,
especially for Sami and Romani.
In Sweden, it is estimated that there are at least 700,000 inhabitants with a
national minority background, which amounts to some 10% of the population
(these figures are occasionally upgraded, when new ways of counting migrant and
minority background are developed by Statistics Sweden). The Sami are since 2011
officially quoted in the Constitution, and five minority languages, plus Swedish Sign
Language, were officially recognized for the first time in 2009 in the Language Act.
Finnish, Meänkieli and Sami are recognized as territorial languages, and 68 local
communities belong to administrative areas (AA) for those languages: Finnish 52,
Meankieli (6) and Sami 19. These have regulations based on the recent National
Minority Language Act (2010). Pre-schools in the AA are to be delivered “wholly or
partially” in Finnish, Meankieli or Sami. “But I can say very clearly that out of those
68 local governments in AAs, they are doing more or less quite well relating to the
AA-minority languages, but when it comes to basic protection rights of other nonAA languages, very few are fulfilling their duties.” Out of the other 222 local
governments not included in any AA, “only a handful are fulfilling their duties to
any of the minority languages”, Rohdin pointed out. These obligations are
summarized as follows:
Section 4: ”Public institutions have a special responsibility for protecting and
promoting the national minority languages. Public institutions shall also otherwise
promote the national minorities’ possibilities of maintaining and develop their
cultures in Sweden. Particular attention shall be given to promoting opportunities
for children to develop their cultural identity and the use of their own minority
language.”
Rohdin thus reminded of that Swedish legislation states, in addition to the
ratification of international minority conventions, that public institutions have a
special responsibility for protecting and promoting the national minority languages.
One main problem in the long-term perspective and in practice today is the way
Sweden has ratified Article 8 on Education of the European Charter (ECRML):
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Article 8 –Education
“Sweden only ratified the paragraphs on pre-school education, preliminary
education, secondary education, technical and vocational education, university and
other higher education as well as adult and continuing education courses according
to the lowest requirements of the Charter. “
Rohdin, like Syrjanen Schaal, listed other shortcomings in the implementation of the
linguistic legislation relating to minorities. According to him, national educational
authorities accept a “minimalist interpretation” of laws in pre-school education and
elderly care, even if legislation foresees that “a substantial part” of those services
must be delivered in the AA minority languages.
Other problems mentioned by Rohdin are lack of training of teachers, lack of
training of pre-school teachers, lack of teaching materials, and absence of rules for
distance tuition. Insufficient or repeatedly postponed measures from the
Government were also mentioned by Rohdin.
Apart from this, Rohdin also said that Yiddish is almost always left aside by the
government when taking measures for the minority languages. This has been
especially pointed out for the media provisions and education, for example teacher
training.
Rohdin concluded with the remark that there is also an absence of consultations
from the government and governmental bodies with the national minorities,
although the law says those minorities must be consulted in issues relating to them.
Even if this in some AA municipalities has improved, it remains a structural
problem.
Rhodin’s presentation falls within the field of language policy and planning, as well
as linguistic rights. The starting point is also the legislative field. A main concern of
his is that on the one hand is the legislation insufficient, on the other is the existing
legislation not well or at all in some instances, implemented. While tracking down
what has not been well implemented, he touches upon several of the flaws in the
Swedish development of its national minority language policy. One is clearly the
field of education, which does not receive its due protection, in order for the
national legislation or the international conventions ratified by Sweden, to fulfil
their aims. Another area of worry is the occasional lack of
cooperation/negotiations with the speakers of the minority languages, which may
be seen as a kind of top-down policy meeting bottom-up initiatives, at a meso-level:
the officially recognized organizations and political institutions/NGO’s
representing the minorities are not always able to participate in negotiations about
issues that have caused concerns. These may cover the protection and promotion
of the minority languages, and the way legislation and conventions are
implemented. As in the case of Syrjanen Schaal’s presentation, the Swedish
authorities receive distinct criticism on certain aspects of failed language policy
implementation.
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Photo by David Fornies: Lennart Rohdin.
3.11 Headmaster and President of Sweden Finnish Delegation, Markku Peura,
Stockholm/Upplands Väsby, and Headmaster Ina Sinisalo, Botkyrka, discussed about
the challenges for the Sweden Finnish national minority and experiences of Swedish
school politics concerning bilingual education.
Headmaster and President of Sweden Finnish Delegation Markku Peura
(Stockholm/Upplands Vasby (north of Stockholm)) and Principal of the bilingual
Swedish-Finnish school in Botkyrka, south of Stockholm, Ina Sinisalo, conducted a
dialogical conversation on Swedish-Finnish school issues in Sweden, specifically on the
challenges of the so-called independent schools. These have existed since the early
1990’s and are since the early 2010s the only educational institutions in Sweden that
provide a bilingual programme for children aiming at a functional and individual bi- or
multilingualism in at least Finnish and Swedish, and in effect, often also English.
Peura started by recalling that Finnish-speakers underwent a process of forced
linguistic assimilation for years, although it was also true that in some cases bilingual
classes were created, in which both Finnish and Swedish were used.
Almost all those bilingual classes were put down during the crisis hitting Sweden in
the beginning of the 1990s, Peura said. This was the reason why the independent
Swedish-Finnish schools were started and given permission by the Swedish
government and its educational authorities.
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Sinisalo explained that, when starting such a school, one problem to be overcome is the
fact that Finnish-speakers are not registered anywhere in official statistics, so those
starting the school need to find them by means of networks, organisations and
advertisements. She went on to state that her school is not only implementing
Swedish-Finnish bilingualism, but also teaching other mother tongues and modern
languages, as is required by the national curriculum. Apart from European, modern
languages such as English, Spanish or German, other, also non-European languages
spoken by people with migrant background such as Pashtu and Telugu are being
offered on a weekly basis as mother tongues. This also means that the once less
challenging bilingualism in Finnish and Swedish, has become a more multilingual
situation, also present in the everyday school practices.

Photo by David Fornies: Markku Peura and Ina Sinisalo.
Talking about these bilingual schools, Peura further said that there is a problem with
the fact that Swedish laws clearly state that during the full school period, at least 50%
of the time Swedish language must be used. But according to Peura, nowadays pupils
arriving to bilingual schools in general have a better command of Swedish, so
according to him it would be necessary that Finnish amounted to more than 50% of
the time in order to all the students to become fully and effectively bilingual. Peura
argued that linguistic immersion could be needed in those cases, but the present law
does not allow for it to be implemented. This law is not implemented as strictly in
some other schools, such as the English, French or German schools.
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Sinisalo referred to the fact that support to bilingual schools is also related to legal
provisions in Sweden for pre-school and elderly care in minority languages'
administrative areas (AAs), since it is out of bilingual educational centres where
future workers for public services in those AAs could be found: “Where do we get the
people to work with them, if not? I really hope this changes,” she added.
3.12
Mr. Guillem Pujades, CIEMEN, Barcelona, presented the situation for the
Aranese
language in Catalonia, within legislation and education, as well as gave some results
from a survey study on the use of the language.
Pujades (Barcelona, Catalonia) gave a background to the present situation, and
contextualized it geopolitically and culturally – it is seen as a representation of the
Occitan culture. As an example of a well developed legal protection (and its practice:
the Valley only has 10,000 inhabitants, half of thems living in the capital Vielha.
He then went on to explain the process of how Aran has developed into a partially
self-governing territory within Catalonia from about 1990; Catalonia itself is a
partially self-governing autonomous community within Spain. Catalonia's 2006
Statute of Autonomy recognizes Aranese (the local variety of the Occitan language) to
be an official language in Catalonia, alongside Catalan and Spanish. This also makes a
connection to the wider and transborder contacts with the regions in France and
Italy where Occitan is used.
The Occitan language was recognized by the Parliament of Catalonia under a 2010
law. Although also spoken in France and Italy, Catalonia is the only territory where
Occitan has official status. In the case of Aranese, it is worth mentioning that there is
a risk for confusion in the treatment of it. Pujades notes, that “Occitan, known as
Aranese in Aran, is the language of this region and is official in Catalonia.”, However,
in different discussions on it and in public and legal texts, both Aranese and Occitan
are used, depending on the context. Catalonia has recognized three official
languages in Aran:
-Catalan (inherent/own)
-Occitan (inherent/own in Aran, called Aranese)
-Spanish (official in Spain).
The process towards autonomy and officiality for the language has been ongoing
during most of the post-Franco era. The three main laws on language have been:
-Linguistic Normalization law 7/1983
-Language Policy law 1/1998
-Law regarding Occitan language 25/2010.
Pujades also mentions – which indicates that the role of international conventions in
the context of promoting linguistic diversity may be of importance – the European
Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, which deals with the status, protection
and promotion of Aranese. For the development and naturalization of the language,
also called normalization in the Catalan and the wider Spanish context, Aranese
has an Academy which is in charge of its cultivation and promotion, the Institut
d’Estudis Aranesi. This institute shall deal with the rules, particularities, and the
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unity of the language.
Pujades explained with 2008 data, that only 22% of the Aran Valley population said
that Aranese was their initial language, while 37% quoted Spanish and 15% said it
was Catalan. Even if only 22% have it as their initial language, some 60% of the
population say they can speak it. The position of Aranese has a similar position as a
language of identification and usage, round 25 %, whereas Spanish reaches about
37 % in the three dimensions asked about. An interesting and typical picture for
revitalized languages is that most of the users of the language can be found among
the older, and as in this case the additional characteristic is that the elderly do not
write the language. In language shift contexts the younger speakers do not develop
lliteracy in either, but in Aran they combine an increasing use of the language with
an increasing literacy in it (Figure 4). This is explained by the fact that the
mandatory educational model stipulates that Aranese is the only language of
instruction in elementary school.
Pujades added that Catalonia uses a conjunction model in education, in which all
pupils follow one single system regardless of their home language. Catalan is the
main language in that model. But in Aran Valley, Aranese is the language used as the
main vehicular one. Pre-school is taught in Aranese, while both elementary and
secondary school use Aranese as the main language, plus Catalan, Spanish and two
foreign languages (mostly English and French).

Population and languages

Figure 4. Knowledge of Aranese in the four competences and among different age
groups (from the presentation of Pujades 9 May 2014 in Stockholm; Source:
Enquesta d’usos lingüístics de la població, EULP 2008, the Survey of language use of
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the Catalan population).
Pujades referred in particular to secondary education in Aran, which is taught in
the valley's only secondary school, the IES Aran. Pujades said that Aranese is the
main language of the centre, and that the school has as a goal that all pupils master
the three official languages plus two foreign languages. Regarding the mandatory
subjects, 59% of the hours are taught in Aranese in the 1st year, but goes down to
45% in the 2nd year, and stays around 30% in 3rd and 4th years. This is because in
3rd and 4th years, the IES Aran decides to use Catalan and Spanish for more hours,
since those two languages are most needed for the Baccalaureate. The effect of the
system seems to be an increasing capacity of those who master Aranese at the
medium and the high levels.
The IES Aran secondary school model is followed even by migrant children: 28% of
the students are migrants from South America and Romania. Main difficulties are
the lack of specialists who are proficient in Aranese, and the fact that books in
Aranese are produced mainly for elementary levels. There is also a “welcoming
class” for those students coming from abroad, Pujades explained. The acceptance of
the model is good, also among teachers, according to the interviews conducted by
Pujades with the directors of the board of the school.
As one conclusion, Pujades pointed out that although Occitan is a minoritized
language in Aran itself, it is the main language in primary school and first years of
secondary school. According to Pujades, this ensures a good knowledge of all the
three official languages in Aran, even though only 22% of the people there have it
as their initial language at home. His general conclusions are the following:
-the cultural and historical particularity of Aranese is recognized by law,
- the Occitan language is not the first or initial language in Aran Valley,
- the school system is adapted to the sociolingustic reality of Aran,
-the education system in Aranese teaches the three official languages in Aran, and,
- the linguistic results are similar to the Catalan average except for French.
Pujades’ overarching account for the situation of the Aranese language, a
representation of Occitan, in the Aran Valley of Catalonia, reflects many supportive
sociohistorical changes in recent times, compared to earlier, direct and forced
assimilation of linguistic minority groups, not only in Spain, but also more widely.
However, it also shows how the interplay between an adapted legal set-up, societal
and regional political acceptance, as well as targeted educational promotion may
combine into a seemingly successful revitalization and maintenance of a minority
language, which in this local context is official. At the same time the models
implemented also seem to promote the learning of all three official languages of
Aran Valley, Aranese, Catalan and Spanish. The overall solutions may be seen as a
best practice within education, but one also has to remind of the demographic and
geopolitical context, which is one of a restricted area within a supportive region.
3.13
Professor emeritus Juha Pentikäinen, Lapland University, Finland,
discussed the possibilities of bilingual education among the Sami of Finland. He
presented a documentary film by Suvi Kivela, who had made a short film about
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revitalization for the Sami language.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e0YcIkUoEhc

Photo by David Fornies: Juha Pentikainen.
3.14
Dr István Csernicskó, Beregovo/Beregszasz, Ukraine and Budapest,
Hungary, assisted by Anna Huppert, Budapest, talked about the present-day
development of linguistic minorities in Ukraine: "Recent trends of language
policies, elaboration of the new language law in Ukraine."
As a starting point, Csernicskó pointed out that already before the present conflicts in
the development of power-relations between various language groups of Ukraine, an
extensive variation existed: the ethno-linguistic composition and language orientation
of the regions have various historic backgrounds (e.g. in the regions if Donbas, Crimea,
Galicia, Bukovina, Transcarpathia) and greatly differed already before Ukraine’s
independence. Posterior to this, from 1991, the language objectives of the majority
and the minorities coincided for some time: Ukrainians as well as Rumanians,
Hungarians, Poles and Crimean Tatars, etc. demanded extensions of the use of their
mother tongues into a wider range of domains compared to the formerly privileged
position of Russian.
One major political and cultural issue evolved, as in many new-born, and newly
independent states: What should a common identity be based on? One route proposed
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by what Csernicskó terms an elite, proposed a new identity based on a common
language, which position most people of Ukraine then interpreted should be fulfilled
by Ukrainian. One important detail in the comparison of the positions of Ukrainian and
Russian was that the number of speakers of Russian surpassed that of those who felt
ethnically Russian, that is, more than 10 % of the population felt Ukrainian, but spoke
Russian. This has had an impact on the events that have evolved during the last two
years. The overall proportion was that about 68% spoke Ukrainian and about 30%
Russian, whereas the other languages comprised about 3% (Census data from 2001).
In 2011 Russians made up 78% of all minority people (based on ethnicity) and 91%
according to first language, which in numbers corresponded to about 8.3 Million
(ethnicity) or 14.2 Million (first language). The other minority groups’ figures were 2.4
Million (ethnicity) and 1.4 Million (first language). Regionally, the use of Russian
ranges from about 3% in the westernmost region, to 82 – 86% in the easternmost and
southern regions.
Whereas Ukrainian remains the only state language, Russian remains a main language
in large parts of Ukraine. There are two opposing fears causing debate and strife. On
the one hand is the potential status of Russian as a second official language believed to
geopardize the status and position of Ukrainian, on the other is the so-called
Ukrainisation causing fears of loss of national Russian identity and use of Russian. This
contradiction of views has for some years increasingly brought about physical, even
armed clashes, and political conflicts, even in the Ukrainian Parliament.
The language law from 2012, which is still in force, stipulates a public/official use of
regional or minority languages for administrational units (provinces, districts, cities,
town and villages), in cases where the native speakers of a particular minority language
meet a 10%-threshold. This law applies to 18 languages: Russian, Belarusian,
Bulgarian, Armenian, Gagauz, Yiddish, Crimean Tatar, Moldovan, German, Greek, Polish,
Roma (Gypsy), Rumanian, Slovak, Hungarian, Rusyn, Karaim and Krymchak. The
numbers of speakers ranges from some 21 (Krymchak) to more than 230,000
(Crimean Tatar). Russian, Crimean Tatar, Hungarian and Rumanian meet the 10%threshold. In the Autonomous Republic of Crimea both Russian and Crimean Tatar
meet the threshold.
If the threshold is met, the law is implemented automatically. This means among other
things that in administrative units where a language has been granted a minority
language status, the council needs to ensure the possibility to submit official
documents, requests and letters in the minority language. Neither can they refuse to
reply the client in the language in question. Thus, the management of administration
must be provided in the native language. The councils may make decisions about
documents, forms, human resource policies etc., and speakers may make requests with
regard to identity cards, birth certificates etc. In multilingual regions, such as
Transcarpathia, the situation is complex.
The situation changed dramatically after the removal of Yanukovich. The Parliament
repealed the language law, and Russian-speakers demanded a clearly higher level of
support for Russian, to which demands a direct support was announced by Russia. The
repeal was vetoed and a commission was set up, to propose a new draft law. An earlier
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suggestion was then used as a basis since the commission could not reach consensus
on time, and the draft has then functioned as a document to be presented to
international expert bodies. According to this new draft (Leonid Kravchuk’s proposal),
17 languages could be protected (32.5% of the whole population), but only if the
threshold is raised to 30%, and it would only concern towns and villages, not other
administrational units. If 30% of the population signs the proposal, the Kravchuk draft
may be implemented. The requirement of 30% would also apply to for example
receiving education in a minority language.
According to Csernicskó, the implementation of the law would present a major set-back
for the situation of most minority languages in Ukraine. In a note from the Advisory
Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities,
after its Ad hoc visit to Ukraine 21-26 March 2014, the Committee expressed the view
that „With the present language legislation remaining in force, there is no immediate
necessity to adopt amendments. Moreover, doing so could create considerable further
tension in the current context.”

Photo by David Fornies: Istvan Csernicsko and Anna Huppert.
Csernickó’s presentation shows with absolute clarity, as does the development in
Ukraine and the intervention by Russia in this, that the issue of language is and in
many parts of the world remains a topical and serious issue. Even if language as such
does not cause conflicts, the historical, legal, political, social, cultural and
emotional/identity-bound factors connected to it, surrounding it and integrated into
language as a phenomenon, create societal mobilization and movements that still may
culminate in disastrous effects. In a very clear way is this connected to the both the
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objectification of language and the symbolization of language, as a representation of
other aspects and values. The role of legal status is one core element in the Ukrainian
case, but also other factors obvious in it, remind us of the dark forces that in the past
have restricted linguistic diversity or even freedom based on it, which has hampered
democracy and different fundamental rights. One such, also involved in the Ukrainian
case, is that of right to education in a minority language. Setting up thresholds for this,
is by the expert bodies of the Council of Europe not seen as an optimal solution, at least
not unless the factual numbers of speakers are taken into account, and unless there is
extensive flexibility and adaptation to the regulations prescribed in international
conventions.

4 Analysing the papers and discussions in the framework of the five
pre-identified sub-themes
4.1 Sub-theme 1: Policy and Practice: Top–down and Bottom–up Approaches
The issue of ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ approaches to policy and practice is explicitly
dealt with in several of the papers, and often-most is this traditional way of managing
language policy issues in practice seen as flawed and/or one-sided: it does not give those
concerned by the aims of the policy decisions possibilities to respond and reflect on its
benefits or lack of them. It fails to pick up the voice and feed-back as well as alternative
views of the speakers. Also from a theoretical perspective is the top-down view seen as
one that recreates and reinvents some of the prevailing problems in attempts to promote
linguistic diversity for minority language speakers or multilingual students. The repeated
construction of ways of understanding the promotion and use of languages, by sticking to
presuppositions based on monolinguality, normativity and objectification of language,
which in a way pre-empt alternative and more efficient ways of dealing with issues. A
typical field of conflict is how to deal with educational models, principles and contents for
multilingual or minority language children and their languages, as well as subject
learning. Academic literacy has become increasingly central in this aspect today.
The top-down perspective also involves how legislation is worked out and how it is being
implemented: it remains a one-sided attempt, where the users of the languages are not
empowered to contribute to the creation, effects and interpretation of language laws etc.
However, the top-down perspective also in complex ways is intertwined in some of the
other themes, both of theoretical and conceptual kind. This theme was referred to by
Cummins, Leung, Stroud & Kerfoot, Bartha, Darquennes and Moring, and dealt with by
the other presenters, Björklund, Syrjänen Schaal, Rohdin, Peura & Sinisalo, Pujades and
Csernicskó.
4.2 Sub-theme 2: Terminological diversity and its consequences
Terminological diversity is recognised to be highly prevalent in the field of linguistic
diversity and the consequences featured in all discussions and presentations. In addition,
it seems that within education the variation and conceptual/theoretical clashes are
extensively present. This theme was directly or indirectly dealt with or referred to by
most presenters. In addition, several presentations also exemplify the difficulty in
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discussing linguistic diversity, without using essentialist or objectifying concepts, such as
naming the languages involved (there are about 40 languages mentioned, several of them
with different linguonyms). This is occasionally done in parallel with the aim of replacing
this type of objectifying and often static references to various types/entities of language
representations. Some of the language policy and legal discussants do not refer to this
clash since it is conceivable, that policy discourses are difficult to realize without using
the traditional and lay concepts, such as naming languages, defining ethnicity and using
minority language communities as defined populations.
Regarding the use of languages of plurilingual societies, multilinguals, and minority
language speakers, different concepts are used. One way of referring to an individual’s
primary language (in several respects – origin, competence, use, identification –, which
may also differ for the same individual during his/her lifetime), in addition to mother
tongue is to use concepts like first, second, third and so on, to indicate the order of
learning. This has consequences for many aspects of learning options, educational
models, and attainment in the different languages. For English also Additional language
has been used. Lately the concept of heritage language has been observed to be spreading
from a US and Canadian contexts to research and use in some European contexts. To
make a distinction between a dominant and dominated language, majority and minority
language may be used, for the former in some European contexts also mainstream
language. International languages refer to English in many cases, but may also include
French, Spanish, Chinese, Russian and Arabic. Modern and foreign languages refer to a
handful of languages taught in compulsory education, mostly implicitly targeting majority
background children, which has consequences for pedagogical and didactic choices and
principles. Different kinds of legal status require other distinct concepts: national, official,
main, state language – even smaller state languages – may refer to legally promoted and
protected dominant (or even non-dominant) languages of a state. Likewise are there
different ways of classifying minority languages (or regional, historical, lesser-used, less
widely used etc. languages), which like in the case of Sweden are termed national
(official) minority languages. In other countries the denomination of the language is
dependent and in some instances based on how the speaker groups have been defined, as
in Hungary the groups are called historical/traditional/biggest minorities; smaller
minorities; Gypsy/Roma; immigrants (from 136 countries); but, on the other hand, also
the deaf community, with its Hungarian Sign Language. The reference to what today is
commonly requested to be called Romani, also reflects another aspect: discrimination
and lack of awareness of the situation of the speakers and their languages lead to a mix of
concepts: Romani – Roma (now mostly used about the speakers) – Gypsy language (in
most European contexts now seen as pejorative) and a selection of concepts used in
different national contexts. In Ukraine the minority languages are named according to
ethnicity and may alternatively be referred to simply as languages, but also minority
languages, divided into bigger and smaller. In Catalonia and specifically in the Aran
Valley, three languages are called official, Aranese, Catalan and Spanish, where the former
two are also called domestic/inherent/own. In Finland there are two national official
languages, Finnish and Swedish, and a handful of minority languages, and in addition
Sami, which is seen as one or several indigenous languages, like it is in Sweden, Norway
and Russia.
It seems that in most cases, the historical experiences, treatment and evolving needs
emanating from these, adapted to the present and changing legal and political conditions,
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may also result in both novel choices and variation in the concepts. The fact that speaker
groups are termed and understood differently, also implies that the naming of the
languages the groups use, is related to the denomination of the groups/communities
themselves. In addition to those that have a longer history and societal integration – in
most cases also having faced a longer history of assimilation and domination – more
recent languages are necessary to distinguish (in some contexts) from these and from the
dominant language(s) of a state. Thus immigrant and migrant language is often used as a
common and overarching concept for these. This is in a sense a reductionist treatment of
a great variety of languages, which however seems to allow exceptions, as in Sweden: the
main European languages, like English, which is by now one of the 10 largest mother
tongues in the Swedish primary school, are seldomly referred to as immigrant languages.
Likewise, French, German and possibly Spanish, may also be predominantly seen as
modern/school languages. The prestige and status of the language obviously influences
the situation of the language, also in educational terms. It is for example easier to arrange
teaching of Spanish as a modern language than having it promoted as a mother tongue in
Sweden.
This last aspect shows, that in addition to historical conditions and acknowledgement of
those, the societal value and the ideological measures developed according to these,
direct the terminology used for different languages, but also define to a high extent the
educational options for them, which in turn are dependent on the level of political
acceptance of their treatment in one way or another. One divider, at least in the case of
the Nordic countries, seems to be whether the majority-language speaking children are
the target of the educational needs (cf. García et al. 2014). One conclusion here is that the
abundancy of concepts used may be less dependent on scientific considerations than on
ideological and language policy ones, and as such, they are also more dependent on
inherited societal and cultural values, and consequently, not easy to change. Mostly, these
are used for the situations in which different languages are involved, but occasionally
also „within” a language, when different varieties are used in similar ways.
In another dimension, the by now accepted fact that most people are NOT mono/unilingual, a host of characteristics and details in the way one has learned/acquired,
used and developed several languages, also gives cause to differentiate between different
kinds of bi- and multilingualism. Due to the view that languages are not separate entities,
but can also be highly integrated with each other, also bi- and multilingualism may be
seen as the possible mother tongue of an individual.
As an additional conclusion one could add, that it seems that both scientific and
theoretical needs promote the development of a variety of (both essentialist and nonessentialist) concepts to be used, as do the historical, political, social and cultural
traditions of each state, and in some cases, regions. However, it also seems that a
reduction in the use and reference of some concepts takes place in political discourses on
these matters, maybe especially related to educational issues. This reduction occasionally
has at least one negative consequence, namely that with the same concept, reference is
made to a wide variety of phenomena. Connected to this is the reconceptualization or resemiotization of concepts, which as one result can end up with concepts referring to
content that was not intended, for example compared to the scientific and accordingly
defined uses of specific concepts. One example of such a development, in which negative
results pointed out by research, has been changing is “assimilation” -> “integration” ->
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“mainstream”. Here, the content and effects, as well as the LPP remains largely identical,
even when the concepts are changing.
For the project this will probably become one main challenge: is it possible to make a
differentiation between the scientific discourse and research results/terminology and the
political/legal/public discourses, so that the results of research still become clear and
adaptable for the latter discourses? As consequent questions – if research results point in
the same direction – can a defined content be retained when transferring the use of a
concept from a scientific discourse to a societal and political one, and, can the extensive
use of different concepts be reduced – and is this a practical solution?
4.3 Sub-theme 3: Socio-political approaches and ideological objectives
The starting point in the discussions on linguistic diversity within the educational field is
based on how to promote ideological counter-argumentation to normative and top-down
political reasoning, which have been found to have negative or devastating effects on
different groups and individuals. This process often is connected to the view, that much
of the normative and top-down reasoning in politics lacks a scientific basis (clearly
referred to by Cummins, Leung, Bartha, Darquennes). This is also applicable to the field of
language policy, with its aims concerning education and language/learning. The
background is furthermore to be found in the attempts to create what Leung (borrowing
Taylor) has called the clash between equality of entitlement (based on a politics of
universalism, same treatment of all) and equality of treatment (based on a politics and
the need to recognize differences, in order to open up for equity and equal access to
education for all). This is a strong underlying stream of thinking in several of the
presentations. Furthermore, when this view is extended and lifted, language maintenance
and development become inherent parts of the areas of reasoning.
4.4 Sub-theme 4: Methodological issues
The issue of methodological approaches was a recurring theme throughout workshop 1
and was also present during workshop 2. Presentations that directly referred to this
theme were those of Cummins, Leung, Stroud & Kerfoot, Björklund, Darquennes, Bartha
and Moring, to some extent also Pujades. Again, it seems that the need to deal with these
issues in legal and policy discourses are usually not called upon, meaning that the
selection of facts and basic data for political decisions are not necessarily problematized.
This is of course a starting point for research, which tries to change this way of reasoning.
4.5 Sub-theme 5: Sociolinguistic practices in media, education and policy
Sociolinguistic practices were explored across a number of case studies at the First
Workshop and later at the Second Workshop. For practical reasons, the media part was
less present during the Second Workshop than the First one, and thus education and
policy practices dominated.
One recurrent aspect of this was that practice used as a knowledge foundation and that
agency, voice, power and bottom-up perspectives were recommended as alternatives, in
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order to change failed educational outcomes, with special regard to multilingual
children/students, often put in a vulnerable and devaluated position. In order to reach
these conclusions, an overlap between several fields of study appeared to be necessary,
e.g. linguistic, educational, ethnographic and policy levels, meaning that what takes place
at the micro-level/space, could and should be connected to and influence the macrolevel/space, in a bottom-up direction. Legal aspects and rights as well as the political
climate were often referred to or introduced first, and evaluated according to the lack of
or poor outcome in their practical implementation. These legal set-ups were often
historically and socially contextualized first. This became the origin of several studies,
which then turned to how to investigate, deal with and promote changes in practice. At
present, the micro-level also seems to offer a strong potential for theoretical
convergence, based on novel ways of dealing with research on human behaviour,
empowerment, language use, identity expressions etc., reflecting a paradigmatic change
in the study of for example practiced linguistic diversity and educational practices.
4.6 Sub-theme 6: Examples of best practices in perspectives and experiences
supporting linguistic diversity within education
Recurrent perspectives in the presentations and discussions were the analyses and
critique of existing forms of educational provisions, legislation and research on these
matters, in relation to the promotion of linguistic diversity. Examples of the consistent
anti-diversity policies presented in the Stockholm workshop, are the critical analysis of
the present-day mainstreamed British educational system, the Swedish policy concerning
education for national minorities, and the HE language policy in a South African
university. Also in the other presentations such critical views on the non-functionality of
assimilative or devaluating methods concerning multilingual students, were given.
However, as a contrast, also concrete and practical examples of existing and planned
solutions to how to oppose such models as the present British one, have been
summarized below.
Basically, two types of best practice could be distinguished among the presentations,
on the one hand the description of functioning models and pedagogical principles, on
the other, strong recommendations on alternative pedagogical choices, based on
research and experiences internationally.
-

The twenty years of experience and development of bilingual independent schools for
Finnish and Swedish, which also cover mother tongue instruction for additional
languages of multilingual children attending the bilingual schools. This came from the
experiences
of
Headmasters
Peura
and
Sinisalo.
(http://www.sverigefinskaskolan.se/index.php?lang=sv;
http://www.sverigefinskaskolan.com/ )

-

National minority legislation on compulsory provision of pre-school instruction in the
mother tongue for the minorities in Sweden, may be seen as going in the direction of
legal best practice, but thus far it lacks widespread implementation and the legislation
was also partly considered as too weak. This came from the presentations of Syrjanen
Schaal and Rohdin respectively.

-

Sami language nest experiences were presented in a documentary film by Suvi
Kivimaki, and from a booklet on revitalization, based on the experiences of Language
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Centres for Sami (from the experiences of Juha Pentikainen, and the cancelled
presentation of Patricia Fjellstrom; cf. Fjellgren & Huss 2013). These methods apply
when there is a language transmission break between the parental and child
generation, but where competent speakers may still be found in the elderly
generations.
-

Trilingual immersion schooling: from the presentation of Siv Bjorklund on the
immersion programme experiences and research results of trilingual immersion
targeting Swedish, Finnish and English as languages of instruction, for Finnishspeaking families in Finland. Both invididuals’ and societal potential benefits can be
traced to the formal teaching of and in several languages.

-

Focus on literacy and reading development, access to books, the use of scaffolding as a
pedagogical method in Cummins’ paper. The focus and promotion of these emanate
from both long-term research and evaluation studies on bilingual education and
treatment of (potentially) multilingual children, summarized among others by
Cummins.

-

Sami indigeneous journalism (and teacher education) training in several Sami varieties
(can be used in the educational practices) and English. From the presentation of the
ongoing and recently introduced Masters programme for Sami education in journalism,
targeting an international cohort of students with an indigeneous background, by Tom
Moring. This opens up for the choice and selection of both topics and perspectives,
starting out from the indigenous/minority group, instead of only being directed by
mainstream perspectives.

-

Sign language education from the presentation of Bartha on the legislation and
implementation of recent approaches to the offical Hungarian Sign Language.

-

Aranese in secondary education in Aran Valley. The combination of a functioning
legislation, educational practice and surrounding societal support. It creates and
improves the teaching Aranese in parallel with the two other official/regional
languages of Aran, that is, Catalan and Spanish. Both the school’s administrative and
pedagogical resources are integrated in the work.

-

Cooperative learning was seen as one component to be developed, in several of the
presentations, among others in Cummins’, Bjorklund’s, Bartha’s and Stroud & Kerfoot’s
papers.

-

Suggested multilingual repertoires, multimodal and inclusive higher education. From
the presentation and conclusions based on other, internationally available research,
adapted to the situation at the University of Western Cape, South Africa, by Stroud &
Kerfoot and given as alternatives in the presentations of Cummins, Leung and Bartha.

5 Remarks from the First Position Paper: Towards a Revised Working
Definition of Linguistic Diversity
In this section main discussion points and ideas from the First workshop and its First
Position Paper are presented (cf. http://www.learnme.eu). In the following section (6)
these points will be taken up as an additional starting point, added to the summaries of
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the presentations of the Second Workshop, and the conclusive comments on how these
have been possible to relate to the pre-chosen original five themes, as well as how the
sixth and additional theme of best practices of the Stockholm Workshop has been covered.
The initial stages of drafting and developing a revised working definition of linguistic
diversity, that would give due recognition to the dynamic and challenging dimensions of
this concept, was considered to be an important objective in the overall LEARNMe project.
Participants in the first workshop remarked that this would be a lengthy and complex
process, and that devising an initial working draft of a definition would not be possible
without first exploring some of the key concepts that are fundamental to our collective
understanding of linguistic diversity. In addition, it was recognised that there would be
multiple interpretations of these key concepts. Furthermore, it was noted that our various
interpretations would coincide to a certain degree, in light of the content of the papers and
the discussions during the first workshop itself. Nonetheless it was also acknowledged
that there would be different stances and also that further exploration was required in the
subsequent workshops. Among the different ways in which this discussion could be
developed the following were suggested, in which LEARNMe could proceed: (a) literature
review of existing definitions (b) individual experts forming and exchanging statements
(c) reflective analysis of all the material collected during the three workshops (d)
reflective analysis as researcher-subjects of our own research.
The following proposals were put forward for discussion as a result of the first workshop.
Linguistic diversity should include and give due recognition to the following three broad
groupings: ‘regional minority languages’, ‘immigrant minority languages’ and ‘newly
minoritized languages’. Furthermore, linguistic diversity should recognise the importance
of social, economic, cultural, demographic, geographic and political contexts in the
present-day formulation of dynamic language relations between people, communities and
agencies of governance. Linguistic diversity should also include all aspects of language,
and not merely languages defined (e.g. French, Sami, Urdu), and recognise the variety
within one (or more) language(s). Additional points made were the following: Linguistic
diversity should make reference to linguistic rights of people; linguistic diversity should
include the need for individual plurilingualism and/or societal multilingualism for the
well-being of people living in any named area; Linguistic diversity should include the
diversity of and between the non-standardized vernacular languages; Linguistic diversity
should reflect upon the relationship between territorial considerations and linguistic
continuity across language communities, and not confine this relationship to the level of
states and recognised sub-state governance; Linguistic diversity should be connected to
language vitality, in breadth and in depth; Linguistic diversity needs to challenge
prevailing definitions that are based on restrictive and exclusive groupings of
standardized state-languages; Linguistic diversity needs to be considered as a dynamic,
non-definitive, non-finalised, working definition. These reflections represent the initial
suggestions made during the Final Session of the First Workshop. Several of them are
obviously also integrated parts of the outcome of the Second Workshop and this Second
Position Paper.
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6. Concluding remarks of the Second Position Paper and
suggestions for the further development of the redefinition and
reconceptualization of Linguistic Diversity
The ways of selecting the concepts in the two workshops have differed somewhat, which
has resulted in a larger number of theoretical concepts from the Second workshop in
Stockholm. Nevertheless, the possibly finer filtering of such concepts has brought about
reconsiderations of the concepts, which to some extent overlap with the points 5.c and 5.d
above: (c) reflective analysis of all the material collected during the three workshops, and
(d) reflective analysis as researcher-subjects of our own research. Some of these
conclusions will be summarized below. First some general reflections are presented, and
after that a set of preliminary, possible recommendations as to how to proceed within the
project and the aim to redefine and reconceptualise linguistic diversity is provided.
It seems clear that the concepts selected during the Second Workshop represent various
types of dimensions of discussions on linguistic diversity, specifically within education.
One is a low key use of methodological and discipline-related use of concepts, for example
from studies on bilingual and second language learning models and theoretical
frameworks, or access to and progress of educational development, but also on language
maintenance studies. Others may refer to similar concepts within studies of minority
language media development, or language policy and practice. Quite a number of these
may be described as being triggered by the cross-disciplinarity of educational linguistics.
Another grouping seems to be one that may initially be concluded to have discursive
functions, that is, which identify and place the participating researchers in a specific field
of study. This means that the researchers have found it necessary to use and sometimes
expand the conceptual and theoretical thinking of their respective field of study. Since
there are different, partly opposing discourses represented among the presentations, one
such is to be found from the paradigmatic change from more macro-level, variationist
sociolinguistic studies into more qualitative, ethnographically interactional studies at a
micro-level. Close to the former we may find concepts like languages (defined in different
ways), varieties, standard languages, language communities, code-switching, bilingualism
and multilingualism. Close to the latter we may find concepts such as local practices,
meaning-making, rights, democracy, but also concepts referring to empowerment, voice
and agency. Though these diverging representations are far from clear-cut, they represent
an ongoing shift from more structuralist to more social constructivist traditions. In
addition, the latter novel tradition also challenges the way the direction of impact has
typically been dealt with, in a political sense: the more traditional top-down perspective is
challenged by clearly more bottom-up views, which are found important for
reconceptualising and changing reasoning at the macro-level. But in addition, also clearly
macro-oriented studies of language policy are present, without much involvement of the
practices within the language communities in question. At this level new research is
proposed, to be developed further and in harmony with the more micro-oriented studies.
From the many versions and uses of language and languaging in combination with
specifying attributes, it becomes clear that one challenge in the redefining of themes, and
selecting valid and crucial issues as well as conclusions for the whole project, will be the
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clash between essentialist and non-essentialist understanding of language as a
phenomenon. It is clear to the present writer that some fields, like the more macrooriented ones, such as language policy and planning, and educational and media policies,
would have difficulties at present to deal with these issues in their discourse traditions
and development, without the more essentialist concepts. Possibly this also concerns the
possibility of making conclusive generalizations from the micro-level to a macro-level.
Since this project has set out to revisit and present a dynamic understanding, both these
starting points will be necessary to include. It has also been suggested, as a mid-way
contribution, to accept the reasoning behind “strategic essentialism” (see also Spivak
1993). Other theoretical starting points need to be integrated as well (cf. May 2005).
Some reflections on the varied and extensive use and its subsequent selection of the
concepts in the list may be added here. These reflections emanate from language studies
and linguistics proper, but the content in addition mainly comes from the vast and crossdisciplinary field of educational studies. Our understanding is that the development of
several of both the more specific and detailed concepts is based on general principles of
enriching a language’s vocabulary, in an increasingly globalized world. One reason is the
fact that when society or the living conditions change, language has to change and adapt to
those changes. For vocabulary this means that new phenomena need new concepts and
these are at the moment frequently created in English. This is a normal process of
renewing a language in order to keep it fit to meet the demands of the changing
surrounding society and its speakers. One can hypothetically also add, that such needs
have changed and become more speeded up, during the era of increasing mobility and use
of new media. For more general language purposes this may for example concern the
introduction of concepts used in English elsewhere, which are adopted, adapted and
diffused to local conditions.
In addition, regarding the scientifically based concepts on linguistic diversity they
represent various sub-genres of that field of study on one hand, on the other hand,
linguistic diversity as such is the cause of the development of new concepts in several of
the fields under study, media, education and legal aspects. Both the sub-genres and the
integration of linguistic diversity into these fields, take place on one hand as a flow of
diffusion of concepts from internationally spread studies and research results, on the
other they are embedded in, created in and dependent on local conditions, scientific and
societal/political. In the transformation of such local concepts in local languages into
English novel creations are suggested and possibly established later, also in English. This
is also due to the internal characteristics of science, according to which there is an active
and supported need to create and adopt increasingly precise concepts, which may better
than former ones, describe and explain problems under study. Some of these concepts are
clearly restricted to more or less national contexts of a more defined research community,
dealing with these matters in other languages than English. Some concepts are
transmitted in both directions, from the global to the local and vice versa, if found
necessary, either from English and from a more internationalized context to other
languages, or the other way round, from a more local research context to more
international scenes. Since this is an active process, with representatives trained for such
endeavours, the amount of concepts to be used in any one genre, becomes extensive. One
challenge arising from this is that, also since it is an outspoken aim for the present
project, the number of critical concepts to discuss when trying to redefine and rethink
linguistic diversity should be kept low, especially when trying to make a point for non-
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experts. This is a main challenge when transferring the results and discussions from a
scientific point of view, to a more generally kept discourse on the same matters, while at
the same time retaining some of an intended accuracy of scientific concepts.
During the analysis of the Stockholm workshop outcomes and the presentations included
here, a general issue and open question has evolved. That is the essence of linguistic
diversity as an individual and societal asset and resource: is it the target itself of action,
i.e. the result of strivings; is it a causal factor, or the medium for reaching a higher level of
democracy, empowerment, educational access and functional heterogeneity? Another
angle of this perspective is in other words, whether it is the outcome or the process of
achieving linguistic diversity that is the ultimate goal? The answers to these questions
might be of different weight for the purposes of the project and for the further
development of the understanding of linguistic diversity. At any rate, these matters will
be further developed in the next events of the LEARNMe project.
As a preliminary conclusion, based on the ideas presented here and during the First
Workshop in Aberystwyth in 2013, it is possible to suggest, not a unified approach to
linguistic diversity, but a two-tier, or even double two-tier treatments of the concepts and
ideas referring to it, for the purposes of disseminating and revising the core concept of
linguistic diversity.
One would be based on the paradigmatic divide into essentialist and non-essentialist
views. This could also be termed a divide according to structuralist views vs. postmodern and social constructivist views. As mentioned, as a mediating possibility one
could introduce the concept of strategic essentialism, which on the one hand accepts and
takes aboard the views of the more ethnographic and qualitative aspects of research,
especially in the field of education and language learning/teaching. On the other hand, it
does not deny the impact of using essentialist and at least objectifying concepts, such as
language, in matters pertaining to creating, stating and implementing language policy and
planning, also with a view of discussing and improving educational issues connected to
linguistic diversity and a linguistically diverse population.
The other two-tier division could be into research-based understanding and the practical
presentation and implementation of such views. It is not foreseeable, that the latest
research findings, when they differ greatly from practice, can be easily or simply
introduced and applied in policy and practice. This, however, may be a matter of time. In
the Third Position Paper and especially in the White Paper, these matters will be lifted
and returned to, for a conclusive view on the results and potential to fully review and
renew the concept of linguistic diversity.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------This Second Position Paper was written and developed by Jarmo Lainio, assisted by
Markus Lyyra, and using the earlier documentations of Elin Haf Jones, Ania Rolewska and
Anna-Lou Dijkstra, as well as the Facebook summaries of David Forniès.
It is with sadness that we also have to add that only a few weeks after the workshop, Mr.
Markku Peura passed away. A deep gratitude stays with us for his long-term and
successful contributions in the field of Swedish minority and minority language politics.
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Appendix 1

With the support of the Lifelong Learning
Programme of the European Union

Programme of the LEARNMe workshop 2, held in Stockholm, 8-9 May
Thursday 8th May, Stockholm University, De Geer-salen, 9 a.m. – 5 p.m.
Registration 8.30-9.00
9.00-9.10 Opening of workshop 2: Head of Department, Annika Johansson
9.10-9.50 Professor Jim Cummins, Toronto, Canada: ”Educational policies and linguistic
diversity: resolving the tensions between ideological narratives and research evidence”
9.50-10.30 Professor Constant Leung, London, U.K.: “Navigating mainstream education
policy and provision for linguistic diversity”
10.30-11.00 Coffee break
11.00-11.40 Professor Christopher Stroud & Ph.D. Caroline Kerfoot, Stockholm,
Sweden/Capetown, South Africa, viz. Stockholm, Sweden: ”Rethinking multilingualism and
language policy for academic literacies”
11.40-12.20 Professor Siv Björklund, Vasa, Finland: “Language Immersion in Finland – from
bilingual to trilingual education”
Lunch 12.20-13.30
13.30-14.00 Professor Csilla Bartha, Budapest, Hungary: "Super diversity: multilingual
practices of linguistic others, controversies of sociolinguistic research and policy in
contemporary Hungary"
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14.00-14.30 Professor Jeroen Darquennes, Namur, Belgium: “And what about the practical
dimension of LPP?”
14.30-15.00 Coffee break
15.00-15.30 Professor Tom Moring, Helsinki, Finland: “Media education, minority language
and cultural development”
15.30-16.00 Director Kaisa Syrjänen Schaal, Uppsala, Sweden: “Linguistic challenges that
turned out to be legal ones”
16.00-17.00 Discussion:
Professor Jim Cummins, Toronto, Canada
Professor Leena Huss, Uppsala, Sweden
Director Meirion Prys Jones, Cardiff, Wales
Ass. Prof. Eithne O’Connell, Dublin, Ireland
Professor Christopher Stroud, Stockholm, Sweden/Cape Town, South Africa
Chair: Professor Jarmo Lainio
Opportunities to meet experts, practitioners, policy makers and academics.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Programme of the LEARNMe workshop 2, held in Stockholm, 8-9 May
Friday 9th May, Embassy of Finland, 9 a.m. – 5 p.m.
Registration 8.30-9.00
Presenters:
9.00 - 9.10 Press and cultural affairs attaché Nina Hyrsky will open the conference
9.10 - 9.50 Mr Lennart Rohdin, Stockholm, will talk about the Swedish
Minority Language Law and its implementation
9.50 - 10.20 Ms Patricia Fjellgren, Sami Language Center, will present recent work and
publications of the Sami Language Center on language revitalization CANCELLED
Break 10.20-10.50
10.50 - 11.30 Headmaster and President of Sweden Finnish Delegation, Markku Peura,
Stockholm/Upplands Väsby, and Headmaster Ina Sinisalo, Botkyrka, will discuss about
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challenges for the Sweden Finnish national minority and experiences of Swedish school
politics concerning bilingual education
11.30 - 12.00 Mr Guillem Pujades, CIEMEN, Barcelona, will present recent research on the
Aranese language in Catalonia
12.00 - 12.40 Lunch
12.40 - 13.10 Professor emeritus Juha Pentikäinen, Lapland University, Finland, will discuss
about the possibilities of bilingual education among the Sami of Finland
13.10 - 13.50 Dr István Csernicskó, Beregovo/Beregszász, Ukraine and Budapest, Hungary,
will talk on the development of linguistic minorities in Ukraine: "Recent trends of language
policies, elaboration of the new language law in Ukraine."
Discussants:
14.00-14.40 Discussion
Chair: Ms. Veronica Hertzberg, Association for Language Immersion Schools,
Helsinki, Finland
Director Cor van der Meer, Fryslan, Netherlands
Director Meirion Prys Jones, Cardiff, Wales
Headmaster Markku Peura, Upplands Väsby, Sweden

Conclusive remarks by project partners:
14.40-15.00
Professor Elin Haf Gruffydd Jones, Aberystwyth, Wales
Professor Jarmo Lainio, Stockholm, Sweden,
Mr David Forniès, CIEMEN, Barcelona, Spain
15.00-16.00
The Embassy of Finland will offer refreshments after the programme has been finished.
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Appendix 2
LEARNMe Project Workshop 8-9 May 2014
Anmälningslista/List of registered attendants

Presenters = 28, other participants = 19, organizers = 4 plus representatives of the Embassy
of Finland (5?), altogether (28+19+4+5)= 56 persons
1 Cor van der Meer, Leeuwarden
2 Ineke Rienks, Leeuwarden

plus one accompanying person = 2

3 Csilla Bartha, Budapest
4 Gabi Kovacs, Budapest
5 Anne Huppert, Budapest
6 István Czernicskó, Budapest, and Ukraine
7 David Forniès , Barcelona
8 María Areny, Barcelona
9 Elin Haf Jones, Aberystwyth
10 Ania Rolewska, Aberystwyth
11 Jarmo Lainio, Stockholm
12 Markus Lyyra, Stockholm
13 Lasse Vuorsola, Stockholm
14 Tom Moring, Helsinki
15 Patricia Fjellgren, Östersund;
16 Kaisa Syrjänen Schaal, Uppsala;
17 Lennart Rohdin, Norrtälje
18 Siv Björklund, Vasa
19 Jim Cummins, Toronto
20 Constant Leung. London
21 Jeroen Darquennes, Namur
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22 Eithne O’Connell, Dublin
23 Meirion Prys Jones, Cardiff
24 Guillem Pujades, Barcelona
25 Veronica Hertzberg, Helsinki
26 Juha Pentikäinen, Helsinki
27. Caroline Kerfoot, Stockholm and South Africa
28. Cristopher Stroud, Stockholm and South Africa
Other persons than those presenting and participating in the programme
Name

e-post / e-mail

Dept./University

1. Sari Pesonen

sari.pesonen@finska.su.se

Stockholms Universitet

2. Anu Muhonen

anu.muhonen@finska.su.se

Stockholms Universitet

3. Christina Hedman

christina.hedman@isd.su.se

Stockholms Universitet

4. Thomas Johnen

thomas.johnen@isp.su.se

Stockholms Universitet

5. Mario López Cordero

mlc@du.se

Högskolan Dalarna

6. Maria Bjerregaard

maria.bjerregaard@andrasprak.su.se Stockholms Universitet

7.Lisa Gannå

Lisa.ganna@isd.su.se

Stockholms Universitet

8. Karin Wallin

karin.e.wallin@stockholm.se

Utbildningsförvaltningen

9. Veera Jokirinne
ungdomsförbundet

veera.jokirinne@rsn.nu

Sverigefinska

10. Annaliina Gynne

annaliina.gynne@mdh.se

Mälardalen University

11. Erkki Vuonokari

erkkivuono@hotmail.com

Sverigefinländarnas arkiv

12. Taina Helme
ungdomsförbundet

taina@rsn.nu

Sverigefinska

13. Sini Teng

sini.teng@sverigesradio.se

Sveriges radio/Sisuradio

14. Leena Salonen

Leena.Salonen@sverigesradio.se Sveriges radio/Sisuradio

15. Aina Backmanin
ungdomsförbundet

aina@rsn.nu

Sverigefinska

16.Kaisa Vuonokari
17.Heli Lindström
Fridhemsplan
18.Outi Oja

Sisuradio/SR
heli.lindstrom@sverigefinskaskolan.eu Sverigefinska skolan,
Avdelningen för finska, SU

19.Heli Lindströms kollega = x 2

Sverigefinska skolan
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Appendix 3
Translation of transcription from Swedish to English/Finnish of video recording with Mr.
Lennart Rohdin (by Markus Lyyra)
Interview with Lennart Rohdin in Stockholm, May 2014:
Swedish minority policy is still in its early stages. 15 years ago Sweden ratified the Council of
Europe's conventions and recognized five national minorities in Sweden and this was the first step
in the minority policy.
10 years after this the government reformed the minority policy mostly because nothing had
happened on the ground during those years. These reforms were important in minority politics, and
Sweden as a country began to wake up to realize that Sweden is a multicultural country and that we
have national minorities which have been in this country for centuries, so these groups’ recognition
and awareness of them were important. This was an eye-opener for Sweden.
It did not happen a lot during the first 10 years. In 1999 a new minority law and the so-called
administrative municipalities were set up. The municipalities can join administrative areas of the
languages and get funding from the government. Five years ago, no one believed that so many
municipalities would join. This largely has happened because of the Sweden Finns’ mobilization.
However there still are problems in the minority policy for example in education issues. Without
the Council of Europe Sweden would not have a policy on minorities. The Council’s visits are
extremely important for the Swedish central authorities and other organizations so that they can get
information about how the minority policy works in practice. On the other hand the Council of
Europe’s comments do not necessarily reach the municipal level.
The Government must take responsibility for the educational field. The further the time goes the
harder it is to find teachers and teacher training takes a long time, so this is an important issue and
we do not have a long time to solve it. We also need sanctions to use against the municipalities
which are not following the law.
It is strange that the municipalities are allowed to choose how to follow the minority policy.
Sweden does not function in this respect. Minority policy is quite difficult to export across borders,
because it involves a lot of historical background. Countries may not be able to learn from each
other's minority policy, but countries may be inspired by other countries, of their minority policy. In
spite of all the criticism, I am still an optimist. Gradually we will add to the development and there
is a new generation taking responsibility for these questions, so I'm happy.
Ruotsin vähemmistöpolitiikka on vielä alkuvaiheissa. 15 vuotta sitten ruotsi ratifoi euroopan
neuvoston konventiot ja hyväksyi viisi kansallista vähemmistöä. ja silloin sanottiin että se oli
ensimmäinen askel vähemmistöpolitiikassa. 10 vuotta sen jälkeen reformoitiin
vähemmistöpolitiikkaa pitkälti sen takia, ettei mitään ollut tapahtunut noiden vuosien aikana. Nämä
olivat tärkeitä uudistuksia vähemmistöpolitiikassa, Ruotsi alkoi heräämään siihen että Ruotsi on
monikulttuurinen maa ja meillä on kansalliset vähemmistöt jotka ovat olleet tässä maassa
vuosisatoja, joten näiden ryhmien tunnustaminen ja tiedostaminen oli tärkeää. Avata ruotsalaisten
silmiä.
Ensimmäisten 10 vuoden aikana ei Ruotsissa juuri hirveästi tapahtunut, 1999 saatiin uusi
vähemmistölaki ja niinsanotut hallintoalueet. hallintoalue mahdollisti kuntien liittymisen
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hallintoalueisiin. viisi vuotta sitten ei kukaan uskonut että näin moni kunta olisi liittynyt mukaan.
suurin ansio tästä kuuluu ruotsinsuomalaisten mobilisoitumiselle, edelleen on ongelmia
vähemmistölain sisällössä, esimerkiksi koulutuskysymyksissä on vielä suuria puutteita, esimerkiksi
opettajakoulutuksessa
Ilman Euroopan neuvostoa Ruotsissa ei olisi vähemmistöpolitiikkaa. Tarkastuskäynnit ovat
äärettömän tärkeitä, jotta Ruotsin keskuselimet ja muut viranomaiset saavat tietää, kuinka
vähemmistöpolitiikka toimii. Toisaalta Euroopan neuvoston kommentit ei välttämättä yletä
kuntatasolle asti.
Hallituksen täytyy ottaa vastuu koulutuskysymyksissä. mitä pidemmälle mennään sitä vaikeampaa
on saada opettajia ja opettajien koulutus vie aikansa, joten tässä Ruotsilla on todella kiire. Tarvitaan
myös sanktioita kunnille, jos nämä eivät hoida velvollisuuksia. On kummallista, että kunnat saavat
itse valita, kuinka hoitaa vähemmistöpolitiikka, näin ei vain Ruotsi toimi.
Vähemmistöpolitiikka on vaikeaa viedä maiden rajojen yli, koska vähemmistöpolitiikkaan liittyy
paljon historiallisia taustoja. Välttämättä maat eivät voi oppia toistensa vähemmistöpolitiikasta
mutta maat voivat inspiroitua muiden maiden vähemmistöpolitiikasta.
Huolimatta kaikesta kritiikistäni olen optimisti. Asteittain lisätään vauhtia ja nimenomaan uusi
sukupolvi ottaa vastuuta näistä kysymyksistä, siitä olen iloinen.
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