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Preface

When Oxford University Press first contacted us about a handbook of language
policy and planning (LPP), we wondered, “Why do we need another handbook?”
Later, potential authors asked the same question. Although the proliferation of
handbooks in language studies in recent years has created a library of high-quality
material, handbooks require enormous effort, and the authors’ time required to produce these hefty manuscripts can crowd out basic research that is the foundation for
any scholarly discipline. If we were to go ahead with this project, we wanted to offer a
different type of handbook, one that is not primarily a retrospective summary of the
history of subfields within LPP—though such retrospectives are important—but instead one that looks forward, in an effort to articulate and confront important issues
underlying the transformations currently taking place in LPP and the social sciences
more broadly. Accordingly, this is what we wrote to potential authors:
Our motivation for this effort is to articulate and provide direction for the current
theoretical and methodological turmoil in LPP associated with the socioeconomic,
institutional, and discursive processes of change taking place under the conditions
of late modernity. As an academic discipline in the social sciences, language policy
is fraught with tensions between these processes of change and the still-powerful
ideological framework of modern nationalism. We believe this is a thrilling time
in LPP studies, and we want this project to reflect that excitement. We intend The
Oxford Handbook of Language Policy and Planning to be a dialogue between the two
major historical trends in LPP associated with processes linked to modernity and late
modernity: the focus on continuity behind the institutional policies of the modern
nation-state, and the attention to local processes of uncertainty, reorganization, and
instability derived from the above-mentioned conditions of change. This dialogue
is also aimed at overcoming the long-standing division between “top-down” and
“bottom-up” analysis in LPP research, and at providing direction for theoretical and
methodological innovation in LPP studies.

To our great satisfaction, the response to our call was enthusiastic across the board,
and all of our contributors have responded to this challenge with great care and deep
professional commitment.
As editors, we divided responsibility for the chapters according to our interests,
experience, and expertise, each of us shepherding through the review process about
half of the total number of chapters in the volume. Although we divided chapters
in this way for administrative purposes, both of us read and fully edited every
chapter, at each stage of revision. We also shared equal responsibility for writing the
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introductory and concluding chapters. This Handbook, therefore, is the result of our
extensive collaboration during every phase of the project.
Many people helped us to produce this volume, above all the contributors, who
responded to our multiple and repeated requests for clarification and revision as
we worked to shape the volume into a coherent whole. We would also like to thank
our students in our postgraduate class, Introduction to Sociolinguistics, which we co-
taught at the University of Hong Kong in 2014. It was in this class that we began to
elaborate our understanding of the tensions, paradoxes, and contradictions in LPP
research and practice, in a context in which traditional institutional bodies reposition themselves as other regional and transnational actors, both governmental and
nongovernmental, gain greater influence in language policymaking.
We are grateful as well for the support of our home institutions, including The
University of Hong Kong, where we worked together at the time this project was
initiated, and our current workplaces: the Department of English at the University of
Washington, and UCL Institute of Education at University College London. We also
thank Hallie Stebbens and Hannah Doyle, our editors at Oxford University Press,
who patiently guided this project to its completion.
Finally, we wish to acknowledge the extraordinary formative impact of our academic mentors. For Jim, they included, at Stanford University: Gilbert Ansre,
Eve V. Clark, Joseph H. Greenberg, Shirley Brice Heath, Eduardo Hernández 
Chávez, Beatriz Lavandera, and especially Charles A. Ferguson. For Miguel, Luisa
Martín Rojo (Universidad Autónoma de Madrid), Monica Heller (University of
Toronto), Ben Rampton (King’s College London), and Angel Lin (The University of
Hong Kong).
James W. Tollefson, Seattle
Miguel Pérez-Milans, London
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The idea of a Handbook such as the one we offer here began to take shape in February
2012. Jim had just taken a new post in the Division of English Language Education
at the University of Hong Kong where Miguel was in the last year of a postdoctoral
fellowship funded by the Spanish Ministry of Education. We met for the first time
at a research seminar at which a postdoctoral researcher based in another university in Hong Kong presented data about Korean Chinese learning the Korean language in South Korea. Drawing heavily from Pierre Bourdieu’s work (1993) on the
linguistic market and symbolic capital, and relying on interview data, the speaker at
that seminar provided an account of the minority participants as social actors who
did not have access to the Korean linguistic market due to their lack of competence
in the national language. These broad claims resonated with our own research and
life experiences, and aligned well with the type of academic arguments that both
of us had published in previous work. Yet, we sensed also that other issues must be
considered to fully grasp language in the changing socio-institutional dynamics derived from wider patterns of sociopolitical and economic transformation that we
believed to be important; we sensed also that some of these patterns complicated
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nationally bounded views of linguistic markets and the processes of production, distribution, and valuation of symbolic resources that operate within them.
Previous to his arrival in Hong Kong, Jim had conducted research in multiple contexts internationally while being based in the United States and Japan.
Over many years, that research had illuminated the central role of language
policy and planning (LPP) processes in sustaining systems of inequality under
different historical conditions, including neoliberalism in the United States and
East Asia (Tollefson, 2015; Tollefson & Tsui, 2007), an independent socialist alternative in Yugoslavia (Tollefson, 2002), and processes of mass migration
(Tollefson, 1989, 1993). Miguel had carried out research on language education
policy shifts in Madrid, mainland China, London, and Hong Kong. Committed
to describing ethnographically the social patterns of global change tied to the economic conditions of late modernity, his work contributed to a body of literature
preoccupied with shifting forms of inequality resulting from processes of transnational migration, late modern nationalism, institutional neoliberalization, and
the commodification of diversity (see, for instance, Pérez-Milans, 2011, 2013, 2015;
Pérez-Milans & Soto, 2016; Soto & Pérez-Milans, 2018).
In the context of these research trajectories, and what we believed to be interesting differences in our professional training and perspectives emerging
from different periods in the development of LPP, the research seminar at the
University of Hong Kong spurred a dialogue between us that led to our decision
to co-teach a postgraduate class in sociolinguistics that placed theoretical and empirical developments in the field within their historical contexts. As we worked
through that class, we increasingly focused on the ways in which the relationship between LPP and political-economic conditions has been understood, and
how this changing relationship has shaped knowledge production in the field.
It was this dialogue about the history of LPP that has led to the present volume.
Equally interested in language, social critique, and inequality, our research and
work experiences across different regional, national, and institutional settings—
and more specifically, our latest involvement in research from and about Asian
conditions—drove our attention to ongoing processes and nuances that have
gradually become the focus of contemporary LPP research, in many cases forcing
scholars and practitioners in the field to revisit their own assumptions, views, and
methodological perspectives.
Against the background of this particular journey, we decided to embark on
The Oxford Handbook of Language Policy and Planning—a project that aims to explore this set of issues, beyond just providing a set of summaries of specific subfields
within LPP (although some will be provided as needed, or can be found elsewhere;
e.g., Ricento, 2016; Spolsky, 2012). In particular, this Handbook addresses many of
the current questions that LPP researchers face under contemporary conditions of
change, with an ambition to better understand the current period in which the field
operates today.
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But before detailing the specific questions that have guided the organization of
this volume, we first provide an overview of the foundations of the field.

Foundations of Language Policy and
Planning Research
LPP activities existed long before language policy and planning emerged as a distinct
field of inquiry. Tied to the rise of the bourgeoisie in the nineteenth century and to its
interests in expanding economic activities both within and among unified national
markets, the political and socioeconomic mode of organization of the nation-state
required intensive discursive work from the start (Bauman & Briggs, 2003; see also
Hobsbawm, 1990), both in the institutional arena and in everyday life, for the “imagination” (Anderson, 1983) of a monolingual citizenry (e.g., grammars, dictionaries,
and other forms of regulation of speakers). However, the terms language policy and
language planning emerged as such in the 1960s, in connection with what would be
the early years of LPP research.
The term language planning referred to deliberate efforts to affect the structure
(usage, corpus) or function (use, status) of languages. As evident in early scholarship
(e.g., Haugen, 1966), such efforts were understood primarily as the work of planning
agencies. Accordingly, in their classic book about language planning, Rubin and
Jernudd (1971) defined language planning as follows: “language planning is deliberate
language change; that is, changes in the system of language code or speaking or both
that are planned by organizations that are established for such purposes or given a
mandate to fulfill such purposes” (p. xvi). Subsequently, the most widely cited definition of language planning was developed by Robert Cooper, who added acquisition planning to corpus and status planning: “Language planning refers to deliberate
efforts to influence the behavior of others with respect to the acquisition, structure,
or functional allocation of their language codes” (Cooper, 1989, p. 45). Cooper also
extended the notion of language planning to include a broad range of policy actors
beyond formal state authorities (e.g., Māori community leaders who fought to extend the use of the Māori language into preschools and elementary schools in New
Zealand).
Use of the term language policy emerged from the focus on national language
planning. At times, the terms policy and planning seemed to be used interchangeably
(e.g., Das Gupta, 1970; Rubin & Jernudd, 1971, p. xx). At other times, language plan
ning was described as following from language policy, as in Fishman’s discussion of
corpus planning, which involves “the elaboration, codification, and implementation that go on once language-policy decisions have been reached” (1971, p. 9). This
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understanding accorded with Ferguson’s (1968) focus on graphization, standardization, and modernization as the central processes of language planning. For other
early scholars, a language policy was seen as the output of the planning process and
was understood as a set of national goals (e.g., adoption of a single lingua franca) and
an explicit statement about how to achieve those goals. For example, Jernudd and
Das Gupta, in “Towards a Theory of Language Planning” (1971), focused on national
planning processes:
Social planning at high levels of enlargement (“macro” levels) involves the construction of an over-all design of organized action that is considered necessary for economic utilization of resources and that is directed by formally constituted authority.
It consists of a structure of coordinated programs, and the latter in their turn consist
of a set of coordinated projects. (p. 196)

This attention to national language policy and planning meant that the major issues
investigated in early LPP research were nation building, nationalism, political and
sociocultural integration, national education policies, economic development, and
official languages.
In its origins, LPP was assumed to be an area of specialization in sociolinguistics. For example, written as an overview of LPP, Joshua Fishman’s introduction
to the foundational book Language Problems of Developing Nations (Fishman,
Ferguson, & Das Gupta, 1968) opens with the question “what is sociolinguistics,
and why?” (Fishman, 1968b, p. 3). Another early, influential volume (Fishman,
1968a) on sociolinguistics and the sociology of language included a major section
on language planning, and a follow-up two-volume set included a similar section
on “policy, planning and practice” (Fishman, 1972a, p. 15) as an important subfield of
sociolinguistics.
Such efforts to place LPP within a disciplinary framework, as well as explicit
definitions of policy and planning, were particularly evident in the remarkable formative period of LPP during the years 1964–1974. After the founding of the Center
for Applied Linguistics in 1959 under its first director, Charles A. Ferguson, the
need for research on LPP had become evident. Accordingly, during the early and
mid-1960s, a series of meetings and conferences—often organized by Ferguson and
Joshua Fishman and sponsored by the Social Science Research Council, the Ford
Foundation (see Fox, 1975), and other funding agencies—produced many of the
foundational early research projects and publications. These meetings took place
during Joshua Fishman’s year at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral
Sciences at Stanford University in 1963–1964; in the summer of 1964, when the
Committee on Sociolinguistics of the Social Science Research Council organized
an eight-week LPP seminar of linguists and social scientists (see Ferguson, 1965,
for a report on this important seminar); in November 1966, at a meeting at Airlie
House in Warrenton, Virginia, which focused on language and development and
led directly to publication of Language Problems of Developing Nations (Fishman,
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Ferguson, & Das Gupta, 1968); and during 1968–1969 at the East-West Center at the
University of Hawaii, where Jyotirindra Das Gupta, Joshua Fishman, Björn Jernudd,
and Joan Rubin spent a year that included a meeting of selected LPP scholars during
April 1969.
This work at the East-West Center led to the publication of the influential Can
Language Be Planned? (Rubin & Jernudd, 1971) and to the establishment of the
International Research Project on Language Planning Processes at Stanford
University (where Ferguson had founded the Committee on Linguistics [later a
Department] in 1967), which eventually spawned the important book Language
Planning Processes (Rubin et al., 1977). Other influential publications during this period included Fishman’s Advances in Language Planning (Fishman, 1974), Fishman’s
reconsideration of his earlier work (Fishman, 1964) on language maintenance and
shift as a field of inquiry (Fishman, 1972c), and his analysis of language and nationalism (Fishman, 1972b), as well as a growing body of case studies in contexts around
the world (e.g., Das Gupta, 1970; Fishman, 1972a, volume II; Mazrui, 1968; Sibayan,
1971; Zima, 1968). In Europe, work within the Prague School was extended to LPP
(Garvin, 1973; Neustupný, 1970), and case studies on LPP provided rich empirical
data beyond postcolonial contexts (e.g., Lewis, 1972; Lorwin, 1972; also see Tauli,
1968). This impressive output over a period of just ten years served as the foundation
for the next forty-five years of LPP scholarship.
But this scholarship has not followed a linear incremental development. Rather,
LPP has been shaped by various ontological and epistemological shifts, linked to
wider discussions in the social sciences and to the kind of worldwide shifting socioeconomic conditions with which we opened this introductory chapter. For the purpose of this brief discussion, and acknowledging the subsequent oversimplification
of regional and interdisciplinary dynamics that it involves, we group such shifts into
two major stages: namely, early work, and the contributions of the critical and ethnographic approaches. (For surveys of the field, see Jernudd & Nekvapil, 2012; Ricento,
2000; Tollefson, 1991; and Heller, Chapter 2 in this volume).

Early Work
Although social scientists frequently theorize about practice, LPP initially emerged
as essentially pragmatic, with the aim of providing direct and explicit tools to achieve
concrete social and linguistic goals. This early work—termed “classic language plan
ning” (Ricento, 2000, p. 206) or “neoclassical language planning (Tollefson, 1991,
p. 26)—viewed LPP as a practical objective science, driven by technical experts who
served as the practitioners of policymaking and planning, as well as the preferred
decision-makers for the complex details of policy formulation, implementation, and
evaluation (see Rubin, 1971). The dominance of this positivist belief in the scientific objectivity of LPP practitioners had a direct impact on LPP methodology. In particular,
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the presumption of a definable underlying reality that LPP practitioners could analyze
and change in predictable ways encouraged historical and quantitative methodologies,
evident for example in the development of national sociolinguistic surveys, such as
the influential English-language policy survey of Jordan (Harrison, Prator, & Tucker,
1975) and the language policy survey of the Philippines (Sibayan, 1971).
Although this approach generated extensive descriptive data about the language situation in many contexts, it also tended to close off process understandings
of language that emerge from process methodologies (such as those that are ethnographically informed). Partly as a consequence, in LPP—and language studies
generally—dominant conceptual frameworks included important ontological and
epistemological assumptions such as the following: languages have reality apart from
their speakers; sociolinguistic categories such as language, dialect, diglossia, and national identity have fixed meanings and clear boundaries; and there is a direct link
between language and identity that places the individual speaker neatly in ethnic
and national categories. Moreover, the presumption that the world is composed of
identifiable chunks (languages, dialects, native speakers, communities, nations, national identities) invites causal explanation, prediction, and replication.
The work of early LPP, therefore, was aimed at finding specific, replicable
techniques to achieve identifiable and quantifiable goals such as language learning
and bilingualism, economic development, and political stability. Such an orientation
in LPP fit well with the Chomskyan revolution in linguistic theory also taking place
in the 1960s, with its assumption of universal mental structures that were essentially
linguistic categories. Indeed, the universalism inherent in language research in this
period meant that scholarly analysis was characterized by a sense of the potential for
major breakthroughs in research and practice.
In LPP, this meant that the processes of language “modernization” and “development” (see Rostow, 1960) were understood as universally transplantable into new
contexts by LPP specialists working with social scientific techniques that promised predictable outcomes. The confluence of scholars’ and planners’ confidence
in technical analysis and expert-driven LPP, however, meant that the use of LPP to
sustain systems of inequality was not sufficiently recognized. It also meant that the
life trajectories of individuals living in complex social groups were subdivided into
a range of discourses—linguistics, politics, economics, law, science, and more—that
were impenetrable to the people whose languages and lives were being planned.
It was partly in reaction to that yawning gap between analysts and their analytical
objects that alternative approaches to LPP began to emerge.

Critical and Ethnographic Approaches
Although the Chomskyan revolution meant that distinctions between languages
were conceptualized as surface phenomena, historical and structural analysis
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revealed that these distinctions can be constructed as having moral, aesthetic, and
cognitive significance. Thus, along with developments in sociology, anthropology,
and linguistics, the work of LPP scholarship began to examine the processes by
which such constructions are developed, their social consequences, and the interests
they serve. It was this understanding of LPP that led to the focus on power and ideology in LPP that was evident in critical approaches in the 1990s.
Critical approaches emerged from the wide range of alternative social scientific
perspectives that undermined positivist approaches, including existentialism, deconstruction, postmodernism, and critical theory, in which notions of permanence
were largely abandoned. This critical turn, which examined the processes by which
language is associated with power and inequality, led to an alternative definition of
LPP that became widespread in the 1990s:
Language planning-policy means the institutionalization of language as a basis for
distinctions among social groups. That is, language policy is one mechanism for
locating language within social structure so that language determines who has access
to political power and economic resources. Language policy is one mechanism by
which dominant groups establish hegemony in language use. (Tollefson, 1991, p. 16)

Critics of earlier LPP also pointed out that corpus, status, and acquisition planning
efforts in the 1960s and 1970s often failed to achieve their stated goals (see, e.g.,
Spolsky, 2012, p. 4). This claim that early LPP was mostly ineffective was justified in
many cases, as LPP was understood primarily as the plans and policies formulated
and implemented at the national level by ministries of education and similar state
authorities. Critics of state LPP also pointed out that planners often ignored community concerns, and that language policies sometimes were used to sustain systems of
inequality (e.g., in apartheid South Africa; see Blommaert, 1996).
The shift in LPP research to a focus on power and inequality involved the
historical-structural analysis of state LPP; it did not lead to increased research on
what were called the micro contexts of everyday social life, although precisely such
contexts had received significant scholarly attention in linguistic anthropology, especially the ethnography of communication (e.g., Gumperz & Hymes, 1972), and interactional sociolinguistics (Gumperz, 1986). Indeed, the focus on the nation-state
left little room for attention to the forms of LPP that take place in schools, individual
classrooms, workplaces, nongovernmental organizations, and the private sector,
where individual teachers, students, workplace supervisors, employees, and household members make critical decisions about language structure, use, and acquisition. When LPP is considered from this wider perspective, and is not limited to the
plans and policies of the nation-state, then researchers begin to discover a broader
range of consequences of LPP.
Analysis of such contexts required a shift toward epistemological frameworks
such as those that are ethnographically informed, yet the shift to process research
methods did not mean the loss of the practical focus that had characterized LPP
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since its founding. Indeed, ethnographic analysis is grounded fundamentally in the
notion that what one learns about what it means to be human is found in examples,
models, and exemplars rather than abstract principles. Whereas positivist notions
of scientific objectivity assume that science is deep and culture is superficial, process methodologies seek depth of understanding through the detailed and concrete
analysis of individuals-in-culture. The spread of ethnographic analysis in LPP, which
followed shortly upon historical-structural analysis, revealed that understanding
why individuals learn and use languages and how they adopt subject positions and
identities cannot be achieved by examining structural forces and institutional socialization alone, but rather by analyzing how these are extensions of earlier processes
of socialization that take place during childhood and adolescence. If researchers
want to understand language loss and language shift, the development of bi/multilingualism, and the complex sociolinguistic systems of daily life, then they must explore the interface between individuals’ life trajectories and the culture and practices
of the classroom, the street, the playground, or the home, and how these are linked
with national and international ideologies, discourses, and policies.
The research that is required for this undertaking is more than traditional anthropology, however, with its focus on personal histories and group practices, and
its belief that long-term immersion in a culture allows the researcher to develop an
insider’s perspective. Rather than such faith in the scholar’s craft, which mirrors
early faith in the technical LPP expert, what is needed is the effort to reveal the specific links connecting trajectories of socially positioned actors with current social
contexts, including the relationships between the use of particular linguistic forms,
notions of cultural competence, and institutional forms of discursive organization
(Martin-Jones & Heller, 1996), thereby shedding light “on the ways that the social
order reproduces itself through everyday microlevel mechanisms” (Desmond, 2007,
p. 269). The result, in LPP, was a gradual shift toward the understanding of language as social practice, and of identities as fluid and multiple, as well as research
methodologies that emphasize process.
The remarkable development of LPP—from its earliest technical focus on solving
concrete language-related problems of the new postcolonial nation-states using
quantitative and historical analysis, to its current attention to the ways in which structured communication, ideological and normative conventions, and institutional and
global discourses are linked in the daily policies and practices of individuals and
institutions—suggests that theoretical and conceptual issues in LPP have been, and
will continue to be, transformed at a rapid pace. Indeed, the current dynamic condition of LPP research, characterized by approaches and methodologies responding
to the rapid global and local changes in politics, the economy, and society, reveals a
discipline whose concerns are at the center of profound historical transformations.
It is for this reason that this Handbook has a forward-looking orientation. More
specifically, seeking to understand the trajectory of this current period, we ask the
following set of questions: What does LPP mean today? How is our understanding of
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LPP shaped by the most important issues currently confronting LPP scholars? What
research methodologies are used to investigate these issues? How have changes in
the conditions of the modern nation-state altered LPP policies and policymaking,
and their consequences? How do the processes of late modernity, particularly neoliberalism and various forms of globalization, impact LPP?
In the remainder of this introductory chapter, we shall try to map out some of
the different threads of recent LPP research evident in this Handbook, highlighting
the issues that scholarly analysis seeks to understand and the approaches to research
used in the investigation, and to anticipate some of the generalizations that emerge.

The Chapters in this Handbook
The issues and approaches in this volume are grouped around three major points
of focus. The first is concerned with the key theoretical and methodological
underpinnings of past and present LPP research, which are presented as constituting
a multi-angled starting point for the rest of the contributions. The second strand
of discussion is focused on LPP as a window to further understand core socioeconomic, political, and institutional processes involving the modern nation-state and
its role in shaping community-based relations. Finally, the third major area of focus
turns our attention to shifting economic conditions in the last few decades, with a
view to how they impact LPP as a field of inquiry.

Part I: Conceptual Underpinnings of Language Policy
and Planning: Theories and Methods in Dialogue
Part I of the Handbook takes us through some of the key ontological and epistemological foundations upon which the interdisciplinary field of LPP has historically
evolved, from its origins in the 1960s until contemporary developments. The review
unfolds in different directions, with a focus on both theoretical and epistemological
implications of such an evolving process. In Chapter 2, Monica Heller lays down the
ideological underpinnings of LPP through situating its development at various historical junctures connected to political and economic interests. Far from representations
of policymaking as a rational/technical activity, she aligns with the critical tradition
that since the 1990s has encouraged LPP scholars to problematize their own agenda.
She does so by putting forward a key argument: that if anything has changed in the
field, it is in how the relationship between LPP and political economic conditions has
been understood, and how this has shaped knowledge production accordingly.
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In her genealogy of ideas in LPP research, Heller pays close attention to the linkages
between the authoritative knowledge produced by scholars and practitioners, on the
one hand, and the various forms of social, economic, and political engineering tied to
the emergence and development of the modern nation-state, on the other. Drawing
from literature on modern nationalism, language ideology, and late capitalism, she
examines the shifts in such forms of engineering vis-à-vis the constitution of language
as discursive terrain for the advancement of political economic interests, from the civilization projects of the colonial times in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
to the decolonization movements of the 1960s—and the accompanying programs of
modernization—to the extension and specialization of networks of production, circulation, and consumption driven by contemporary neoliberalism.
The subsequent chapters in Part I of the Handbook provide us with a road map
to specific epistemological developments and innovations in LPP, against the background of the wider disciplinary shifts discussed by Heller. In his analysis of the history of LPP research methods, David Cassels Johnson in Chapter 3 considers the
implications of a focus on “language problems” (Fishman, Ferguson, & Das Gupta,
1968) that derived from what Fishman (1972a, vol. II) called LPP’s initial “formative half decade.” This stress on practical problems, initially in postcolonial states,
resulted in reliance on varied methods drawn from sociolinguistics, sociology, law,
economics, and education. As a result, early LPP scholarship varied enormously in
its underlying theories, epistemologies, and explanations for findings; yet without
agreed-
upon theoretical frameworks and methodologies, these fundamental
differences could not be systematically examined. LPP-specific methods emerged
only gradually and later, as empirical findings accumulated, dissatisfaction with ad
hoc explanation intensified, and the need for theories and conceptual frameworks
specific to LPP became clear. Thus, over time, LPP scholars began to confront deeper
questions about what constituted acceptable theories and methods in LPP research.
Johnson’s survey of the development of such methods shows that they are associated
with different epistemological foundations. As the positivist work that dominated
early LPP gave way to critical approaches, researchers increasingly emphasized historical and structural analysis, with attention to power in social systems and to reflexivity, particularly the researcher’s position in the research process. More recently,
the shift toward critical, discursive, and ethnographic approaches to LPP focuses
attention on the interplay of structure and agency and the ethics of social research.
The next three chapters offer an account of different traditions that have emerged
out of the critical, discursive, and ethnographic turns which have taken place in LPP
in recent decades. Marilyn Martin-Jones and Ildegrada da Costa Cabral in Chapter 4
trace the intellectual and research traditions that are the foundation of the critical
ethnography of language policy. These traditions—ethnography of communication,
critical sociolinguistic ethnography, linguistic anthropology (including research on
language ideology), linguistic ethnography, and ethnography of language policy—
developed detailed descriptions and analyses of culturally varied interactional
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practices and narrative styles, particularly in multilingual schools and classrooms,
such as indigenous education programs in North and South America and bilingual education programs in the United States. Yet much of this work was not integrated with that of LPP scholars focusing on policy texts, policymaking processes,
and wider issues of national economic development, sociocultural and politico-
administrative integration of the new postcolonial nation-
states, and national
survey data about language in society.
As Martin-Jones and da Costa Cabral show, these two broad strands of research—
historical-structural analysis within LPP and processes of the nation-state, often labeled as macro, and a range of types of so-called micro analysis of schools and other
settings—have increasingly come together within the critical ethnography of language
policy, a major focus of which is to overcome the macro-micro divide. The result is
that LPP research has been characterized by a gradual change in focus from its early
attention to the policy processes of modernity to the recent attention to the policy
processes of classrooms, schools, families, and other social groups, all linked to globalization and late modern conditions such as increasing mobilities and the heteroglossia
of social life. As Martin-Jones and da Costa Cabral trace these changes, they show that
new issues have emerged in LPP methods, including questions of scale and the complex discursive processes of policy creation, interpretation, and appropriation.
In Chapter 5, Ruth Wodak and Kristof Savski keep our attention focused on the
critical and ethnographic turns in LPP research. Yet, their approach exemplifies a
very particular disciplinary tradition that stems from critical discourse studies.
Aimed at demystifying ideology and power relations in language use, this tradition
brings about two alternative orientations in LPP that also feature ethnographic fieldwork as a constitutive part of their discourse-based analysis: the discourse-historical
approach (Reisigl & Wodak, 2015) and mediated discourse analysis (Scollon, 2008).
Building on such orientations, as well as on research in the areas of sociolinguistic,
linguistic, and organizational anthropology, a critical discourse-
ethnographic
approach such as the one presented by Wodak and Savski describes observational
data and recorded practices from different sites and communicative genres in the
European Parliament, all of it with reference to the historical context of such an institution and the broader sociopolitical trends that might influence the practices being
observed. In so doing, they illustrate the relevance of multi-method approaches to
identify, as they put it, “the repertoire of, and the facilitating factors for, different
kinds of language choice, as well as the intricacies of the language regime in a transnational organizational entity such as the European Union.”
Still relying on critical, ethnographic, and discourse-based perspectives, Miguel
Pérez-Milans in Chapter 6 introduces yet another strand of work that comes with its
own sensitivities and is potentially relevant to LPP researchers. In this case, Pérez-
Milans’s chapter invites us to rethink the way in which we conceptualize, investigate,
and analyze texts, contexts, and meanings. Though he explicitly engages with literature in the ethnography of language policy, as discussed in Johnson’s as well as in
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Martin-Jones and da Costa Cabral’s chapters, his claims are intended to address more
generally those who, like Wodak and Savski, are interested in the ethnographic triangulation of contextual and discursive data. By drawing from contemporary work
on the indexicality of language in sociolinguistics and linguistic anthropology, he
advocates for a (metapragmatic) approach to LPP in which context is seen as enacted,
negotiated, and made sense of in situated discursive practices across space and time.
This approach, Pérez-Milans reminds us, requires empirical commitment to the
ways in which social actors connect communicative events, normative conventions,
and intersubjective stances throughout their trajectories of performative identification, beyond ethnographic approaches whereby institutional events, content
analysis of research interviews, and denotational descriptions of policy documents
have been extensively privileged. Indeed, he states, this overemphasis on denotational analysis of texts, contexts, and meanings in LPP may have contributed to
reifying a widely problematized view of policy as a cultural artifact that only shapes
social life externally and whose influence in people’s lives can only be (empirically)
grasped through analysis of talk about it. In an attempt to show how performative
and trajectory-based ethnographic studies of LPP may look, Pérez-Milans’s chapter
reports on previous fieldwork carried out in the educational space of Hong Kong.
The final chapter in Part I, Chapter 7 by Yael Peled, turns our attention toward the
ethics of LPP research. Peled’s chapter emerges from her extensive work examining the
complex relationships between morality and language within the framework of political
theory and her interest in issues related to interdisciplinarity in the social sciences and
humanities. Peled argues for a role for language ethics, which she defines as “the inquiry
on the moral problems, practices, and policies relating to language, on par with equivalent topics in applied ethics, such as environmental ethics or the ethics of war.” Peled’s
normative approach to LPP, focusing on ethical theory and action, is particularly relevant to recent interest in language rights, linguistic justice, reflexivity in research, and
democratic processes in language policymaking. In fact, a normative approach is particularly important for critical LPP scholars, who argue that researchers must be engaged
in social change, a principle that emerges not only from the theoretical frameworks that
underlie critical LPP (e.g., critical theory and Marxist approaches), but also from the
early origins of the field as a practical discipline. Peled argues that this commitment to
social change raises ethical questions about LPP that political theory addresses through
its attention to the analysis of what is and how things should be.

Part II: Language Policy and Planning, Nation-States,
and Communities
Part II includes chapters that examine the close links between LPP and nationalism and influential ideas about language and the institutions of the nation-state.
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Chapters also investigate the social position of minority languages and specific
communities facing profound language policy challenges.

II.A: Modern Nationalism, Languages, Minorities,
Standardization, and Globalization
Since its foundational period in the 1960s, LPP research has included extensive analysis of state policies and planning processes. As critical perspectives toward LPP
emerged during the 1980s and 1990s, attention to language and power meant that
research focused on how LPP processes contribute to social, economic, and political inequalities and how greater opportunities for marginalized sociolinguistic
groups may be opened. Thus research continued to be characterized by analysis
of LPP decision-making, primarily within state planning agencies. This section of
the Handbook examines several key areas of state LPP, in particular its role in nationalism, the treatment of linguistic minorities, and language standardization
processes, as well as the expansion of the economic activities of specific social groups
across different nationally constituted markets via the role that English plays in
globalization.
We begin with two chapters that examine the role of the state in LPP. First,
Tomasz Kamusella’s Chapter 8 focuses on the use of language in nationalism within
European states in the twentieth century, particularly after the collapse of the Berlin
Wall in 1989. Kamusella focuses on the ethnolinguistically homogenous nation-
state as the norm of legitimate statehood in Europe by tracing what he terms the
“normative isomorphism” of language, nation, and state in Central Europe. As the
foundation of state nationalism dating to the nineteenth century, language became
a key focus of state planning, and continues to be so under the processes of globalization and the weakening of nation-state control over the economy. Kamusella
examines the linkage between language and nationalism across a remarkable range
of contexts, including, for example, the breakup of Yugoslavia (1990–1992), which
has been accompanied by the breakup of the Serbo-Croatian language, so that the
successor states of Yugoslavia (except Kosovo) have claimed their own national languages (i.e., Croatian, Serbian, Bosnian, and Montenegrin; Slovene and Macedonian
were distinguished in earlier periods). Kamusella also touches on language and nationalism in other regions of the world, such as those areas where the imposition
of colonial languages has prevented the normative insistence that languages should
make nations. He also looks to the future and whether the European Union’s push for
polylingual language policies may blunt the impact of ethnolinguistic nationalism.
In the second chapter about the link between language and the nation-state, Peter
Ives in Chapter 9 offers his perspective drawn from Western political theory. He
examines the foundational theorists of the modern liberal tradition, John Locke and
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Thomas Hobbes, as well as Rousseau’s and Herder’s ideas about language and the
state, which have been the foundation for many versions of multiculturalism and
for communitarian political theory. With regard to Locke and Hobbes, Ives delves
into their differing concepts of the social contract, which, he argues, is the basis for
ideas about government planning. He shows that they spelled out two competing
foundational ideas about planning: Locke articulated the view that there is only a
highly limited role for state LPP, whereas Hobbes provided the key philosophical argument for state language planning. Examining work by Spolsky (2004) and others,
Ives shows how this difference is mirrored in contemporary LPP.
Ives also spells out the importance of this debate for contemporary discussions
about global English, instrumentalism in language policy, the role of ideology in
LPP, and, in particular, the rational choice theory that underlies a great deal of LPP
theory and practice. As for Rousseau and Herder, Ives examines in some detail the
widely held view that Herder’s theories of language and the state are the foundation
for ethnolinguistic nationalism. Ives’s chapter suggests that the widespread attention
to Herder in LPP theory deserves new analysis. Indeed, Ives argues that Herder’s
theories provide a more useful basis for contemporary understandings of LPP than
has been previously recognized.
After the chapters by Kamusella and Ives examining the role of the state in LPP,
Katherine H. Y. Chen in Chapter 10 directs our attention to language standardization
as a key process whereby different social groups struggle over legitimacy within the
political model of the modern nation-state. In her chapter, Chen presents us with a
specific case: the analysis of LPP and modern nationalism through the lens of the
ideologies of standardization of the Cantonese language in the context of contemporary Hong Kong. She uses the period leading up to the handover of Hong Kong
from Britain to China, in 1997, as a point of reference to track the changing social
meaning of Cantonese to the people of Hong Kong and the development of a distinct
Hong Kong identity that has gained greater social and political significance in the
two decades following the handover.
Chen focuses specifically on the process of standardization of Cantonese initiated
by three key Cantonese language authorities; she takes this process as an index of
language ideologies operating in connection with wider socioeconomic and political interests in postcolonial Hong Kong and mainland China. These interests,
she claims, have never been just aesthetic or linguistic in a narrow sense; rather,
they are part of a broader agenda that places language as a key discursive arena for
negotiating community boundaries and identities, and thereby for furthering sociopolitical differentiation. More specifically, Chen’s analysis shows how the standardization of Cantonese in Hong Kong is part of an ideological struggle over who gets to
decide what counts as the authentic or pure Chinese national community.
With these chapters having established the basic logic under which the ideological
framework of the modern nation-state operates, as well as the importance of language in it, Chapter 11 by Thomas Ricento expands our lens. He examines different
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state responses to the role of English under conditions of globalization, a process
that is inherent to the consolidation and amplification of the economic activities of
a transnational class across previously well-demarcated national markets. Ricento
offers the perspective of political economy to analyze two competing claims about
English: that it is a form of linguistic imperialism, and that it is a vehicle for social
and economic mobility. Ricento’s analysis looks specifically at which economic
sectors and which social groups benefit from English, arguing that people in the so-
called knowledge economy find English a means for economic mobility, whereas the
vast majority of people in the global workforce receive no benefit or in some cases
suffer economic consequences from the domination of English.
One of the important contributions of Ricento’s chapter to this Handbook is
that it introduces explicitly a political-economic approach to LPP research, in
line with the arguments advanced by Heller in Chapter 2. Ricento shows that a
political-economic approach avoids grand narratives about English and globalization, and instead examines English (and other languages) within the particular economic and political conditions of specific countries and regions. This
approach reveals, in Ricento’s words, that “the economic power of English is often
assumed” rather than empirically verified, and even when there is some benefit, it
is often overstated.
The focus of attention in the preceding chapters foregrounds the role of the state in
LPP and the interests of the social groups who benefit the most from it, yet they say
very little about minorities and their linguistic demands in the context of the ideological confines of the modern nation-state. This concern raises the issue of language
rights. Although arguments for language rights are often primarily aesthetic, with
diversity celebrated, honored, or appreciated rather than protected or promoted for
compelling political, social, or economic reasons, Stephen May in Chapter 12 shows
that language rights can make a significant contribution to social and political stability in multilingual states. In his analysis of language rights and language repression, Stephen May continues the investigation of the state and LPP by examining
historical and contemporary conflicts that are often framed in ethnic terms, but that
actually involve language and language policy as a central issue.
Considering cases of language rights and language repression around the world,
May explores, in the final chapter of this section of the Handbook, three sources of
the widely held belief that language diversity inevitably contributes to instability: the
negative ascription of ethnicity in political and scholarly discourse; the concept
drawn from European nationalism, as outlined in Kamusella’s chapter, that the ideal
nation-state is ethnically and linguistically homogeneous; and the implicit use of
both ideas in common conceptions of citizenship and human rights. May’s analysis of the historical development of these ideas reveals the underlying ideologies
and official narratives that serve as the foundation for language policies of nation-
states worldwide. He also presents alternative bases for minority language rights
that, in his view, promote social and political stability by accommodating minority
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language rights and contributing to what he terms “ethnocultural and ethnolinguistic democracy.”
The ideological frameworks, processes, and struggles discussed in the previous
five chapters operate in different institutions of the modern nation-state. This is the
focus of the following section of Part II.

II.B: Language Policy and Planning in Institutions of the
Modern Nation-State: Education, Citizenship, Media,
and Public Signage
The five chapters in this section explore LPP in the institutions and daily life of the
nation-state, specifically schools, citizenship and immigration, mass media, and
public linguistic landscapes. Together, they provide extensive analysis of different
cases, in various regional and national contexts, with which to better understand the
ways in which the ideological dynamics discussed in the previous section are played
out through specific institutional logics.
In Chapter 13, James W. Tollefson and Amy B. M. Tsui examine one of the most
important forms of LPP in schools—medium of instruction (MOI) policies—
particularly debates about the use of children’s home languages in schools. Despite
the success of programs that use home languages, many states have continued to
promote English or other postcolonial languages. In particular, as Tollefson and
Tsui show, the pressures on state educational authorities to adopt MOI policies
supporting so-called global English have transformed education in many contexts,
including China, European higher education, and elsewhere. As a result, parents,
educators, and policymakers often must navigate contradictory personal, pedagogical, and political agendas implicit in MOI policies. Nevertheless, despite
the pressure for English in many contexts, a discourse of language rights can be a
counter-force to English promotion policies. In addition, community efforts in some
contexts have successfully used MOI to reduce educational inequality. This chapter
suggests that LPP research adopting situated approaches can place MOI policies
and practices within local and global economic, political, and social conditions, in
order to make explicit the links between MOI and the social life of children, schools,
families, and communities.
Focusing on a key aspect of education—language tests—Kellie Frost and Tim
McNamara in Chapter 14 examine the broader linkage between language testing,
immigration policy, and citizenship. Adopting the perspective of language tests
as language policy (Shohamy, 2006), they show how language testing in Australia
has been incorporated into immigration policy and citizenship requirements, with
test scores serving as a key indicator in migrant selection processes that determine individuals’ eligibility to remain in Australia. However, they do not limit their
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analysis to state policies and institutional practices; rather, Frost and McNamara
examine also the impact of testing, immigration, and citizenship requirements on
individuals who are subject to policy controls. Within a poststructural analysis of
the function of examinations in modern societies, they show how individuals’ life
chances are shaped by language-testing policies, thereby revealing the complex ways
that language proficiency requirements shape the subjectivity of individuals. Their
chapter has particular implications for LPP in countries where there has been a long
history of policies encouraging immigration, including Australia, New Zealand,
Canada, and the United States.
A growing body of research on policymaking processes has found that mass and
social media can significantly constrain the language policies that are considered in
a particular context and on the public understandings of those policies (Gao, 2015,
2017; Tollefson, 2015). The following two chapters in the volume speak to this issue.
In their Chapter 15 on mass media and LPP, Xuesong Gao and Qing Shao focus on
how the mass media discursively frame language issues and mediate the consideration of language policy alternatives. Using representation theory and the concepts
of media framing (Jefferies, 2009; Scheufele & Iyengar, 2011) and legitimization
(Chilton, 2004), they analyze three cases in which the media are policy actors in the
policymaking process: the state print media coverage of the dialect crisis in mainland China, including the Protecting Cantonese Movement; high-stakes English-
language examinations in mainland China; and medium of instruction in the
United States and Hong Kong, including English-medium policies and the use of
Putonghua as a medium of instruction for teaching Chinese in Hong Kong. Gao and
Shao’s chapter reveals that media may play a decisive role in determining policies,
such as in Hong Kong, where media framing delegitimized Putonghua-medium instruction and thereby closed the policy window for this option. Thus Gao and Shao
argue that current LPP research, in which mass media is not a central focus, deserves
serious reconsideration, so that mass (and social) media can be incorporated as key
policy actors in LPP processes.
Continuing Gao and Shao’s focus on the role of mass media in LPP, Sandra Silberstein
in Chapter 16 raises fundamental questions about media and policymaking: In media
outputs with policy implications, who is allowed to speak? Whose voices count? Whose
perspective is reported? Into whose identities are viewers interpellated? Silberstein
is especially interested in activities of mass media during times of national crisis,
when the ideological work of media framing makes crises intelligible, often without
challenging the policy agendas of political elites. The questions Silberstein raises draw
our attention to the intersection of media studies, discourse analysis, and LPP. She also
raises questions about the boundaries of LPP scholarship.
Like Ruth Wodak’s discourse-historical approach, Silberstein’s work adopts critical discourse analysis in order to investigate how language is used to instantiate
particular social relations of power and to show how that instantiation is a form of
language policy. Silberstein’s concern is how media construct “good guys” and “bad
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guys” through the complex discursive processes that take place in media products. In
order to show how LPP scholars might trace these processes, she analyzes the case of
simultaneous CNN coverage of two international crises in July 2014: the downing of
Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 over Ukraine, and Israel’s “Operation Protective Edge”
into Gaza. Like Gao and Shao, Silberstein argues that LPP scholars should incorporate into their work a systematic analysis of the ways that media and other forms of
public discourse constrain the voices and perspectives that may be heard, and thus
the policy alternatives that are viewed as legitimate options.
Chapter 17 by Francis M. Hult, the last in this section, invites us to think about
LPP through the lens of public signage, also known as “linguistic landscapes” (LL).
Generally interested in the ways in which language is used visually in public space,
LL offers a platform to examine the intersecting factors that mediate language
choices such as beliefs and ideologies about languages, language policies, or communicative needs. Hult considers direct and indirect relationships between LPP
and LL with reference to a wide range of contexts including Malaysia, the United
States, Canada, Estonia, Spain, the Czech Republic, Ethiopia, and Cambodia, among
others. In so doing, Hult’s chapter brings into focus another popular and contested
dichotomy in LPP research, in addition to the micro/macro or agency/structure referred to earlier: the top-down/bottom-up distinction.
The relationship between policy discourses/ideologies and LL is complex and not
unidirectional. Whether explicit governmental regulations about public signage or
visual language use linked to individual experiences and constructions, it may be problematic to assume any form of alignment between planning objectives related to shaping
the sense of place through signage and people’s beliefs about how the sense of place
should be shaped. The relationship between policy and practice may include processes
of resemiotization of policy discourses into LL practices. Drawing from Blommaert
(2013) and Pennycook (2006), Hult shows that nongovernment forms of de facto policy
can also emerge through iterative choices mediated by values about language that permeate multiple domains of society, including visual language use. Such processes, Hult
points out, call for ethnographic, (critical) discourse analytic orientations and nexus
analysis, or geosemiotics, to focus attention on the role of LL as a language policy mechanism in concert with other mechanisms like education and media.
These nongovernment forms of de facto policy that Hult stresses lead us to the last
section of Part II.

II.C: Language Policy and Planning in/through
Communities
The next five chapters investigate LPP in different communities: those whose
members speak endangered languages; those that have responded critically to
crises such as war and mass migration; indigenous peoples contesting and adjusting
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institutional views of bilingualism in public educational and healthcare systems; families, particularly those experiencing migration; and Deaf communities
around the world. In the first of these five chapters, Teresa L. McCarty examines in
Chapter 18 the processes and prospects for revitalizing endangered languages. Her
analysis focuses on what she terms the work of “sustaining” languages (as distinct
from preserving or maintaining them), in order to emphasize the complex, dynamic,
heteroglossic, and often multi-sited language situation in communities working
on revitalization projects. The chapter offers useful definitions of key terms and an
analysis of some of the major classification systems used in language endangerment
research.
McCarty then turns to discussion of three contexts for sustaining languages: the
new speaker movement, involving individuals who acquire a minority language
(e.g., Yiddish in Poland, Irish in Ireland, or the Manx language on the Isle of Mann)
through educational programs or private study, with little or no exposure at home;
indigenous-language immersion in education (including Hawaiian in the US, Māori
in Aotearoa/New Zealand, and Saami in Norway, Sweden, Finland, and western
Russia); and bi/multilingual education using both the endangered language and a
language of the wider community (such as in Nepal, the states of Andhra Pradesh
and Orissa in India, and bilingual/
intercultural education in Latin America).
McCarty’s analysis of these widely varying language-sustaining projects reveals
how the global effort for revitalization has been able to significantly disrupt what
has often seemed to be the inevitable slide toward language endangerment and loss.
Moreover, McCarty demonstrates that sustaining endangered languages is always
political work that must challenge dominant language ideologies and entrenched
systems of linguistic inequality.
From McCarty’s international perspective toward LPP for revitalizing and
sustaining languages, the next chapter shifts to a local lens directed toward community language policies. Virginia Unamuno and Juan Eduardo Bonnin in Chapter 19
study the formulation of national public policies linked to regional integration
processes in Argentina. In their chapter, they focus on the emergence of bilinguals
as an outcome of a recent phenomenon in the region: the valorization of Spanish-
Wichi bilingualism as a professional qualification to apply for state positions in the
field of public health care and education. Relying on ethnography, discourse analysis,
and studies of interaction, they look at the practices and experiences of indigenous
teachers and health workers in El Impenetrable, in Chaco Province. In their analysis,
Unamuno and Bonnin reveal a conflict between institutional ideologies of “access”
and indigenous ideologies of “identity,” which they explain as characteristic of the
struggle between modern, state-oriented language policies and grassroots activism,
including language as a part of a wider repertoire of political action. Unamuno and
Bonnin’s chapter shows how the actual production of language policies at different
levels is contested and reinterpreted from the margins by the same indigenous
people who are supposed to passively implement them.
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Such forms of contestation and reinterpretation can be very intensive and transformational, as reported by Karen Ann Watson-Gegeo, David W. Gegeo, and Billy
Fitoʻo in Chapter 20. Based on their combined many decades of living and working
in the Solomon Islands, they examine community language policies in education
on the island of Malaita, where violent conflict (1998–2007) displaced thousands of
speakers of Kwaraʻae, the largest language in the Solomon Islands. In this new installment in their ongoing research dating to the 1970s (Gegeo and Fitoʻo are both
indigenous Kwaraʻae), the chapter focuses on community responses to the forced return of 20,000 Malaitans, driven from Guadalcanal back to Malaita, and the collapse
of the state educational system. This crisis on Malaita was met by intense community efforts to reconstruct a new, indigenous approach to education, which Watson-
Gegeo, Gegeo, and Fitoʻo call “critical community language policy and planning in
education” (CCLPE).
CCLPE on Malaita meant that educational policymaking shifted from the nation-
state to the community, with profound implications for the asymmetrical power
relations that shape language-in-education policies. In this regard, CCLPE in the
Solomon Islands provides further evidence of the need for epistemological and ontological diversity, a view that is increasingly being advanced in LPP, as well as in
education and development theory and related studies (see Dei, Hall & Rosenberg,
2000; Gegeo & Watson-Gegeo, 2013).
In Chapter 21, Xiao Lan Curdt-Christiansen turns to families and households by
looking at explicit and implicit family language policies (FLP), particularly under
conditions of transnational migration. Recent focus on FLP within LPP research
emerges from the growing recognition that language policies are immanent in daily
life, and that individual agency within households deserves research attention at least
as much as policymaking by state agencies and institutions. As Curdt-Christiansen
shows, research on FLP draws from language socialization and language acquisition
research and from analysis of the language ideologies that underlie family language
decisions. Why do some families retain heritage languages, whereas others undergo
language shift? What are the consequences of different family language practices
for the intergenerational transmission of language? How do family decisions about
language interact with social, economic, and political pressures from the wider society? Curdt-Christiansen’s survey of FLP research shows that such questions can be
investigated with a range of research methods, including quantitative analysis, qualitative/interpretive approaches, and sociolinguistic ethnography. Her chapter also
suggests that future FLP research must extend beyond the household, to include the
life trajectories of family members in a broad range of social contexts.
Ronice Müller de Quadros’s Chapter 22 examines Deaf communities, which
face language policy issues that are specific to sign languages, yet also overlap significantly with LPP in minority-language communities. Her overview of sign languages and Deaf communities includes discussion of the sign language transmission
and maintenance processes in several contexts worldwide, including those in which

Research and Practice in Language Policy and Planning    21
spoken languages are dominant. Of particular interest is her analysis of the dominant ideologies that underlie sign languages policies, which she terms a “medical
view of deafness.” Based on a critical analysis of the medical view, Quadros offers an
agenda for Deaf LPP based on a “linguistic perspective” and a language rights discourse. She concludes by arguing that this agenda requires significant participation
in policymaking processes by Deaf community members. Her advocacy for Deaf
community control of Deaf LPP echoes Watson-Gegeo, Gegeo, and Fitoʻo’s call for a
critical community language policy and planning in education.

Part III: Language Policy and Planning
and Late Modernity
Many chapters in Part I and Part II of the Handbook make reference to shifting cultural, institutional, and economic conditions in their consideration of LPP issues.
Inspired by contemporary social theory (see Appadurai, 1990; Archer, 2012; Bauman,
1998; Giddens, 1991), in Part III we link these shifting conditions to the broad label of
“late modernity” with reference to widespread processes of late capitalism, leading
to the selective privatization of services (including education), the information revolution (associated with rapidly changing statuses and functions for languages), the
repositioning of the institutions of nation-states (with major implications for language policies), and the fragmentation of overlapping and competing identities
(associated with new complexities of language-identity relations and new forms of
multilingual language use).
As an academic discipline in the social sciences, language policy must confront
tensions between these processes of change and the powerful ideological framework of modern nationalism. The chapters in Part III place these issues at the center
of our attention by approaching LPP through the lens of the following strands of
research: neoliberalism and governmentality; mobility, diversity, and new social
media; and new forms of engagement with language, ideology, and critique.

III.A: Language Policy and Planning, Neoliberalism,
and Governmentality: A Political Economy View of
Language, Bilingualism, and Social Class
As revealed in earlier chapters by Heller and Ricento, political economy has
begun to be a source discipline for critical LPP research, and neoliberalism and
governmentality key issues for analysis. The six chapters in this section offer conceptual and epistemological guides to the study of such issues, beginning with Eva
Codó’s contribution.
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In Chapter 23, Codó sets up some key principles that in our view should characterize a critically oriented approach to LPP under contemporary conditions. In
alignment with Harvey (2005), she departs from accounts of globalization that only
refer to the intensification of the circulation of capital, people, and semiotic practices
around the globe, in order to argue for a view that conceptualizes globalization “as a
new mode of production predicated on the volatility of markets in rapidly evolving
technological environments and on the flexibilisation of labour.” Indeed, she adds,
“flexibilisation is the buzzword of neoliberal globalisation, and the condition and
the outcome of neoliberal policy.” A key research area is the changing relationship
between the state and the economic sector derived from this environment, in which
the state partially retreats from key social fields such as education, social services,
and health care, while civil society organizations and private companies increasingly
take on socially regulatory roles in lieu of or together with the state—with subsequent tensions and contradictions.
With this as a premise, Codó reviews LPP issues in three key institutional domains
transformed by neoliberalizing policies (i.e., workplace, education, and civil society
organizations). Her discussion shows that neoliberalism is not just an abstract model
of action or thought. Rather, it is a form of ethos that, while permeating institutions’
missions and discursive arrangements, shapes the production/legitimization of
moral categories about appropriate social actors and forms of knowledge (including
the linguistic) and, in turn, individual subjectivities.
These processes are further expanded and analyzed in the following chapters.
Joan Pujolar in Chapter 24 focuses on how tertiarization, neoliberalism, and globalization reconfigure the role of language in people’s lives and the ways in which
individuals and organizations treat languages. He specifically looks at language as an
economic asset. Taking “linguistic commodification” (Heller, 2003) as an entry point
to ideologies and practices of governance that emerge from the changing relationship between public and non-public institutions, Pujolar reminds us that an “important point to learn from research on linguistic commodification is to appreciate
that what we are witnessing is not so much a retreat of the state, but a transformation
of its modes of intervention in public and economic life, and that language policy
makes a particularly good lens to understand this transformation.” In his chapter,
he exemplifies this by exploring slightly different modes of state involvement or
non-involvement in three areas of activity: the language learning abroad industry in
Spain; the policies of Francophone economic development in Canada; and multilingual call centers from the workers’ perspective.
The repositioning of the state under the economic conditions outlined by
Codó and Pujolar can be clearly identified in the institutional space of education.
Chapter 25 by Ana María Relaño-Pastor offers an analytical example of this. In her
chapter, Relaño-Pastor proposes a political economy angle to the implementation
of content and language integrated learning (CLIL), a type of bilingual education
policy aimed at enhancing English-language education while successfully meeting
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the demands of the Council of Europe and the European Commission. In contrast
to a dominant body of literature that has contributed to romanticizing it as a truly
European approach that celebrates multilingualism, Relaño-Pastor embraces a critical sociolinguistic ethnography perspective on CLIL as policy and practice to shed
light on the neoliberalization and commodification processes involved in the global
spread of English in Europe. She illustrates these processes through a case study of
CLIL-type English/Spanish bilingual programs in the south-central autonomous region of Castilla–La Mancha, in Spain.
Moving the focus from state institutions to multinational corporations, Alfonso
Del Percio in Chapter 26 takes us through the process whereby linguistic aspects of
communication get locally resignified by managers, consultants, and marketing
specialists in multinational corporations as economic assets that contribute to the individualization or customization of products and services. In particular, Del Percio
documents ethnographically the institutional techniques, tactics, and forms of expertise through which language and communication are governed in a Swiss multinational organization based in the major economic center of German-speaking
Switzerland. He shows that corporate actors’ policing is not merely linguistic. Instead,
he argues, “such forms of policing are a method of enhancing multinationals’ productivity and securing their competitiveness under changing market conditions.”
This, we believe, resonates strongly with Codó’s analysis, and, as Del Percio highlights,
invites LPP researchers to address language and communication “as part of a package
of activities that are subjected to discipline and regimentation” and not just as “abstract entities detached from the institutional logics in which they are anchored.”
Steering the discussion toward the individual subjectivities also anticipated by
Codó, Luisa Martín Rojo in Chapter 27 delves into the extension of the neoliberal
logic to language management and practices. By engaging with Foucault’s (2009)
notion of governmentality, she urges us “to understand the process by which a set
of economic principles have become an ideology and a form of governance, at this
moment in time when the crisis of neoliberalism as an economic and political order
comes hand in hand with the rise of right-and left-leaning populism (and even neo-
fascism) in different parts of the world.” As market mechanisms begin to organize
speakers’ trajectories and practices, and to govern their conduct, Martín Rojo sees in
linguistic governmentality an area of inquiry that allows us to understand how forms
of power mutate, what key changes are currently taking place, and which languages
and language policies are involved.
To us, the novelty of this perspective resides precisely in the locus of power under
investigation, which, as Martín Rojo states, is “the multiple forms of activity whereby
human beings, who may or may not be part of government or of an institution, seek
to control the conduct of other human beings—that is, to govern them.” Based on
this premise, Martín Rojo discusses the ways in which the behavior of individuals,
and that of the population in general, becomes regulated when one language is given
prominence over others.
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By this point of the narrative, it is clear that a political economy approach to
LPP and the study of neoliberalism offer insightful perspectives to contemporary processes that impact our daily lives. Yet, and as David Block points out in
Chapter 28, the last chapter of this section, neoliberalism continues to be ill-defined
and undertheorized, particularly when it comes to analysis of social class. In his own
words, “the rise of economic inequality and new forms of class struggle that have
accompanied neoliberal policies and practices are effectively erased from analysis,
or they are dealt with only in a cursory manner.” In response, Block articulates an
argument for the centrality of class as a key construct for understanding the effects
of neoliberalism in LPP. Block’s chapter includes concrete analysis of the ways that
these are used in LPP research, as well as specific examples of how a class analysis
offers insight into policymaking processes. His chapter calls for more careful definition of terms (e.g., middle class) and it includes specific suggestions for how future
LPP research may better incorporate class as a central theoretical construct.
But an approach to late modernity such as we specified in the opening of Part
III not only requires us to take on political economy more fully; it also invites us to
adopt a self-reflective attitude toward our own assumptions as researchers.

III.B. Mobility, Diversity, and New Social
Media: Revisiting Key Constructs
As the cultural, economic, and institutional conditions we inhabit change, it is part of
our job as social scientists, we believe, to revisit from time to time the core concepts,
notions, and analytical perspectives with which we address our objects of study.
This is part of a larger paradigm shift in the study of language and society, which,
according to Blommaert and Rampton (2016), has entailed, over a period of several
decades, an ongoing revision of fundamental ideas about languages, about language
groups and speakers, and about communication: “rather than working with homogeneity, stability, and boundedness as their starting assumptions, mobility, mixing,
political dynamics, and historical embedding are now central concerns” (p. 24). In
line with this spirit, the following four chapters revisit influential constructs that
have continuously underpinned LPP research, either explicitly or implicitly. These
are concerned with the notions of community, speaker, security, and culture.
The dominant meanings of community and community language in the language
disciplines, Li Wei suggests, are today challenged by the intensification of mobility.
In Chapter 29, he argues that such intensification makes it more difficult than ever to
ignore that communities (1) have fuzzy and multiple boundaries, (2) are constantly
intersecting and connected, and (3) constitute locations and generators of grassroots
responsibilities and power. Engaging in dialogue with contemporary work on
“superdiversity” (Vertovec, 2007), Li Wei provides us with a historical account of
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how meanings of community have shifted over time, from frames that emphasize
physical closeness to those that foreground unity of will.
He then extends this account to the notion of diaspora, closely related to the phenomenon of migration, as well as to that of multilingualism via exploration of the
ways in which the speech community construct has changed as a result of changing
patterns of mobility and subsequent disciplinary refinements in socio-and anthropological linguistics. He also reflects on the LPP implications of a general shift of
sociological attention to a practice-based notion of community, which in his view
points to the importance of grassroots actions and the everyday, beyond institutionalized contexts.
In Chapter 30, Bernadette O’Rourke, Josep Soler, and Jeroen Darquennes direct our attention to the very notion of speaker. Relying on the discursive and ethnographic turns undertaken in contemporary LPP, they advocate for situated
description of linguistic practices and trajectories of speakers outside the traditional
native-speaker communities. In their account, the new speaker is seen as contrasting
with long-standing terms such as L2 and non-native in that it moves away from the
notion of deficit or deficiency “and instead encapsulates the possibilities available
to the speaker to expand his or her linguistic repertoire through active use of the
target language.” In other words, the approach described by O’Rourke, Soler, and
Darquennes in their chapter compels us to foreground the lived experiences and
challenges that individuals face as they become (and are recognized as) speakers of
another language.
Though such an approach is not new in LPP studies, O’Rourke, Soler, and
Darquennes show that it may offer new insights if expanded to different research
contexts, beyond those of language revitalization in European minority-language
settings. With this in mind, the authors take as a starting point examples of attempts
to revitalize autochthonous minority languages, from which they turn to urban
settings characterized by different forms of migration and transnational, flexible
workplaces. In doing so, O’Rourke, Soler, and Darquennes argue for a reconsideration of more traditional approaches to LPP in minority-language settings in which
new speakers have tended to be overshadowed by native speaker profiles, and in
which “the in-between linguistic spaces and frequently more hybridized forms of
language inherent in language contact situations have often been ignored.”
Moving on to the construct of security, Constadina Charalambous, Panayiota
Charalambous, Kamran Khan, and Ben Rampton in Chapter 31 push LPP research
to look into the ways in which security is being reconfigured within the contemporary world, with developments in digital technology, large-scale population
movements, and the privatization of public services. They welcome a shift in LPP
away from a mainstream tradition that has contributed to the idealization of the sovereign nation-state through understanding security as a policy response to threats
and dangers, which therefore emphasizes issues of territorial integrity and national
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sovereignty. They also acknowledge that this mainstream literature has devoted only
superficial attention to communication.
In contrast, Charalambous, Charalambous, Khan, and Rampton align with relatively recent work in critical security studies that draws more centrally from ethnography and practice theory and that attends to context and ideology. Their chapter
advocates Huysmans’s conceptualization of security as “a practice of making ‘enemy’
and ‘fear’ the integrative, energetic principle of politics displacing the democratic
principles of freedom and justice” (2014, p. 3); it does so through consideration of two
case studies of how “enemy” and “fear” have been active principles in language policy
development, in Britain and Cyprus. These two cases shed light on the processes of
securitization, insecuritization, and desecuritization, which in their view “provide
only a hint of the different ways in which ‘security’ and language policy are likely to
be related in the period ahead.”
The last construct to be revisited in this section is that of culture, particularly
in relation to the impact of new media on contemporary social life. In Chapter 32,
Aoife Lenihan relies on Jenkin’s (2006) notion of convergence culture, which refers to
“the technological, industrial and societal changes in contemporary culture where
old and new media collide, where grassroots and corporate media intersect, where
the power of the media producer and the power of the media consumer interact in
unpredictable ways” (pp. 1–2). Lenihan highlights that this approach signifies a cultural shift from passive media spectatorship to a participatory culture. Her innovative approach, which emerges out of a three-year study using virtual ethnographic
methods, reveals that commercial entities such as Facebook, online communities of
translators, and Translation app users become both users and producers of LPP, all
functioning as language policy actors capable of exerting influence over language
policy and language use online.
This “convergence” of media producers and users means that contradictory
processes take place in online LPP: on the one hand, the result is the commercialization of minority languages such as Irish, with the major goal being profit for the
Facebook commercial entity; on the other, new forms of individual involvement in
policymaking are possible, as individuals not only become translators, but they also
may have direct impact on policy, for example, in terminology development and language standardization. Moreover, this individual involvement in LPP can lead to new
forms of ownership of policy, as online communities take on policymaking processes
(such as translation) formerly dominated by official agencies and institutions.
As the chapters in Part III show, political economy and self-reflectiveness constitute two fundamental pillars in the research agenda of LPP. As such, they point us
to a possible path for a future critique in the field that does not take for granted the
ideas about language, culture, power, and identity that emanated from the socioeconomic and political form of organization of the modern nation-state. This path may
demand rethinking long-standing forms of critical engagement, as the chapters in
the last section of Part III suggest.
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III.C: Language, Ideology, and Critique: Rethinking
Forms of Engagement
A form of critique that pays attention to changing forms of state involvement, as
well as to alternative constructs and research perspectives such as those discussed
in the preceding, requires engaging critically with certain tendencies in the field.
These tendencies include the privileging of institutional domains of language
planning and language engineering, and the inclusion of problematic suggestions
for change in critical LPP researchers’ work. Adam Jaworski addresses the former
issue in Chapter 33. While acknowledging the current emphasis in the studies of
language policy on political economy, diversity, social justice, and social inclusion,
he claims that “turning to text-based art may offer . . . a useful lens through which
to explore how hegemonic, unorthodox, non-normative, challenging, inclusive, or
merely playful language ideologies may exist side by side.”
In particular, Jaworski analyzes how the famous Chinese text-based artist Xu
Bing reinscribes, subverts, inverts, and transcends modernist, national language
ideologies through his own artwork. That is to say, Jaworki’s chapter places artists
as both theorists of language policy and planning and the agents implementing the
very ideologies that underpin their works. The work of Xu Bing demonstrates, in
Jaworski’s words,
[d]espite operating within the powerful institutional frameworks of galleries and
museums, individual text-based artists . . . create their own private or personal
domains of language planning and language engineering. In so doing they respond to
and comment on language planning at the level of the nation-state, or they transcend
the nationalist agenda by developing an internationalist dream or a democratizing
stance of planning a universal language for all humanity.

The issues raised by the suggestions for change made by critical researchers are
tackled by Jürgen Jaspers in Chapter 34, the last chapter of Part III. He argues that
such suggestions often reproduce some of the main assumptions behind the policies
that the researchers critique. Jaspers specifically examines the field of education,
where teachers and other school actors tend to be positioned as those responsible for
social change and increased equity. Calls for change based on this premise, Jaspers
reminds us, share representations of the policy implementation process with the
state authorities that they criticize; in some cases, suggestions for change complicate the emancipatory project of the school by reducing language use at school to
group interests. The problem, in Jaspers’s words, is “the view that education motors
social change, and that to the degree that it does not, urgent (linguistic) intervention
is required. In consequently insisting on teachers’ responsibility, it looks as if several
policy critiques share with governments a penchant for disciplining behavior.”
Jaspers warns that his critique “necessitates a reconsideration of the received opposition between sociolinguistics (broadly understood) and language education
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policy, and requires calls for change to take a different tack.” Jaspers exemplifies this
line of argument in relation to research on linguistic diversity. Influenced by neo-
Marxist analyses of social class reproduction, which have helped us see the school as
a space of social struggle, this research tradition pushes for more inclusive policies
that valorize pupils’ primary languages and that pluralize the language of instruction, in line with developments in sociolinguistics (e.g., translanguaging) and educational research (e.g., critical pedagogy). Based on these concerns, Jasper highlights
a need for more research that explores which opportunities and limitations emerge
when employing certain types of linguistic practices in class, without reducing the
struggle for social equality to an educational issue.

Part IV: Summary and Future Directions
Parts I, II, and III offer an opportunity to reflect on common issues emerging from
the different strands of discussion described in the preceding. The last chapter of
this Handbook reflects on these issues by identifying possible directions for future research. In so doing, it foregrounds those developments that, in our view,
put LPP researchers in a suitable position to better grasp the transformations of
the current historic juncture. The chapter also identifies unresolved problems and
contradictions that we believe need further consideration.
We have intended this introduction to serve as a roadmap to the remainder of
this volume, particularly the relationships among the subsequent chapters. We encourage readers to delve into the chapters in whatever order may be appropriate
to their interests, yet we also hope that readers will keep in mind the importance
of a historical perspective toward conceptual, theoretical, and methodological
developments in LPP.
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In many ways, the premise of this Handbook is that language policy and planning
(LPP, hereafter) and research in this field have changed recently. This chapter is
meant to take account of the ways such a shift might be connected to contemporary
changes in economic conditions (the new economy).1 I argue here that attention to
the economic value of language in a variety of forms (for example, as linked to personal income, corporate profit, or state GNP) is not, in fact, entirely new, even if it is
arguably intensified and rendered more salient by contemporary shifts in relations
between state and capital.
In order to separate out what is and is not new, therefore, I will begin by situating
LPP in a historical frame, linking it to colonialism and capitalism, and in particular
to the development of the nation-state. I will cast the institutionalized emergence
of LPP as a defined field of scholarly inquiry in the 1960s in a longer history of state
management of populations on the terrain of language—management necessarily
connected to the interests of capital, whether in the metropole or in colonial (or,
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later, neocolonial) areas. I argue that LPP has always been tightly tied to political
and economic conditions; if anything has changed, it is in how that relationship has
been understood, and has shaped knowledge production in the field. In other words,
I consider the central question to be how LPP (or whatever it was called at different
moments) has been understood at various junctures to be connected to both political and economic interests, or why language has been understood as a significant,
or at least useful, terrain for working out political and economic concerns. How that
relationship is understood, I argue, underlies what people think LPP ought to pay
attention to, ought to accomplish, and why.
Nonetheless, I take LPP to always have been centrally about what we might call
anachronistically Global North states’ management of diversity and inequality
within their boundaries and across their spheres of influence. What is perhaps most
important is the shift in legitimizing ideologies across time, first from civilization of
subject populations, to their inscription via emancipation into modern progress, to
the present moment, in which the laying bare of the relationship between LPP and
profit makes LPP’s goals less easily inscribed into liberal frameworks. I will begin by
very briefly framing LPP in terms of the construction of state and colonial languages,
and of concomitant relations among states and between metropoles and colonies,
with an emphasis on liberal democracy, industrial capitalism, and colonialism in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.2
This is the period in which the engineering of language is understood as being
undertaken in the interests of modern progress and liberal democracy, within
a civilizing mission seeking to inscribe marginal populations into this discursive régime. This jumping-off point will allow for some discussion of tensions between state and civil society actors, and in particular of the role of intellectuals in
laying the groundwork for the field, both in the Bourdieuan sense of space of social
action around a set of identifiable resources, and in the narrower sense of academic
discipline.
I will then turn to a consideration of the conditions of the period in which LPP
was institutionalized, roughly the 1950s to the 1980s, with a peak in the 1960s and
1970s. This period was characterized by the withdrawal of imperial powers from direct political control over their colonies, the restructuring of political and economic
spheres of influence (especially as influenced by the Cold War), and welfare-state
industrial capitalism. We can think of these through the terms of development and
decolonization within and across states, as key dimensions of the rebuilding of the
postwar world order—activities that were understood to rely on various forms of social engineering.
Decolonization here refers to the movement to shake off the political control by imperial powers (often violently, as in Algeria and Indochina), to be
replaced by new nation-states (a political economic form introduced by the
imperial powers). Development refers to the process of bringing the standard
of living of those states up to that enjoyed by the wealthier postwar countries,
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with refractions internal to welfare states in the West and to communist states
devoted to a better distribution of wealth among their own citizens. Here the
concern will be to understand how LPP emerged as a key element of social engineering devoted to both goals. We will see that while the nation-state was understood as the principal locus of action, LPP needs to be understood in the context
of new forms of economic and political imperialism shaped by the Cold War, in
which private foundations (such as the Rockefeller and Ford Foundations) and
international bodies played a key role.
The conditions of the Cold War, the welfare state, and liberal democratic industrial capitalism gave way in the 1980s and 1990s to what we call variously late capitalism, globalization, and neoliberalism. The last section of the chapter will examine
some key features of this shift, particularly in terms of how new conditions rendered
more explicit the role of the state in supporting the expansion of capitalism, while at
the same time centering language as a terrain for the advancement of political economic interests in new ways. I will argue that LPP’s increasingly explicit interest in
economic activity tracks a shift in locus of attention and activity, as it always has.
The question for LPP has thus become the legitimacy of its mission: Whose interests
does it serve, and in the name of what? As has happened in other fields, one result
has been a turn to reflexivity (see Martin-Jones & da Costa Cabral, Chapter 4 in this
volume). Another has been a closer examination of the role of language in economic
activity, and some debate about where LPP’s major interlocutors now lie (see also
chapters in Part III.A. in this volume).

Language and Population
Management: Nation-State,
Metropole, Colony
The unification of populations on the terrain of shared and standardized language has been going on a for a long time: the developments of writing systems, of
grammars, of dictionaries, and of literary canons are all arguably LPP activities with
particular political and economic aims in mind. The actors have shifted, and have
included religious institutions, state officials, intellectuals of a number of stripes, and
other members of political, economic, and cultural élites. Here I will focus briefly on
the part of the story that I think most helps us understand LPP in Western late capitalism, namely the modern understanding of how language serves as a terrain for the
building of metropole-colony relations in the context of liberal democratic, industrial capitalist nation-states.
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Gellner (1983) and Hobsbawm (1990) have argued that the mid-to late nineteenth
century was a moment when the bourgeoisie in Europe worked at constructing national markets, international trade arrangements, and protected imperial spheres,
through the mechanism of the nation-state. In contradistinction to religious or monarchical authority, understood as divine, the political legitimacy of the bourgeoisie
was founded on the voice of the people—a people which needed to be made. As we
know, one key way of making a nation was to unify it linguistically and communicatively, through the construction of a political public sphere (see Anderson, 1983;
Balibar, 2007). Here, what we can consider LPP comprises the work of creating that
sphere through such institutions as education, the media, and all agencies of the state
with which citizens must interact. It also comprises the making of the standardized
linguistic tools recognized therein as legitimate language and constituting shared
modes of interaction (Grillo, 1989; Weber, 1976): the grammars, the dictionaries, the
orthographies. Education in particular links the two, by socializing citizen subjects
into how to use the latter to participate in the former.
But the economic basis of the power of the bourgeoisie was industrial capitalism, as tied to the imperialism that provided labor, resources, and markets.
Capitalism involves competition, and the making of social difference in the interests
of legitimizing the inequality which allows for maintaining cheap labor and cheap
resources, fundamental to the making of profit. Thus the promise of liberal democracy to open pathways to wealth, as well as full citizenship, always meets the
contradictions of the inequalities inherent in capitalism. Historically these have
been managed by restricting full citizenship to those who are understood to possess
reason, using social and cultural difference (gender, race) to legitimize which bodies
are excluded and which are included. LPP here is a work of legitimization, arguing
on the terrain of linguistic competence that certain categories of people are unable
to perform the rationality understood to underlie full citizenship: their language is
corrupt, or deficient, as shown by whatever specific features are constructed as deviant by the very process of standardization.
The liberal democratic nation-state as the fundamental unit of political and economic organization also constructs an additional contradiction, requiring LPP
management: this is the central role of trade, both among imperial powers and between metropoles and colonies. The first required the engineering of the forms of
bilingualism that would allow international cooperation without threatening the integrity of the nation-state. This is one source perhaps of the idea of élite bilingualism
as a restricted good, acquirable through private means (governesses, grand tours),
and limited to turning in performances of standard languages each in their whole,
bounded form, with no traces of contact—or what I have called elsewhere “parallel
monolingualisms” (Heller, 2007). But the period between about 1875 and 1925 also
saw the emergence of a vast number of projects of construction of so-called international auxiliary languages, the most famous of which is Esperanto, which were
designed to be modes of international communication that leveled the playing field,
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insofar as they were nobody’s first language, had no attachment to specific nation-
states, and were understood to be more rational than even the best of the standard
national languages (Garvia, 2015; Gordin, 2015; Heller, 2017).
Between metropole and colony, LPP had a different set of concerns, depending
on the specific imperial strategies involved. Certainly part of the work, some of
which had already been accomplished earlier, had to do with what Hanks (2010) calls
“commensuration,” that is, making it possible to compare the languages of the metropole to the languages of the colony, in part for religious conversion and in part for
colonial administration. Practically this usually meant constructing the main languages of interaction, whether standardized, pidgins, or creoles; and/or training an
indigenous élite in the language of the metropole. It also meant using the ideologies
of difference and inequality, most often racialized versions of social Darwinism,
to devalue colonial languages, and to limit the legitimacy of colonial subjects as
speakers of the imperial language.
In this period, then, the forms of linguistic engineering that emerged (construction of a public sphere and standardized language, legitimization of inequality
through ideologies of language as reason, modes of international and intercultural
communication) were centrally about the political-
economic relationship between industrial capitalism, colonialism, and the nation-state. It is in that sense
that I argue that LPP has always had a socioeconomic element, and indeed has long
been discussed in those terms. In the next section I will jump ahead to the period in
which LPP became constituted as a field; in this post–World War II context, while
socieconomic concerns, I argue, remained central, it perhaps became more difficult
to name them, in an effort to foreground democracy and reduce the possibilities of
a critical analysis of the neocolonialism inherent in the era of the Cold War, colonial
independence, and the restructuring of global spheres of influence.

Decolonization and Development: The
Emergence of Language Policy and
Planning as a Field
The period after World War II, as we know, was dominated by the Cold War: the competition between communist and capitalist states to build new spheres of influence
on the ruins of fascism and the collapse of empire. Former colonies were granted
political independence, but were kept within both political and economic control in
the interest of the expansion of wealth, whether under communism or liberal democratic capitalism. After World War II, a major concern was to ensure that the world
would not again face the economic havoc associated with the Depression and the
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national rivalries that led to the war; this led to the restructuring of state economies
and international relations (Harvey, 2005, p. 9). Reconstruction underlay a wealth
boom, allowing for the rise of the welfare state in the West. Welfare-state supports
also constituted an attempt to reduce the risks of insecure capitalist markets. But the
nation-state as the fundamental political and economic unit remained central.
LPP had its origins in this period in two ways. One had to do with Western efforts
at development in former colonies, as a means to bring them within the liberal democratic and capitalist-dominated political and economic order. The second had to do
with achieving the promises of the welfare state to inscribe marginalized populations
within states into social mobility within modernist capitalism. Both usually meant
both the construction of material and institutional infrastructure, including dams,
new forms of agriculture, education in engineering, medicine, and governance,
as well as investment in the strategies of nation-building we are already familiar
with: literacy, standard languages, and education. Decolonization and postwar reconstruction also led to labor mobility, either from former colonies or from economic peripheries into the metropoles, with concomitant concerns around language
and citizenship.
Political scientists, sociologists, anthropologists, linguists, educationists, and
economists were all recruited to these development efforts. While the design and
goals of development were defined by states, in the United States in particular concrete efforts often took the form of projects funded by private foundations, among
them those built on the wealth of the American industrialist Rockefeller and
Ford families (the Rockefeller fortune was based on oil; Ford’s was based on the
automobile).
The linguistic dimension of development focused on two sets of concerns, both
inherited from the construction of liberal democratic nation-states discussed earlier.
The first had to do with the idea that nation-states ought to be monolingual, but of
course, new nation-states were no more monolingual than old ones; indeed, their
multilingualism itself was a product of imperial modes of control in many ways. Thus
multilingualism, as always, was constructed as a problem to be solved. The Cold War
heightened fears around multilingualism, to the extent that linguistic differences
were understandable as flagging potential separatist or irredentist movements (especially given that colonial boundaries regularly were drawn across linguistic ones),
and those movements were seen as potentially seducible by the opposite side in the
Cold War. This was an acute concern not only outside the boundaries of the new
world powers, but also within them.
In the United States and Europe, the emancipation movements linked to decolonization were echoed by civil rights movements. Here again, linguistic difference
(whether in the form of African American English, indigenous languages, or the
Spanish of what was then called the Chicano or Hispanic population) was tied to political and economic marginalization, and emancipation movements threatened the
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legitimacy of the state. Thus linguistic variability more broadly was understood as
something to be managed.
Bringing people into the public sphere through linguistic unification was also
accompanied by concerns for their preparation for entry into the modern economy.
Here again, literacy and education, both at home and abroad, were considered central spheres of activity. Once again, the tools for both needed to be invented.
If anything had changed, it was perhaps the increasing focus on reason, technology, and scientific expertise. Earlier LPP struggles often involved quarrels among
lay and religious intellectuals, and as the academy developed in the course of the
nineteenth century, eventually between them and the scientific experts. By the 1950s,
those scientific experts had won the day, establishing their authority to undertake
this kind of work. Further, the Cold War was fought in important ways on the terrain
of technology as the key to the better life that communism or capitalism would bring
the world. Language, too, was understood as a technical problem amenable to technical solutions, in a context in which states were expected to be interventionist. LPP’s
context, then, is one in which state intervention in development, both domestic and
international, was to be bolstered by scientific expertise.
This expertise undertook to address the questions of the management of multilingualism, the development of national standard languages, the construction of a
public sphere, and inscription into global capitalism, then, as technical problems
to be resolved through scientific description, construction of appropriate technical tools for amelioration, and their application through education and training
interventions, especially on the terrain of literacy. Technicist approaches understood language and literacy as cognitive skills and personal achievements that, once
acquired, would transform societies and individuals. If illiteracy or unfamiliarity
with the standard is diagnosed as a cognitive or social deficit, linked to economic
underdevelopment, then the solution to inequity is focused on individuals and on
education, rather than, say, on capitalist forms of extraction that are leading to over-
development in some sites and under-development in others.
Existing educational infrastructures had been installed by colonial regimes,
and often continued to be staffed by them; for example, one way to do military
service in France was to serve (for longer periods) in the educational institutions
of former French colonies. Indigenous élites continued to be trained in the metropole, and were expected to learn to act “white” without actually being able to escape
racialization (Fanon, 1967). In other cases, various forms of bilingual or multilingual education were constructed, or new standard languages were used to replace
colonial ones. Some of the standard languages were constructed on the basis of existing linguistic descriptions of indigenous languages. In others, new neutral ones
were constructed; a notable example is Bahasa Indonesia, built, in the tradition of
international auxiliary languages, to be easily learned by a multilingual population
(Alisjahbana, 1976).3
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This was the context in which emerged the new field of language planning and language policy, in conjunction with the rise of sociolinguistics and applied linguistics.
Indeed, most of the figures we associate with anglophone sociolinguistics, especially
in its American form, began their careers with involvement in Ford or Rockefeller
Foundation–
sponsored development projects (in particular, John Gumperz,
William Bright, and Charles Ferguson in 1950s India). During the same period, the
Ford Foundation also set up projects in India, as well as in the Philippines, Peru,
Indonesia, Tunisia, and Egypt (Fox, 1975). The same set of projects, emphasizing
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) curriculum development and teacher training,
included a component on the teaching of English to immigrants in California, and
later to African-American children understood to not speak the standard English of
schooling.
Both Foundations also undertook projects intended to lay an institutional, professional infrastructure of linguistic expertise for efforts in language standardization, literacy, management of multilingualism, and, broadly, language learning,
but with an emphasis on EFL, as befits a Cold War power exploring soft power
alternatives. These involved the creation of a number of research and documentation
centers, which became the foundation of LPP and the contact points for government
stakeholders; the first of these was the Center for Applied Linguistics in Washington,
D.C., established in 1959 with Charles Ferguson as its first director, and with ties
both to Georgetown University and the US State Department. Others include the
Centre international de recherche sur le bilinguisme (CIRB) at Université Laval in
Quebec, and the East-West Center in Honolulu. The expertise developed through
the International Auxiliary Language movement also was brought to bear on LPP
initiatives (as we see, for example, in the origins of the journal Language Problems
and Language Planning.)
I now draw on some archival work I conducted in 2016 in the Rockefeller
Foundation Archives, to further discuss the Foundation’s involvement in the development of LPP as a field in the service of the political-economic interests of development during the Cold War. In 1963, the Rockefeller Foundation’s Social Science
Research Council (founded in 1923 at the initiative of a number of professional scholarly societies, such as the American Political Science Association and the American
Anthropological Association, to influence social science research and its impact on
public policy) set up a Committee on Sociolinguistics. This Committee, of which
Ferguson was the first chair, organized what might arguably be the first scientific
conference devoted to LPP (unless we count the early twentieth-century conferences
of Esperantists). The Conference on “Language Problems of Developing Nations”
was held in 1966 in Warrenton, Virginia. One immediate result was a 1968 volume
(Fishman et al., 1968). Ford Foundation–funded work on this theme continued in
1968–1969 at the East-West Center in Hawai’i through a residency for four fellows
(Fishman; Joan Rubin, then at George Washington University; Bjorn Jernudd,
then at Monash; and Jyotirindra Das Gupta, then at Berkeley), and other younger
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scholars from India, Indonesia, and Malaysia. Ferguson organized a similar conference in Ethiopia in the same period (RF Accession 1, series 1, subseries 19, box 218,
folder 1533). Together, Ferguson and Fishman were successful in obtaining a Ford
Foundation grant in 1969 to continue this work, with a major comparative project in
India, Indonesia, Malaysia, and Peru (see Rubin et al., 1977). Its aim was to examine
all the issues of language, nationalism, and nation-building, and economic development, as it has been discussed in this section.
My point is again that at the crucible of formation of the field, LPP was intimately
bound up with socioeconomic concerns. It could not have emerged as a field of
scholarly inquiry without the ways in which scientific expertise was brought to bear
as technical knowledge in Cold War efforts to secure capitalist forms of production
and consumption, global markets, and safe imbrication of marginalized minorities
in the dominant political economic forms of social organization and production and
distribution of wealth. Indeed, in this period, the primary interlocutors were states,
although the Rockefeller and Ford Foundations, with wealth based solidly in industrial capitalism, were, as we have seen, key players. This sets the stage for the contemporary period, in which LPP turns more explicitly to language as a form of economic
resource.

Late Capitalism: The Expanding
Reach of the Market and
the Neoliberal State
In advanced capitalist countries, the welfare state delivered high rates of economic
growth in the 1950s and 1960s, but by the end of the 1960s growth had slowed. Both
liberal democratic nation-states and communist ones were unable to successfully
distribute resources and regulate capitalism. These are the conditions underlying
what we think of as late capitalism, a term I take to signal the intensification and extension of capitalism that David Harvey has described (1989, 2005), and which I understand to be manifested in the following ways (see also Duchêne & Heller, 2012):
•

searches for new markets for products

•

trying to sell products at a lower price than competitors, which usually means
finding cheaper sources of materials and labor

•

creating new kinds of customers and new kinds of desires

•

specializing in specific products for specific groups (niche products for niche
markets), capitalizing on preferential access to both or either
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•

justifying higher prices through adding value in some way to products.

These processes required liberation from the constraints of nation-state markets,
triggering what is usually thought of as globalization and neoliberalism (Allan &
McElhinny, 2017). Globalization marks the international flows of people, products,
information, services, and capital that embody the extension and specialization of
networks of production, circulation, and consumption required in order to achieve
the goals set out in the preceding. Neoliberalism captures the legitimizing discourses
connected to the dismantling of the welfare state and nation-state regulation of national markets required for such forms of globalization to be possible (see Codó,
Chapter 23 in this volume).
In the Global North, governments largely dismantled or rolled back the
commitments of the welfare state, including privatizing public enterprises, reducing
taxes, breaking labor unions, encouraging entrepreneurial initiative, and inducing
a strong inflow of foreign investment. At this time, socialism was also rolled back,
ending the Cold War and reorganizing the global order. In the Global South, international bodies like the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank enforced
free market fundamentalism in return for loans, or delayed loans, in a process called
structural adjustment.
Many companies from the Global North, encouraged by deregulation and
tax breaks for investment, went offshore or delocalized, meaning that they closed
down workplaces, especially those involved in industrial manufacturing, in the
Global North, and opened them in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Work itself was
restructured toward flexibility, allowing companies to respond rapidly to intensified
cycles of competition and shifts in conditions of production and consumption.
Thus a post-Fordist regime of flexible accumulation has emerged in place of industrial mass production, with a focus on flexible labor processes and production
arrangements, and consumption focused on niche markets, all of which have transnational implications. Discussions of productivity, efficiency, and audit became
pronounced at the same time that concerns about profitability rose (Urciuoli &
LaDousa, 2013).
These changes have had major implications for our understandings of what language is, for whether it can or should be engineered, and if so, by and for whom, and
how. Boutet (2008) pointed out that in industrial capitalism, Taylorism repressed in
many ways the use of language in order to regulate manual labor. She documents the
orders in French factories that forbade unruly use of the body and the tongue (e.g.,
no spitting, no talking). Communication was understood to be a distraction. Now,
however, the conditions of late capitalism I outlined earlier have foregrounded language as both product and process of work (Duchêne & Heller, 2012; Heller, 2010a;
see also Pujolar, Chapter 24 in this volume).
This has happened partly through tertiarization, as communication, information,
and services have become increasingly necessary for the management of far-flung,

Socioeconomic Junctures, Theoretical Shifts    45
diversified networks, in which intense competition produces the need for the ability
to make changes rapidly (and therefore requires knowledge about what options
exist). In addition, it becomes difficult to manage multilingual networks of labor,
management, producers, and consumers when they are constantly changing (and so
Taylorist management of language, while seductive and often practiced, is difficult
to impose). Finally, niche markets and added value are often constituted through
the harnessing of symbolic, often linguistic capital, which links distinction (in
Bourdieu’s sense) to the coupling of the symbolic and the material (Heller, 2010b; see
also Del Percio, Chapter 26 and Martín Rojo, Chapter 27, both in this volume).
For LPP, then, the ground shifted radically. Rather than understanding states as
the central actors, contemporary conditions shift the gaze of the field to their struggle
to reposition themselves in relation to both the private sector and to the volunteer or
nongovernmental organization (NGO) sector that has taken over some of the social
services the state once provided (at least, where they have not been privatized). This
has led to a series of new questions. These questions concern the new roles of multilingualism or linguae francae in managing extended and diversified networks of
production and consumption, and the role of language in the construction of niche
markets and niche products, in particular as symbolic added value. While LPP once
saw language as a technical path to state economic development through the education of literate citizens, it now must confront how to understand language as a form
of work, as a commodity, as a form of distinction, and as a direct contributor to gross
national product (GNP). Perhaps most uncomfortably, given its liberal democratic
history (at least in the West), it must confront more directly the role of capital in
constraining the nature of linguistic markets and the value of linguistic capital, and it
must explore their link to private profit. LPP has long been linked to emancipation;
new conditions ask us to examine its darker sides.
The (socio)economic turn in LPP is both emergent and divided. In some sectors,
it has meant, as has been the case for discussions of language and society more
broadly, asking fewer questions about language rights and more about linguistic
value (see, for example, papers in Ricento, 2015; see also Ricento, Chapter 11 in this
volume). Some of this work has built on earlier analyses of how linguistic difference
has been linked to both political and economic inequality to try to directly examine
whether, or to what extent, claimed knowledge of named languages at an individual
level correlates with income, or, at a state or multistate level, with GNP (Grin et al.,
2010). This approach is meant still largely to guide states, or such multistate organizations as the European Union, regarding their policies concerning language education, and indeed it has been taken up in a traditional mode as expert knowledge for
that purpose.
We see this division, or tension, also refracted in contemporary debates in the
Global North about education for the multilingual global manager or flexible worker,
versus the remaining interests of states in maintaining their national markets (if only
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as niche markets and sources of niche products that commodify national identity;
Heller, 2010b). We see it refracted, too, in new iterations of old debates over multilingualism versus linguae francae for the management of a globalized economy, with
proposals for loosening the Anglo-American hold on English as a lingua franca, to
renewed interest in Esperanto in particular and inventing languages more generally
(search “conlang” on Google, to see that we have returned to 1905 in some ways), to
new forms of machine translation, or to proposals to substitute coding for language
education as the ultimate in technoflexibility. Again, the interlocutor is the state or
its institutions, notably education, or else the individual or his or her parents, as they
try to figure out how best to succeed economically in this changing scene.
In the Global South, attention has turned to the problem of how to enter the
globalized new economy in a way that fends off the negative impact of structural
adjustment. Although not directly framed in these terms, I think we can treat the
important body of work on so-called English fever in South Korea as a key contribution to the LPP literature, illuminating as it does how the search for English is
bound up with South Korea’s adjustments after its 2008 financial crisis, the end of
the Cold War but persistence of North Korea as a communist state, and the risk of
devaluing its own linguistic and cultural capital (Lo et al., 2015; Park & Lo, 2012). This
body of work tightly ties together state policy with respect to language education,
language assessment as a tool for social selection in the public and private sector, and
the inequalities of both access to English and to control over what forms of English
are valued; it also shows us how in destabilizing nation-states, globalization also
destabilizes the ideology of the native speaker, leading to struggles over who controls
the linguistic market and the value of linguistic capital. Similarly illuminating work
has shown how the Philippines and Indonesia capitalize on the linguistic relics of
colonialism to produce multilingual workers for export (notably as caregivers and
domestic labor); to attract multinational corporations to a cheap local multilingual workforce, for such sectors as call centers or copyediting (Lorente, 2012; Tan &
Rubdy, 2008); or as cheaper sites for acquiring high-value linguistic capital.
These phenomena link Asian countries among each other, as well as to the Middle
East and to the Global North. They are therefore only somewhat amenable to state intervention. This is true of the globalized economy in general. Further, although communication has been Taylorized both in its repression and in scripting (Cameron,
2000), in its role as product and process of work it may be difficult to Taylorize, especially when it is key to the provision of flexible identities and subject to tension
over whether to regard it as a technical skill or an authenticating inherent feature of
individuals or populations (the perduring ideology of the nation, which is mobilized
for purposes of saving national markets, fending off competition from global flows
of labor, and adding symbolic value to niche products).
As a result, scholars increasingly examine the world of work (whether private
or public sector) in order to understand what kinds of implicit or explicit language
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policies regulate access to jobs, job promotion, and job training (Allan, 2013;
Duchêne, 2011; Duchêne et al., 2013; Garrido & Codó, 2014; Urciuoli, 2008). While
LPP has tended to focus on codified, explicit policy and planning, contemporary
conditions require greater attention to sectors where such codification may be undesirable or difficult, or unnecessary for legitimacy.
Finally, while LPP has not historically attended in detail to processes of resistance,
contemporary conditions open up that possibility. One reason for this, alluded to
earlier, has to do with the ways in which changing hegemonic regimes always open
up possibilities for struggle. Some of this struggle is over whose English, English or
Mandarin, multilingualism or Google translate; but some of it is over whether language can or should be commodified, that is, whether speakers are prepared to enter
contemporary conditions of late capitalism as flexible speaking subjects, as communicative entrepreneurial selves.
Just as language is increasingly inscribed in the globalized new economy as work
product and work process, resistance to the spread of capitalism and its increasing
inequalities finds one strategy in removing it from such consideration. Ideas about
the environment and indigeneity in particular put on the table alternative modes of
globalization in the form of global movements of solidarity in which language is cast
as inherently part of an intertwined social and physical world, one in which people
are not reduced to labor and alienated from nature. This is not a world in which language can be engineered; indeed, it is not clear to what extent it is even possible to
address it as a separate object. These views emerge, notably, in indigenous language
revitalization movements—ironically, given that these, too, can be understood as
falling within the purview of LPP, or, more properly, within the liberal democratic
and scientific framework within which it has made sense as a field.

So What Is New for Language Policy
and Planning?
I have argued here that LPP has always been bound up in economic interests and
processes, especially insofar as it was built on ideologies of language as a system susceptible to human intervention, and of scientific expertise as the authoritative way to
stake a claim to knowledge and truth, both of which are features of modernity and of
the link between the nation-state and industrial capitalism. What is new is the way in
which the conditions of late modernity make it difficult to maintain the nation-state
as the main locus of LPP activity, and require a more direct examination of the imbrication of language and capitalism than it was perhaps possible to undertake earlier.
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At the same time, this examination raises some fundamental questions about LPP
as an activity; put differently, it is subject to the logic of reflexivity, which requires
it to situate its own interests and to deconstruct its object (language) and its historical practice (shaping language form and practice). This no doubt helps explain the
critical turn that has accompanied the socioeconomic one; if we are uncomfortable
accepting language as profit and legitimization of difference and inequality, then we
begin to ask what our goal is. I certainly want to argue for seeing some of the recent
work on language and economic activity within the frame of LPP’s intellectual history, as I have tried to summarily sketch out in this chapter. I would argue, too, for
situating LPP in a broader frame of the genealogy of ideas about language and power,
and of language and political economy.

Notes
1. This chapter draws heavily on sections of M. Heller & B. McElhinny (2017).
2. Let me add here a disclaimer that my focus will be too narrowly circumscribed, leaving
out the many ways in which metropoles and colonies have mutually influenced each other,
as well as many globally important spheres. In particular, I give short shrift to Chinese
and Japanese empires, and to the work of LPP in the Soviet Union and post-1949 China,
though all are important; see, e.g., Brandist (2015).
3. I am grateful to Paul Manning for pointing out this link.
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C hap t e r 3

R E SE A RC H M E T HOD S
I N L A N G UAG E P OL IC Y
AND PLANNING
David Cassels Johnson

For much of its history, language policy and planning (LPP) has been a topic of interest, rather than a robust academic discipline with well-developed theories, research methods, and empirical findings. Early language planning research was born
out of practical necessity when linguists were called upon to help primarily postcolonial nations solve what were considered to be their language problems through
(what would later become known as) status-and corpus-planning efforts. It was
only after these researchers began meeting to discuss this work, and publishing the
results, that it became an established area of interest. Thus, for much of its history,
LPP research has not relied on LPP-specific research methods. Mostly, scholars have
utilized the methods developed in their disciplinary homes—(socio)linguistics, sociology, law, political theory, and economics—to study a common topic.
This interdisciplinarity (or multidisciplinarity or transdisciplinarity) is a hallmark of LPP research and reveals how the impact of language plans and policies
transcends disciplinary boundaries. This also means that clear LPP-specific methods
have been slow to develop, if at all. This chapter reviews the methodological history
of the field, highlighting major shifts engendered by particular research approaches,
and ends with some predictions about where the field might be headed as evidenced
by emerging trends. First, epistemological foundations are discussed, which help

52   David Cassels Johnson
clarify methodological directions and perspectives. Then, a chronological history of
LPP research methods is considered, with particular attention to language planning
foundations, the critical and empirical turns, and emerging trends.

Epistemological Foundations
It is useful to begin by delineating some terminological divisions—even if such
divisions will always spur debate—because they help distinguish methodological
trends and clarify the discussion. We can distinguish between epistemology, theoretical framework, methodology, and method. Epistemology is the branch of philosophy focused on knowledge and, in academic research, supports, or perhaps is
embedded within, the theoretical framework, methodology, and methods. What is
the nature of knowledge? How do we come to know what we know? How do we ask
questions about what we do not know, and how do we answer those questions? How
can we be sure that what we know is accurate or real or valid? All scholars’ work is
grounded in some epistemology, even if they do not discuss it explicitly or even recognize their own epistemological orientation.
Crotty (1998) distinguishes between three major epistemological orientations
that guide most academic research: objectivism, constructionism, and subjectivism. The objectivist believes that the things that exist in the world have meaning
independent of human consciousness. That is, the tree in the forest has some objective tree meaning with or without a human observer, and it is the researcher’s goal to
discover the objective truth and meaning of what is being studied. The subjectivist,
on the other hand, believes that trees and other objects have the meanings they have
because of the human observer, who imposes a subjective meaning on the thing
under consideration. Lying in the middle, so to speak, is constructionism, which
posits that meaning is developed out of the interplay between the human observer
and the thing being observed. Unlike in objectivism, where things have inherent
meaning waiting to be discovered, for the constructionist, meaning is constructed
through a partnership between the observed and the observer. Now, whether a tree
in the middle of the woods, or a rock on some distant planet, exists without any
human observation is an ontological, not an epistemological, problem. Ontology
is the study of what is—the nature of existence—while epistemology is the study of
what we know—the nature of knowledge. Realism, which is an ontological position
stating that realities exist outside of the human mind, is not the same thing as objectivism. The belief that things exist without a human observer (realism) is perfectly
compatible with the belief that things still have no meaning without a human observer (subjectivism).
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Many theoretical orientations, and therefore research methods, tend to naturally fall out of particular epistemological positions. For example, positivism—the
theoretical position that research should follow strict scientific guidelines, which
attempts to systematically control the variables in a study, and rejects intuition and
metaphysical beliefs—aligns quite clearly with objectivism. Within positivistic and
postpositivistic research, experimental studies with random assignment and generalizability are the gold standard. On the other hand, postmodernism rejects modernist notions of what counts as “science” and, therefore, it is difficult to imagine an
objectivist postmodern study.
Still, other research methodologies might be aligned with different epistemologies.
For example, there is a strong history of objectivist ethnographic research, influenced
by the biological sciences, in which the human observer attempts to unobtrusively
observe the behavior of other creatures. Furthermore, while social science research
has often adopted a physical science model of research, it is worth noting that the observer effect is a well-known problem in quantum mechanics (or quantum physics),
which states that the mere act of observation influences the phenomenon being
observed. If this is an issue when studying extremely small things, like atoms and
photons, the repercussions for studying human beings would seem to be relevant.
Epistemological debates have influenced LPP research as well, and the history of the
field reveals a shifting epistemological landscape.

Language Planning Research
Foundations
Early language planning research was dominated by objectivism. There were language problems to be solved—for example, what status to grant colonial languages in
postcolonial nations—and solutions were proposed in the form of language planning
frameworks, models, and conceptualizations. Haugen (1959, p. 8) originally defined
language planning as “the activity of preparing a normative orthography, grammar,
and dictionary for the guidance of writers and speakers in a non-homogeneous
speech community.” Kloss (1969) expanded on this definition, identifying what
Haugen had described as corpus planning (i.e., planning the forms of a language),
which Kloss differentiated from status planning (i.e., planning the functions of a language). Another focus in this early research was developing frameworks accounting
for the steps in language planning. For example, Haugen (1966, 1983) delineated four
steps, including (1) selection of a norm (i.e., selecting a language variety for a particular context); (2) codification (i.e., development of an explicit, usually written, form);
(3) implementation (i.e., attempt to spread the language form); and (4) elaboration
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(i.e., continued updating of the language variety to “meet the needs of the modern
world”; Haugen, 1983, p. 273).
The epistemological sway of early language planning research was influenced
by an interest in excluding sociopolitical variables in the objective science of language planning. For example, Tauli (1974, p. 51) made controversial claims about the
utility of languages, which “can be evaluated with objective scientific often quantitative methods. . . . Not all languages describe things equally effectively.” Tauli (1974)
further argued that primitive “ethnic languages” were good candidates for language
planning initiatives that will improve their efficiency and descriptiveness. Such
assertions were relatively extreme, and received criticism, but were indicative of an
early emphasis on deliberate language planning initiatives that ignored the sociopolitical contexts in which such initiatives took place.
These early activities engendered edited volumes like Language Problems of
Developing Nations (Fishman et al., 1968), Can Language Be Planned? (Rubin
& Jernudd, 1971), and Language Planning Processes (Rubin et al., 1977). Most of
the contributions were conceptual proposals, descriptive accounts of language
planning projects, strategies for implementing language planning, and historical investigations of particular contexts and communities. The research was not
propelled by clearly identified research methods, and the analysis of any data—
government reports, policy documents, and language corpuses—was largely guided
by researcher intuition. In other words, it was an exploratory time. As Fishman
(1977, p. 33) said, the primary aim of the project was to demonstrate “the feasibility
of studying language planning processes,” rather than testing specific hypotheses or
evaluating the effectiveness of particular research methods. I have called this early
work historical-textual analysis (Johnson, 2013a), which offers potential data sources
and methods of data collection, even if it does not entail particular tools of analysis
(see Table 3.1).
Ricento (2000) divides the history of the field into three eras, including foundational language planning research, critical language policy (described later in
the chapter), and an intermediary stage in the 1970s and 1980s. This intermediary
stage was a time in which William Labov (1972) and Dell Hymes (1972) led sociolinguistic research in very different directions, with quantitative objectivism being
championed in variationist studies, and qualitative anthropological methods (notably ethnography) incorporated into the ethnography of speaking, which would
later become known as the ethnography of communication. Meanwhile, the aim of
structuralist linguistics was questioned, and critical scholarship in the social sciences
gained in popularity, foregrounding the role of the social as a determining factor
in human behavior and processes. In turn, critical social theories on how power
operates in society continued to influence scholars across disciplines and, within
language studies, critical linguists argued that “[a]ll linguistic interaction is shaped
by power differences of varying kinds, and no part of linguistic action escapes its
effects” (Kress, 2001, p. 35).

